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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The City of Hoboken, New Jersey, faces limited undeveloped 
land opportunities in the densely populated urban munic-
ipality. Just two percent of the square mile city constitutes 
vacant land, which makes the practices of redevelopment 
and infill development a necessity. It is for this reason that 
the Marshall Street Substation site located on half an acre of 
land presents a unique opportunity to provide desperately 
needed community uses to Hoboken residents. Once fully 
remediated, per the City of Hoboken’s 2017 Land Transfer 
Agreement with the site’s current owner PSE&G, the prop-
erty will transferred back to the city vacant, with unlimited 
options for its development potential. 

With this in mind, the City of Hoboken tasked a team 
of graduate planning students at the Edward J. Bloustein 
School of Planning and Public Policy at Rutgers University 
to prepare the following report as part of their Spring 2020 
studio course. The studio was conducted in conformance 
with professional planning practice standards in order to 
develop an Alternatives Analysis for the Marshall Street site. 
The analysis recognized the opportunities inherent in the 
location and proposes the best development options pos-
sible for after the city acquires the property. It is important 
to note that there is no intention to choose one option over 
another, but rather to explore the development potential of 
the site in context with citywide planning goals. 

The report is structured to reflect the order and process in 
which this analysis was conducted. By examining existing 
conditions, and demographic data and conducting a public 
survey, the studio team confidently developed three viable 
development options with supportive uses for the communi-
ty. These three conceptual development options include:

• A Mixed-Use Retail and Inclusionary Residential 
       Development
• A Health and Fitness Wellness Center, including a 
       swimming pool 
• A Work and Play Center that includes a Children’s 
      Museum, Incubator Space and Senior Center  
   
Each of the three conceptual development options took into 
consideration five specific areas of concern: Land Use, 
Design, Market Demand and Financial Feasibility, Transpor-
tation, and Resiliency. Through the employment of these five 
common criteria, comparison of the three alternatives was 
enabled. 

This report should help the City of Hoboken focus and navi-
gate the next steps in the development process. The future of 
the Marshall Street property should not be underestimated, as 
it holds a wealth of opportunity to support a rapidly growing 
city with much needed community uses and amenities. 
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INTRODUCTION

The alternative development scenarios presented in this report are part 
of a process that will lead to a plan for the redevelopment of the Mar-
shall Street substation site in Hoboken. The primary objective of the 
Alternatives Analysis is to provide the City of Hoboken with multiple 
options as to what can be developed on the site. 

In October 2012, Hoboken experienced severe flooding as Superstorm 
Sandy made landfall. A combination of rainfall, storm surge and ris-
ing sea levels caused flooding in the western part of the City as water 
entered through the southern and northern areas of town. The storm 
knocked out the power grid, which included the Marshall Street and 
Madison Street Substations. To protect the City from future flood 
events, Hoboken and utility provider PSE&G entered into a land swap 
agreement that would decommission the Marshall Street substation, 
and in exchange, create one large elevated substation on Madison 
Street. The Marshall Street substation site would be transferred back to 
the City.  

The 2018 Hoboken Master Plan Reexamination Report and 2018 Land 
Use Element identified the City’s desire to use the substation site as 
a supportive use for the community. The reports revealed Hoboken’s 
need for recreational facilities and amenities for residents, particularly 
in the southwest area of the City. 

The Marshall Street Substation Alternatives Analysis will provide a 
vision for transforming the site into a valuable community asset. In 
addition to providing new retail opportunities, the Alternatives Analy-
sis will also explore the opportunity to provide new residential housing, 
recreation, and health and wellness facilities for Hoboken residents to 
enjoy while minimizing traffic, enhancing the surrounding neighbor-

hood, and protecting the environment. Through the formulation and 
analysis of alternatives, the Marshall Street Substation Alternatives 
Analysis is intended to establish the appropriateness of retail, de-
termine a mix of housing, and identify the appropriate location and 
distribution of various uses, such as a museum, community swimming 
pool and health & wellness facilities. 

Based on input from City officials  and the community, the following 
preliminary goals have guided formulation of the alternatives present-
ed in this report:

• A mix of economically and socially sustainable mixed-uses
• Developing an attractive, pedestrian-oriented site
• Creation of a site that is well-served by and supportive of transit
• New development that minimizes impacts to the environment
• Integration of development that protects and enhances 
       neighboring uses
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ALTERNATIVES DEVELOPMENT

Building upon prior reports, public input, and census data, three 
alternatives of the project area have been formulated. The alternatives 
are informed by factors such as:

• The unique ownership of the site by the City of Hoboken
• The proximity of the site to public transit 
• The number of recreational facilities in the City
• The presence of market rate housing and the Hoboken Housing 

Authority (HHA) in the neighborhood

The alternatives in this report have been developed collaboratively by 
members of the Rutgers Graduate Planning Studio with input from 
City staff.  The purpose of the alternatives is to inform discussion on 
the future of the area and the implications of the different scenarios 
that have been presented. Given the unique properties of the site, 
and the desire to achieve multiple objectives, it is assumed that the 
project area will not develop as a single use, but is more likely to have 
multiple uses. The alternatives provide comprehensive scenarios with 
different land use/development options. The analysis explores how 
different land uses can be integrated into the community and enhance 
the character, quality and vibrancy of the neighborhood. 
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REPORT CONTENT AND ORGANIZATION

The Marshall Street Substation Alternatives Analysis presents three 
conceptual development alternatives formulated for the project 
site and provides a summary evaluation of the scenarios according 
to land use/design, financial feasibility, transportation, and infra-
structure. The report discusses the challenges of the alternatives in 
achieving the project goals and objectives. 

The alternatives presented are preliminary concepts that are intend-
ed to provide a foundation for discussion as the development of 
the site moves forward, and are not final recommendations. Con-
siderable discussion and additional development and refinement 
of concepts will be needed to identify a preferred direction for the 
project area. 

The Marshall Street Substation Analysis of Alternatives Report is 
organized into the following chapters: 

Introduction
Existing Conditions
Data Collection and Methodology
Conceptual Development Alternatives
Land Use and Design
Financing Programs and Opportunities 
Transportation and Circulation
Resiliency
Summary and Next Steps

Chapter 2 describes the existing conditions of the site, as well as the de-
mography of the surrounding community, and City of Hoboken. Chapter 
3 explains methodology surrounding data collection, including public 
meetings, site visits, and the results of an online survey. Chapter 4 de-
scribes each of the alternatives and their basic characteristics with respect 
to development program, land use mix, parking strategy, and other fea-
tures. Chapter 5 discusses the possible land use and urban design implica-
tions of each scenario. Chapters 6-8 examine the alternatives with relation 
to financing programs and opportunities, traffic and circulation, and 
resiliency. Chapter 9 concludes with a brief summary of the findings and 
next steps. 
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EXISTING CONDITIONS

Located on New Jersey’s Gold Coast, Hoboken is a mile-square city 
sandwiched between Jersey City to the south and Weehawken to 
the north. Bound by the Hudson River to the east and a natural es-
carpment to the west, Hoboken is a densely populated municipality 
with approximately 50,000 residents. With its low-lying topography, 
Hoboken is susceptible to flood events, and experienced a consider-

able amount of damage during Superstorm Sandy in 2012, particularly in the 
western part of the city where the elevation is at its lowest. Flooded during the 
storm, the Marshall Street substation will be decommissioned and remediated 
as part of a land transfer agreement with PSE&G, and the site transferred back 
to the City. 

Constructed in 1948, the site, located at 742 2nd Street in a primarily residen-
tial district, has been owned and operated by PSE&G for use as an electrical 

Image 2.1 Aerial image of site 1997 Image 2.2 Aerial image of site 2019

Source: NJ Office of Geographic Information Services Source: Google Earth
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substation that services Hoboken’s southern half, and has seen very little 
change over the previous decades. Prior to 1948, the site was undeveloped. 
In addition to 2nd Street, the site is further bounded by Marshall and Har-
rison Streets, which run north and south, respectively. The site is approxi-
mately 0.52 acres in size across nine individual adjacent tax lots, identified 
on the City of Hoboken Tax Map as Block 35, Lots 1 through 5.2, and 33 to 
36. Since the site is still operating as a substation until the Madison Street 
substation is complete, the mechanical equipment and wires are still visible 
from street level, surrounded by a chain link fence.

When it comes to the area surrounding the site, to the south is a publicly 
accessible private six-story parking garage operated by Sylvan Parking and 
luxury rental housing, including Harrison Flats and the Sky Club. To the 
west of the site is the 2nd Street light rail station that is part of the Hud-
son-Bergen Line operated by New Jersey Transit. To the north of the site 
is an affordable housing development operated by the Hoboken Housing 
Authority (HHA), and directly to the east is five-story market rate housing.

In terms of accessibility, street parking is available along 2nd St and Harri-
son St, although a residential parking permit is required by the Hoboken 
Parking Utility (HPU). There is currently no street parking available along 
Marshall Street as it serves as a drop off and pick up point for the light rail 
station.

LAND USE AND ZONING

The Marshall Street substation site is located in Hoboken’s R-3 Residence 
District (Redevelopment), which extends north from Paterson Avenue to 
7th Street and east to Willow Avenue in the city’s southwest section. Ac-
cording to Hoboken’s zoning ordinance, the purpose of the R-3 district is to 
create viable residential neighborhoods and establish a variety of different 
housing types. Permitted uses in this district include residential buildings, 

places of worship, public buildings, and retail businesses and ser-
vices, while conditional uses include public parking facilities, bars, 
loft buildings, restaurants and more. With regards to the building 
envelope and density, the lot coverage for principal buildings is 60%, 
while the maximum building height is 40 feet above design floor 
elevation. 

ZONING

196 Attachment 4

City of Hoboken

196 Attachment 4:1 Supp 34, Feb 2020

Source: City of Hoboken 

Map 2.1: Hoboken 2020 Zoning Map
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SELECT DEMOGRAPHICS

In addition to studying the physical characteristics of both Hobo-
ken and the area surrounding the project site, it is imperative to an-
alyze the city’s demographics in order to understand recent trends, 
which can lead to important planning decisions and help shape 
the alternatives presented in this report. For the past decade or so, 
Hoboken has seen steady growth in terms of population and num-
ber of households, including median household income as a result 
of its proximity and ease of access to New York City, as well as a 
growing number of persons with a college education. The tables be-
low provide a look at changes not just in Hoboken’s population, but 
in race, age, and housing vacancy as collected from the decennial 
census and 2018 American Community Survey (ACS).

When it comes to more site specific data, Block Group 4, which spans from 
2nd St to 6th St, and contains the substation site, notably has the highest 
concentration of individuals in Hoboken under the age of 18 at 32%, which 
is almost double the same statistic citywide. As for residents over the age of 
65, the southern section of Hoboken has a higher rate of seniors compared 
to the rest of Hoboken. The same Block Group 4 has a population where 
8% of the residents are over the age of 65.

Table 2.1: Hoboken Population & Race

Source: Census.gov (2000 - 2018)
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Examining the data from the 2018 ACS, several characteristics stand out. First, 
as with the rest of Hoboken, a large majority of residents around the site are 
white at 66%, although that percentage is lower than the Hoboken average 
of 82%. In the case of this census tract, there is a far higher concentration of 
African-Americans when compared to Hoboken overall. Second, the median 
household income of $46,992 is far less than the rest of Hoboken, which has 
median household income of $136, 402. Lastly, a majority of residents in both 
the census tract and Hoboken rent, rather than own.

Source: Census.gov (2000 - 2018)
Source: Census.gov (2000 - 2018)

Table 2.3: General Characteristics of Census Tract 190

Table 2.2: Hoboken Housing & Household Characteristics 
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COMMUNITY FACILITIES AND ASSETS

There is a noticeable lack of retail options, community facilities, and 
other services surrounding the site. The studio team analyzed the types 
of facilities that exist within a quarter and half-mile radius of the site, 
since those are the average distances most people are willing to walk 
to a destination such as a transit facility (New Jersey Department of 
Transportation, 2019). Based on our research, it was determined that 
the area surrounding the site lacks crucial daily-life retail and food 
options such as supermarkets, pharmacies, restaurants, coffee shops, 
and more. With regards to community facilities, there is a scarcity of 
recreational options including fitness centers, and other communi-
ty driven facilities including a library, community center, and other 
valuable services that residents desire when choosing where to live. The 
maps below provide an inventory taken from Google Maps of existing 
facilities around and near the site.

ENVIRONMENTAL CONTAMINATION

Prior to anything being built on the site once the substation has been de-
commissioned by PSE&G, it is important to study whether or not the soil 
around the site has been contaminated by any chemicals, metals or other 
substances that may pose a risk to human health in the future. Currently, 
the site is being reviewed and tested by a New Jersey Licensed Site Reme-
diation Professional (LSRP) with Langan Engineering, with a final report 
expected to be published in 2021. If the site is found to be contaminated, 
PSE&G will cover the cost of any remediation methods as agreed upon in 
the land transfer agreement with the City of Hoboken. Possible remedia-
tion methods may include the cleanup and removal of contaminated soil 
and implementation of a cap over remaining soils, which would ensure 
that the site can be used for the purposes proposed in this report.  

 

 Source: Google Maps

Map 2.3: Existing Retail and Service Facilities

Source: Google Maps

Map 2.2: Existing Community Facilities Near Site
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DATA COLLECTION

The studio team first began study of the project site in January 2020, 
with a review of Hoboken’s existing planning documents, including 
the 2018 Master Plan Reexamination Report, 2018 Land Use Element, 
media outlets, including The Hudson Reporter, and social media 
platforms, such as Facebook and Twitter. On January 30th, 2020, the 
team attended a community meeting held by the City to hear from the 
public what they wanted developed on the site. At this meeting, the 
studio team informally gathered opinions from members of the public 
pertaining to the site’s future. Mayor Ravi Bhalla, Council members 
Ruben Ramos and Vanessa Falco, Hoboken Housing Authority mem-
ber, David Mello, approximately thirty members of the public, and 
representatives from the Hoboken Planning Department were in 
attendance. Based on feedback heard during this meeting, the studio 
team took several ideas under consideration.                                               

Some of these ideas included:

• Developing the site into a destination or anchor institution 
• Green space/mixed-use space
• Recreational space and swimming pool
• Branch or storage space of the Hoboken Historical Museum 
• Medical arts building 
• Shared senior/student space
• Children’s learning center or computer lab
• Technology hub 
• Housing (affordable and market-rate)
• Selling the site for revenue 
 
On February 10th, 2020, the studio conducted an in-person visit to the 
project site and surrounding area in order to determine existing condi-
tions on the ground.  Concurrently, the studio team used community 
and demographic data from the US Census Bureau, market data from 
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comparable municipalities and geospatial data from the New Jersey 
Department of Environmental Protection’s Bureau of GIS to supple-
ment available information. Census data, in particular, was invaluable in 
comparing the project area’s Block Group demographics with citywide 
demographics. Based upon these data sources, the studio team worked 
on developing early drafts of the presented alternatives throughout the 
months of February and March.  The alternatives were based upon an 
analytical planning process that was geospatially analytical, data-driven, 
and prioritized publicly expressed community needs.

In order to direct the final form of the alternatives and corroborate the 
studio team’s understanding of community conditions, the team pro-
duced and published a digital eight question survey using the platform 
SurveyMonkey. This survey, which was publicly accessible from March 
11th to April 15th,  was published to the City of Hoboken’s website, 
Facebook and Twitter pages, as well as a number of Hoboken communi-
ty Facebook groups. 

During this month-long period, the survey gathered 354 unique re-
sponses, with 79.4% of respondents reporting that they lived between 
4th Street and Observer Highway. Respondents were asked a series of 
eight questions, consisting of a mix of multiple choice, Likert scale, and 
open-ended format questions (see Appendix A). These included:

• In what part of Hoboken do you reside?
• From your experience, what do you think the biggest issue is near 

the Marshall Street Substation?  
• What amenities do you think are missing from the area of the       

Marshall Street Substation site? 
• What would you like to see built at the Marshall Street Substation? 

In addition, two of the questions allowed respondents to write-in any 
additional thoughts on issues with the project site and provide rec-
ommendations on any future development. Respondents were further 
asked if they would like to be involved in the planning process related 
to theMarshall Street Redevelopment and if they would like to be con-
tacted in the future by the City of Hoboken in relation to this proj-
ect. For those that answered in the affirmative to the latter question, 
respondent email addresses were gathered and provided to the City of 
Hoboken Planning Department. 

The results of the survey revealed several significant trends in public 
opinion pertaining to the Marshall Street Substation. The results for 
each question and a summary of the key conclusions are provided as 
follows: 

Image 3.1 Residents at January Community Meeting
 

Source: NJ.com/ Teri West of the Jersey Journal
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Question One

A supermajority of 79.4% of respondents answered that they reside within the immediate area around the project site. This area was defined as all 
residences located between Fourth Street and Observer Highway, which was referred to as either South Hoboken or informally as “downtown”. Of the 
respondents, 12.7% reported living near between 10th Street and 5th Street and 6.5% reporting living uptown between 16th Street and 11th Street. 
This breakdown increases the accuracy of the survey in gauging public sentiments of those most impacted by the project site. 
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Question Two

In terms of challenges to the project area, respondents overwhelmingly ranked traffic congestion as the most pressing concern (28.53%). A lack of food 
and grocery options and public safety were tied for the second most pressing issue (~21%). A lack of medical services was predominantly viewed as 
the least pressing concern in the area, with 62.99% of respondents ranking the issue as the least concerning.
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Question Three

By giving respondents the opportunity to expand on their answers regarding the major issues surrounding the area, it was hoped that the current 
conditions would be expanded upon. When given the option to include written comments, 108 respondents broadened the range of issues. Frequent 
flooding was referenced as a major concern by 14% of respondents. This was followed by a lack of parking in the area (13%) and traffic congestion 
(9%). 
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Question Four 

Reflecting on concerns over a lack of food options in the area as seen in Question #2, 65.82% of respondents identified a supermarket as a missing 
amenity from the area around the project site. This was closely followed with 56.76% of respondents believing retail options are missing from the area 
and 49.72% expressing a shortage of park space.



26

Question Five

Further supporting the answers gathered through the team’s public survey, 76.55% of respondents identified retail, including a supermarket, as a use 
that should be built on the site of the Marshall Street substation. This use was followed by an indoor recreation center at 56.5% and open space at 
48.59%
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The results of the team’s data collection, including the month-long public 
survey, indicates a clear vision for the project site by the public. However, it 
is important to note several limitations in the studio team’s data collection 
process. 

First, consideration must be given to the short four month timespan in 
which the alternatives analysis was conducted. As this report was conduct-
ed as part of a graduate studio course at Rutgers University, the analysis 
was limited to the schedule of the Spring 2020 semester. 

The studio team was further limited in its ability to contact residents of 
the Hoboken Housing Authority - a major constituency within the project 
area. In February 2020, the studio team unsuccessfully made an effort to 
meet with HHA residents to gauge their specific concerns. In analyzing 
the public survey, the studio team was additionally limited in its ability 
to distinguish HHA residents from all survey respondents. As this survey 
was published online and primarily advertised on social media platforms, 
limitations in terms of access for those without internet or social media 
accounts are further recognized. 

Lastly, the analysis was impacted by the COVID-19 Pandemic. Social dis-
tancing measures instituted in response to this public health crisis restrict-
ed communication between members of the studio team and the City of 
Hoboken to web-conferencing platforms from March 2020 to May 2020. 

While keeping in mind these limitations, the studio team was still able 
to  triangulate our data through the survey, observations, and analysis of 
existing planning documents, and formulate three alternatives that reflect 
the needs of residents for new community based assets. 
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CONCEPTUAL DEVELOPMENT ALTERNATIVES

This section presents three conceptual development alternatives for the 
Marshall Street Substation site. The first alternative examines a mixed- 
used housing/retail development, the second alternative “Health and 
Wellness” presents a scenario with a swimming pool, gym, medical 
facilities, and pharmacy. The final alternative is a “Work/Play space” 
that focuses on the site as a destination area with a children’s museum, 
senior center, and incubator space. 

The formulation of these alternatives began with an examination of 
the 2018 Hoboken Master Plan Reexamination Report and 2018 Land 
Use Element which identified supportive community uses for the site, 
including recreational facilities that are described in Alternative II. Fur-
ther analysis was conducted after a public meeting regarding the site 
was held on January 30th, 2020. Public commentary from this meeting 
cemented the need for recreational uses, but also suggested the need 
for housing, senior and medical facilities. Site visits by the team, and 
demographic analysis suggested the need for retail options. The neigh-
borhood lacks necessary retail establishments, such as a pharmacy 
and grocery store, especially given the high rate of senior citizens, and 
young children in the area. The site area is pedestrian-oriented with 
close proximity to the 2nd Street Light Rail Station. Market analysis 
supports the need for retail and housing in the area. Ideally, the site 
would include a mix of uses to capitalize on the proximity to the light 
rail station and ridership. 

The alternatives identify general land use and design parameters for the 
site. While certain retailers are specified, the alternatives are not de-
tailed designs and do not promote one retailer over another. The intent 
is to illustrate the development potential and capacity of the site, and 
how a mix of uses might be configured to create a successful project. 

ALTERNATIVE I – MIXED-USE HOUSING AND RETAIL

The first alternative considered in this report is a mid-rise 3 to 6-story 
building with mixed income residential units above ground floor food 
and retail shops. 

Development Program

Hoboken’s population is best served by the addition of smaller and 
more affordable units to the existing housing stock. In this alternative, 
floors 2 through 6 are occupied by a mix of affordable and market rate 
residential units of various sizes ranging from studios to two-bedroom 
apartments, as well as shared amenity space, including a fitness center 
and lounge. The retail component on the ground floor of the building is 
anchored by an ‘essentials’ grocery store with in-house pharmacy, while 
the ancillary food retail options include a coffee shop and a small-sized 
dine-in and takeout establishment. These retail establishments would 
front the corner of Harrison and 2nd Streets, which would allow them 
to attract already substantial foot traffic to and from the adjacent 2nd 
Street light rail station. In total, the ground floor includes approximate-
ly 14,000 square feet of rentable space. The retail space will be rented at 
below-market rents in order to support the sustainability of tenants in 
an area characterized by high retail turnover.
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Land Use Considerations

This alternative considers three development scenarios, as well as three 
ownership structures. Both retail and residential uses are allowed under 
the current R-3 zoning of the site. However, while all development options 
require an increased maximum building height, some of these options also 
entail a higher residential density than is currently  allowed. The current 
maximum density is one dwelling unit for each 660 square feet in site area, 
meaning the area covered by the site. As the substation site covers about 
half an acre, the density currently allowed is 33 units. 

For a variety of reasons, a higher density is considered appropri-
ate for this site. First of all, a variance for height can be considered 
contextually appropriate when taking into account the site’s sur-
rounding buildings including the Sky Club, Harrison Flats, and 100 
Marshall Street. Since many of the existing buildings near the site, 
including recently developed sites, are six-stories or higher, the pro-
posed alternative would not dwarf buildings in the immediate vi-
cinity. Secondly, a number of previously adopted and built redevel-
opment plans in Hoboken are based on a density higher than one 
dwelling unit per 660 square foot in site area. Third, the site’s close 
proximity to a transit station and the existing scarcity of smaller 

Table 4.1: Development Options 
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residential units justifies an increase in  density.  As discussed in 
more detail in the next section, recent developments in Hoboken 
have led to an undersupply of smaller and, therefore, more afford-
able units. An increase in density might thus be an appropriate way 
to accommodate such a need. Furthermore, the New Jersey Depart-
ment of Transportation (NJDOT), as part of their Transit Village 
initiative, encourages the development of taller buildings closest to 
the transit station, which includes light rail stations. Specifically, as 
NJDOT points out, “highest density uses are clustered immediately 
around the transit station” and “the transition between higher- and 
lower-density neighborhoods is managed by stepping down build-
ing heights.” For these reasons, a higher density of up to 80 dwelling 
units is considered both appropriate and acceptable in this location. 

Ownership Structures

As previously noted, after the land transfer agreement between 
the City and PSE&G is complete, the City of Hoboken will have 
full and unencumbered ownership of the property. In response to 
existing fiscal challenges, the City of Hoboken seeks an ownership 
structure that will balance the benefits of community use and finan-
cial soundness of site development and/or disposition. The three 
ownership options are:

• City sells land to a private (nonprofit or for-profit) developer, 
affordability secured by covenant

• City retains ownership of land, offers ground lease to private 
developer

• City owns, develops, and manages (or pays to outsource) the 
property

The most common course of action would be to dispose of the land to a 
private entity who would then develop and manage the property in accor-
dance with a prior agreement with the city. Municipalities often dispose of 
public assets at concessionary prices in order to entice private investment, 
however, in the case of Hoboken, we believe the strength of the real estate 
and housing markets (pandemic notwithstanding) empowers the city to 
pursue fair market value (i.e. RLV) for the Marshall Street property. Land 
disposition enables the city to realize a large one-time financial gain and 
shift the responsibilities of development and asset management to a spe-
cialized private partner, however, the city cedes the privileges of ownership 
and cannot guarantee long-term (past the terms of the agreement) housing 
or retail affordability.

A less common approach, but not without precedent, is for a municipality 
to retain ownership of the land and offer a ground lease to a private devel-
oper. In this case, the city would not realize gains from land sale but would 
earn rents over the course of a 10 - 15 year lease. The city would still cede 
development and asset management responsibilities to a private entity, but 
maintain limited oversight of the property. The challenge with this ap-
proach will be finding a willing and appropriate partner to forgo land own-
ership, as land is a major and nondepreciable component of a property’s 
value. Private developers will not be keen to pay market rents to the city 
while forgoing the capital gains of future land sale. As such, the city may 
have to offer concessionary rents in order to attract private investment.

The least common approach would be for the city to retain ownership 
and itself develop and manage the property. In this case, the city can             
guarantee oversight of the property as well as long-term affordability of 
units. The primary challenge with this approach is the city’s organizational 
and financial capacity to develop the property and manage the asset. While 
the project is profitable to the city over the long term, the city must assume 
the high upfront costs of development, which may require bonding for the 
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project or establishing a special purpose entity 
that can bond for and develop the property. 
Additionally, the city would be precluded from 
taking advantage of various financial incentives 
that are contingent on private investment.

Market Demand

An optimal development and leasing scenario 
for the site is to have a grocery store serve as 
an anchor tenant with grab-and-go retail stores 
as complimentary options. As noted above, 
such retailers are well-equipped to take advan-
tage of foot traffic near the transit station and 
also serve as a neighborhood retail stabilizer, 
especially in an area that lacks retail options. 
Previously in 2018, Whole Fresh Market Place, 
an organic based supermarket, opened at 101 
Marshall St on the ground floor of the Sky Club 
apartment building  to serve residents in the 
neighborhood. However, only after a year or so 
of operating, the supermarket closed, meaning 
the need for a grocery store in the area is even 
greater, especially considering the growing 
residential population.

Market research has shown that in walkable 
urban areas, a 15,000 square feet grocery store 
needs about 10,000 people to be a viable opera-
tion. Over 15,000 Hoboken residents live with-
in a 0.5 miles radius of the site, the assumed 
catchment area of a transit facility. 

Figure 4.1 Housing and Retail Building 
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This number does not include people that live within a 0.5 mile 
distance from the site but in neighboring Jersey City. As previously 
mentioned, the light rail station’s ridership also provides a strong 
base for retail. Over 95% of total ridership, about 2,200 people per 
day, walk to the station and do so over an average distance of 0.9 
miles. Therefore, a significant number of people who live outside 
the assumed half-mile catchment area will walk by these retail 
establishments. Market studies also show that 40.9% of all light rail 
riders frequent businesses within a half-mile of their boarding sta-
tion. Combined, they spend $3.4 million per month, an annual to-
tal of $41 million of retail spending. Recently opened retail options 
surrounding the 9th Street Light Rail Station have already shown to 
be successful in a comparable location. Retail development near the 
station is also in accordance with Hoboken’s Master Plan 2018 Re-
examination Report, as it promotes the goal of, “convenience retail 
at the new Light Rail transit stops”.

With regard to building residential units on-site, Hoboken is widely 
known for its strong housing market. The market is actually so 
strong that median home values have consistently risen in recent 
years, and the city has very low vacancy rates. Hoboken has seen  
steady population growth and a rise in the number of families seek-
ing to relocate to the city. However, local realtors, as well as current 
Hoboken planning documents, point to a growing imbalance in 
Hoboken’s real estate market. Recent multifamily developments in 
Hoboken have catered to an increasingly affluent population which 
has resulted in an oversupply of large, expensive units. At the same 
time, the number of available smaller and more affordable market 
units has lagged behind despite the high demand. For this reason, 
our development scenario only entails those much-needed smaller 
units: studio apartments, one-bedroom, and two-bedroom units. 
Hoboken’s Affordable Housing Ordinance mandates a set aside of 
10 percent of new units for affordable housing. As noted above, 

we provide development models and analysis that reflect this set-aside 
requirement, as well as a model with a higher percentage of affordable 
housing units within the overall development. All models consider amenity 
space that have become a standard feature in multifamily development in 
the New York metro area. Comparable developments within Hoboken have 
proven to be successful in recent years. A brief overview of these compa-
rable developments including their most pertinent details is listed in Table 
4.3.

Figure 4.2 Street View of Retail
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Table 4.2 Comparable Residential Buildings in Hoboken

Source: CoStar; Original Research
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Parking and Circulation

The proposed mixed-use development makes full use of its pedestri-
an-friendly surroundings and rich public transit options. Building 
on an existing Hoboken initiative, it was decided that the develop-
ment would not provide structured on-site parking as many of the 
neighboring developments have done. In an effort to reduce auto-
mobile usage and the supply of parking spaces, the City of Hoboken 
most recent redevelopment plans require developers to prepare a 
Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Plan as part of their 
project applications. A TDM Plan describes all of the alternative 
modes of transportation that a development will supply to their 
users, in exchange for reducing parking requirements. As noted, this 
development aims to attract young professionals and young families 
with below-average household incomes that are willing to make full 
use of existing transit options and walk to Washington Street. Ac-
cording to a recent 2016 study by New Jersey Future, Americans are 
walking more and driving less, especially young people. Instead of 
car ownership, a greater number of families and young adults in the 
United States are choosing to use public transportation or rideshare 
services such as Uber and Lyft. According to Walk Score, a website 
which tracks and grades walkability and access to transit in cities 
across the country, the proposed developed site has a score of 90/100 
for walkability, meaning it is easy to get around without a vehicle. A 
high score like this can be attributed to the fact that the proposed de-
velopment is located next to an extremely convenient  transit amen-
ity - the 2nd Street Light Rail Station - and both a bike share station 
provided by Hoboken Bike Share program and a Zipcar spot can be 
found across on Harrison St. Additionally, ride sharing services such 
as Uber and Lyft, have become ubiquitous in the New York metro-
politan area in recent years. Lastly, the Hop, Hoboken’s free shuttle 
service, allows residents to visit any part of the city or and put them 

within close proximity to major destinations, which can be beneficial to the 
project site.

Any remaining parking demand for the development can be addressed by 
using or improving existing parking capacity in the vicinity. First,  recent 
development surrounding the site  has underutilized parking facilities 
such as the six-story Sylvan Sky Garage, tenants have the option of paying 
a monthly fee and parking there instead. Second, for retail tenants, the 
light rail station’s park & ride facility, as well as the adjacent parking lot 
and driveway can be upgraded to better use the existing space and increase 
capacity. As in Chapter 7, only a very low percentage of ridership reaches 
the light rail station by car. Currently, a vast space and driveway in front 
of the station is dedicated to cars dropping off and picking up passengers. 
Instead, additional short-term on-street parking spots could be created 
along Marshall Street. Furthermore, an adjacent building operated by the 
Hoboken Housing Authority (HHA) has a dedicated driveway and parking 
lot located behind the site. By rearranging this parking facility and direct-
ing foot traffic to Second Street instead, additional parking capacity can be 
created here for both the HHA residents and future tenants of the pro-
posed development.

Financial Feasibility

We created financial models and performed a cash flow analysis of all three 
development models in the scenario where the city disposes of the proper-
ty and secures affordability (accessible to households earning 50% of AMI) 
through covenant. We also model for a higher-density, more affordable 
development in a scenario where the city owns, develops, and manages the 
property. We only considered traditional debt and equity instruments in 
our financial analysis. We did not consider the use of financial incentives 
in our models because the capital ‘stack’ and level of subsidy can be high-
ly particular and variable, however, we outline various opportunities for 
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incentives and subsidy later in this report. Additionally, we do not 
account for residential amenity fees as these can also be highly vari-
able (and problematic to levy on residents in affordable units).

In the case of property disposition to a private (non-profit or 
for-profit) developer, analyses were performed with a target in-
ternal rate of return (IRR, which is a measure of an investment’s 
financial growth) of 10% for development models with 10% resi-
dential affordability and 5% for the development models with 33% 
residential affordability, over a 12-year property holding period 
inclusive of site acquisition, construction, operation, and exit sale. 
It is important to note that the expected costs of construction and 

Table 4.3: Financial Feasibility of Housing/Retail Development

��������� ��������������� ������������
�	����� ��� ������	���	����	����
�����

Private
33 Residential Units, 10% 
Aff ordable
Aff ordable Retail

$13,028,400 10%
14 yrs

$866,393

Private
80 Residential Units, 10% 
Aff ordable
Aff ordable Retail

$26,056,800

10%
14 yrs

$1,096,150

Private
80 Residential Units, 1/3 
Aff ordable
Aff ordable Retail

5%
14 yrs

$699,121

Public
80 Residential Units, 1/3 
Aff ordable
Aff ordable Retail

9% (unlevered)
39 yrs

n/a

tenant improvements are quite high in the current market and are also all 
realized upfront. We also assume that the cost to build a quality affordable 
unit is virtually the same as the cost to build a market-rate unit. Given our 
target IRR, Hoboken would mostly likely need a not-for-profit or commu-
nity-oriented partner in developing the property according to our model, 
because 20% IRR is the typical minimum market return a for-profit devel-
oper would require in order to invest in any given project The use of feder-
al or state subsidies (e.g. tax credits) would greatly improve the IRR of the 
project, as they would significantly decrease the upfront equity investment; 
per the concept of time-value of money, upfront cash outlays are weighted 
more heavily than future rent inflows, so reducing upfront financial com-
mitment will positively impact IRR and thereby elicit broader partner

Table 4.3 Financial Feasibility of Housing/Retail Development

interest. Additionally, the rents per unit and/or 
square foot can be iterated until the city achieves 
its preferred mix of project IRR and affordability 
level. In these models, we assume the return to 
the city to be the residual land value (RLV), or 
the maximum amount a developer can afford to 
pay the city for the land while still being able to 
achieve the target IRR. The RLV is much lower 
than the city’s current estimate of $4 million 
likely because our residential mix includes 
smaller and less expensive units, of which the 
market units all are priced below market and 
the affordable units are all priced for very-low 
income (50% AMI) households.
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In the scenario where the city retains ownership of 
and develops the property, we find that the city real-
izes a return of 9% unlevered (i.e. no debt financing) 
IRR across a 39-year holding period (with no termi-
nal sale) and could likely realize improved financial 
returns if it used some type of debt financing. This 
scenario, however, will preclude the use of many 
subsidy programs which are contingent upon having 
a private entity as a development partner.

Infrastructure and Resiliency 

Alternative I is designed to be sensitive to the sur-
rounding area and adopts sustainable measures 
promoted in the 2018 Reexamination Report, as well 
as Hoboken’s Resilient Building Design Guidelines. 
With regard to the proposed development, the DFE 
is set at 13 feet, meaning that residential units are 
not located on the ground floor of the building. The 
proposed development includes green infrastructure 
such as a green roof, additional trees, and bioswales, 
which are designed to reduce impervious surface area 
and the chance of further flooding. The building itself 
will utilize floodproofing materials to protect the 
ground floor retail establishments in the event of any 
flood events. The southwest corner of the building at 
the intersection of Marshall and 2nd St is designed to 
draw attention from commuters and residents trav-
eling to and from the light rail station with the inclu-
sion of a small pedestrian plaza for meetups.

Figure 4.3 Street view of Alternative I from 2nd Street
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ALTERNATIVE II – 
HEALTH AND WELLNESS CENTER

The second alternative is the construc-
tion of a health and wellness center that 
includes a swimming pool, medical 
offices, pharmacy and coffee shop.  The 
overarching objective in developing the 
“Wellness Center” alternative was to 
provide residents with a comprehensive 
“wellness destination”, centered around a 
community swimming pool. With signif-
icant populations of vulnerable residents 
residing in close proximity to the project 
site, the main focus of this alternative is 
the health of Hoboken’s residents. Each of 
the site’s uses and programming options 
have been deliberately chosen to best fit 
this framework.

Figure 4.4 Health and Wellness Center 
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Figure 4.5 Floor Plan of First Floor of Wellness Center - Parking

Figure 4.6 Second Floor of Wellness Center - Retail 

Second Floor - Pharmacy and Coffee Shop

The second floor in the center is envisioned to be shared by a full-ser-
vice pharmacy and a local coffee shop. Due to the corner location 
of the site, it is believed that the pharmacy space will appeal to large 
scale chains like CVS, Rite Aid or Walgreens. This pharmacy will 
fulfill a significant unmet need in the immediate area. A coffee shop 
and small lounge (seating area for the coffee shop’s customers) will be 
constructed alongside this pharmacy in order to make this wellness 
center a community “destination”. With the site located adjacent to 
a Light Rail Station, this coffee establishment would not only serve 
those visiting the building itself, but those commuters waiting for 
or just disembarking from a train. The coffee shop and the phar-
macy will be connected to the parking garage via a common lobby 
equipped with an elevator and stairway.

Development Program

First Floor - Parking 

The first floor of this center will be reserved to fulfill the Design Flood Ele-
vation requirements listed in the city’s Zoning Code for R-3 zones sites and 
Resilient Design Guidelines. The ground floor will serve as indoor park-
ing space for visitors to the “wellness” center, with an estimated maximum 
capacity of 30 parking spaces. This parking garage area will be at-grade and  
fitted with wet floodproofing structures in the case of a flood event. Aside 
from this parking area, it is expected that a majority of visitors will arrive to 
the site either on foot, via the 2nd Street Light Rail Station, or other methods 
of transportation. 
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Third Floor - Medical Offices

Fulfilling the “health” aspect of a health and wellness center, the third 
floor will consist of a variety of medical services and offices - the most 
important of which will be an urgent care center. Accompanying this 
urgent care facility will be rentable space for four specialist spaces.

Fourth Floor - Fitness Facility

The main focus of the fourth floor will be on providing exercise op-
portunities to residents in the form of a community fitness center. This 
center will include an 8,000 square foot state-of-the-art gym, including 
a weight room, exercise stations, aerobic machines and locker rooms, 
as well as a racquetball court. In addition, four spaces will be made 
available to serve as multi-service classrooms. The programming for 
these spaces is envisioned to include yoga classes, kickboxing classes 
and children’s parties. The space directly outside of these spaces may 
additionally be used as rentable space for parties or other functions.

Figure 4.7 Third Floor of Wellness Center (Medical Offices) Figure 4.8 Fourth Floor of Wellness Center (Fitness Facility)
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Fifth Floor - Swimming Pool

As an extension to the fourth floor fitness center, the top floor will 
incorporate a short course swimming pool (82 x 42). In accordance 
with the standard design guidelines of indoor swimming pools, it is 
estimated that the height of the fifth floor will measure roughly 32 feet 
(compared with 12 - 13 feet for all other floors). Surrounding the pool 
will be a perimeter of 10 feet for safety and to provide adequate space 
for seating. By incorporating the community pool in its final design, 
the “wellness center” will be fulfilling a long awaited public amenity in 
Hoboken. 

Figure 4.9 Fifth Floor of Wellness Center (Swimming Pool)
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Market Demand 
 
As noted, all of the uses for the wellness center originate from 
empirical evidence of community needs. 

Pharmacy 

The proposal for a pharmacy on the project site originated out of 
the   observed dearth of full-service pharmaceutical facilities within 
the general study area. Within a ½  mile buffer from the project site, 
there are no full-service pharmacy locations such as a CVS or Wal-
greens. Seeking to promote walkability, this ½ mile radius represents 
the average distance of a ten-minute walk. After ten minutes, resi-
dents are less likely to be willing to walk to a certain location. With 
the site’s proximity to the Hoboken Housing Authority (as well as its 
location in the lowest income Census Block Group in Hoboken at a 
median household income of $15,540), the absence of pharmacies 
creates a significant equity issue as low-income households are more 
vulnerable to “pharmacy deserts” (Map 4.1).

In terms of equity, the shortage of pharmacies also severely impacts 
the considerable concentration of senior citizens in the surrounding 
area (Map 4.2). Not only do elderly patients, on average, require four 
or five prescription drugs and two over-the-counter medications, 
they are more likely to suffer from adverse drug reactions (ADR). 
Studies have shown that close collaboration between doctors of-
fices and pharmacies can prevent ADR. By having a pharmacy on 
the same site as medical offices, this close collaborative relationship 
between doctors and pharmacies can be fostered.
 

Map 4.1 Hoboken Median Household Income
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Map 4.2 Population of Individuals 65 Years or OlderLastly, the incorporation of a full-service pharmacy on site can help to meet 
the expressed public need for greater food retail options within the area. 
Based on the online  public survey, it was revealed that 76.5% of respondents 
would like to see a grocery store and retail constructed on the site. As well-
known pharmacies like CVS, Rite Aid and Walgreens, not only offer phar-
maceutical services, but a limited section of grocery and retail options, it is 
believed that the incorporation of a pharmacy into the design of Alternative 
II will fulfill a major community need.

Medical Services 

Our analysis has revealed that the census tract containing the project site 
has the highest concentration of uninsured residents (10%) in the entire city 
(Map 4.3). For those uninsured, medical costs can be significant, especially 
when relying on hospital systems. For this reason, urgent care serves as a 
practical avenue to providing medical access to those uninsured and unable 
to afford the high prices of ER visits. The Urgent Care Association of Amer-
ica has found that “Nearly half of all visits to urgent care centers result in an 
average charge of less than $150 — compared to the average cost of an ER 
visit at $1,354”. Despite this affordability, however, only one urgent care facil-
ity is located within a ½ mile radius of the project site. By incorporating an 
urgent care facility within the proposed alternative, the site will increase the 
medical access of the more than 15,000 residents who live within the ½ mile 
radius of the project site.
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In terms of general medical need, a standard measure has been the 
Community Need Index. With this index, municipalities are ranked 
on a 1 - 5 scale (1 = least medical need, 5 = most medical need) to 
measure the true effectiveness of a locality’s medical institutions. 
According to the RWJBarnabas Health Community Need Index, 
the City of Hoboken as a whole is designated as a moderate-need 
municipality (3.0/5.0) based upon the criteria of income, proportion 
of elderly and rate of insured. Following these standards, the specific 
area of the project site can be expected to have a much higher need 
than the rest of the city. With lower income, a greater proportion of 
elderly and relatively low numbers of insured, the project area could 
be considered an area with the most need. By offering specialist 
space, in addition to an urgent care, the proposed alternative would 
diversify medical options for the more than 15,000 residents living 
within proximity to the project site.

Fitness Center

Hoboken currently has no public facilities dedicated to resident fit-
ness. While both the multi-service center and the city’s new 7th and 
Jackson Street multi-purpose gym offer some recreational opportu-
nities, no facility exists for formal aerobic and weight exercise. The 
National Recreation & Parks Association recommends the operation 
of one fitness center/community gym per 26,418 residents. At a pop-
ulation of more than 53,000 people, the city should offer two such 
facilities. Additionally, the construction of a fitness center offers 
greater opportunities to the city’s recreational program offerings. For 
instance, a survey by the National Recreation and Parks Association 
found that 81 percent of Park and Recreation agencies in the Unit-
ed States offer health and fitness education classes and 83 percent 
offered fitness enhancement classes. The proposed fitness classroom 
space will especially help to amplify Hoboken’s recreational capacity. 

Map 4.3 Uninsured Residents 
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Swimming Pool

The City of Hoboken currently has no publicly accessible, free-of-
charge community pool. However, public sentiment has long favored 
a public community swimming pool. A survey conducted for the 
2018 Master Plan Reexamination Report drafted by the city found 
that 69% of respondents favored a public indoor recreation center 
with a swimming pool. This was subsequently supported by the studio 
team which found that 57.14% of respondents supported indoor 
recreational uses (with 10 out of 55 submitted written comments 
referencing a pool). This exemplifies the community support for 
such a recreational use. Furthermore, the City of Hoboken has fallen 
behind the national standards for swimming pool amenities. In 2016, 
the National Recreation and Parks Association found that the median 
jurisdiction per community pool facility is 47,800 residents. 

Land Use 

In order to conform with the overall character of the surrounding 
neighborhood, this “Wellness Center” is envisioned to consist of five 
stories at an estimated building coverage of 14,086 square feet (see 
Chapter 5). The gross floor area over these five stories is estimated to 
be 70,430 square feet. In terms of access to the building, the entrance 
and exit to the site’s first floor parking garage will be located on 2nd 
Street. Pedestrian entrances will be located on both the Marshall 
Street and Harrison Street sides, with the Marshall Street entrance 
serving as a pickup/drop-off point. The development of Alternative II 
was formulated with the applicable bulk standards of the city’s Zoning 
Code in mind. While the R-3 designation for the site can be retained, 
a number of variances for the code’s bulk standards are envisioned, 
including.

Building Height 

A variance will need to be needed  for the building height.  It is estimated 
that the predicted alternative will require a building height of 80 feet in 
order to incorporate recommended safety and design standards for swim-
ming pools on the fifth floor. For R-3 zones areas, the Zoning Code limits 
maximum building height of 40 feet beyond the required Design Flood 
Elevation. At a 13 foot DFE, the proposed alternative’s height is expected 
to exceed this maximum height by 27 feet. However, this excessive height 
is believed to still retain the character of the surrounding community. For 
instance, the adjacent “Sky Club Fitness and Spa” consists of seven stories 
(>80 feet). 

Swimming Pool Use

It is believed that a variance will need to be sought for the use of a swim-
ming pool in the R-3 District. Under permitted uses for the city’s R-3 
districts, all retail services and businesses and commercial facilities are per-
mitted in accordance with Section 196 -33. By reviewing Section 196-33, it 
can be concluded that the proposed swimming pool use does not conform 
to the standard that a retail business must be located on the first floor in 
a residential district to conform to Section 196 - 19. Due to the absence 
of further guidance on the siting of swimming pools in R-3 districts, it is 
recommended that a use variance be sought. 
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Figure 4.10 Entrance and Exit of Parking Garage on Second Street 

Resiliency 

Alternative II is designed in order to help reduce flooding in the project 
area, and contribute to city-wide efforts of sustainability and resilience. As 
noted above, the required Design Flood Elevation for Alternative II will be 
converted into parking spaces in order to create multi-modal accessibility 
to the site. This parking garage will be wet floodproofed, in conformance 
with Hoboken Resilient Building Design Guidelines, and will provide the 
opportunity for the installation of electric vehicle charging stations.  The 
sidewalk surrounding the building will be decorated with streetscaping 
fixtures, including tree planting. A plaza will also be incorporated on the 

North Side of the building along Marshall Street that will include 
trees and benches. These streetscape features are designed to improve 
stormwater retention and reduce site’s impervious surface coverage. 
In terms of stormwater retention, a publicly accessible rooftop rain 
garden will help to serve both the citywide resiliency goals and the 
site specific goals of “wellness”. 
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Figure 4.11 Streetscaping of Wellness Center 
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Financial Feasibility
Financial feasibility for the facility includes the cost of construction, 
as well as the cost of operation.  

Construction Cost: Indoor Swimming Pool
In terms of construction cost, the indoor pool would carry the 
highest cost. Publicly available 2013 data from RSMeans, an indus-
try leader for construction cost estimates, approximates the cost per 
square foot of construction of an indoor pool in a number of major 
U.S. cities. Table 4.5 below shows this data for several comparable 
cities, along with a 2020 estimate using the Consumer Price Index 
(CPI) to adjust for       inflation.

Table 4.6 provides the construction cost per square foot of recently 
completed aquatic center projects, both in New Jersey and across the 
United States. It is important to note that while these projects are 
larger in scope and size compared to the one proposed for Hoboken, 
they help provide a rough estimate for recently completed facilities.

Facility Name Facility Type Year 
Opened

Construc-
tion Cost

Sq. Ft. Cost per 
Sq. Ft.

Piscataway Community Center YMCA, NJ Indoor Aquatic 
Center, Fitness 
Center, Outdoor 
Spray Park

2020 $32,000,000 83,000 $385.54

Berkeley Heights YMCA, NJ Fitnes Center, 
Outdoor Pool

2020 $15,016,970
(Guaranteed 
Maximum 
Price)

40,000 $375.42

New Jersey Institute of Technology Wellness 
and Events Center, Newark, NJ

Indoor Aquatic 
Center, Fitness 
Center, Athletic 
Facilities, Arena

2019 $102,000,000 220,000 $463.64

Suffolk County Community College Eastern 
Campus Health and Wellness Center, River-
head, NY

Indoor Acquatic 
Center, Fitness 
Center

2017 $21,000,000 40,000 $525.00

Reynoldsburg Community Center YMCA, OH Indoor Acquatic 
Center, Fitness 
Center

2020 $30,000,000 75,000 $400.00

YMCA and Yakima Rotary Aquatic Center, WA Indoor Acquatic 
Center, Fitness 
Center

2019 $22,000,000 72,000 $305.56

Table 4.4 RSMeans 2013 Indoor Pool Construction Cost Estimates for 
Major Cities

Table 4.5 Recently Completed Pool and Fitness Center Projects 
Breakdown by Cost and Size
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Construction Cost: Medical Facilities
According to recent data from CDM, a firm that provides construction 
data, the average construction cost for medical facilities in the New York 
City area is $257 to $307 per square foot.

Construction Cost: Miscellaneous
An industry standard estimate of $150 per square foot of new commercial 
construction was used for lobby space, multi-purpose classrooms, HVAC, 
elevator, and storage space outlined in the design.

Table 4.6 Construction Cost Estimates for the Wellness Center

Construction Cost: Fitness Center
Table 4.7 provides cost per square foot of projects that have included 
fitness centers, providing an estimate of the combined indoor pool 
and fitness center we have proposed. For estimates on the equipment 
needed for the fitness center, one estimate for the standard equip-
ment, delivery and installation for 500-600 square foot space was 
$30,000 plus tax. Using the lower square footage of 500 and applying 
it to the $150 standard used for new commercial construction, the 
estimate for the fitness center space is $210 per square foot. For the 
racquetball court space, 2013 RSMeans construction cost estimate 
data for New York City was $239.61 per square foot, and $268.57 
adjusted for 2020 inflation.
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1. Manage operations of a pool and fitness center within the existing De-
partment of Recreation, 

2. Contract out and partner with a non-profit or community entity, or 
3. Contract out to a for-profit service provider  

According to a 2018 study on pool management conducted by Ballard * 
King & Associates (BKA)- Recreation Facility Planning and Operation 
Consultants for the City of Davis, CA, the reasons a municipality might 
want to contract out include: limiting legal liability, subsidies, and day-to-
day operations which require significant staff time and expertise, and in 
cases where a partnership is developed, to have buy-in from local commu-

nity organizations (such as a YMCA, Boys and Girls Club, Commu-
nity-based youth recreation programs and leagues).  However, aca-
demic research conducted from the University of South Florida in 
2013 and Stanford University and University of California, Berkeley 
in 2008 confirms what practitioners are likely already aware of in 
terms of the trends and tradeoffs.  Namely, effective contracting of 
services requires clear standards of measurable performance met-
rics, which may be easier in building management or service pro-
vision rather than recreational programs. However, there are proxy 
methods of evaluating success, such as attendance rates, surveys 
to evaluate constituent support of programming, or even hours of 
operation and staff ratios, but this is more complex than simply 
stating a required frequency of sanitation services, for example. Ad-
ditionally, they note that contracting requires staff time in contract 
administration, and in particular, the Florida study pointed out that 
for-profit contracting of services has a correlation with decline in 
service over time.

Some New Jersey public swimming pools provide information re-
garding the financial operations of their pools. Table 4.8 reveals the 
2019 budget for municipally-operated pools.  These pools charge a 
price of admission for attendees, though residents have a discount 
and the fee is generally lower than attending a privately run facility.  
This is likely because the same BKA report mentioned above noted 
that free community pools only recover 50-75% of their costs, and 
this range is dependent on the length of the season and the avail-
ability of other amenities.  Aside from attendance, amenities, and 
concession fees, the other significant revenue source is a shared 
service agreement with the Board of Education providing a regular, 
dependable, fixed fee, which is particularly useful with year-round 
indoor pools.  Given that Hoboken High School and Stevens In-
stitute already have their own pools, this may not be as feasible in 
Hoboken, but outside competitive swimming leagues often serve a 

Construction Cost: Retail
The 2014 Hoboken Yards Redevelopment Plan provided an estimate of 
$208.85 per square foot for construction of retail shell space, at $227.04 
adjusting for inflation.

Construction Cost: Parking 
Research from the WGI firm’s Parking Solutions division found the median 
cost per square foot for a new parking structure to be $64.77 

Revenue Opportunities: Medical Facilities
One financial model possible for the wellness center would be for the city 
to retain ownership of the entire building and rent out the first three floors. 
Market research from 2018 showed that in Northern New Jersey, the asking 
rates for base rent for medical facilities was $20.16 per square foot.

Management Structures
Pools and fitness centers require staff expertise in managing hygienic, safe 
and efficient operations, including programming, continuing education, 
and insurance needs that are unique.  For this reason, municipalities can 
choose to: 
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similar purpose.  The most significant expenditures for pools are wag-
es, debt service, and utilities.  Capital outlays are often appropriated to 
address a mismatch of the timing of expenditures and revenues and to 
account for the fact that wages tend to increase each year and are also 
the greatest expense. Surpluses from the previous year seem to be a 
significant portion of the current year’s revenue, and that is the pattern 
for these northern New Jersey fee-based municipal pools.

Nearby Union City, NJ does not disaggregate their pool appropria-
tions from the rest of the Department of Recreation, Parks, and Public 
Property budget.  Union City’s pools are free to attend -  there are two 
indoor pools, two outdoor kids’ pools, and an outdoor pool as part 
of the Firefighters’ Memorial Park, which was built in 2009 for $6 
million with a $600,000 NJDEP Green Acres grant thus requiring all 
state residents access. However, Union City does have a shared service 
agreement with the Board of Education to contribute $136,000 annu-
ally towards the use of the 47th Street pool, which is an indoor pool at 

Table 4.7 Nearby municipal pool appropriations and revenues

the Ronald Dario Swimming Complex. There is also a $49,746 expenditure 
towards debt service on this pool.  Overall, for 2019, Union City’s Parks 
and Recreation appropriations, excluding the director’s office, playground, 
and public grounds categories, was $692,000 for wages and salaries and 
$250,000 for other expenses.

Another option for operations that has been used in the region is to con-
tract out operations to a YMCA.  Both Berkeley Heights, NJ and Piscat-
away, NJ chose this route for new recreation and fitness centers to open this 
year, but had different methods of doing so.  Piscataway’s YMCA, which 
only operates but did not build the aquatic center, has membership rates 
for residents that are close to municipal rates, which is not the case for 
Berkeley’s YMCA, which does not provide a resident discount.

The Berkeley Heights Community Pool at the YMCA (Summit Area 
YMCA) was created through a lease agreement (see Appendix 2) between 
the township and the Summit Area YMCA (SAY), allowing for inexpensive 
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rent  - starting at $1/year for the first six years, rising to $65,000/year - that 
would slowly increase over time in exchange for the SAY’s commitment 
to taking on the community pool’s $105,000 debt and spending at least 
$210,000 developing a new outdoor community pool next to a new YMCA 
recreation facility development on the same land.  The lease agreement 
set out size and programming requirements, including opening deadlines 
(which were not met) for the facility.  The agreement did not require resi-
dents to have a discounted membership, but did require residents to have 
the option to join the pool seasonally, rather than committing to join the 
entire YMCA facility.  The Berkeley Heights Community Pool at the SAY 
website specifically notes that it is operated independently from the Town-
ship of Berkeley and is not subsidized, so its membership fees fund the fa-
cility. Consequently, fees for a family of four are approximately  $500-$600 
for the summer, which is close to double the municipally managed pools’ 
membership cost of attendance.

Using a different approach, Piscataway built their 83,000 square foot $32 
million indoor aquatic center and recreation facility using funds from 
redeveloping industrial land, and then contracted out operations to the 
YMCA of Metuchen, Edison, Woodbridge, & South Amboy, thus creating 
the YMCA at Piscataway Community Center (YPCC). 



53

ALTERNATIVE III - WORK AND PLAY 
SPACE

The third alternative envisions a desti-
nation center featuring opportunities 
for both work and play. In this scenario, 
the site is occupied by two buildings. 
A children’s museum occupies the first 
three floors of one building, with three 
floors of incubator tech space above. The 
last remaining floors include access to a 
rooftop patio on the 5th and 6th floor. 
The second building, which is attached 
to but separate from the first, features a 
four-floor senior center providing activ-
ities and medical services for Hoboken’s 
elderly population. The museum building 
is raised 13 feet, with parking located at 
ground level on the western part of the 
site. A small landscaped plaza on the 
eastern part of the site provides public 
gathering space and ensures that the 
entire development is integrated into the 
existing neighborhood.

Figure 4.12 Hoboken Children’s Museum, Tech Incubator, and Senior Holistic Center
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Children’s Museum

The first three floors of the larger building are devoted to a children’s 
museum. The lower floor is raised above ground level, with a landscaped 
staircase and ramp providing access to the museum’s main entrance. On-
site parking is provided underneath this floor on the western portion of the 
property.

The inclusion of a children’s museum is intended to address several com-
munity needs. According to Hoboken’s 2018 Master Plan Reexamination 
Report, more young families have been moving into the city. Between 
2000 and 2018, Hoboken saw an 8.4% growth in adults aged 34 to 49 and 
a 13.4% increase in the number of children aged 18 or younger. With 
few comparable attractions in the area, a museum with exhibits and pro-
gramming geared toward children would be a welcome addition to the         
community. 

Moreover, there exist several potential partners in the city that would be 
able to assist with programming and outreach. According to the 2018 
Master Plan Reexamination Report, the Hoboken Historical Museum 
increased its overall attendance by 40% between 2011 and 2017, doubling 
the number of children attending in that period. The museum has hired 
more staff and is seeking to expand into an education and research center 
where it can host educational programs, lectures, and its collection of his-
toric objects and archives. The 2018 report recommends supporting these 
efforts and identifying locations for mini-exhibit spaces. The Hoboken 
Public Library is also seeking to expand in accordance with its five-year 
strategic plan. Between 2011 and 2016, the library increased attendance by 
35% and is identifying locations for “pop-up” branches. The construction 
of a children’s museum on this site presents opportunities to address these 
needs and broaden the capacity of community facilities that already pro-
vide valuable educational services.

The Stevens Institute of Technology, which already partners with the 
Hoboken Board of Education and the Hoboken Family Alliance to 
conduct K-12 STEM programming, could also serve as a potential 
partner. There are also opportunities to connect museum program-
ming with local organizations that already offer out-of-school educa-
tion, including the Boys & Girls Club, the Jubilee Center, and Light-
bridge Academy. 

Overall, a children’s museum would not only create new jobs with-
in the City of Hoboken, but would establish a destination space that 
attracts parents and children from Hudson County and the New York 
City area. A children’s museum that effectively partners with existing 
local organizations would foster community development through the 
expansion of the informal educational system and improve quality of 
life by creating a community asset that Hoboken residents can take 
pride in.

Land Use & Design

The museum occupies 28,000 square feet over three floors. Exhibit 
space, which is generally two to three times less than total floor space, 
would be approximately 9,300 to 14,000 square feet. Programming 
within this space is flexible, and may include exhibits and activities 
related to STEM, history, or health.
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Financial Feasibility

A children’s museum in this location would likely be run as a 501(c)3 
non-profit, which allows the museum to pursue funding opportu-
nities, including grants and sponsorships. Common expenses for 
children’s museums include the following:

• Exhibit production and maintenance
• Utilities and building maintenance
• Staffing and training
• Community outreach
• Educational research
• General administration
• Marketing and fundraising

Common sources of revenue for museums are divided into earned 
income and additional support. Earned income includes revenue 
generated by services provided by the museum itself, such as:

• Admissions
• Memberships
• Event fees
• Gift shop sales

Additional support includes funding from outside sources, such as:

• Sponsorship
• Grants
• Monetary and in-kind donations

The share of earned income versus additional support varies by museum, 
but is generally close to an even split. For this particular museum, it is 
recommended that the city pursue sponsorship from PSE&G, which pro-
vides an application for non-profits who wish to secure funding from the 
company. PSE&G also offer grants for STEM education initiatives, which 
may apply to this museum depending on the type of programming that is 
ultimately established.

Revenue and expenditure breakdowns from four case study museums are 
included in Table 4.9.

Research presented at the 2018 InterActivity Conference shows that con-
struction costs for children’s museums in urban settings range from $477 
to $673 per square foot (an average of $575 per square foot). This museum 
is planned to be 28,000 square feet, meaning total construction costs are 
estimated to be approximately $16.1 million (28,000 x $575). 
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Revenue Expenses 

Children’s 
Museum of 
Indianapolis 
2018 

Total: $36,151,332 
Endowment: $15,545,073 
Donations: $3,615,133 
Admissions, Membership, Tours: 
$13,737,506 
Program Fees, Museum Store, Leased 
Restaurant: $3,253,620 

Total: $36,130,420 
Exhibit Maintenance, Staffing and 
Training, Programs, Educational 
Research: $15,174,776 
Utilities, Building Maintenance, General 
Administration, Debt Service: 
$11,561,734 
Communication Services, Admissions, 
Memberships: $5,058,259 
Capital and Artifact Additions and 
Exhibitions: $3,251,738 
Museum Store, Food Service: 
$1,083,913 

Minnesota 
Children’s 
Museum 
2019 

Total: $8,823,000 
Admissions: $1,613,000 
Memberships: $1,699,000 
Groups, Parties, Events: $1,629,000 
Net Investment Return: $208,000 
Other Revenue: $564,000 
Grants and Contributions: $2,646,900 
Government Grants: $490,000 

Total: $8,145,000 
Program Services: $6,250,000 
Administrative and Marketing: 
$1,250,000 
Fundraising: $646,000 

World of Wonder 
Children’s 
Museum 
2018 

Total: $776,501 
Admissions: $313,837 
Memberships: $133,948 
Corporate Contributions: $22,084 
Individual Contributions: $86,870 
Foundation Contributions: $62,325 
Government Contributions: $80,409 
In-Kind Donations: $65,482  
Other: $11,546 

Total: $717,992 
Museum Operations: $355,792 Exhibits: 
$135,205  
Fundraising: $97,373  
Programs and Events: $95,468 
Administrative: $34,254 

Kohl Children’s 
Museum 
2016-2017 

Total: $3,864,583 
Contributions and Grants: $1,110,960  
Special Events: $453,573  
Admissions: $858,691  
Memberships: $940,861  
Educational Programs: $167,220 
Facility Rental Income: $229,437 
Exhibit Rental Income: $68,925  
Other: $34,917 

Total: $4,573,884 
Program Services: $3,845,262 
Management & General: $357,238 
Fundraising: $371,384 

 

Table 4.8 Revenues and Expenses From Four Children’s Museums
Senior Holistic Center

The senior center would fill in the missing senior services 
that are in need in the city. In Hoboken, there are 3,432 
seniors over 65 which is 6.4% of the total Hoboken pop-
ulation. According to the 2018 American Census Survey,  
37.3% of those citizens have disabilities including cogni-
tive difficulty (9.2% of the seniors), ambulatory difficulty 
(26.4%), self-care difficulty (8.2%), and independent living 
difficulty (19.2%). Taking care of these difficulties often 
goes beyond the capacity of a senior person herself or the 
caretakers. As a result, families look for nursing homes, 
adult daycare services, or visiting home health care services.

The Senior Holistic Center will be an off-home senior 
daycare service center. It will provide professional medical 
and social work services including Alzheimer programs, 
physical/occupational/speech therapy, and coordination of 
health services/medical appointments/treatments. It will 
also have programs to help seniors maintain a vital life. It 
will provide nutritious hot meals, and the scheduled rou-
tines will include exercises, entertainment, and socializing 
programs. The senior center would also serve as a com-
munity support center for the families that take care of the 
seniors and run education programs as well as counseling 
services for the caregivers.

There are several services (both public and private) existing 
in Hoboken to serve senior citizens, but we observe the 
absence of a holistic senior center that includes nursing 
and medical care. There is one nursing home in Hoboken, 
Hoboken University Medical Center TCU, but it has only 
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15 units and is not affordable for many families. There is a Senior Center at 
the Hoboken Multi Service Center but it only provides recreational pro-
grams. There are several in-home health care service providers, but the off-
home adult daycare center is absent. There are assisted nutrition services, 
transportation to medical appointments, referral services to hospitals, 
and medical equipment rental programs, but these programs all require a 
senior citizen or a family caretaker to supervise all the activities, lacking a 
holistic service that coordinates all these needs.

Financial Feasibility

Anticipated costs for building and operating the senior center include 
construction cost, wages and benefits of the professional service providers 
(registered nurse supervisors, social workers, dietitians), other labor costs, 
food, building operating costs, and equipment/supplies. These costs should 
be covered by two major revenue sources. One is the revenue generated 
from the operation of the business. The service cost should be affordable 
enough to the population in need, yet the center will not be the primary 
entity that subsidizes low-income households. Many government pro-
grams provide financial aid for caring or medical services that seniors with 
specific needs are eligible for. The cost of the senior holistic center’s service 
should be designed under the consideration of these conditions. Another 
revenue source is grants directly offered to the institutions. Some of the 
available opportunities include Policies for a Healthier, More Equitable 
New Jersey (Robert Wood Johnson Foundation), Incubation & Action 
Grants (New Jersey Council on Humanities), New Jersey Health Initiatives 
Grants, Upstream Action Acceleration (Robert Wood Johnson Foun-
dation’s New Jersey Health Initiatives), Central and South Jersey Grants 
(OceanFirst Foundation), and Major Grants Available for Eligible Organi-
zations in New Jersey and Pennsylvania (Provident Bank Foundation).

Lynch (2018) conducted the case study of Providence Health Care 
Inc. which is an institution in Saint Mary-of-the-Woods, Indiana 
that provides a similar set of services as our proposed senior center. 
According to the study, total revenue was about $610,000 and the 
total operating expenses was about $585,000. Net income was about 
$25,000 and the financial projection showed that the senior health-
care center could be feasible. Availability of the grants, service cost, 
cost of expense elements can differ in our project due to the differ-
ence in the region, but this data can be a reference to predict the 
rough feasibility of the project.

Table 4.9  Operating revenues and expenses projection from Prov-
idence Health Care: Adult Day Care Business Plan
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Incubator Space

The last three floors of the larger building are devoted to an incubator 
space that is meant to solve pressing urban challenges, while also serving 
the community and collaborating with technology through innovation. 

Innovation is a central component to New Jersey’s economy. The innova-
tion state has a long history of commitment towards this end. The incuba-
tor space is intended to address several community needs. In Hoboken’s 
2018 Plan Reexamination Report, the city is looking to create space for  
business incubators and accelerators throughout Hoboken. Hoboken is 
also interested in partnering with Universities and private sector industries 
to have a space that is ripe for growth and dedicated to advanced technol-
ogy and design. In Hoboken, Stevens Institute of Technology is a major 
stakeholder for the town and is also known as the innovation University. 
Stevens Institute of Technology has an Office of Innovation and Entrepre-
neurship (OIE) facilitates entrepreneurship and technology commercial-
ization programs and activities that would be a perfect tenant for a space 
of this kind. Stevens’ has multiple programs that grant students the oppor-
tunity to learn about entrepreneurship and innovation. Yet, according to 
NJ Tech Council Hoboken still lacks an innovation center that specifically 
targets technology innovation even with Stevens’ in their city.

Hoboken however, is home to multiple locations of flexible workspace for 
startup companies. What we are proposing targets entrepreneurs, research-
ers, and others to come together in a space that makes Hoboken a hub of 
urban technology & innovation in New Jersey and gives a space for the 
innovation University to have a permanent location to create more innova-
tive ideas.

Land Use & Design

The incubator spaces will provide roughly 37,500 square feet over 
three floors. It has direct access to the 1st floor parking garage and 
has its own entrance facing Harrison Street. The incubator space 
also will provide tenants with two balconies, one which can be ac-
cessed from the fifth floor, and another on the sixth floor. 

Financial Feasibility
An incubator space in this location can be operated through vari-
ous ways. For example, partnering with Universities that can utilize 
a facility that is dedicated to entrepreneurial and technological- 
based businesses. It could also be done with two important tools 
to New Jersey, the Incubator and Collaborative Workspace Rent 
Initiative (ICWRI) and a modernized Research and Development 
(R&D) tax credit, to support new and established high-tech compa-
nies in growing the Garden State’s Innovation Economy.
The plan to drive innovation in Hoboken around collaboration 
among local universities and businesses has been proven to benefit 
cities where incubators are. In 2018 the State of New Jersey’s Eco-
nomicDevelopment Authority said it will put an initial investment 
of $500,000, to assist new startups with half the cost of short-term 
rent at incubators, accelerators and other collaborative workspaces, 
with a maximum of $15,000 per startup. 

Other options to help this project be financially feasible is for the 
city to issue a RFP (Request for Proposal) to solicit investments 
from private companies that are interested in Hoboken, its location, 
and its potential. Doing so could potentially bring Venture Capi-
tal investments to the city that would allow it to have a facility for 
startups and  innovation. 
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New York City’s EDC (Economic Development Corporation) for example 
has utilized tax incentives, partnered with other agencies, and private firms 
to create thousands of square feet dedicated to innovation hubs through-
out the city. Another case study for an innovation hub is from Texas Tech 
University, Research Park Innovation Hub. Texas Tech University created a 
40,000 square foot facility, similar to what we are proposing, designed as a 
resource for faculty and students of both Texas Tech University and Texas 
Tech University Health Sciences Center, as well as business communities to 
promote entrepreneurialism and research efforts in numerous areas. This 
project was valued over $2 million dollars but was a part of Texas Tech 
University System’s endowment of over $1.1 billion to renovate its growing 
campus and to contribute to the economy.

Transportation

This alternative relies on Hoboken’s dense, walkable environment and 
the site’s proximity to transit. The Hudson-Bergen Light Rail’s Second 
Street station is adjacent to the site’s western boundary, making transit a 
convenient option for those traveling from Weehawken, Jersey City, and 
Bayonne. There also exist other transit options within the city, including 
the Hoboken Hop and the Senior Shuttle. The Hop, which operates Mon-
day-Friday, from 7 am to 8 pm, twice per hour, stops at destinations like 
senior housing/supermarkets/multi-service centers, and is free for seniors. 
The Senior Shuttle runs from 10 am to 4 pm, once per hour, and also stops 
at major destinations beneficial to senior citizens. There is also free med-
ical transportation which offers a ride to medical appointments, and the 
center can also utilize this service as part of holistic care. The site is also 
within walking distance (15 minutes) from much of Hoboken and it is 
expected that most residents will walk to the site.

Parking is still provided on-site, though less than what the current zoning 
requires. The design strategy for Alternative III includes 23 parking spac-

es located at ground-level on the western portion of the site. The 
entrance and exit from the parking lot is located on Marshall Street 
across from the light rail station. The eastern side of the parking area 
abuts the ground floor of the children’s museum and sits beneath the 
larger second floor of the museum.

Hoboken’s zoning in this location does not specify off-street park-
ing requirements for a museum, but does provide requirements for 
similar types of establishments. These requirements, along with the 
number of spaces each would mandate in this case, are listed below:

• Community center: zero spaces for first 5,000 sq ft of floor area, 
1 space for every additional 1,000 sq ft (28 spaces)

• Educational facility: 2 spaces per classroom (not clear)
• Instructional use: 1 space per 400 sq ft of instructional space (23-

35 spaces)
• Public buildings, including libraries: 1 space for each 400 square 

feet of office area, plus 1 space per 1,000 square feet for other 
uses (approximately 28 spaces)

For the purposes of off-street parking requirements, the senior cen-
ter would likely be defined as a clinic, and would therefore require 1 
parking space per 800 square feet of floor area, which totals 5 spaces.

Off-street parking requirements for office spaces are 1 space per 
400 square feet of gross floor area, resulting in a requirement of 93 
spaces. 

Given these regulations, the cumulative requirements for off-street 
parking are in the range of 126 to 133 spaces. The amount of parking 
provided in the plan is therefore significantly lower than the require-
ments for all three uses (museum, senior center, incubator space) 
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combined. The rationale for this reduction relies on the strong existing 
public transportation network in Hoboken, as well as the high degree of 
walkability. It is assumed that most residents will either walk to the site or 
use public transit, and these parking spaces are intended primarily for out-
of-town visitors. 

The senior holistic center is a facility mainly suited for senior citizens that 
cannot fully serve themselves. These users will likely use public transpor-
tation or get a ride from a caretaker rather than drive their own vehicle 
when visiting the center. Therefore, it is reasonable to assume that the users 
will not require parking spaces in usual circumstances. The parking needs 
will be only generated by the workers of the facility, and they will share the 
parking space on the ground floor with the users of the children’s museum 
and the technology/innovation hub.

Resiliency

Alternative III is designed as a six story building built to Hoboken’s zoning 
ordinance and covers 60% of the lot. The remainder of the lot is utilized as 
a neighborhood park that can be used for a number of events. Given the 
site’s history as a marsh and Hoboken’s current flooding issues, we focused 
heavily on flood proofing the first floor while also elevating the building 12 
feet above the ground. We also made sure to adopt sustainable measures 
that were promoted in the 2018 Reexamination Report such as including a 
green roof, planting native species, using permeable materials, and adding 
bioswales throughout the site. 
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The following section examines the physical character and function of the 
alternatives as they relate to various uses, and the creation of an attractive, 
resilient, and useful site for the community. Providing a comparative anal-
ysis of the alternatives in terms of land use and design, it opens up a space 
for critical analysis and informed discussion of what would be the best way 
to proceed.

The Marshall Street Substation site is an ideal location for a new devel-
opment with multiple uses. Proximity to the 2nd Street Light rail Sta-
tion provides quick and convenient access to the site, as well as the high 
visibility. The existing street grid pattern and walkability of Hoboken 
makes the site well-suited to the already existing pedestrian friendly 
environment. The site is also adjacent to a public parking garage, and 
on-street parking, all which provide  multiple ways in which a user can 
visit the site. the In addition, the neighboring mix of market-rate hous-
ing, and the Hoboken Housing Authority provide a base for visitors 
who will support retail and recreational facilities. The site is current-
ly zoned R-3, and allows for residential, retail businesses and services, 
with community centers and restaurants as conditional uses. A maxi-

Table 5.1 Land Use Amongst All Three Alternatives 

mum height of 40 feet is allowed above design flood elevation.                                                                                                  
Given the mix of uses and need for greater height, each scenario 
will require a variance. 

Residential
Only Alternative I provides space for affordable and market-rate 
housing. A mixed-used residential building with first floor retail 
helps to maintain the residential character of the area. 
 
Retail
In Alternatives I & II, retail serves as an  anchor for the site, and 
provides a much needed amenity to the community. A grocery 
store, pharmacy, and coffee shop are the types of retail suggested. 
In walkable urban areas, a 15,000 square foot grocery store needs 
10,000 residents to be successful, and approximately 15,000 people 
live within a half mile radius of the project site. Location of retail 
at the site would also support the transit oriented character of the 
neighborhood. 
 
Office Space
Alternatives II & III allocate space for office use. The Neighbor-
hood Wellness Center provides space for medical offices, while 
the Work/Play space utilizes the top three floors of the innovation 
center to provide space for technology companies. These uses not 
only support the complimentary uses but are also supported by the 
Lightrail ridership. 

Open Space
Alternative III provides an open space area along Harrison and 
Second Streets. The frontage of the building has been pulled back 
to provide a public plaza that serves as a community gathering 
space. A public plaza can also provide children who attend to the 
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museum with a place to play, as well as a space for those visiting the senior 
center to socialize and relax. The plaza opens up a primarily residential 
block and creates green space in an area where it is currently lacking. 
The public plaza also acts as an on-site stormwater retention system with 
bioswales and rain barrels. Private open space is also provided by a rooftop 
patio on the fifth and sixth levels of the office space. 
 
Recreation 
Alternatives II & III provide indoor spaces for recreational purposes. The 
Neighborhood Wellness Center includes a fitness center and a community 
swimming pool, while the Work/Play space includes an interactive chil-
dren’s museum.

Table 5.2 Urban Design Elements of Each Alternative 

Parking
While Alternative I does not provide on-site parking for residents 
and customers, Alternatives II & III do provide a set number of 
spaces for visitors. The Neighborhood Wellness Center has an indoor 
parking lot on the ground floor which includes 30 spaces, while the 
Work/Play concept also has an indoor parking space on the ground 
floor which includes 23 spaces.

Urban Design
Table 5.2 summarizes the urban design elements of each alternative, 
and a sense of place each alternative is creating.
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‘AREA IN NEED OF REDEVELOPMENT’ ANALYSIS

New Jersey’s Local Redevelopment and Housing Law (LRHL) empowers 
local governments to initiate a process by which designated properties that 
meet certain statutory criteria can be transformed to advance public inter-
est. Once an area is designated “in need of redevelopment” in accordance 
with statutory criteria, municipalities may adopt redevelopment plans and 
employ several planning and financial tools to make redevelopment proj-
ects more feasible to remove deleterious conditions. A redevelopment des-
ignation may also qualify projects in the redevelopment area for financial 
subsidies or other incentive programs offered by the State of New Jersey.

Based on the existing conditions, an initial assessment of the site was con-
ducted to see if the site could qualify as “an area in need of redevelopment.”  
The LRHL authorizes municipalities to designate parcels in need of rede-
velopment if the parcels meet any of the criteria listed in Appendix C.

Based on the current conditions, the site qualifies as an Area in Need of 
Redevelopment as the statutory criteria “D” and “H” are met. At the same 
time, it is important to take note of the existing land transfer agreement 
as well as of the intent of the LRHL. First, the current owner, PSE&G, has 
agreed to remediate the site and transfer ownership of a clean and vacant 
lot back to the City of Hoboken in 2021. Considering that the land is zoned 
for economically viable uses, including residential, and that Hoboken has 
had a strong real estate market in recent years, it can be assumed that the 
site will be developed in the short term. This is important to consider as the 
powers that the LRHL grants to municipalities are meant to deal with ”im-
proper, or lack of proper, development which result from forces which are 
amenable to correction and amelioration by concerted effort of responsible 
public bodies, and without this public effort are not likely to be corrected 
or ameliorated by private effort“ (40A:12A-2, LRHL).

The same consideration applies to a potential designation of the site 
as “an area in need of rehabilitation”. Rehabilitation is defined in the 
LRHL as “extensive repair, reconstruction, or renovation of existing 
structures”. However, while one or more of the qualifying condi-
tions might apply as the site currently exists, no structures will 
remain on site once the land transfer agreement is executed. 
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FINANCIAL PROGRAMS AND OPPORTUNITIES

Each of the development alternatives analyzed in this report addresses key 
neighborhood needs by presenting a mix of community uses that closes 
gaps in housing, retail, and/or amenities.. The uses and programming out-
lined for each alternative are quite distinct and, therefore, varied in their 
potential to generate revenues for the city or need for city expenditure. At 
the same time, the city has an opportunity to take advantage of various 
state and federal financing and grant programs that reduce development 
costs and greatly facilitate the city’s pursuit of a given alternative.

Transit Village Initiative
The Transit Village Initiative is a multi-agency program run by the New 
Jersey state government. The New Jersey Department of Transportation 
(NJDOT) and NJ TRANSIT spearhead the effort. The Transit Village 
Initiative creates incentives for municipalities to redevelop or revitalize 
the areas around transit stations using design standards of transit-oriented 
development (TOD). TOD helps municipalities create attractive, vibrant, 
pedestrian-friendly neighborhoods where people can live, shop, work and 
play without relying on automobiles. Based on an initial analysis, Hoboken 
appears to be eligible for participation as it meets the Transit Village cri-
teria. Acceptance for the Transit Village Initiative does not result in direct 
funding, but has a number of advantages for the City of Hoboken, such as 
priority funding from state agencies, eligibility for NJDOT grants, as well 
as technical assistance.  

Community Development Block Grant (CDBG)
CDBG is a U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development grant 
program that funds local community development activities. Use of funds 
is largely at the discretion of allocees (state and local governments) or 
their grantees, so as long as proposed uses are consistent with the national 
CDBG priority of activities that benefit low- and moderate-income peo-
ple or activities to address an urgent threat to public health or safety. The 

range of specific uses for CDBG funds is broad and includes real 
estate acquisition, construction and rehabilitation of housing and/
or commercial buildings, construction of public facilities, infra-
structure improvements (e.g. water and sewer), construction and 
maintenance of neighborhood centers, and broader economic 
development and job creation/retention activities. CDBG can be 
particularly useful in funding the necessary extension of water and 
sewer infrastructure to the Marshall Street property, and funds can 
also be used for development of retail and residential uses on the 
property. Furthermore, CDBG funds may be used post-develop-
ment to support programming at the site. It is important to note 
that CDBG is often ‘spoken for’ by various city officials who may 
have programming priorities and/or by prominent community 
organizations that rely on CDBG to sustain their programming. In 
such cases, the city would benefit from coordinating and planning 
with various stakeholders before commiting CDBG funds to ser-
vice, development, and programming at the site.

New Market Tax Credits (NMTC)
NMTC are a dollar-for-dollar subsidy provided directly to inves-
tors participating in commercial, community, or other non-sole-
ly-residential projects in distressed communities. The program is 
meant to support revitalization of low-income communities by 
offering private investors tax credits if they invest in local enterprise 
through Community Development Entities (CDE). The develop-
ment site is located within a qualified “distressed” census tract, 
characterized by 20% poverty and median income at 80% of AMI. 
Each of the alternatives includes uses that qualify for NMTC subsi-
dies, which are 
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effectively delivered as a loan of which a large portion is forgiven at the end 
compliance term. The size of the tax credit award is based on the total capi-
tal amount of a qualified equity investment (QEI) for the development of a 
qualified active low-income community business (QALICB), with qualifica-
tion criteria set forth by the CDFI Fund. Note that a QALICB can be either 
for-profit or non-profit entity, but not a municipal government or public 
authority. Eligible development costs can include real estate acquisition 
and site work, and the total QEI. The CDFI Fund and IRS jointly monitor 
NMTC investments to ensure their compliance with program restrictions 
and require CDEs to consistently report investment status to the federal 
monitors.

Payment in Lieu of Taxes (PILOT)
Should the city declare the site as an Area in Need of Redevelopment 
(ANR), it may offer PILOT benefits to a private developer. A PILOT is a 
property tax abatement with a maximum term of 30-years and is a tool 
often used to attract reluctant private capital and make development finan-
cially feasible. Under state law, a municipality may offer 30-year PILOTs 
only if it formally declares a site as an ANR or may offer a more limited 
5-year PILOT if it declares the site in need of rehabilitation. It is important 
to note that the opportunity to pursue these options is rather limited as 
the conditions to designate ANR exist right now, pending site remediation 
by PSE&G  pursuant the company’s land transfer agreement with the city; 
the city must pursue designation prior to conveyance of the property by 
PSE&G as the site will no longer meet statutory requirements for rede-
velopment or rehabilitation post-remediation. Another forward-thinking 
alternative is to consider the broader plans to redevelop the adjacent Hobo-
ken Housing Authority (HHA) properties and designate the larger area, 
inclusive of the Marshall Street property, as an ANR.
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TRANSPORTATION & CIRCULATION

Hoboken benefits from both its dense street network and a variety of public 
transit options that reduce the need for personal vehicles. This particular 
site’s proximity to the Hudson-Bergen Light Rail Second Street station is 
a significant advantage, making the site transit-accessible from West New 
York, Union City, Weehawken, Jersey City, and Bayonne. Intra-city services 
such as the Senior Shuttle and the Hoboken Hop, both of which pass direct-
ly in front of the site along Harrison Street, further improve access. The site 
is also located within walking and bicycling distance of much of Hoboken, 
and it is expected that many residents will choose to either walk or bike to 
the site. Consequently, all three alternatives take advantage of these condi-
tions and attempt to discourage driving to and from the site by minimizing 
the amount of off-street parking provided. Table 7.1 compares and contrasts 
each of the three alternatives’ parking strategies.

Table 7.1 Parking Strategy For All Three Alternatives

Alternative I provides no on-site parking, while Alternative II and III 
include parking in their design, though both alternatives provide less off-
street parking than is required by the current R-3 zoning ordinance. 

Additional parking options in the area include the Sylvan Sky Ga-
rage (with both daily and monthly rates), located just south of the 
site as well as on-street residential permit parking in the surround-
ing neighborhood. Alternative I, while noting that many residents 
will likely not own cars, relies on the use of the Sylvan Sky Garage 
for those residents who do own private cars. Alternative I also 
suggests the creation of short-term parking spaces in the Marshall 
Street loop to the west of the site to support the ground-floor retail 
use. 

All three alternatives attempt to minimize on-site parking by lever-
aging Hoboken’s existing transit assets and high level of walkability. 
When parking is included, it is incorporated as a resilient design 
strategy that protects the building’s primary uses from flooding.

Public Transit

All three alternatives take advantage of Hoboken’s robust public 
transit system. The Hudson-Bergen Light Rail Second Street Station 
sits just 200 feet to the west of the site. A ridership survey published 
in 2019 by New Jersey Department of Transportation and Rutgers 
University Voorhees Transportation Center showed that 40.9% of 
all light rail riders frequent businesses within a half-mile of the 
boarding station, spending $3.4 million per month and $41 million 
annually, indicating a strong link between transit use and patronage 
of businesses in the area. Since all three alternatives include some 
retail or business component, all will benefit from the proximity of 
the light rail station.

Other transit options within the city, including the Hoboken Hop 
and the Senior Shuttle, further support the three alternatives. The 
Hop and Senior Shuttle, both of which are free, are support the 
senior center component of Alternative III.  
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The light rail, which connects Hoboken with many parts of Hudson County, 
also runs to Hoboken Terminal, meaning residents in Alternative I would be 
able to commute not only to and from Jersey City and Bayonne, but to and 
from New York City via PATH as well. 

Walkability

Hoboken’s density, coupled with the presence of sidewalks and crosswalks 
throughout much of the city, increases accessibility and makes it possible 

Image 7.1 Access Points

to walk to and from the site with relative ease. The 2019 ridership 
survey data of the Hudson-Bergen Light Rail showed that 95.2% 
of riders access 2nd Street Station by walking, signaling the link 
between transit and walkability.
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RESILIENCY

Recognizing the location of more than two-thirds of Hoboken’s land area 
within the Federal Emergency Management Agency’s Flood Zones, each of 
the alternatives outlined in this report present the City with the opportuni-
ty to strengthen Hoboken’s position as a leader of sustainability and urban 
resilience. The historic flooding around the Marshall Street substation 
during Superstorm Sandy in 2011 is representative of a larger concern of 
frequent flooding for the project area. During Hurricane Sandy alone, the 

Image 8.1 PSE&G Worker Shows Three Level Flood Line of Hurricane Sandy

substation experienced flood levels of more than three feet. Using 
these experiences as a lesson, each alternative was designed with 
the goal of withstanding future unprecedented flood events that are 
expected with climate change. 

To guide this objective, each design relied upon principles outlined 
in the city’s Resilient Building Guidelines, the Green Building and 
Sustainability Element of the Master Plan, the Climate Change Ac-
tion Plan, and the Complete Streets Design Guide. These planning 
documents provided sufficient guidelines to conform with the City 
of Hoboken’s resilience vision.

Source: PSE&G Twitter Account
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Resilient Building Guidelines

Adopted in 2015, the city’s Resilient Building Design Guidelines provide 
the laws and regulations governing construction in Hoboken’s flood prone 
areas - a jurisdiction that includes the project site. In addition to providing 
standards for the retrofit of existing buildings, the guidelines direct all new 
construction. Specifically, while many of the guidelines pertained to the 
actual construction of a site, which is outside of the scope of this analysis, 
the following standards were taken into consideration for each of the three 
alternatives: 

• The designated DFE may only be used for parking, storage and build-
ing access 

• Only commercial/non-residential portions of a mixed-use building are 
allowed to be dry floodproofed

• Residential uses below DFE must be wet floodproofed (including all 
parking, storage and building access points)

• All emergency exit stairwells and corridors shall be wet floodproofed 
and designed with hydrostatic openings

• Automatic sewage backflow prevention devices shall be required on 
sewer lines below DFE

Special consideration was also given to the streetscaping of the site in order 
to respect “the flow of street life and remain pedestrian friendly. Specif-
ically, the use of streetscaping helps to soften the appearance of the site’s 
required design flood elevation. Among the design guidelines given for 
streetscaping are:

• Limiting the negative effects of blank walls at street level by adding a 
green buffer. 

• Using windows around a lobby or commercial entrance to draw the 
attention of passers-by to the building.

• Stairways and ramps should be located within the building, with 
street-level entryways and high levels of transparency.

Above all, the resilient building design guidelines were used as a 
framework for the design of each alternative to, not only conform to 
the city’s prescribed remedies to the experienced frequent flooding 
and help reduce the occurrence of flooding in the project area, but  
stylize each building in a way that fits with the overall character of 
the surrounding community. 

Climate Change Action Plan

In the course of its work, the studio team also recognized the 
responsibility for each building in Hoboken to contribute to the 
city’s carbon emission reduction goals laid out in its Climate 
Change Action Plan. As this plan notes, the City of Hoboken’s 
largest contributors to greenhouse gas emissions are Commercial 
Energy, Transportation and Residential Energy. While each of the 
alternatives paid close attention to each of these three sectors, the 
area of transportation was the center of focus as both commercial 
and residential energy reduction strategies will be decided by those 
developing the site. With its proximity to the 2nd Street Light Rail 
Station and natural walkability, it is believed that the project site will 
naturally help to reduce transportation related carbon emissions by 
reducing automobile travel. The design of each of the three alterna-
tives targeted enhancing these benefits. 
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Master Plan Green Building and Environmental Sustainability Element 

Adopted in 2017, the policy document includes a section with recommen-
dations for “Land Use and Green Building Design” to achieve the goals of 
mitigating hazards through resilient and efficient building design, mitigat-
ing the urban heat island effect, reducing the stress of development on in-
frastructure, and maintain diversity via a strong local economy and hous-
ing options. Recommendations that would apply to the project site include:

• Design the building with consideration to the Leadership in Energy 
and Environmental Design (LEED) third-party ratings system for sus-
tainable infrastructure.

• Utilize a cool roof material as required by the city’s Green and Cool 
Roofs Policy for roofs with a surface area over 1,000 square feet, as well 
as a potential green roof.

Street Design Guide

Published in 2019, Hoboken’s Street Design Guide includes a stated goal 
to “improve resiliency and sustainability through increased green infra-
structure investments”, which specifically addresses the needs of the city 
as it pertains to flooding through natural water management processes to 
capture, store, and filter stormwater. For the site examined in the report, 
elements of green infrastructure are important to the design of the alterna-
tives, all of which will add to increased pedestrian and automobile traffic 
on the surrounding sidewalks and streets. Elements of green infrastruc-
ture that would enhance all alternatives based on the Street Design Guide 
include:

• Bioswales- Described as “shallow, open, vegetative, channels”, these can 
be used as curb extensions to treat runoff stormwater while also re-
moving pollutants. The design recommendation states they are a good 
element for green street retrofit projects since they are narrow in size, 

which would make them a good fit for the existing sidewalks 
around the site.

• Stormwater Trees- Street trees that are contained in a tree well 
or pit typically constructed from concrete to route stormwater to 
treatment, these are an important streetscape design element for 
all alternatives and can be contained in a small space on existing 
sidewalks.

• Permeable Pavement- Coming in several forms, this material 
creates a surface that allows for stormwater infiltration while 
still providing a stable surface for both walking and driving. 
The three types recommended for use in Hoboken are pervious 
concrete, porous asphalt, and permeable interlocking concrete 
pavers (PICP). Permeable pavement can be applied in a variety 
of ways on the site, including parking lots, walkways, and pedes-
trian plazas.

Image 8.2 Green Roof Infrastructure at the Hostess Building in 
Hoboken

Source: Bijou Properties Twitter Account
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With these policies in mind, the resilience of each alternative was consid-
ered using the criteria of their adherence to the Design Flood Elevation, 
Floodproofing, Stormwater and Wastewater Management and Transporta-
tion. 

Design Flood Elevation:
Each alternative creatively incorporates the city’s Design Flood Elevation 
requirements listed within the city’s Zoning Code and Resilient Building 
Design Standards. Alternative I incorporates plans to design the required 

Map 8.1 Flood Map of Hoboken

Source: Hoboken Green Infrastructure Plan

13 foot DFE in a way that benefits the alternative’s residents. From 
a lobby to a bike facility, Alternative I’s DFE is flexible to allow a 
beneficial use for the site’s residents that aligns with the goals of the 
project site’s developer. In accordance with the Resilient Building 
Design Guidelines, this alternative, additionally, anticipates the 
opportunity to provide commercial space within DFE constraints of 
the requirement of dry floodproofing. Both Alternative II and Al-
ternative II plan to use the required DFE space as parking in order 
to make the site accessible to both designs’ anticipated visitors. Both 
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are anticipated to require the addition of wet floodproofing. Each alterna-
tive will use creative measures from windows to greenery in order to soften 
the appearance of the 13 foot Design Flood Elevation and conform with 
the flow of the community. 

Stormwater Retention:
Each alternative is designed with the opportunity for stormwater retention 
systems to be incorporated both within the planning and development 
stages. Alternative I anticipate the addition of green infrastructure to its ex-
terior in order to reduce impervious surface flooding, as well as the instal-
lation of bioswales. Alternative II has incorporated streetscaping designs 
around the perimeter of the site, including a small plaza on the north side 
of the building, as well as the possibility of a public rain garden on the roof 
of the building to promote stormwater retention as well as further the site’s 
connection with “wellness”. Alternative III incorporates an intricate front 
lawn that can be designed with vegetation ideal for stormwater retention. 

Wastewater Treatment: 
According to the North Hudson Sewerage Authority’s map of the 
project area, the project site currently has no sewer connection. It is 
anticipated that each of the three presented alternatives will require 
connections to NHSA’s service area.

Transportation:
A combination of the project site’s proximity to the 2nd Street Light 
Rail station as well as the city’s bike share and ride share programs, 
connection to the Hoboken Hop and Hoboken’s general walkability is 
expected to reduce the project site’s greenhouse gas production on the 
basis of transportation. Alternative I’s absence of parking is expected 
to further help encourage public transit ridership and reduce polluting 
modes of transportation like automobiles. Both Alternative II and III 
provide parking, with the anticipation of the use of a portion of the 
provides spaces as electric vehicle charging stations in conformance 
with the city’s Climate Action Plan. 

Table 8.1 Comparison of Resiliency Elements of Each Alternative
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SUMMARY AND NEXT STEPS

This Alternatives Analysis is a starting point in the visioning process 
concerning the redevelopment of the Marshall Street Substation. The 
document does not recommend one alternative over the other, but rather 
presents a diverse range of opportunities that can benefit the community. 
Each alternative presents a mix of uses and programming for which the 
neighborhood has need as identified in the 2018 Master Plan Reexamina-
tion Report, our own survey of Hoboken residents, and in our market and 
spatial analyses. Each alternative considers a common set of feasibility and 
sustainability factors, including a mix of uses and programming with a 
tenant or program that anchors the larger project, a critical mass of activity 
that stabilizes and supports the long term sustainability of the project, and 
an opportunity to create a ‘sense of place’ that attracts people and invest-
ment to the neighborhood.

The potential uses and development scenarios outlined in each alternative 
are varied, and each has unique benefits and costs that must be weighed 
against challenges with developing the site and within the context of the 
city’s planning and community vision. We also considered the precedent of 
zoning variances for recent development in the neighborhood as a gauge 
for the city’s ambition to capitalize on this rare development opportunity. 
While the city can pursue some form of each alternative in a manner con-
sistent with existing zoning regulations, our analysis  highlights the op-
portunity to maximize community benefit by building higher and/or with 
greater density without overwhelming the neighborhood. 

A key consideration, especially in light of the city’s pre-pandemic budget 
deficit and pending post-pandemic recovery efforts, is whether the city 
itself has the capacity to absorb the upfront costs of development and then 
manage a property in the short- and long-term; financial constraints and 
triage allocation of human capital will have a large impact on the city’s 
strategy concerning the Marshall Street site. 

A key purpose of this report is to provide a base of information and 
analysis that empowers the city to ascertain the best fit alternative or 
components thereof.

Table 9.1 compares the alternatives against each other in terms of 
the greatest costs - financial, time, and variances - and benefits, 
which are represented through community needs, assets, and desires 
as reflected by the survey.

Table 9.1 Summary Comparison Table
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Next Steps

Below are some suggested next steps for selecting the appropriate alterna-
tive, or even components of an alternative. 
 
Complete remediation of project site
• This is an immediate priority that is currently the responsibility of 

PSE&G, but is overseen by the city.  Ultimately, nothing can move for-
ward without remediation.

Create a pop-up park in the interim after the site has been remediated
• A pop-up park will give the site a use that many residents support 

while the city considers options for site development.

Conduct a study to ascertain feasibility of ANR designation
• ANR designation was evaluated above, but a study taking a closer look 

at the specific details will help determine financing options and poten-
tial development partners.

Conduct public outreach with hard to reach population
• This report used multiple forms of data collection, including an online 

survey. However, there are gaps in access and reach when using this 
voluntary  method, which were previously discussed.  The study team 
reached out to Hoboken Housing Authority (HHA) staff to find ways 
to ensure community voice and participation was included, but timing 
did not work out.  Given that the HHA is right next to the site, the in-
put of HHA residents must be considered and there should be directed 
outreach.  Additional hard to reach populations may include seniors or 
English language learners.

Market studies to determine demand for retail and housing
• This report considered market demand for retail and housing based on 

comparable scenarios and existing catchment areas, but a study with 

proprietary information might yield more detailed quantitative 
and financial information.

Inventory analysis of development pipeline
• This report took into account existing surrounding amenities 

and needs in order to provide rationales for the alternatives and 
their components.  However, there are other ongoing develop-
ment projects being considered in Hoboken that might impact 
the alternatives chosen for the site.  For example, if the Western 
Edge Redevelopment includes a swimming pool, that might 
change the calculations for choosing an alternative.  Similar-
ly, an inventory analysis of the other development projects in 
process and in consideration, and their likely timelines, by both 
private housing developers and public entities such as the HHA, 
Multi-Service Center, Board of Education will provide addition-
al guidelines as to the needs around the site.

Determine appropriate development partners
• The city can evaluate existing and develop new and potential 

partners and strengthen these relationships.  Having strong 
partnerships will demonstrate a level of support and buy-in 
while also allowing for the evaluation of partner feasibility.

Ultimately, the city will need to evaluate each of the alternatives 
with their costs and benefits and determine how the concepts fit 
within the planning vision for the neighborhood and the needs 
identified in the community survey.  These alternatives presented 
here continue an important conversation about priorities, commu-
nity assets, and project feasibility.
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APPENDIX A - SURVEY
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APPENDIX B - AREA IN NEED OF REDEVELOPMENT
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APPENDIX C - SWIMMING POOL COSTS

 

 

 The pool shall retain the name “Berkeley Heights Community Pool” during the Lease 
Term; the YMCA may elect to co-brand the name of the pool (such as the “Berkeley 
Heights Community Pool at the YMCA”). 

7. YMCA Assumption of BHCP Loan:
 YMCA will assume and pay off the BHCP Investors Bank loan/credit facility; the current 

balance is roughly $105,000.00. 

8. End of Lease Term: 
 All improvements on the Locust Avenue property shall become the property of the 

Township at the end of the Lease Term.

9. Maintenance/Capital Improvements: 
 YMCA shall be responsible for all operations, maintenance and capital improvements 

related to the Property and all improvements thereon. 

10. Liability: 
 YMCA shall defend, indemnify and hold the Township harmless from and against any 

and all claims and liability related to the Property and all improvements thereon. 

11. Miscellaneous:
 Lease is subject to (i) YMCA completion of environmental due diligence; and (ii) 

achieving preliminary 10% fundraising goal of the total project cost (+/- $1 million in 
fundraising). 

 Township of Berkeley Heights to be given priority access to the gymnasium during the 
winter season (November – March) for overflow use by school/recreation/PAL.  Times, 
frequency and terms to be negotiated in good faith by both Parties upon completion of 
construction of the project. 

 The terms of this non-binding term sheet will be memorialized in a lease which shall be 
subject to vote and adoption by Ordinance by the Township Council. 
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At the Y, you're not just a member of the pool or the gym, you're
part of a community that is here for everyone and works towards
providing practical and affordable answers to large-scale
community issues focusing on youth development, healthy living
and social responsibility. We're excited to welcome you to enjoy
our brand new state-of-the-art, Olympic-sized (50m x 25m),
outdoor, heated pool with a slide, two diving boards, zero-entry
kiddie pool, playground and pool house surrounded by beautiful
landscaping.

 

MEMBERSHIP

  BHCP HOME

  BHCP MEMBERSHIP

  BHCP GUEST PASSES

  BHCP SWIM LESSONS

  BHCP SWIM TEAM

  BHCP SWIM

EVALUATIONS

  BHCP EXERCISE

SCHEDULES

  BHCP RULES,

REGULATIONS & FAQ

  BHCP EMPLOYMENT

  BHCP ABOUT US

  BHCP EVENTS

  BHCP CONTACT

  BHCP HOURS

BERKELEY
HEIGHTS YMCA
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Register Online
If you are a current or returning Summit Area YMCA or Berkeley
Heights Community Pool at the YMCA member with an online
account, complete your membership purchase using your existing
login by clicking on the register button below next to the
membership option of your choice. First time registration?
Welcome! Get started by clicking on the register button below
next to the membership option of your choice and create an
online account.

SUMMER 2020 POOL MEMBERSHIP REGISTRATION
DETAILS

Active Summit Area YMCA (MP) members receive the benefit of
reduced pricing versus non-Summit Area YMCA (NMP)
members*. If you are not an active member, we invite you to join
either the Berkeley Heights YMCA or the Summit YMCA so that
you can take advantage of the reduced pricing and all the great

59 LOCUST AVENUE

BERKELEY HEIGHTS, NJ

07922

GET DIRECTIONS    

SCHEDULE A TOUR

CONTACT

MIKE MIRABELLA
AQUATICS DIRECTOR

908-464-6214

Mike.Mirabella@theSAY.org

5/2/2020 Membership | Summit Area YMCA
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benefits our Ys have to offer.

MEMBERSHIP

TYPE

MEMBERSHIP

PRICE

FAMILY

NMP: $600

MP: $500

REGISTER

ADULT

NMP: $350

MP: $300

REGISTER

SENIOR

FAMILY

NMP: $250

MP: $200

REGISTER

SENIOR

ADULT

NMP: $160

MP: $125

REGISTER

TEEN

NMP: $250

MP: $200

REGISTER

NANNY

NMP: $250

MP: $200

REGISTER

MOTHER'S

HELPER

NMP: $250

MP: $200

REGISTER

 
*To receive member pricing, your YMCA membership must be
current through the end of your pool membership. If your family
has an active Youth or Teen membership, please contact us for in-
house registration so you can receive member pricing. 
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MP = Active Summit Area YMCA Member
NMP = Non-Summit Area YMCA Members

MEMBERSHIPS TYPES

Unsure which membership type you qualify for? Read through our
membership type definitions below.

MEMBERSHIP TYPE DEFINITION

FAMILY

Two adults (18+) and

all dependents (22 years old

and under), permanently

residing within the same

household.

ADULT
Member is turning 18+ during

the pool season.

SENIOR

FAMILY

Two adults (one whom is 62+

during the pool season) and all

dependents (22 years old and

under), permanently residing

within the same household.

SENIOR

ADULT

Member is turning 62+ during

the pool season.

TEEN

Member is 13-17 in the

calendar year of pool season. A

teen member must be a

minimum age of 13 or entering

the 7th grade in the fall of

2020. Teen memberships do not

qualify for free guest passes.

5/2/2020 Membership | Summit Area YMCA
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MEMBERSHIP TYPE DEFINITION

NANNY

Member is 16+ during the pool

season and is added as a third

adult onto a family membership

as a caregiver who brings the

family to the pool. Nanny

memberships do not qualify for

free guest passes.

MOTHER'S

HELPER

Member is 12+ during the pool

season and is added onto

a family membership as a

babysitter who accompanies the

family to the pool. The Mother's

Helper must be accompanied by

an adult on the family

membership at all times.

Mother's Helper memberships

do not qualify for free guest

passes.

Membership fees are determined by the estimated cost it will take
to run and operate the entire facility. The Berkeley Heights
Community Pool at the YMCA operates independently from the
town of Berkeley Heights and therefore is not subsidized nor is
access included as a part of other Summit Area YMCA
memberships.

ACCESS ID CARDS

Facility access ID cards will be issued for all members over ages
18 months and photos can be taken prior to the member’s first
visit to BHCP. Each member is required to swipe their ID card at
the Front Desk every time they enter the facility. Members may
pick up their swipe cards and have their photos taken beginning
May 1, 2020 at the membership desk of the Berkeley Heights
YMCA located at 59 Locust Ave, Berkeley Heights, NJ, 07922. 

Members may also use the SAY Mobile App (available for Android
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& Apple devices) for easy check-in. Click here for app download
links, features and FAQ, like how to add multiple barcodes. 

 

FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE

As a nonprofit, the Summit Area YMCA is committed to enhancing
the lives of individuals and families in our community. We do so
by offering financial assistance to those with demonstrated need
so that they may enjoy all the Y has to offer, regardless of their
ability to pay. This helps us ensure that everyone, regardless of
age, income, or background has the opportunity to learn, grow
and thrive. 

LEARN MORE

 

QUESTIONS

Questions about membership, registration or financial assistance?
Please contact us using the form below.

 

 

 

 

YMCA- BERKELEY HEIGHTS COMMUNITY POOL LEASE TERM SHEET 
LOCUST AVENUE PROPERTY  

1. Lease Payment Terms: 
 $1.00/ years 1-6 
 $25,000.00/ years 7-20 
 $50,000.00/ years 21-30 
 $65,000.00/years 31-50 
 All lease payments to be made in monthly installments (1/12 of annual payment).  
 Total rent during lease term = $2,150,000. 
 Additional 25 Year Renewal Option upon the mutual consent of the Parties at a rent 

TBD.

       2. Pool Operation: 

YMCA to assume operation of the Community Pool beginning in the summer of 2017, and 
throughout the entire lease term. 

3. Immediate Repair Expenditures: YMCA to spend a minimum of $210,000.00 on or before 
Memorial Day to allow for the opening of the pool for the 2017 summer season.

4. Construction of New YMCA Facility:  
 YMCA to complete construction of a +/- 36,000 sq. ft. YMCA facility that will include 

the following amenities: 
o gymnasium allowing for full court basketball; 
o wellness center; 
o child day care; and 
o multi-purpose rooms/community space. 

5. Construction of New Swimming Pool:
 YMCA to complete construction of the following pool related facilities and amenities: 

o A new pool approximately the same size as the existing pool;   
o A new “kiddie” swimming pool; and 
o Changing room facilities and a snack shack that will be operated during the 

outdoor swimming season. 
 YMCA expenditures on the pool improvements +/- 900,000.00 and construction shall be 

completed within the first 6 years of the lease. 

6. Pool Membership:
 YMCA will provide a pool only membership option for Berkeley Heights residents (i.e., 

Berkeley Heights residents may join the pool without paying membership dues for the 
full YMCA facility). 
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§ 395-5Fees. 
[Amended 11-26-1974 by Ord. No. 74-36; 2-24-1977 by Ord. No. 77-8; 2-23-
1978 by Ord. No. 78-2; 3-8-1979 by Ord. No. 79-1; 6-28-1979 by Ord. No. 79-
27; 11-8-1979 by Ord. No. 79-39; 3-25-1980 by Ord. No. 80-4; 6-24-
1980 by Ord. No. 80-17; 2-24-1981 by Ord. No. 81-3; 12-28-1982 by Ord. No. 
82-32; 2-28-1984 by Ord. No. 84-4; 4-9-1985 by Ord. No. 85-9; 3-25-
1986 by Ord. No. 86-8; 4-21-1987 by Ord. No. 87-8; 4-12-1988 by Ord. No. 
88-9; 3-28-1989 by Ord. No. 89-13; 2-27-1990 by Ord. No. 90-5] 
A.  
Season rates. 
[Amended 3-26-2002 by Ord. No. 02-7; 3-25-2003 by Ord. No. 03-9; 4-28-
2009 by Ord. No. 09-9; 4-21-2015 by Ord. No. 15-11] 

2015 RATES 

MONTHLY 
RATES 

PARAMUS 
RESIDENTS 

ONLY 
July or August 

SEASONAL 
RATES 

PARAMUS 
RESIDENTS 

ONLY 

MONTHLY 
RATES 
OUT OF 
TOWN 

July or August 

SEASONAL 
OUT OF 
TOWN 
RATES 

INDIVIDUAL $175.00 $225.00 $425.00 $525.00 
FAMILY OF 2 $200.00 $275.00 $450.00 $625.00 
FAMILY OF 3 $225.00 $325.00 $475.00 $675.00 
FAMILY OF 4 $250.00 $375.00 $500.00 $725.00 
FAMILY OF 5 $275.00 $425.00 $525.00 $775.00 
FAMILY OF 6 $300.00 $475.00 $550.00 $825.00 
FAMILY OF 7 $325.00 $525.00 $575.00 $925.00 
FAMILY OF 8 $350.00 $575.00 $600.00 $975.00 

AFTER A FAMILY 
OF 8 EACH 

ADDITIONAL 
PERSON 

$25.00 $50.00 $25.00 $50.00 

SENIOR CITIZEN 
(60) YEARS OLD 

$75.00 $110.00 $200.00 $225.00 

Paramus Grandparent-Out of Town Grandchildren: under the age of 13 years 
old. Resident membership monthly or seasonal rate will apply. A maximum of 2 
grandchildren (grandparent must be at the pool with the grandchild). 
Out-of-town without a sponsor: without a qualifying sponsor applicants will incur 
an additional surcharge of $100 for an individual and $200 for a family 
membership in addition to your membership fee. 
 

 
520 Hoes Lane 
Piscataway NJ 

ymcaofmewsa.org 

        The YMCA at 
The Piscataway Community 

Center 
NON-RESIDENT MEMBERSHIP OPTIONS 

Membership Type Monthly Credit 
Card Draft 

One-Time 
Joiner’s Fee 

7th Grade Student 
Must show valid school ID 

FREE 
Sept. – June - 

Teen   (Ages 13-17) $21 $39 

Young Adult  (Ages 18-29) $30 $39 

Adult   (Ages 30-62) $42 $59 

Senior    (Ages 62+) $30 $39 
Senior Couple  (Ages 62+)  

living in the same household $48 $59 

Family  
Up to 2 adults and 4 children with proof of residence 

$78 $59 

Family Plus 
Up to 4 adults and 4 children with proof of residence 

$90 $59 

2 Adults (no children) $78 $59 

Senior + Children  
One senior (62+) and up to 4 children (ages 12 and under)  $42 $59 

Senior Couple + Children  
Two seniors (62+) and up to 4 children (ages 12 and under) $60 $59 

Program Child    (Ages 0-5)  
Required for participation in Programs without a Family membership 

$72/year   -   

Program Youth    (Ages 6-12)  
Required for participation in Programs without a Family membership $108/year -   

Spray Park Adult for non-members 
(Memorial Day-Labor Day) 

(Ages 18+) 
$10/day - 

Spray Park Child for non-members 
(Memorial Day-Labor Day) 

(Ages 2-17) 
$13/day - 

Spray Park Family for non-members 
(Memorial Day-Labor Day) 

 
$35/day - 
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Daily Guest Pass Rates 
Age With Member Without Member 

Adult (18-61) $15 $20 
Child (2-12) $5 Must be accompanied by a member 
Teen(13-17) $10 Must be accompanied by a member 
Senior (62+) $10 $15 

Spray Park Adult (13+) $10 n/a 
Spray Park Child (2-12) $13 n/a 

 

520 Hoes Lane 
Piscataway NJ  

ymcaofmewsa.org 
 

The YMCA at                                  
The Piscataway Community 

Center 
RESIDENT MEMBERSHIP OPTIONS 

Membership Type Monthly Credit 
Card Draft 

One-Time 
Joiner’s Fee 

7th Grade Student 
Must show valid school ID  

FREE 
Sept. – June - 

Teen   (Ages 13-17)  $18 $29 

Young Adult  (Ages 18-29) $25 $29 

Adult   (Ages 30-62) $35 $49 

Senior    (Ages 62+) $25 $29 
Senior Couple  (Ages 62+)  

living in the same household $40 $49 

Family  
Up to 2 adults and 4 children with proof of residence 

$65 $49 

Family Plus 
Up to 4 adults and 4 children with proof of residence $75 $49 

2 Adults (no children) $65 $49 
Senior + Children  

One senior (62+) and up to 4 children (ages 12 and under)  $35 $49 

Senior Couple + Children  
Two seniors (62+) and up to 4 children (ages 12 and under) 

$50 $49 

Program Child    (Ages 0-5)  
Required for participation in Programs without a Family membership $60/year - 

Program Youth    (Ages 6-12)  
Required for participation in Programs without a Family membership $90/year - 

Spray Park Adult for non-members 
(Memorial Day-Labor Day) 

(Ages 18+) 
$7/day - 

Spray Park Child for non-members 
(Memorial Day-Labor Day) 

(Ages 2-17) 
$10/day - 

Spray Park Family for non-members 
(Memorial Day-Labor Day) 

(Up to 5 members in family) 
$25/day - 

 

Daily Guest Pass Rates 

Age With Member Without Member 
Adult (18-61) $10 $15 
Child (2-12) $5 Must be accompanied by a member 
Teen(13-17) $8 Must be accompanied by a member 
Senior (62+) $8 $15 

Spray Park Adult (18+) $7 n/a 
Spray Park Child (2-17) $10 n/a 
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