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At a high level, key takeaways included:
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• All of the concepts that we are showing use a roughly 40' roadway cross section, which is 
the narrowest width for 2 lanes plus shoulder configuration. The shoulder could potentially 
also function as HOV or high‐capacity transit lane at certain peak hours.

• At this time, we expect that the analysis typically required by Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA) and New York State Department of Transportation (NYSDOT) will 
result in 3 lanes of traffic, and we wanted to ensure that the concepts that we develop and 
share for feedback are of adequate width to accommodate what we believe will be the 
result of findings by the state and federal government after environmental review. The 
concepts we are presenting are flexible and provide a flavor of what is possible.

• We also need to consider how limiting the roadway at this location could have upstream or 
downstream negative impacts on other communities for which we have empirical data. We 
have extensive data that shows since the narrowing to two lanes, truck traffic and 
congestion has risen in the neighborhoods along the BQE corridor, many of which are 
environmental justice communities that already suffer from generations of poor air quality, 
pollution, and excessive freight.

*Text discussed at in‐person and virtual meetings
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Note: Through design and engineering studies, we determined 
coverings of 300’ to be achievable and coverings of 300’‐800’ may be 
feasible but in need of additional analysis. Concepts presented are 
for illustrative purposes only
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Note: Through design and engineering studies, we determined 
coverings of 300’ to be achievable and coverings of 300’‐800’ may be 
feasible but in need of additional analysis. Concepts presented are 
for illustrative purposes only

For Discussion Purposes Only – Subject to Change and Refinement



Explore

47For Discussion Purposes Only – Subject to Change and Refinement



Explore

48For Discussion Purposes Only – Subject to Change and Refinement



Explore

49For Discussion Purposes Only – Subject to Change and Refinement



Explore

50For Discussion Purposes Only – Subject to Change and Refinement



Explore

51For Discussion Purposes Only – Subject to Change and Refinement



Explore

52For Discussion Purposes Only – Subject to Change and Refinement



Explore

53For Discussion Purposes Only – Subject to Change and Refinement



Explore

54For Discussion Purposes Only – Subject to Change and Refinement



Explore

55For Discussion Purposes Only – Subject to Change and Refinement



Explore

56For Discussion Purposes Only – Subject to Change and Refinement



Explore

57For Discussion Purposes Only – Subject to Change and Refinement



Explore

58For Discussion Purposes Only – Subject to Change and Refinement



Explore

59For Discussion Purposes Only – Subject to Change and Refinement



Explore

60For Discussion Purposes Only – Subject to Change and Refinement



Explore

61For Discussion Purposes Only – Subject to Change and Refinement



Explore

62For Discussion Purposes Only – Subject to Change and Refinement



Explore

63For Discussion Purposes Only – Subject to Change and Refinement



Explore

64For Discussion Purposes Only – Subject to Change and Refinement



Explore

65For Discussion Purposes Only – Subject to Change and Refinement



Explore

66

Note: Through design and engineering studies, we determined 
coverings of 300’ to be achievable and coverings of 300’‐800’ may be 
feasible but in need of additional analysis. Concepts presented are 
for illustrative purposes only
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Note: Through design and engineering studies, we determined 
coverings of 300’ to be achievable and coverings of 300’‐800’ may be 
feasible but in need of additional analysis. Concepts presented are 
for illustrative purposes only
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Note: Through design and engineering studies, we determined 
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Note: Through design and engineering studies, we determined 
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Note: Through design and engineering studies, we determined 
coverings of 300’ to be achievable and coverings of 300’‐800’ may be 
feasible but in need of additional analysis. Concepts presented are 
for illustrative purposes only
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Effect of Two-lane Conversion of Triple Cantilever

• After the two-lane conversion, comparative 
2021 and 2022 DOT data show significantly 
decreased traffic speeds in all surrounding 
neighborhoods – some up to 30-50% –
including in neighborhoods not adjacent to 
BQE Central.

• Bus speeds on local routes, including the B61, 
B63, and B57 declined by 5-10% compared to 
2019.

Network Speeds: Oct. 2021 vs. 2019

For Discussion Purposes Only – Subject to Change and Refinement
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Effect of Two-lane Conversion of Triple Cantilever

• We’ve witnessed and heard repeatedly from 
impacted communities that traffic has 
increased notably on local streets that were 
not designed to safely manage this volume 
of vehicles, especially trucks.

• This is not safe or sustainable for our 
neighborhoods, and while we pursue policy 
options to incentivize reduced car and truck 
travel, we need to keep trucks off our local 
roads.

Network Speeds: May 2022 vs. 2021
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Moved slide to Appendix to reduce presentation length
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Moved slide to Appendix to reduce presentation length
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Moved slide to Appendix to reduce presentation length, graphic incorrectly identifies some properties as effected.
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Graphic is inaccurate, incomplete and confusing, slide eliminated
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Moved slide to Appendix to reduce presentation length
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Moved slide to Appendix to reduce presentation length
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Moved slide to Appendix to reduce presentation length. Graphics are inaccurate and incomplete.
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Moved slide to Appendix to reduce presentation length 
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Moved slide to Appendix to reduce presentation length 
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Moved slide to Appendix to reduce presentation length 
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Moved slide to Appendix to reduce presentation length 
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Moved slide to Appendix to reduce presentation length 
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Note: BQP options were studied extensively, but 
deemed infeasible due to conflicts with MTA 
infrastructure, DEP infrastructure, private 
property, and existing building foundations.

Moved slide to Appendix to reduce presentation length, leave 
more time to discuss feasible concepts. Roadway geometry in this 
configuration not feasible.
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Note: BQP options were studied extensively, but deemed infeasible 
due to conflicts with MTA infrastructure, DEP infrastructure, private 
property, and existing building foundations.

Roadway geometry in this configuration not feasible

Moved slide to Appendix to reduce presentation length, 
leave more time to discuss feasible concepts.
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Note: BQP options were studied extensively, but deemed infeasible 
due to conflicts with MTA infrastructure, DEP infrastructure, private 
property, and existing building foundations.

Roadway geometry in this configuration not feasible

Moved slide to Appendix to reduce presentation length, 
leave more time to discuss feasible concepts.
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Note: BQP options were studied extensively, but 
deemed infeasible due to conflicts with MTA 
infrastructure, DEP infrastructure, private 
property, and existing building foundations.

Moved slide to Appendix to reduce presentation length.
Roadway geometry in this configuration not feasible.
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Note: BQP options were studied extensively, but 
deemed infeasible due to conflicts with MTA 
infrastructure, DEP infrastructure, private 
property, and existing building foundations.

Moved slide to Appendix to reduce presentation length.
Roadway geometry in this configuration not feasible.
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Note: BQP options were studied extensively, but 
deemed infeasible due to conflicts with MTA 
infrastructure, DEP infrastructure, private 
property, and existing building foundations.

Moved slide to Appendix to reduce presentation length.
Roadway geometry in this configuration not feasible.
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Note: BQP options were studied extensively, but 
deemed infeasible due to conflicts with MTA 
infrastructure, DEP infrastructure, private 
property, and existing building foundations.

Moved slide to Appendix to reduce presentation length.
Roadway geometry in this configuration not feasible.
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Note: BQP options were studied extensively, but 
deemed infeasible due to conflicts with MTA 
infrastructure, DEP infrastructure, private 
property, and existing building foundations.

Moved slide to Appendix to reduce presentation length.
Roadway geometry in this configuration not feasible.
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Note: BQP options were studied extensively, but 
deemed infeasible due to conflicts with MTA 
infrastructure, DEP infrastructure, private 
property, and existing building foundations.

Moved slide to Appendix to reduce presentation length.
Roadway geometry in this configuration not feasible.
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Note: BQP options were studied extensively, but 
deemed infeasible due to conflicts with MTA 
infrastructure, DEP infrastructure, private 
property, and existing building foundations.

Moved slide to Appendix to reduce presentation length.
Roadway geometry in this configuration not feasible.
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Note: BQP options were studied extensively, but 
deemed infeasible due to conflicts with MTA 
infrastructure, DEP infrastructure, private 
property, and existing building foundations.

Moved slide to Appendix to reduce presentation length.
Roadway geometry in this configuration not feasible.
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Note: BQP options were studied extensively, but 
deemed infeasible due to conflicts with MTA 
infrastructure, DEP infrastructure, private 
property, and existing building foundations.

Moved slide to Appendix to reduce presentation length.
Roadway geometry in this configuration not feasible.
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Note: BQP options were studied extensively, but 
deemed infeasible due to conflicts with MTA 
infrastructure, DEP infrastructure, private 
property, and existing building foundations.

Moved slide to Appendix to reduce presentation length.
Roadway geometry in this configuration not feasible.
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Moved slide to Appendix to reduce presentaƟon length. 
Roadway geometry in this configuration not feasible.  
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Note: BQP options were studied extensively, but 
deemed infeasible due to conflicts with MTA 
infrastructure, DEP infrastructure, private 
property, and existing building foundations.

Moved slide to Appendix to reduce presentation 
length. Roadway geometry in this configuration not feasible.
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Note: In addition to the BQP, another concept, 
“The Smile,” was considered. This concept would 
avoid infrastructure conflicts at Joralemon St. 
and 360 Furman by maintaining a stacked 
configuration at the pinch points. This concept 
was deemed infeasible due to the transition 
lengths required to reach an at-grade 
configuration. Studies indicated that the resulting 
highway would come 9-10’ above Furman St. at 
their lowest point and would have no flat sections 
of single-level roadway. The driving experience 
would be substandard and have potential safety 
impacts in this configuration.

Moved slide to Appendix to reduce presentation 
length. Roadway geometry in this configuration not feasible.

For Discussion Purposes Only – Subject to Change and Refinement
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Note: In addition to the BQP, another concept, “The Smile,” was considered. This concept would avoid infrastructure conflicts at Joralemon St. and 360 Furman by maintaining a stacked configuration at the 
pinch points. This concept was deemed infeasible due to the transition lengths required to reach an at-grade configuration. Studies indicated that the resulting highway would come 9-10’ above Furman St. 
at their lowest point and would have no flat sections of single-level roadway. The driving experience would be substandard and have potential safety impacts in this configuration.

Moved slide to Appendix to reduce presentation 
length. Roadway geometry in this configuration not feasible.
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Note: In addition to the BQP, another concept, “The 
Smile,” was considered. This concept would avoid 
infrastructure conflicts at Joralemon St. and 360 
Furman by maintaining a stacked configuration at 
the pinch points. This concept was deemed 
infeasible due to the transition lengths required to 
reach an at-grade configuration. Studies indicated 
that the resulting highway would come 9-10’ above 
Furman St. at their lowest point and would have no 
flat sections of single-level roadway. The driving 
experience would be substandard and have 
potential safety impacts in this configuration.

Moved slide to Appendix to reduce presentaƟon length. Roadway geometry in this configuration not feasible.
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Note: In addition to the BQP, another concept, “The 
Smile,” was considered. This concept would avoid 
infrastructure conflicts at Joralemon St. and 360 
Furman by maintaining a stacked configuration at 
the pinch points. However, this concept was 
deemed infeasible due to the transition lengths 
required to reach an at-grade configuration. Studies 
indicated that the resulting highway would come 9-
10’ above Furman St. at their lowest point and 
would have no flat sections of single-level roadway. 
The driving experience would be substandard and 
have potential safety impacts in this configuration.Roadway geometry in this configuration not feasible

Moved slide to Appendix to reduce length, leave more time to 
discuss feasible concepts.
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Note: In addition to the BQP, another concept, “The 
Smile,” was considered. This concept would avoid 
infrastructure conflicts at Joralemon St. and 360 
Furman by maintaining a stacked configuration at 
the pinch points. However, this concept was 
deemed infeasible due to the transition lengths 
required to reach an at-grade configuration. Studies 
indicated that the resulting highway would come 9-
10’ above Furman St. at their lowest point and 
would have no flat sections of single-level roadway. 
The driving experience would be substandard and 
have potential safety impacts in this configuration.Roadway geometry in this configuration not feasible

Moved slide to Appendix to reduce length, leave more time to 
discuss feasible concepts.

For Discussion Purposes Only – Subject to Change and Refinement
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Moved slide to Appendix to reduce presentation length, leave more time to 
discuss feasible concepts. Several of these roadway configurations not feasible or 
have conflicts

For Discussion Purposes Only – Subject to Change and Refinement
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Moved slide to Appendix to reduce presentation length, leave more time to 
discuss feasible concepts. Several of these roadway configurations not feasible or 
have conflicts.

For Discussion Purposes Only – Subject to Change and Refinement
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Alternate slide was developed for greater clarity, slide eliminated from presentation

For Discussion Purposes Only – Subject to Change and Refinement
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Moved slide to Appendix to reduce presentation length, leave more time to 
discuss feasible concepts. Several of these roadway configurations not feasible or 
have conflicts

For Discussion Purposes Only – Subject to Change and Refinement
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Note: Extensive studies of the Joralemon Street pinch point were 
conducted during the design process. These studies considered the 
potential for a cut-and-cover alternative from Joralemon Street to Atlantic 
Avenue. In all of these options, the roadway encounters significant 
infrastructure challenges, including DEP and MTA facilities, as well as 
conflicts with existing buildings and private property. Roadways were 
studied in both a two-lane and a three-lane configuration and in a full and 
partial replacement scenario, accounting for structural depth, safety 
features, sightlines, and the provision of on-off ramps, where existing. 

Moved slide to appendix to reduce presentation length, leave more time to discuss 
feasible concepts. This graphic is hard to read and is better clarified on other slides

For Discussion Purposes Only – Subject to Change and Refinement
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Note: Extensive studies of the Joralemon Street pinch point were 
conducted during the design process. These studies considered the 
potential for a cut-and-cover alternative from Joralemon Street to Atlantic 
Avenue. In all of these options, the roadway encounters significant 
infrastructure challenges, including DEP and MTA facilities, as well as 
conflicts with existing buildings and private property. Roadways were 
studied in both a two-lane and a three-lane configuration and in a full and 
partial replacement scenario, accounting for structural depth, safety 
features, sightlines, and the provision of on-off ramps, where existing. 

Moved slide to Appendix to reduce presentation length, leave more time to discuss 
feasible concepts. These roadway configurations are not feasible and have conflicts

For Discussion Purposes Only – Subject to Change and Refinement
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Note: Extensive studies of the Joralemon Street pinch point were 
conducted during the design process. These studies considered the 
potential for a cut-and-cover alternative from Joralemon Street to Atlantic 
Avenue. In all of these options, the roadway encounters significant 
infrastructure challenges, including DEP and MTA facilities, as well as 
conflicts with existing buildings and private property. Roadways were 
studied in both a two-lane and a three-lane configuration and in a full and 
partial replacement scenario, accounting for structural depth, safety 
features, sightlines, and the provision of on-off ramps, where existing. 

Moved slide to Appendix to reduce presentation length, leave more time to discuss 
feasible concepts. These roadway configurations not feasible and have conflicts

For Discussion Purposes Only – Subject to Change and Refinement



158For Discussion Purposes Only – Subject to Change and Refinement
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Note: Above cut-and-cover configuration deemed infeasible due to 
conflicts with private property, existing buildings, and below-grade 
challenges.

Moved slide to Appendix to reduce presentation length, leave more 
time to discuss feasible concepts. Roadway geometry and 
dimensions do not match highway civil requirements.

For Discussion Purposes Only – Subject to Change and Refinement
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Note: Above cut-and-cover configuration deemed infeasible due to 
conflicts with existing building foundations and below-grade challenges.

Moved slide to Appendix to reduce presentation length, leave more 
time to discuss feasible concepts. Roadway geometry and 
dimensions do not match highway civil requirements.

For Discussion Purposes Only – Subject to Change and Refinement
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Note: Above cut-and-cover configuration deemed infeasible due to 
inadequate merging configuration, conflicts with existing building 
foundations, and below-grade challenges.

Moved slide to Appendix to reduce presentation length, leave more 
time to discuss feasible concepts. These roadway configurations not 
feasible to meet safety standards and have conflicts

For Discussion Purposes Only – Subject to Change and Refinement
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Note: Above cut-and-cover configuration deemed infeasible due to 
conflicts with existing buildings, private property, and below-grade 
challenges.

Moved slide to Appendix to reduce presentation length, leave more time 
to discuss feasible concepts. These roadway dimensions and have 
conflicts re: highway/civil safety standards

For Discussion Purposes Only – Subject to Change and Refinement
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Moved slide to Appendix to reduce presentation 
length, leave more time to discuss feasible 
concepts.

For Discussion Purposes Only – Subject to Change and Refinement
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Note: Above cut-and-cover configuration deemed infeasible due to 
conflicts with private property, and below-grade challenges.

Moved slide to Appendix to reduce presentation 
length, leave more time to discuss feasible 
concepts. These roadway configurations have no 
basis in analysis or design.

For Discussion Purposes Only – Subject to Change and Refinement
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Note: Above cut-and-cover configuration deemed infeasible due 
to conflicts with private property, and below-grade challenges.

Moved slide to Appendix to reduce presentation 
length, leave more time to discuss feasible 
concepts. These roadway configurations have no 
basis in analysis or design.

For Discussion Purposes Only – Subject to Change and Refinement
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Note: Above cut-and-cover configuration deemed infeasible due to 
inadequate merging configuration, and below-grade challenges.

Moved slide to Appendix to reduce 
presentation length, leave more time to discuss 
feasible concepts. These roadway 
configurations have no basis in analysis or 
design.

For Discussion Purposes Only – Subject to Change and Refinement
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Note: Above cut-and-cover configuration deemed infeasible due to 
conflicts with existing buildings, private property, and below-grade 
challenges.

Moved slide to Appendix to reduce presentation 
length, leave more time to discuss feasible concepts. 
These roadway configurations have no basis in 
analysis or design.

For Discussion Purposes Only – Subject to Change and Refinement
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Moved slide to Appendix to reduce presentation length, leave more 
time to discuss feasible concepts. The roadway configuration and 
structural dimensions are inaccurate and do not represent actual 
analysis or design.

For Discussion Purposes Only – Subject to Change and Refinement



Triple Cantilever 
Roadway Studies



Explore

170

Moved slide to Appendix reduce presentation length

For Discussion Purposes Only – Subject to Change and Refinement



Explore
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Moved Appendix to reduce presentation length



Explore

172

Moved slide to Appendix to reduce presentation length, roadway 
alignment appears inaccurate, general concept covered in other slides.

For Discussion Purposes Only – Subject to Change and Refinement



Explore

173

Moved slide to Appendix to reduce presentation length, roadway 
alignment appears inaccurate, general concept covered in other slides.

For Discussion Purposes Only – Subject to Change and Refinement
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Moved slide to Appendix reduce presentation length, roadway 
alignment appears inaccurate, general concept covered in other slides.

For Discussion Purposes Only – Subject to Change and Refinement



Avoid

175

Note: BQP options were studied extensively, but 
deemed infeasible due to conflicts with MTA 
infrastructure, DEP infrastructure, private 
property, and existing building foundations.

Moved slide to Appendix to reduce presentation length, 
roadway alignment determined to be infeasible.

For Discussion Purposes Only – Subject to Change and Refinement



Avoid

176

Note: In addition to the BQP, another option, “The Smile,” was 
considered. This option would avoid infrastructure conflicts at Joralemon
St. and 360 Furman by maintaining a stacked configuration at the pinch 
points. This option was deemed infeasible due to the transition lengths 
required to reach an at-grade configuration. Studies indicated that the 
resulting highway would come 9-10’ above Furman St. at their lowest 
point and would have no flat sections of single-level roadway. The driving 
experience would be substandard and have potential safety impacts in 
this configuration.   

Moved slide to Appendix to reduce presentation length

For Discussion Purposes Only – Subject to Change and Refinement



Avoid

177

Moved slide to Appendix to reduce presentation length,
roadway alignment determined to be infeasible

For Discussion Purposes Only – Subject to Change and Refinement



Preliminary Risk 
Register Matrix

(November 2022)



179

Note: During the design process, in October and November 2022, NYC DOT evaluated an overall “risk register” to determine which 
types of conflicts and considerations might have significant implications that would negatively impact the overall timeline of the project. 
Risks were determined as High, Medium, or Low. This process resulted in a set of general design guidelines provided to the design and 
engineering team.

Guidelines provided a framework for design and engineering. Nonetheless, roadway configurations that went beyond the risk register 
recommendations were studied extensively and explored by NYC DOT throughout the design process and will be appropriately reviewed 
during environmental approval process.

(PRELIMINARY)

For Discussion Purposes Only – Subject to Change and Refinement



Constraints Study 
Zoom-in



181

Moved slide to Appendix to reduce presentation length, leave more 
time to discuss feasible concepts. These roadway configurations 
have no basis in analysis or design.

For Discussion Purposes Only – Subject to Change and Refinement



182

Moved slide to Appendix to reduce presentation length, leave more 
time to discuss feasible concepts. These roadway configurations 
have no basis in analysis or design.

For Discussion Purposes Only – Subject to Change and Refinement
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Moved slide to Appendix to reduce presentation length. 
Roadway geometry in this configuration not feasible.

For Discussion Purposes Only – Subject to Change and Refinement
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Moved slide to Appendix to reduce presentation length. 
Roadway geometry in this configuration not feasible.

For Discussion Purposes Only – Subject to Change and Refinement
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Moved slide to Appendix to reduce presentation length. 
Roadway geometry in this configuration not feasible.

For Discussion Purposes Only – Subject to Change and Refinement
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Moved slide to Appendix to reduce 
presentation length. Roadway geometry in this 
configuration not feasible in this section.

For Discussion Purposes Only – Subject to Change and Refinement
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Moved slide to Appendix to reduce presentation 
length. Roadway geometry in this configuration 
not feasible.

For Discussion Purposes Only – Subject to Change and Refinement



Interim Condition



189

Note: Construction phasing and staging alternatives were not studied 
during the concept development in preparation for NYC DOT’s December 
2022 workshop. Construction phasing and staging, including potential 
trade-offs related to bypass structures or diversions, will be evaluated in 
greater depth and shared with the public in future workshops. Graphic 
below based on older studies, not directly relevant to current discussion.

For Discussion Purposes Only – Subject to Change and Refinement



Engineering 
Analysis



Single Level Cut and Cover to At-Grade to Bi-level Transition

191

Note: Engineering studies 
were conducted to 
determine potential 
feasibility of at-grade and 
cut-and-cover 
configurations of the 
BQE. At-grade and cut-
and-cover options were 
deemed infeasible based 
on multiple conflicts and 
unsafe roadway curves.

Engineering analysis for review of certain concepts 
showing infeasibility

For Discussion Purposes Only – Subject to Change and Refinement



Single Level Cut and Cover to At-Grade to Bi-level Transition

192

Note: Engineering studies 
were conducted to 
determine potential 
feasibility of at-grade and 
cut-and-cover 
configurations of the 
BQE. At-grade and cut-
and-cover options were 
deemed infeasible based 
on multiple conflicts and 
unsafe roadway curves.

For Discussion Purposes Only – Subject to Change and Refinement



Single Level Cut and Cover to Bi-level Transition

193

Note: Engineering studies 
were conducted to 
determine potential 
feasibility of at-grade and 
cut-and-cover 
configurations of the 
BQE. At-grade and cut-
and-cover options were 
deemed infeasible based 
on multiple conflicts and 
unsafe roadway curves.

For Discussion Purposes Only – Subject to Change and Refinement



Single Level Cut and Cover to Bi-level Transition

194

Note: Engineering studies 
were conducted to 
determine potential 
feasibility of at-grade and 
cut-and-cover configurations 
of the BQE. At-grade and 
cut-and-cover options were 
deemed infeasible based on 
multiple conflicts and unsafe 
roadway curves.

For Discussion Purposes Only – Subject to Change and Refinement



Single Level Cut and Cover to Bi-level Transition

195

Note: Engineering studies 
were conducted to 
determine potential 
feasibility of at-grade and 
cut-and-cover 
configurations of the 
BQE. At-grade and cut-
and-cover options were 
deemed infeasible based 
on multiple conflicts and 
unsafe roadway curves.

For Discussion Purposes Only – Subject to Change and Refinement



Single Level Viaduct to Stacked

196

Note: Additional 
engineering studies were 
conducted to determine 
potential feasibility of a 
single-level above grade 
structure (The Stoop). 

For Discussion Purposes Only – Subject to Change and Refinement



Single Level Viaduct to Stacked

197

Note: Engineering studies 
were conducted to 
determine potential 
feasibility of a single-level 
above grade structure 
(The Stoop). These 
studies determined that a 
roughly 300’ portion of 
single-level roadway 
would be entirely flat at 
the location of the BBP 
Parking Lot. 

For Discussion Purposes Only – Subject to Change and Refinement



Single Level Viaduct to Stacked

198

Note: Additional 
engineering studies were 
conducted to determine 
potential feasibility of a 
single-level above grade 
structure (The Stoop). 

For Discussion Purposes Only – Subject to Change and Refinement



Dumbo Cut and Cover From Fulton to Sand St

199

Note: A cut-and-cover 
scenario was 
explored north of the 
Brooklyn Bridge. This 
option was deemed 
infeasible due to 
conflicts with existing 
street connections 
and conflicts with 
existing MTA tubes. 

For Discussion Purposes Only – Subject to Change and Refinement



Dumbo Cut and Cover From Fulton to Sand St

200

Note: A cut-and-cover 
scenario was 
explored north of the 
Brooklyn Bridge. This 
option was deemed 
infeasible due to 
conflicts with existing 
street connections 
and conflicts with 
existing MTA tubes. 

For Discussion Purposes Only – Subject to Change and Refinement



Dumbo Cut and Cover From Fulton to Nassau St

201

Note: A cut-and-cover 
scenario was 
explored north of the 
Brooklyn Bridge. This 
option was deemed 
infeasible due to 
conflicts with existing 
street connections 
and conflicts with 
existing MTA tubes. 

For Discussion Purposes Only – Subject to Change and Refinement



Dumbo Cut and Cover From Fulton to Nassau St

202

Note: A cut-and-cover 
scenario was 
explored north of the 
Brooklyn Bridge. This 
option was deemed 
infeasible due to 
conflicts with existing 
street connections 
and conflicts with 
existing MTA tubes. 

For Discussion Purposes Only – Subject to Change and Refinement



Dumbo Cut and Cover From Fulton to Nassau St

203

Note: A cut-and-cover scenario was explored 
north of the Brooklyn Bridge. This option was 
deemed infeasible due to conflicts with existing 
street connections and conflicts with existing 
MTA tubes. 

For Discussion Purposes Only – Subject to Change and Refinement



Landscape Bridge 
Studies



205

Note: Additional “Landscape Bridge” concept 
studies explored opportunities for more vertical 
open space transition directly from the 
Promenade to the berms in Brooklyn Bridge 
Park. Further studies of these options are being 
explored.

For Discussion Purposes Only – Subject to Change and Refinement



Transportation 
Network



Transportation
Network

207

Unverified data, to 
be discussed in the 
future

For Discussion Purposes Only – Subject to Change and Refinement



Transportation
Network

208For Discussion Purposes Only – Subject to Change and Refinement



Transportation
Network

209For Discussion Purposes Only – Subject to Change and Refinement



Transportation
Network

210

Note: Traffic volumes reflect per 
hour vehicles for select on and off 
ramps from the BQE. 

The Brooklyn Bridge off ramp at 
Cadman Plaza has approximately 
[DOT TO PROVIDE] vehicles 
exiting onto Cadman Plaza per 
hour. 

DOT TO CONFIRM

Stale data to be 
discussed in the 
future with 
updated 
information

For Discussion Purposes Only – Subject to Change and Refinement



For Discussion Purposes Only – Subject to Change and Refinement


