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INTRODUCTION

Historic preservation as an officially mandated government program has been
existence foalmost fiftyyears in New York City, but the history of the moveméath
before and after the ratification and implementation of the Landmarkfidaveeen
largely undocumented until relatively recent§iving Preservation a History: Histories
of Historic Preservation in the United Statesand Preserving New York: Winning the
I"#$%&%'& () %*+%&,&-"%./0& 1,284, YHIt of an effort to rectify thatsittion? This
work, told partly from my personal perspective, covers part of the story told by Anthony
C. Wood and carries it forward to the end of the twentieth century.

It describes and analyzes the history of the New York City Landmarks Preservation
Commission while setting it within a larger national context. New York had been
preceded by several other American cities, including Charleston, South Carolina, New
Orleans, and Boston, in the establishment of a local preservation law and an
accompanying ovsight body, but still it had few models to emulate. The New York City
landmarks law anticipated the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 by one year.

As a consequence, New York has often gone its own way when it came to
preservation matters. It ekllished its own criteria for designation and standards on
regulation. Much of this is due to the architectural biases and predilections of those who
originated the law. From the 1950s on when the Committee on Historic Architecture of
the Municipal Art Soety worked with the Society of Architectural Historians and the
New York Chapter of the American Institute of Architects to compile an Index of
Architecturally Notable Structures in Greater New York, there has been an emphasis on
architectural style. Nainly did worthy examples need to be discovered and classified,
but the public needed to be educated about their importAeaeYork City Landmarks,
the 1963 publication that brought the Index to a wider public f&sidry Preserved, a
1974 account of thE#$%&'()&"*+,#)("-,+(.,/0&1"12+#,"+)(")3#)+&"4)'("&!5&&"2+&'26'

NT )5 - &#$-) +(T28'HT) 1"HS%& -, +(.,[0& 6" #"+#2' &H#S-"&H"I'] #)*2/") &9

The Commission has also maintained a strong architectural bias among its members.
Its founders and early leade(Geoffrey Platt, Harmon Goldstone, James Grote Van
Derpool, Alan Burnham) were trained architects who put their principles into practice
when it came to regulating landmarks. The founding of the Commission preceded the
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establishment of the Secretarytlod Interior’s Standards for Historic Preservation by

some ten years, so the Commission has never felt the need to be bound by them. It has
only regulated interiors, unless specifically designated, to ensure that exteriors are not
adversely affected. Ovéhne years the Commission has taken varied approaches to the
issues of historicity versus modernity. Particularly in its early years, it encouraged

modern architecture that was compatible with the character of its historic districts, even
when local activiss would have preferred a more archaeological or historically derivative
approach. But then the Commission could also take such actions as the approval of a plan
in 1990 to expand the Felix and Frieda S. Warburg House to accommodate the Jewish
Museum by dabling the plan and facade of the original building.

Despite its somewhat iconoclastic ways, the Commission’s actions have resulted in
several major lawsuits that have had national implications for historic preservation law
and the powers of local goverents in upholding such laws.

Throughout its history, the Commission has enjoyed public support, which has only
increased over the years. The agency has always been small, in comparison to the overall
size of city government, and has always been acceskihbes fiercely protected its
autonomy over the years, despite periodic attempts to subsume it to the City Planning
Commission or some other larger city agency. Moreover, the revisions to the city
government in the 1960s that set up community planniagdscand the establishment of
other quasgovernment entities have been conducive to public support and access.

Another factor has been the Commission’s desire to be flexible in the implementation
of the landmarks law and to encourage new and adaptiveTusesuccess of the law
over the years has been manifest in the large number of buildings and sites that have not
only survived, but thrived. Further, the demand for the designation of new landmarks and
historic districts has not slowed.

Page and Mason gonent that Charles B. Hosmer’s account of the historic
preservation movement in United States focuses on the heroic individuals and
government institutions, which they feel is much too limiting, skipping over the social
and cultural shifts that shaped bist preservation.

This account does not ignore the heroic individuals as it tells the Commission’s story.

But it tries to explain some of the social and cultural factors that shaped the Commission.
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The organization is largely chronologicaking the vaous Commission chairmen as
focal points. | have taken this approach because at any given time, the Commission
chairman has been the visible face, the public voice, the definer and articulator of policy,
and the agendsetter particularly on matters of dggsation. While the chairman is only
one vote among the eleven commissioners, he or she is the salaried agency head and the
major mayoral appointee. Tensions between designation and regulation and policies to

implement both have been an ongoing part of@bmmission saga.
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Notes to the Introduction

1. Max Page and Randall Mason, e@iying Preservation a History: Histories of Historic Preservation in

the United States(New York and London: Routledge, 2004). Mason foather expanded his analysis of

the beginnings of the historic preservation movement in New York City at the turn of the twentieth century
in The Once and Future New York: Historic Preservation and the Modern City (Minneapolis: University of
Minnesota Pess, 2009); Anthony C. Wooll#$#"%&'()*#+),-"./)0&"&'()12#)3&(21)1-)!"-1#41)5)6&178$%)
Landmarks(New York and London: Routledge, 2007).

2. Alan Burnham, edNew York City Landmarks: A Study and Index of Architecturally Notable Structures

in Greater New York (Wesleyan University Press, 1963); Harmon H. Goldstone and Martha Dalyrumple,
History Preserved. A Guide to New York City Landmarks and Historic Districts (New York: Simon and
Schuster, 1974).

3. Page and Mason;8. Charles B. Hosmer JiFresence of the Past: the History of the Historic

Preservation Movement in the United States before Williamsburg "#$%&'()*%+,-,%-./01234%5'046%789:;<%
Charles B. Hosmer JrRreservation Comes of Age: From Williamsburg to the National Trust 1926-1949
(Charlottesvile, VA: University Press of Virginia, 1981).
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LANDMARK BEGINNINGS: THE ADVISORY COMMISSION (1962-1965)

Post World War 11 losses and redevelopment

New York City, like most American cities, experien@thassive wave of new development
in the years after the end of World War Il in 1945. The constrained economic circumstances
brought on by the Depression in the 1930s and prohibitions on civilian building during the war
meant that very little private cansgction had occurred for at least fifteen years. The exceptions
were the federally funded Works Progress Administration projects, sometimes massive, for
parks, roads, bridges, and public housing, spearheaded by Robert Moses in his position as head
of theTriborough Bridge AuthorityMoses was later viewed as the nemesis of historic
preservation for his role iarban renewal projects andareating highways through the city that
resulted in the destruction of older neighborhoods, especially in the Broyoklit, and
Queens. His proposeatum clearance projects and highwagsosdower Manhattan and
throughBrooklyn Heights helped arouse sentiment for creating historic districts in Greenwich
Village, SoHo, andBrooklyn Heights. However, his work on parks and parkways led to a group
of architecturally impressive landscapes and structures that would become future landmarks.
More recent research on Moses has led to a more nuanced picture of thelrmisnaork in
New York?

I"H$90&' () +#,)-(&,+("&+.)/*($01'+23$' (+"3'()$3.+-$& &$4#(3)*+)$, 3 #*.&+3*+56 75+#*,+&' (#8%3"'&,-
a Board of Architectural Review with the purpos@@®&+-$& &$4#(3)*+#*,+-3)(&.(3)*+)2H("&
historic or architecturally worthy structures and quaint neighborhoods which impart a distinct
aspect to the city and which serve as visible reminders of the historical and cultural heritage of
("&+.3(0:+("&+' (#(&:+#*,+("&+*H@W, Orlears had establisheal Vieux Carre Gmmission to
protect and regulaghistoric district in tlatcity in the 193 .2 New York City had seen no
comparable efforts. Perhaps the only section of the city that would have been vieingd d
those years as having "charm" and "historicity" would have Bgeanwich Village, but efforts
to protect it did nobegin until the 198s. Instead the history of the city was recorded and
chronicled through such WR#nded projects that resuitén 7he New York City Guide(later
reissued aghe WPA Guide to New York City) and Berenice Abbott's photographs (published as
Changing New York) 3
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The federal government established the Historical Sites Act in 1935, declaring a national
policy of preserving historic sites, buildings, and objects and giving the Secretary of the Interior
the power to survey and identify nationally signifit&istoric sites, buildings, and objects. The
Historic American Buildings Survey had been established in 1933, as a mechanism to put
unemployed architects to work and also to record historically significant buildings and structures
throughout théJnited States through measured drawings and written documentation. (The
related Historic American Engineering Record for the recording of historic engineering
structures was not established until 1969.) Both actions had an effémviork City, resulting
in the listing of several National Historic Sites such as Federal Hall (listed in 1939) and the
recording of a number of buildings valued for their colonial or early republican architectural
character. Examples inclué®rt Jay onGovernors Island and the Dyckman House on upper

Broadway.

Early preservation efforts in New York City: late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries

Following a pattern that had begun by the ‘mideteenth century effort to savMunt
Vernon, the home of George Washington, New York City had se®e discretefforts to
protect buildings deemed important to the early history of the cityrendauntry what Randall
Mason has called memory sitddany of these efforts were spearheadgdhe American Scenic
and Historic Preservation Society, founded by Andrew Haswell Green, longameéYork City
comptroller and civic advocate, ahg groups like the Colonial Dames of America and the
Daughters of the American Revolution.

Hamilton Grange, Alexander Hamilton's country retreat, was given to St. Luke's Ghurch
Hamilton Heightsvhen it was threatened by development, then moved in 1889 from Convent
Avenue and West 143rd Street to Convent Avenue and West 142nd Street. It wasaolibgha
preservation organization in 1924 and opened to the public in 1933.

New York City Hall was threatened by the construction of the Hall of Records in the 1890s.
Due largely to the efforts of Andrew Haswell Green, the nevesire was sitedorth of
Chambers Street in order preserve City Hall. That building was restobscarchitect
Grosvenor Atterbury in 1912.

GracieMansion the country retreat of tiéew York merchant Archibald Gracie on the
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Upper East Sid&onting theEast Rivey was purchased by the New York City Department of
Parks in 1896. It became the home of the Museum of the CNgwfYork in 1924then the
official residence of th&#3$%&'($)*+,$-.,&'$*/$01234$56*/7$8*&"99&$:.;6.'5*.<=$+"/6"">$

The City ofNew York purchased the Roger Morris Hous(ris-JumelMansion) in 1902,
turning it into a museurthat coomemorated the role of George Washington in the
Revolutionary Waunder the management of Washington Headquarters Association. Also in
1902 the small vernacular house in Brenx that was the home for about two years of Edgar
Allen Poe and his wife wapurchased. It was moved to its current site in 1913. The eighteenth
century Dutch Colonial style mansion of the Van Cortlandt family was saved when family
members gave the house and surrounding land for the creation of Van Cortlandt Park in the
Bronx in 1888 and the house turned over to the management of the Colonial Dames. The
Bartow-Pell Mansion, also in thBronx, was purchased by tkgy in 1888, then restored by the
International Garden Club in 1914 and opened to thegabla museum.

The Dyckman House on upper Broadwayianhattan was rescued from destruction in 1915
and restored by family descendants, then given t@itlye® The Conference House, site of
negotiations between the United States and British commanders during the Revolutionary War,
and located at the far southern @f@&taten Island, was purchased by @ity in 1926. Also on
Staten Island, the Garibalteucci House (Garibaldi Memorial), the home of two Italian
patriots who were influential in the founding of the modern, unified Italian state, was preserved
by the Sons of Italy.

It should be noted that tH@epartment oParks was often the vehicle for the acquisition,
preservation, and restoration of many of these examples. The first acquisitiomsagerbefore
theconsolidatiorof Greater New York and the @ton of the five boroughendwerelocated in
Manhattan and thBronx.

Surprisingly, perhaps, theveere fewcomparable effogtin Brooklyn or Queens, sections of
the city whose settlement histories and participation in colonial history anetoduRonary
War were as renowned Btanhattan, the Bronx, @taten IslandThe Peter Lefferts House, also
known as the Lefferts Homestead, was built between 1777 and 1783 in a traditional Dutch
Colonial style, recalling the original family hontead that was destroyed by American troops
during the Battle of Flatbush, déilatbush Avenue between Midwood and Maple Streets. When it
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was threatened with demolition, it was moved iatospecPark in 1918 and turnedtb a

museum under the jurisdiction of the Daughters of the American Revolution which used it as its
local headquarters. The Rufus King House, in the Jamaica section of Queens, was donated to the
City along with eleven acres that now form King Park, afterlast member of the King family

died in 1896. The house has been operated a&niggManorMuseum since 1900. Most of the
early house those two boroughsnany of which had been built by Dutch families, were saved
by individual efforts, less because of their historical associations than because of apparent
familial affection and practicality. Virtually every Dutch farmhotisat survivedn Brooklyn

did so because it remained in the original family who subsegusoit off the original farmland

for suburban development in the early twentieth century, sometimes moving the house or
reorienting it on its original site to conform to the newly gridded street’pAanexception was

the seventeentbentury Jan Martense Schenck House, originally located in Flatlands, which was
given to theBrooklyn Museum and reconstructed among its period rodins.Cornelius Van

Wyck House in the Dougkton section dQueens, which had been enlarged in the early

twentieth century, was restored to what was thought to be its original form in the 1920s by
architect Frank J. Forsté8ome of these houses, as well as others which no longer survive, were
documented in a 1936 study by Rosalie Fellows Bailey, sponsored by the Holland $ociety.

Most of these efforts occurred in the more sparsely settled but still developing sections of the
city. In older settons where much change had already occurred, reconstruction was the variation
on the early historic preservation model. One early effort was the recreation in 1904 of Fraunces
Tavern orBroad Street in loweManhattan under the ausps of the Sons of the Revolution.
Architect William H. Mersereau designed a building evoking early eightezmtury models
that memorialized the site where George Washington sadédirto his officers in 1781 he
main floor of the building was putto use as a restaurant.

The Theodore Roosevelt Birthplace (1923) was a similar example. In that case, the actual
Roosevelt family house had been demolished, and architect Theodate Pope Riddle was
commissioned by the Women's Roosevelt Memorial Assioci to design a house on the
original siteon East 18th Stredhat recreated the migineteenth appearance of the original
family home.

The establishment of the Old MerchaktsuseMuseum orEast 4th Street was a private
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venture of a different kind. Gertrude Tredwell, the last immediate member of the family that had
built and lived in the house, died in 1938aling the residence complete with its contents of

over 100 years of family possesss. Relatives who saw the historic value of such an artifact
converted it into a museymwhich was opened to be public in 1936

Following the model of Colonial Williamsburg, the Staten Island Historical Society
established Historic Richmondtown in 1983he urging of local historian Loring McMillen
(and later one of the first Landmarks Commissionrsgstore historic village buildings from
the firstRichmondCounty seat and to relocate endangered buildings from $taem Ishnd
sites?

After World War Il, public consciousness fareservation began to shift away from isolated
sites associated with the country's and chigsoric past!"#$%&'$()*&#$(&+$,,-.&/0-0)12&
(3%-(49Videspread redevelopment, aided in parsighfederal programas theHighway Act
of 1956 and Urban Renewal Act of 1962, began to change the face ofumeaica through the
construction of highways, the expansion of the suburbs, and the rebuilding of central city areas.

New York City was no exption, and the actions of Robert Moses were a galvanizing force
as various highway projects put forward under the auspices of the Triborough Bridge Authority
sundered historic communities in many areas of the city. Moses's plans for a Lower Manhattan
Expressway would have taken out hundreds of buildings at the south end of Greenwich Village
and in the industrial area then dubbed "Hell's Hundre@#\' and later known &oHo.The
residents oBrooklyn Heights throughtte Brooklyn Heights Association mayeal to get the
Gowanus/BrooklymQueens Expressway designed to incorporate a scenic promenade, completed
in 1950.

If highway construction was changing the fac&lefv York's nineteentieentury urban
neighborhoods,ammercial development was changing the character of IMaahattan and
midtown. Of course, such a pattern was no different from what had occurred throughout the
nineteenth century and into the 1920s, only to be halted by the Depression. Buibifipr
generations had seen prograssuch changesome of the podtorld War Il generation saw
destruction that evoked that which the war itself had wreaké&tlioope. Large office buildings
began to replace the smattale Greek Revival warehossen the blocks adjacent to the lower

Manhattan waterfrori In midtown, office buildings started to regk the elegant briekonted
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apartment buildings d?ark Avenue and the lescale brownstones on the side streets. The
closure of therd Avenue El in 1955 and subsequent removal was a factor in this redevelopment.
Sentiment bgan to build for preservation of elements of the city's past beyond monuments and
sites associated with the city's early history or important historical figures.

Threeorganizations, the Municipal Art Society (MAS) atig Society of Architectural
Historians (SAH), later assisted Itlye New York Chapter of th&merican Institute of Architects
(AlA), joined forces to compile a listing afchitecturallynotable buildings and structures
throughout the citybeginning in 1952 in preparation for an SAH annwadference. The listing
was issuedo a broader publim 1957in mimeographed form, revised and reprinted three times,
thensubsequently published in 1963 by Wesleyan University Rriélsan expanded text by
Alan Burnham undethe title of New York Landmarks: A Study and Index of Architecturally
Notable Structures in Greater New York. In 1956, the New York Community Trust provided a
I"#$%&%'&#(() (Y0&*)%+8&%+,&", (#"-+&'$&() %, (& $&*+)-+& %' &./#-,&./#01,(&) 2,$%)34) $! &56#$27#"8(¢
9,*&:"8;<& The majorityof buildings and sites in the indexere inManhattan, but all the
boroughs were represented. The approachbwts'great monumentsdndrepresentative
examples=%&)$-/12,2&7#$4&'3&%+,&57,7"4&()%,(<&Y0+#%& #"14&." (,">#%) $&H2>"-#%, (& +#2&
chanpioned. The original list was divided into categories that were retained through subsequent
printings: Category |, Structures of National Importance which Should be Preserved at All Costs:
9 in Manhattan, 5 in Brooklyn, 1 in the Bronx, 2 in Queens, 2ate8 Island; Category Il,
Structures of Great Local or Regional Importance Which Should Be Preserved: 54 in Manhattan,
11 in Brooklyn, 5 in the Bronx, 3 in Queens, 10 in Staten Island; Category lll, Structures of
Importance Designated for Preservationir8Manhattan, 21 in Brooklyn, 6 in the Bronx, 4 in
Queens, 10 in Staten Island; and Category F, Structures of Note Filed for Ready Reference: 40 in
Manhattan, 22 in Brooklyn, 2 in the Bronx, 2 in Queens, 5 in Staten Island. The year 1930 was
establishedsa cutoff date, although much of the emphasis was on earlier surviving buildings
from the eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries. There were no historic districts as such,
although Greenwich Village ar@ramercyPark wee identified as areas of the city that were
worthy of Category Il status. It included a number of landscape features and elements such as the
Central Park Esplanade and Bethesda Fountain ar@ér#melArmy Plazas of botiManhattan

andBrooklyn. Churches were the building type with the largest numbers. There were no
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cemeteries, although tli&reenwood Cemetery gates were cited. Many of the identified

buildings, whether residential, commercial, or jpplreflected the influence of classical and
BeauxArts architecture and the City Beautiful movement. Victorian Gothic architecture, with

the exceptions of the Jefferson Market Courthouse, National Arts Club, aGtels=aHotel,

was ignored. Caston architecture, a longstanding interest of Turpin Bannister, a founder of the
Society of Architectural Historians, was recognized in the early buildings of James Bogardus and
theWatchTower in Mount Moris Park, as well as the E. V. Haughwout Store. The only
skyscrapers were thdatiron Building, Daily NewsBuilding, andRockefellerCenter™

MAS began to lobby in other ways for the establishment of a local government mechanism to
protect landmarksSince its founding in 1893, it had worked for civic improvements and
aesthetic regulation iNew York City. It wagnfluential in the creation of the Art Commission in
1898 and strengthening its authority in 1901 and 1902 to review designs for all public works in
the city?

One important action was the passage of state legislation, named after its chief sponsor
Albert Bard, in 1956 to enable counties, cities, towns, and villages to enact regulations and
restictions for the pi'#$"%!&'!(‘places, districts, sites, buildings with historical vaitiTwo
years earlier, in Berman v. Parker, 348 U.S. 26 (1954), the United States Supreme Court issued a
decision authored by Justi William O. Douglas that held that private property could be taken
for a public purpose with just compensation, which set the stage for the Bard legi8iation.

New York City was not ready to implement such a program immediately. Political support and
public pressure had to build sufficiently first.

Forces were building for changes to largk law in other areas, as wélfter several years
of study,the City Planning Commissiamder its chairman James Fafboposed a major change
in the city zoning resolution that was adopted by the City Coumdi®61 During the process,
various civic groups and local organizations pushed for the incorporation of aesthetic zoning and
neighborhood preservation. The 1961 zoning resolugiomost ofterassociated with the
abolition of setback rules that allowed the creation of office buildings set in plazabeBaiise
it divided the city into residential, commercial, and manufacturing districts for the firstitime,
also placed pressures on hist@ieas of the citywhich had a wide variety of building types and

uses|In particular, there was potential economic incentive in commercial districts to replace low
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scale residential buildings with large office buildings. There was also little inceotpreserve
or build mediurmsize, medium height housirtg.

Finally, after much behinthe-scenes d6#$%&'()*+%"(,%-!".(/0(1*2&!"(8ought to bring
some kind of coordinated answerthe problem of landmark preservation in appointing a
Committee for the Preservation of Structures of Historic and Esthetic Importance, the purpose of
which was to recommend procedures and legislation for preserd&ti8och was the discreet
statement of Geoffrey Platt, chairman of said Committedaadthefirst chairman of the
Landmarks Preservation Commission. Tiieteenmembers of the Committee were a wide
ranging group that included realtors, lawyers, architects, a city planner, a banker, an expert on
city administration, and the presidents of the Municipal Art Society, the New York Chapter of
the American Institute of Architects, and the Fine Arts Federatf New York.In addition to
Platt, they were Harmon H. Goldstone, Robert S. Curtiss, Robert W. Dowling, Luther H. Gulick,
Arthur C. Holden, Stanley H. Lowell, Stanley G. Michalis, McKim Norton, Whitney North
Seymour St., Bethuel M. Webster, Morgd@dix Wheelock, and Frederick J. Woodbridge.
According to Plattthe group worked closely with the City Planning Commission to prepare a
report that was submitted to the mayor on November 27, 1961. One important task of the
Committee was to examine relevéagislation and regulatory bodies in other cities, especially
New OrleansBoston,Philadelphia, ané&@rovidence. The Committee found procedures for "the
selection of what should be protected, the method of designation, and the ¢compdshe
necessary agency." But becadd=v York City was so large and complicated, the Committee
recommended further study and analysis before legislation was implemented. And it felt that this
study should be undertaken by a permanent magoraimission to be called the Landmarks
Preservation Commission of the CityNéw York.

Wagner accepted the Committee's recommendations, and the New York City Board of
Estimate appropriated the funding in February 1962 to establish the Commi$gdnelve
unsalaried members whose powers were only advisory were sworn in on May 21. They were:
Geoffrey Platt, architect; Juliet Bartlett, Women's City Club; Russel Lynes, managing editor of
Harper's Magazine James N. Fosburgh, artist, for three yteams; Stanley B. Tankel, Regional
Plan Association; Leopold Rothschild, lawyer; Frederick Woodbridge, architectgaraerms;

William Zinsser, real estate; Bayrd Still, history professa@awY ork University, Robert Curtiss,
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Horace C. Ely & Co. (realstate); Loring McMillen, engineer; Allen Evarts Foster, lawyer-one
year terms?

James Grote Van Derpool was named executive director of the fledging organiZation
Derpool had served as head of the Avery Architectural Library between 1946 and 1959, then was
acting dean and associate dean of the Columbia School of Architecture, prior to this
appointment. An eminent architectural historian, he had been presidaetNew York Chapter
of the Society of Architectural Historians between 1951 and 1956 (when it was involved with the
compilation of the MAS list), president of the natioBalciety of Architectural Historians
organization from 1955 to 1957, and natiottzirman of the Advisory Committee for the
Historic American Buildings Survey.

Van Derpool's reputation and credibility were crucial as the Commission set out to
implement th'#$%&" (#'$'&")*+,*'!,"*&-8D@signate for preservation buildings, structures,
monuments, and works of historic or aesthetic import@r@e.June 12, 1962, ¢hCommission
issued a criteria study with five policy guidelines and an analysis of building and structure types:
11#™"21"%13(%," (#"(4%"5%!*"*32$!16!)!1+'&"$&™ (" 7!"8%!&!%6!," ('21%"2*+" (+"2!"8%$+'],"8*5!19"
enlightened interest must be directed to presienvalf those remaining structures which
powerfully explain our continuing achievements and conditions of life.

[21 () P&&DB(+H1'8%(8(&I& " 2% 21" #(<<(=$+5"3(+&$, | %*'$(+& " &2*<<"3(+&'$'4'1"8(<$3>"543,!
lines:

1) Each structure, monument, area, ortedlavork of art (major or minor) to qualify for
designation, must illuminate in some appreciable degree one or more phases of the
historic, social, esthetic or cultural achievements of the city, its historic personages, and
significant events.

2) To qualify for designation the work in general should have been basically completed not
less than three decades prior to action on its behalf by the Commission.

3) A designated work must be either an original production of the period of its execution, or
significartly record an evolution of styles, a work faithfully restored to its original
design, or, in most exceptional cases, a scientifically executed reconstruction of an
original documents, drawings, or other accepted evidence. In ggressrvatiorof

original work shall be held of greater merit th&storation and restoration shall outrank
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4)

5)

reconstructionn findings by the Commission.

Designated works must satisfy the objectives of the Commission with respect to

preserving a significant record of evaigiNew York in its broad sense. The multiple
"#$%&"()'&*$'%+&,-"".+/$0"$'1%%(1#2+"*1$3&"14"&'0$%$+/$'&*(45*&)42'%(3"+.$0!&+(3'13.
attention must be directed to the preservation of individual structures or areas which
constitute an index to theharacter of the city or cityscape. Designation shall depend

primarily onqualitativeconsiderations. Decisions shall restdmcumentecevidence.

Each building, monument or work of art must meet the requirements of one or more of

the following groupsn order to be designated for preservation.

BUILDINGS

a)

b)

C)

d)

e)

9)
h)

Works significantly associated with historic personages or events and governmental or
individual achievements of importance.

Works prominently connected with the religious life of the city.

Works notable for connection with our education achievements.

Works importantly recording significant accomplishment in the broad fields of the arts,
letters and the sciences.

Works recording$7'8(09-"%(3&0+:4&+(3"&('&*$"*+"&(0,'()"'0%t&d this country,
phase by phase.

Works representative of important structural and technical developments.

Works of unquestioned esthetic significance or excellence of design.

Individual buildings forcefully recording the manner of livingvaorking in different

phases oNew York life.

STRUCTURES

Bridges, harbor installations, forts, etc., having special importance.

MONUMENTS, STATUES, AND WORKS OF ART Individual statues, arches, obelisks, etc.

and sculpture, mosaics, painting, frescoes and stained glass integral with the structure.
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AREA PRESERVATION

a) The surroundings of individual buildings, structures, or monuments necessary to assure

suitable anappropriately scaled settings, either on an initial or on an eventual basis.
b)  Groups of related buildings, or districts containing a number of blocks or streets
retaining worthy buildings or other structures sufficient in number to illustrate in a
definitive way the character of a period of architecture or of a social, cultural or
commercial scene of activity, and whose preservation would provide historical continuity
"#$%E&'$()%*+,$-.,%/
c) Parks, squares and old cemeteries which provide historic @tiesthdistinctive
0")1&2"#&""3B(&.#.(%'H#A

Platt noted that the new commission wols*$&'.6)5*$"0$%&'$789$5), da$nany
buildings listed in this document, published in 1957, have already been lost. Of the several
hundred listed approximately ten percent have been vededalso stated that tloemmission
would pick up the concern tiie committee for protecting the surroundings of individual
buildings and the need for preserving the distinctive character of various districts and
neighborhoods in the city, even though there were no historic districts on tRn&sieston ad
New Orleans, two of the cities being studied by the commission, focused almost exclusively on
historic districts.

The conx),,)"0$=.,$.5,"$.>%&"#)?'33%EBpmmend appropriate action on preservation,
when requested, to the City Planning Qoission, the Housing and Redevelopment Board, the
City Housing Authority, and other public agencies.

Finally, it was mandated to prepare a detailed legislative program for "the effective
protection of those portions of designated landmarks that fallnagitiolic view."

From Platt's early remarks, it would seem that the Commission felt confident to move
forward on the first task, under Van Derpool's guidance. The ngwdparehe legislation was
urgent, but the political and legislative means to achpegtection proved to be a less certain

and more protracted affdit.

The role of the press

New York City finally had a Landmarks Preservation Commission in name, but it had no
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binding kegal authority to save noteworthy buildings from demolition. As if to reinforce that fact,
the Pennsylvania Railroad announced in 12&dut the same time that the new Landmarks
Preservation Commission was to be forntéds it planned to demolish its tasic Pennsylvania
Station on the west side of midtown Manhattan, as part of a real estate deal that would retain the
existing tracks but provide a new underground terminal beneath a new Madison Square Garden
sports facility’® Pennsylvania Station, designed by the architectural firm of McKim, Mead &
White and opened in 1913, was onehs two grand railroad facilities that signaled the

prominence oNew York City as the gateway to the continent. The massive steel structure was
clothed in classical stonework that recalled the Roman Baths of Caracalla, while the soaring iron
and glass traisheds evoked the best of industrial architecture. In August 1962\ ¢kien

Group for Better Archi#$%&™()"*"+',-&./0'1-()"2'34"! 200 leaders in the architectural fi€ldo

quote theew York Times, led a protest against the proposed demolitfon.

From a review of articles and editorials in the local press, which included many more
newspapers than survive in) one is struck by a sense of urgency and alarm at the
disappearance, or potential disappearance, of the city's important buildings and the need for
legislation to be enacted to prevent further losse$963, Nathan Silver of the Columbia
University Scheb'-6'7&#8($"#$%&"9&-9-:"2")"'<8(3($'$8;$'+-%52'9&-=(2"";"1#-55"#$(=""9(#$%&"-6'
some vanished firgtate architecture [that] would make a sobering reminder of how much finer a
city New York could have been with its diine best buildings s8l()$;#$>0'?(5="&";)2'8(:'
#-55;3-&;$-&:"1+;)$"2'($'$-'3";)"2($-&(;5'6-&'9&":"&=;$(-)/";})2";5:-'$-".%99-&$'$8" @ &-+() @'5-#;5'
+:&")"I$8;$-AS @ (5,8 (=""9&-$ " #B(-)'+;:")""2"2'6-&'A;)4'%&3;)'5;) 2A;&.:>0'B8""'<8(3($/'
IC-:$"*"+',-&./0'-9")"2'()'D;)%;&4'E 964 and was eventually published as a book by the same
name?? The editorial stance of thilew York Timeswas particularly strong, as typified ifthe
Disappearing Landark (Sept. 18, 1964), which chided Mayor Wagner for his long delay in
enacting Landmarks legislation, after appointing the committee in 1961 and the commission in
1962. Frank Gilbert, executive secretary and then executive director to the Commisseanbetw
1965 and 1974, thinks that Ada Louise Huxtable, architectitic to the 7imes, had a major
impact on the editorial board stan&att thought it was more than just Huxtable.

The newspapers chronicled the ongoing losses and threats of losses which continued no

matter how much the press fussed. Fordran®ng them wak"))'?$;$(-)G'!Penn Station went
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under the hammer on Monday. The Landmarks Preservation Commission is fearful that the
Wyckoff House and the Brooklyn Savings Bank will meet the saitwth

Two weeks earliefPlea to Curb the Bulldoz&dan article by attorney Whitney North
Seymour, Jr., chairman of the Committee on Legislation of the Fine Arts Federation and long
associated wi the MAS, had appeared in thew York Times Magazine. It set forth a standd
for the preservation proce$®!()*!+!,"+-.(/0(12+3)+4)"4+5.*1+,46"+)"7321(8"0+*(21(9(7417"&+"(!,") +
for its architectural qualities or because of its association with peppleents. Some examples
of buildings of outstanding architectural quality are City Hall, Grace Church, and Federal Hall
National Memorial. . . . In some, like tdeamelMansion and Hamilton Grange, architectural
quality is overshadowed by associations with people and events. Both attributes combine in the
superb!#+;4./<*+=,4>"/&+1,"+31/?+*.)6(6(12+EAtury church iManhattan. Second, the
building or area must still possess its original integrity in largasure and not have been
YA0(7 41 2+411")"0+-2+%(5>)36"5" 11*&$+5AB(12+(1+*1(//+*.(14-/"+93)+>)"*")641(31+3)+)",4-(/(14! (3L #t+#+
. Third, the building or area must have a potential for giving pleasure or instruction, as the Statue
of Liberty very obviously des, or assramercyPark does in its more subtle way. Finally, a
building or area must be susceptible to an economically sound plan of preservation and upkeep.
In each instance, a solution must be developed to fit the yarticase. (For Penn Station, for
instance, there seems to be no solution; its preservation cannot be economically justified, despite
(I%+4)7,(1"71.)4/+(5>3)141 7" #C$+

The first three standards reflect the criteria study that the Commission had released the
>)"6(3.5+2"4)#+D"+23"*+31+13+E) (I"F+%G1+!,"+)(*(12+!(0"+39+0"53/(! (S &M@k "6") 7+
landmark [like theMetropolitanH.*".5&+1)41!<*+J35-&+!,"+K4*,(12!31+L)7,&#inity Church,
3)+:1#+,41)(7B<*tvddral] is actually threatened. . . . The problem lies with landmarks whose
tenure is not so strong. As time passes, more and more of them will be scheduled for demolition
-"93)"+E"+)"4/(8"+E,4!+E"+4)"+/3*(12#$++D"+7(I"*+1"1+"M45>/"*F+%! "-RiDe/B3Sttes +
some going back to 1800, and the few remaining,-}8@9"0+-.(/0(12*+4/312+:3.1,+:1)""1$+
E,(7,+4)"+(5>3)1411+-"74 *'+39+1,"()+4**37(41(31+E(!,+N"E+03)B+=(1?7+4*+4+>3)IP+%!,"+)3E+39+"4),
19th-century commercial buildings along Front Streé@EN'1+K4//+:1)""1+410+Q/0+:/(>&$+E,(7,+
4)"+,410*35"+1)""B+R"6(64/+-.(/O(12*P+%!,"+=4*1+G)31+S.(/0(12+4!+ TUA+K4* (12!131&+0"*(21"0+-2+
V45"*+S5324)0.*+(1+@AWA&S$+410+%41+(5>3)!141!1+*?5-3/+39+!,"+7355")7(4/+0"6"/3>5"1!1+39+N"E+
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"#$%&'()*+",-".#/012+'31/,-/124™2' Park Row, a redbrick Victorian structure designed by
5/6*7#-'89"12)'72-"1)'1;'[2'<=>?%'72-'(7*72-@"A+'+B7A;,+"C'6"AA+#6/7, T#6*/)+6) 1#+'
J28+-'DN*)*+'+#7"C'2+D@;7;+#"';10,/@*/24'12")*+' @*7-"D"'C'E/)F"7,,%&'()*+'37F7#-'31/,-/24G'

65 Bleecker Streef,897H=G")*+"2,F'01/,-/24'/12'|+D""#$'-+@/42+-'0F'E*/674"J@'K"1/@"
L1,,/M72G'$2"D2'7@")*+'(C7)*+#%"C')*+' @IF@O6#7;+#'72-)+76*+#"C'N#72$'K,"F-'O#/4*)9'9'9")*/ @'
01/,-124'|@'7'CI2+'72-'IA;"#)72)'+B7A;,+"C'L1,,/M72J@'D"#$%&'(P,-'8+#6*72)J@""1@+G"#'

Tredwel House, 29 East Fourth Street, 1832. . . a red brick town house with an impressive Greek
5+M/M7,'12)+#I"#%&'(P,-'E","227-+'5"IX8 34 Lafayette Street. These fine examples of Greek

Revival architecture . . . constituted one of finest rowgdfi7)+'#+@/-+26+@'/2'1+D'I"#$%&'()*+'

Flatiron Building, Fifth Avenue at 23d Street, 1902. Designed by D. H. Burnham, it was one of

Y +HATEM+,@"'C)@'-7TFG'6+,+0#7)+-'/2'+)6*/124@G'; 7/12)[24@G'72-"*")"4#7;* @ %&'()*+'QILIEL@)"A
House aBowling Green. . . . Designed by Cass Gilbert and put up between 1901 and 1907, it is
-l@)/241/@*+-'0FA7T@@/M+'@61,,)1#+@"'2")*+"1) @/-+'72-'5+4/27 ,-'8TH@* A1#7,@"2")*+'/2@/-+%&
72-'()*+'><@)'5+4/A+2)'R#A"#FPHrk Avenue an84th Street. . . Pperly cleaned up, this
@)#16)1#+*7@'+B6+,,+2)'+@)*+)/6'72-'6"AA+#6/7,'72-";"@ @/0/,))/[+@9%"R,,"C*/@'+B7A;,+@'D+#+
the MAS Index of Architecturally Notable Structures and presumably would be candidates for
designation when legislation was adopted chied the successful conversion of the Jefferson

Market Courthouse i8#++2D/6*'T/,, 74+'7T@'7";#")")F;+'C"#' C1)1#+'76)/"29'(.*/@")F;+"C'

conversion is not unusual. Many realistic plans have been applied to landmark#\aweass,

frOm St. AugustineFlorida, toMonterey,E7,/C"#2/79%".+'4"+@"'2")" 1#4+'A"#+'6"A;#+*+2@/M+'
76)/"2'@16*7@'(*/@)"#/6'U"2/24%'7T@";7#)"'C")*+';,722/24" #"'6+@ @'7 @' 7-PhitaigpHia'
72-'7,72"C'(*/@)"#/6' ATHM ) *#'14*";,, TV1+@G'41/-+0""'$@G'72-'D7,$/24")"1#@9":+'6/)+@")*+'
creation of the Landmarks Preservation Commission as a positive step and proposed legislation

as a means to make the Commission a more forceful body with powers to designate buildings

and neig0"#*""-@9'31)'()*+'+A+#4+26+"C")*+'6"AA/@ @/"2'D"1,-'2")'0#/24")*+'Al,,+22/1A9%'
31/,-124@'6"1,-@)/,,'0+"-+A",/@*+-'12,+@@')*+'6/)F';#"M/-+-'6"A;+2@7)/"29'(0*+2'7,,' | @' @7/-'72-'
done, however, the problem is not so much one of technique but of attitudeh&oity

7-ARI@YHT)"2'# ' MI-+@'7TCCIH#AT)IM+' +7-+#@*/;'[2' @ 7TM/24")*+'C/2+@) #+A2-+#@"C"1#'6/)FI@";
we will continue to fight a losing battle against the wrecking ball. Watchdog stands by the

citizenry are only a stopgap. The real answer is@/Wd/1+'7;;#"76*7)E/)F:7, 8%
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Two weeks after the demolition of Penn Station began/\tme York World Telegram
reported thathe Brooklyn Savings Bank was doomed, while@oenmissiorhad been working
on its list since 1962. Meanwhile, the effort to draft legislation to giv€tmamission
"#$%&'(1)*+(,"I-*,&-*. bogged down in a morass of legal technicalities and-dgepartnental
consultationg. Why the delay? Not in compiling the list, a process that seemed to be moving
ahead. Instead, Chairman Platt, the publit*&@1*2(34"*(5*'6"*7(883--3(0%¥Xplained that the
whole question of how much authority the city can use te adandmark is entirely new
territory and that drafting legislation with no legal loopkt8-*&*38"*4(0-$830#*+!(4"-*}

Local community preservation efforts

The demolition of Penn Station fostered support for designation of landmarks from many. If
it roused a broad public consciousness, such a consciousness had been cultivated and preceded
by other groups and actions.

Members of th&reenwich Village commmity were among those who organized early for
historic preservation causes. The first battle taken on was the preservation of the Jefferson
Market Courthouse, an effort that was spearheaded in large part by Margot Gayle, who was the
public information offcer for the City Planning Commission. In 1959 the Manhattan Borough
President, Hulan E. Jack, wanted to put the building up for auction to facilitate the development
of an apartment building on the si&iXth AvenugAvenue of theAmericas]and11th Street).

The group decided to focus first on getting the clock fixed, as in that era the Victorian Gothic
architecture of the courthouse, which had been called the "most beautiful building in tlie Unite
States" by members of the American Institute of Architects in 1876, was generally regarded as
ugly and oldfashioned(;6"*-&#&*(5*'6"*&1<&4"0*=(8"0>-*?($-"*(5*@""'0'3(0tscussed in

the next chapterAmong the members of the courthouse group warkgpRand Ruth

Wittenberg; he was a lawyer and Ruth's sister was married to Lewis Mumford, the esteemed
architectue critic at the/ New Yorker. Because of the Mumford connection, the group received a
certain amount of notice.

After serving two terms as mary; Robert Wagner was notn@minated as the Democratic
party candidate, so he decided to run as an independent. Gayle brought him petitions with 10,000

signatures asking him to save the courthouse, and also started a telegram campaign, "Save the
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courthowse for Christmas." Wagner promised to save the courthouse if he wedeeted. The

group with a certain amount of insight realized that saving the courthouse would not be enough if
a new use could not be found for it. So, it started lobbying the NewMdskc Library which

was planning a ne@reenwich Village branch as a replacement fodaiskson Square facility,

to put the new library into the courthouSe.

Wagner did getecelected and in January 1960, the Commissioner of Public Works contacted
Giorgio Caviglieri, an Italian immigrant architect who had gained a certain reputation for
innovative historic building conversions, to do a study for the physical rehabilitatiba of
building and the feasibility of a library conversion. It turned out to be twice the cost of
constructing a new building, but the courthouse would provide much more room as well as more
intangible benefits. After discussions lasting about two yearsgl@avfinally got the geahead
to do the project, and the Jefferson Market Courthouse branch of the New York Public Library
opened in 1967°

The courthouse preservation campaign helped launch a preservation effort for the larger
Greenwich Village community, which faced threats from Maasspired highway project®yew
York University expansion campaigns, and the general real estate cycles engendered by the city's
1960s prosperity. The Wittenbergs, and Ruth, in particular, became a force to be reckoned
with.*®

Meanwhile, across the East River, the residenBrobklyn Heights were waging their own
campaign for preservation. Otis Pratt Pearsall,-iimg head of the Brooklyn Heights
Association, has deribed how in the 1950s, young couples with more ambition than cash who
were seeking an urban environment began to purchase property in Brooklyn Heigigsup
the old rowhouses and working for the betterment of the neighborhood. Through the Brooklyn
Heights Association, they resisted and achieved a reworking of the highway designs of Robert
Moses, they persuaded the New York City Housing Authority to locate two projects in a manner
that would be more compatible with the overall community, and thagletethat what they
really wanted was a historic district to protect the larger context of the neighbo@ta@oteston
andNew Orleans provided models, but there was little other precedent. In the absence of a local
designation lawhat would offer some form of protection and review, the association decided to

pursue designation &rooklyn Heights as a National Historic Landmatke Historical Sites
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Act of 1935had established the concept of Natiddetoric Landmarks, but a listing had little
regulatory forceBrooklyn Heights sought the designation for recognition and as a way of
heightening awareness within city government. A local resident, Clay Lancasterhitoaidn
and critic, was enlisted in 1961 to compile an historical and architectural analysis of all the
buildings in the neighborhogo@hich was published d$%#$%&"(")*$+,-./012$3,4$5'&(61$7-&10$
Suburb® Once launched, the Landmarks Preservation Commissidtedeio work with the
I"#$%& #&¢vis[e] specifianeans to presenBrooklyn Heights, which represents all the
desirable characteristics for preservation; it not only has historic and aesthetic values, but it is
unigh)&*+&,)-*1+&.+,&/#0.*#+&./-¥l1&le waiting for local legislatin to be implemented, the
group pursued National Historic Landmark statusBiamoklyn Heights which was granted in
April 19653

Groups like those in Greenwich Village aBoboklyn Heights, not to mention commentators
in the local press, were frustrated by the slow legislative;pametheless, it continued. With
almost fortyfive years of hindsight, many of the parties involved have a variety of opinions on

the steps, responsibilities, and actions taken to get the law in place.

Creating the law

According to Giorgio Caviglieri, who had been elected president of the MAS in 1963,
Whitney North Seymour, Sr., chairman of the MAS board, drafted a version of the law.
Significantly, its intent was to deal with more than great buildfigs.

Frank Gilbert credits Bernard Friedlander, an attorney in the city law department, assisted by
William Fisher, later vice chairman of ti@mmissionwith drafting the law that was introduced
to the City CouncilPlatt also credits Morri8.+,)/&4"#5&'6) & 7#"Yo#t" " #+& T#$+-)/8-&#44*0)&9*' 6 &
working on the lawFrank Blaustein, the vice chairman of the City Planning Commission, was
concerned about the relationship between tredmarkdreservatiorCommissionand the @y
PlanningCommission He wanted to keep the two commissions separate, because he thought that
CPC had enough to do already. Once a draft version of the law was prepared, it was forwarded
by Geoffrey Platt to Jacob Lutsky, a deputy ntaggeymour Boyers, a councilmailarge flom
Queens, agreed to sponsotit.

When interviewed in 1987 by Tony Wood, then president of the Historic Districts Council,
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Geoffrey Platt recalled that the originegislation called for the creation of a 4fifbt buffer

zone around individual landmarks and an elewember commission, nine of whom would be
architects. Such a buffer zone was common to most European heritage sites. The requirement for
nine archite seems to reflect the sensibilities of the drafters as well as a perceived need for
expertise**

The legislation was introduced in September 1964.Née York Timesnoted that the
advisory commission had surveyed tltg end found 750 buildings worthy of preservation, as
well as 3500 buildings in historic neighborhodd&arlier that month, the owners of the Brokaw
mansions, two French Renaissaimtspired chateauesque house8&t Fifth Avenue and 1 and
7 East 79th Street, had announced demolition plans in favor of a new apartriténg ko the
large corner sité®

Meanwhile, theew York Times offered support, running an article that gave a synopsis of
landmark statutes in thénited States anBurope®’ Whitney North Seymour expressed strong
support for the legislation in a letter to the editor on Nov. 20, 1964.

The City Council held gublic hearingon the bill on Decaber 3,1964. The bill was not
without controversy, especially the provision for the-4@&t buffer zone. The real estate
developers felt particularly threatened and called for a moratorium on desigriatienghough
no designations had taken placEe assessment following the public hearing was that the bill
faced revisiong®

Among the proposed landmarks under threat were a group of holseg &venue an&ast
68th Street, called the Percy Pyne Houses, after the client who had originally commissioned two
of the group for himself and his daughter and-selaw. Demolition had actually begun early in
January 1965, when an anonymous buyer steppiedrescue them. A week later it was revealed
that the benefactor was the Marquesa de Cuevas, the former Margaret Rockefeller Strong, a
granddaughter of John D. Rockefeller*%r.

But not all worthy buildings could &avedoy wealthy rescuers. Demolition began on the
Brokaw mansions on February 6, 1985.he New York Timesdespaired over the delay in
legislation, wondering if the proged legislation would become an antique itself before
enactment!

Finally a revised bill went back to the City Council. It eliminated the 60 buffer zone; it
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mandated a requirement that a building be at least 30 years old. Revisions were made to the
provisions for hardship, and a moratorium on new hearings was introduced. Boyers explained in

a letter to the editor of th&ew York Timeswhy the landmarks bill hathken so longHe noted:
"#$%8&P'()&*+(,-%$./,0($)%1,.23$#$-)(4$%23,2,)*&) %*-0%3$.$0($) %0 +,%'(4$%5$6%7,38%9(+:%*%0; <
effective and workable means whereby the city may preserve its landmarks and historic districts,

with due regard for the rights of propedwners. The bill constitutes one of the most advanced
legislative proposals in the field of landmarks. For all these reasons, and the desire of all

1,-1$3-$0%6 (+#%+#$%23%$2*3*+(,-%,;%+#() %&S' ) &*+(,-%+,%23,0<1$%*%/(&&Y*0$=<*+$%+, %o +#:
and beb=<(+*/&$%*-0%;*(3%(-%(+)%,2$3*+(,-2%+#$%03*;+(-'%23,1$))%6*1%o+(.$%1,-)<.(- @A

Finally, Mayor Wagner signed the new landmarks bill into law on April 19, 1965. Margot
Gayle, who had been lent by Commissioner Felt at CPC to LPC to do publicity, couldn't get the
press at City Hall to send a photographer to the bill signindhesto®k photographs herself with
a small Minox camera. (A framed photograph with the pen used to sign the bill hangs in the
hearing room of th€ommission)**

A week later, thelimesoffered its editorial opinion:

I'Once designated, a fair and elaborate machinery of protection gives a building a chance to
survive and helps its owner. But even with the Isew YorKs past will be hard to preserve.

Much of the city's character and style is not in monumental structures but in unpretentiogis stand
of shabby nineteenth$-+<3:%iBeet architecture': modest groups of buildings that involve
special problems of retentioméreuse.

't will take imagination, dedication, concern, citizen action, private financing and public
cooperation to effect preservation under the new law. It will also require a sharp upswing in the
business community's valuation of the status of antemld address. . . .

I'The past is yet to be secured for the future. Celebration is premature until we can point to a
safe and substantial legadyew York is still the city that marks its history with gaping holes in
the ground&™

In the years since then, the Commission and the resideNtsaoi ork have sought to meet
HE Y LH* &&S-'$2%0/*&*-1(-'%. -<.$-+*&%)+3<1+<3$) %6 (+#%!)+35$+%*31#(+$1+<3S@A
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Notes to Chapter 1

1. The longstanding portrait of Robert Moses in Robert A. Cahe,Power Broker.: Robert Moses and the Fall of

New York(New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1974) has been modified by a thr@$%&'()*)$+%,-.*&#$%/.08&0%"12%$(&%
Mod&#1%3)$4+5%(&62%)1%7889%"$%P(&%/:0&:;%.<%$(&%3)$4%.<%=&>%"7? #@+%P(&YA:&&10%/:0&:;%.<%BH#S$+%
and Ira D. Wallach Art Gallery, Columbia University, and the accompanying book, Hilary Ballon and Kenneth T.

Jackson, ed Robert Moses and the Modern City: The Transformation of New York (New York: W. W. Norton,

2007).

|

é.l http://www.charlestoncity.info/dept/content.aspix2@91&cid=654 /)C("&6%DE%F)&26% GG G+%,D)0$.#) C%H)0$#)C$%
1#2)1"1C&0+68tnecticut Law Review 8 (Winter 19751976): 209.
I

3. New York City Guide: A Comprehensive Guide to the Five Boroughs of the Metropolis: Manhattan, Brooklyn, the

Bronx, Queens, and Richmond, prepared by the Federal Writers' Project of the Works Progress Administration in
New York City. (New York Random House [c193P]it was reprinted in 1970 bydiagon and in 1982 as th&PA

Guide to New York City by PantheonChanging New York, photographs by Berenice Abbott, text by Elizabeth
McCausland; a publication of the Federal Art Project of the Works Progress Administration in theN&ty of

York, underthe sponsorship of the Guilds' Committee for Federal Writers' PublicationgiNew.York E.P.

Dutton and Company, Inc., 1989t was reprinted in 1973 by Dover Publications\&sv York in the Thirties

B** $$J0%!(.$.K#"1(0%"#&%1.>%)1%$(&%C.660H)98Inof the City dfew York.

New York City was not unique in such efforts, for every state produced its own guide and many municipalities had
theirown local history recording projects, which continue to remain useful to researchers, even in the age of
computerized recordkeeping. Property recording systems and building department permit records are notable
examples ifNew York and many othecities.

|

4. Randall Mason7he Ornice and Future New York: Historic Preservation and the Modern City (Minneapolis:

University ofMinnesota Pres 2009), chap. Xharles B. Hosmer JrRresence of the Past. the History of the

Historic Preservation Movement in the United States before Williamsburg L=&>%? . #@M%NEOE%0:$1";J0%P.10+%QRSTU
and WilliamJ. Murtagh Keeping Time: The History and Theory of Preservation in America (1988; New York: John
Wiley and Sons, 199Have documented similar efforts nationally. Both point out that one impetus for such efforts
was the perceived educational value to the country'syfasting immigrant populatioh.

5. Mason,Once and Future New York, 150157 .

!

6. Architect Alexander M. Welch, who was married to a Dyckman descendant, wassibkgpfum the restoration.

Mason, Once and Future New York, 19VQ+%<&"$:#8&0%$(&%(.:08&%"0%.1&%.<%()0%,;&;.#4%0)$&5%*:)62) LKOE% G 1 $&H:
is identified as a Category | building in the Index of Architecturally Notable Structures in Greater New Yaork, Al
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THE COMMISSION ESTABLISHED (1965-1973)
Early designation and regulatory efforts; legal challenges and setbacks

When Mayo Wagner signed the landmarks bill into law April 19, 1965New York City
joinedabout fiftymunicipalities with commissions that could designate and regulate landmarks
and historic districts. But unlik€harlestorandNew Orleansvhose commissions were
empowered to protect properties within a particular set of boundkefiesng historic districts
that were set forward in the specific local legislatidayw York had much broader and more
encompassing language and patmiower in its law!"#$%"&#()*+" #-"./0&",'1#2!3'#

Landmarks Preservation Law transformed the process of landmark preservation from a series of
340&*56).#075*+503'0#)+",8#)*"%0'/#9*5:)&'#65&5;' 0#5,& "#),#5,&'8*).#9) *&#"<#HO5&4#8":"* +' &=>

The law itself contained two essential parts. The first addadvisionto theNew York City
charterthatestablished th€ommission, &ted its composition, and how members were to be
appointed. It also established the position of executive director te ger@mmission. Unlike
the advisory commission with its twelve members, the permanent commission was to have
eleven members, withlzalance between representation from each of the five boroughs of the
city and representation of various areas of expertise: three architects, one historian in the field,
one planner or landscape architect, one member from the real estate industryeTAwsFin
Federation was authorized to review and recommend appointhimitscareful balance was
meant to ensure that politics did not exert undue influence on the commission's decision making.
All commissiones were appointed by the mayor, subjeapprovalby the city council, and
they served overlapping thrgear terms.

In addition to establishing tt@ommission, the charter allowed tBemmission to designate
landmarks and their associated landmark siteshistoric districts and to regulate such
properties once designatddkespite the precedents of historic district€marleston antlew
Orleans, the drafters of tiNew York landmarks law were more concerned with potential
individual [),/+)*70=#13'#5/")#"<#350&"*56#/50&*56 &0#26)+'#).+"0&#)0#) #)<&*&3"%83&?>#"" #
though residents of Greenwich Village aiaoklyn Heights were keenly interested in the
preservation of their communities as historic districts.

The second part of the law was contained in the administrative code. It set forth a statement

of public policy as to why it was essential to designate and protect landmarks. But most of the
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administrative code deals with processand procedures for public hearings, designations, and
regulatory actions including the-salled hardship provisions that could be invoked in the case

of properties that were not generating a specified return (six percent) on the owner's investment.

It can be presumed that it was the development of these processes and procedures that proved so
time-consuming when the law was being drafted.

While the advisory commission hadt forwarda detailed list of criteria to use when making
its survey and compiling its list of potential landmaiks quoted in the previous chaptée law
as adopted was both elegant and broad in its criteria statement, a formulation which has proved
to be a mixd blessing to th€ommission through its history. To be designated, a landmark must
be located within the municipal boundaries\aw York City (any of the five boroughs). A
landmark is defined as a "building, structure, place, work of art, er othject . . . which is
thirty years old or older, which has a special character or special historical or aesthetic interest or
value as part of the development, heritage or cultural characteristics of the city, state, or nation."
A historic district is @fined as "any area which contains improvements which have a special
character or special historical or aesthetic interest or value and represent one or more periods or
styles of architecture typical of one or more eras in the history of the city; arelstasarea,
by reason of such factors, to constitute a distinct section of the' city."

The real estate community saw the landmarks law as a potential threat to development and
worried that designations could take place at any time, thwarting the interests of property
owners.To address tleeconcernsand to get the law passe¢dde Commission wasitially
empowered to hold public hearings on items for designation over the course of eighteen months,
although the law did not state whether @@mmission had to act during that time period. After
the first hearing cycle, theommission would have to wait three years before beginning a new
round of hearings, and at that time the hearings could only bewald period of six months.

The threeyear interval was intended to give developers moreingrtabout potential landmarks
and allow them time to acquire property without fear of designation.

The Commission was empowered to make designations, setting forth its reasons for each
designation in a report. The report was to be forwarded to the Board of Estimate, at that time the
final elected authority on lardse matters in the city governmé&rithe board would have ninety
working days to affirm, modify, or deny the designation, although the regulatory provisions of

the law would tak effect immediately after theoGmission's votelf the board did not act, the
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designation would stay in place by default.

Despite the work of the advisory commission andaiygrovedegislation, no landmarks
could be designated until a permanent commission was in place and public hearings ware held
potential landmarksAs the New York Timesfussed in an editoriaver a month after Mayor
Wagner had signed the bill: "No official designation of buildings and areas be protected
until the permanent Landmarks Preservation Commission is appoiigdlayor must do this
by confirming or changing the commission's temporary membership. Until he does, the wheels
of bureaucracy grind and the wrecker's ball swidgs."

The press and at leasinse of the public felt a great sense of urgency. Commission, still
chaired by Geoffrey Platt who in fact was reappointed in that capacity by Mayor Wagner, wanted
to get it right.After the council approved the bill on April 6, 19@5puncilman Boyers told Platt,
"We gave you the law. Now you have to go out and make it wWork."

Frank Gilbert, a young attorney who had been on the staff in the City Planning Department,
underthe PlanningCommissionhad spent much of the spring 1965 state legislative session in
Albany. He joined the LPC staff as executive secretary that July, and remembers a very busy
time organizing procedures to get the eighte®mth hearing cycle in motionrf&eptember.

Finding the correct property owners, establishing landmark sites related to legal property
descriptions, giving proper legal notice, meeting advertising requiremaiitsechnicalities, but
technicalities that could invalidate a designatiomoif carried out properly. Gilbert, Platt, and
their colleagues wanted to get the machinery set up to caroimenission into the futurg.

The first permanent Commission consisted of a substantial number ebears/from the
advisorycommission with the addition of several new merab&he press release announcing
the first public designation hearing on September 21, 1965, contained tifecbstmissioners
and their qualifications or backgrounds: Geoffrey Platt, chairman and archidecManhattan;
Stanley B. Tankel, vice chairmand planning director, Regional Plan Associaticom
Manhattan Samuel J. Lefrak, Lefrak Organization, realtor, from Queens; Russell Lynes,
managing editorHarper's Magazine, from Manhattan; J. Clarence Davies, reali@mm
Manhattan: L. Bancel Lafge, architect, and Columbia University faculty member, from
Manhattan; Loring McMillen, vice president, Staten Island Historical Sqdrety Staten
Island Frederick J. Woodbridge, architertbm Manhattan; Juliet Bartlett, Women's City Club,
from Manhdtan; William R. Fisher, former president of the Brooklyn Heights Associgftiom
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Brooklyn; and Helen (Mrs. Roderic B.) Swenson, director of the Riverdale Community Planning
Association fromthe Bronx.

The Commission held four public designatiomtiegs, one per month, through the end of
1965. Everything on the agendas had come out of the work afith®orycommission under
Van Derpool's and Platt's guidan&ach itemon the first heang calendar was a property that
wasconsidered to be threated in some way, and most had been discussed in the press. All five
boroughs were represented. From Brooklyn were the Pieter Claesen Wyckoff tHeuse
Commandant's House in the Brooklyn Naval Ydhe U.S. Naval Hospital in the Brooklyn
Navy Yard and the Boathouse on the LullwateiRrospecPark. Queens was represented by the
eighteentkcentury Kingsland Homestead. Manhattan, beginning a tradition which has continued
to prevail, had the greatest numbeitems: the Old Mechant's Househe Stuyvesanfish
House; the 51 Market Street House; the Salmagundi @leldpur surviving town houses of A.
J. Davis's LaGrange Terrace on Lafayette Street; the J. P. Morgan, Jr. House; the Leonard
Jerome House (Manhattan Cluti)e Astor Library; the E. V. Haughwout Building; the Friends
Meeting House on Gramercy Park; the Metropolitan Opera House on Broadway and 39th Street;
and the U.S. Custom House on Bowling Green. The Old Bronx Borough Hall was the sole item
from that borough, wke Staten Island was represented by the four Greek Revival buildings and
chapel ofSailorsSnugHarbor, and the New Brighton Village HAI.

The Octobed 9 hearing, aside from items that were continued from the September hearing,
put forward a long list of noteworthy properties in lowanhattan, extending geographically
from the Battery to theower East Side. Survivinigte eighteenthand early nineteentbentury
buildings were heavily represented as well as such clidssicYork icons as the New York
Stock Exchange, J. P. Morgan and CompanyWhbelworthBuilding, St. Paul's Chapel, and
Trinity Church.

The Commissiomadmade its first designationeo days earlier orOctober ¥, 1965. As if
to symbolize its representation of the entire city, it designated items from each borough: the
Pieter Claesen Wyckoff House, Kisignd, Old Bronx Borough Hall, the buildingsSatilors
Snug!"#$%#&™ () *+,'-.)' [, #0+"(*12'1%32,&'4"5#"(6,'7 ##"0,&™()"*+,'89:9";32*%6<"'1%32,'=('
ManhattanAt the time of the designation, Platt stated that the law edahe Commission to
>3 %+ '$3=)=(62'=("* #<2'% ?'+=2*%#=0" () "#0+=*,0*3#".'< #=*9'l'(%* ) &' @7+, ."A") %, 2'(%*'

enable us to take into consideration at this time the problems of individual property owners. The
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commission expects to work with an owier his problems after a building has been
#5068 ("1)*

Then reflecting the keen interest in and pressure for historic districts, the Commission held
its November hearing on the Brooklyn Heights Historic District, designated a few weeks later on
November 23, 1965 (essentially taking the documentation that had been compiled for the
National Historic Landmark listindyf In Decemberthe Commission held a hearing@n
Greenwich Village Historic District, although not with the boundaries that were ultimately
adopted"®

John V. Lindsaya liberal Republican who was from theaalled "silk stocking district” of
the Upper East Side of Manhattan, had won the mayoral election that November. He succeeded
Robert Wagner on January 1, 1966. Lindsay left Platt in place as chairman of the Landmark
Commission, a testament both to its apolitical stance as well as its untested power. There was no
political patronage value iappointing a supporter tm unsalaried positidmeading an agency
with a miniscule operating budget.

The Commission continuets ambitious monthly public hearing calendar, moving through
the boroughs and the eras of the city's architecture. Examining the hearing calendars, one sees
that most items had been anticipated in the earlier work. But there were a few surprisest foremos
among them the pressure to create historic distfidthirty-four potential historic districts were
heard during that first eighteen months: Charkang-Vandam, SullivarMacDougal Gardens,
Sniffen Court, St. Mark's, Gramercy Park, Chelsea, Turtle Bay Gardens, Cobble Hill (Brooklyn),
Audubon Terrace, St. Nicholas Terrace, Bloomingdale (West 4@#th Street), Amboy Road
(Staten Island), Upper East Side, Carnegie, Richmondtown (Staten) |§astl79th Street,

Hunters Point (Queens), Mott Haven (Bronx), Mount Morris Park, Hamilton Heights, Henderson
Place, Park Slope (Brooklyn), Bedfe&luyvesant (Brooklyn), Boerum Hill (Brooklyn), Carroll
Gardens (Brooklyn), West 74th Street, West 76thedtTreadwell Farms, Riverside Drive

(West 76th and 77th Streets), DePeyster (West 107th and Riverside Drive), Pomander Walk,
North Chelsea, Clinton Hill (Brooklyn), North Boerum Hill (State Str&sboklyn).

More hearings were held @reenwich Vilagehistoric district proposal$One proposal was
for a large, continuous district. The other was for a series of smallecamiguous sub
districts, that would exclude heavily altered properties or properties that were thought not to fit in

to the hstoric character of the Villagéhus avoiding potential lawsuitglus twentyeight
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individual houses®

Some of these district proposals were generated by the Commission and its small staff, many
of whom had worked for the predecesadvisory ommission. Many of the proposals came
from local neighborhood groups who saw a district as a way of ensuring prestige, stability, and
protection against development pressures.

Late in 1965 James Van Derpool tendered his resignation as executive dicgtingrhealth
reasons® Van Derpool generalliet Platt be the public face of t@®mmission. According to
Margot Gayle, he was reluctant to prastheCommission, feeling that promotion was not
"genteel." He had a great love for the "very early stuff,” the Georgian, Federal, and Greek
Revival architecture. But she does credit him with his advocacy fétabhghwoutBuilding,
which he dubbed the "Parthenon of eash buildings.*’

Van Derpool was succeeded as executive director by architect Alan Burnham, ef#ar of
York Landmarks, who was considered the leading expert on the city's historic architecture.
Burnham, a graduate bfarvardCollege and Harvard Schoof Architecture was somewhat of
an anomaly among his architectural peers. Although trained by modernists, he had acquired a
love of classical and Beatrts architecture, particularly the work of Richard Morris Hunt, and
set out d learn as much as he could, acquiring an impressive collection of books and other
materials pertaining to New York City and its architecture.

By the time the Commission concluded its first eighteemth hearing schedule in March
1967, it had heard 636 687 items, and had designated 219 landmarks and eight historic
districts.Almost all of the designations, with the notable exception of several cemeteries and
graveyards and a few other miscellaneous buildings, as well as the historic districts, \@éne cite
the New York Landmarks Index. They ranged in date from the Pieter Claesen Wyckoff House in
Brooklyn, called the oldest surviving buildingiew York City, to the Clarence Dillon House,
124 East 80th Street (1930)anhatan, one of a group of four houses designed in the English
neoClassical style. The group included prominent public buildings like the U.S. Custom House,
Federal Hall, the Federal Reserve Bank, Brooklyn Borough Hall, City HaMtimécipal
I"#$%#&'()*+,)-,.)/012)30"&*4)30"1*+0"5,()*+,)6"110'7*,85)30"1*() 7&%)*+,)6,9,&*+):,'#;,&*)
<1;014=)>7&4)0?)*+,) @#*485);05*)&0*7A$,) @+"1@+,5).,1,)%,5#'&7*,%)#&@$"%#&")6*=)B7"$85)3+"
D1#&#*4)3+"1@+()6*=)B,*,185):0;7&)37*+0$#@) 3 BUs® BYE$VReformed Church, St.
B7*1#@285)37*+,%17$()F$%)6*=)B7*1#@285)37*+,%17$()>71A$,)30$$, #7*,):,201;,%)3+"1@+() 7&"
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"#$%8&'()*+,"-./,#01'234*3#"4' ) &*(*3*(.)&'()54 36,6 *Btooklyn Museum, the Metropolitan
Museum of Artthe New York Public Library, Low Memorial Library &olumbiaUniversity,
the AmericanMuseum of Natural History, and Carnegie Hall. There were few commercial
buildings with the exception of thie V. HaughwoutBuilding, the First National City Bank, the
MorganGuarantyTrust CompanyBuilding, theFlatironBuilding, and Grand Central Terminal.
Other designations included house museums, a handful of clubs and hotels, and some
institutional buildings. There were no private homes designated outside of the historic districts.

The majority of landmarks anddtiicts were irManhattan, where the Commission enjoyed
the greatest support and could make the strongest case for designation of buildings that were
generally accepted as monuments or of great historic importance. Public and political support in
the other boroughs, except for the proposed distridsooklyn, was harder to come by. Quite a
few of the early designations were of buildings owned by the city itself, although the
Commission's regulatory jurisdiction was only advisBry.

The Commission had moved cautiously, trying to avoid vetoes Byahed of Estimateln
the case of two properties &taten Island the Alice Austen House and the F. Bredt Hause
designations were withdrawn from the Board of Estimate agenda before the Board of Estimate
could vote on them. Both were eventually deatgd; the Alice Austen House in 1971 and the
Bredt House as the McFarlaBeedt House in 1982lso in a number of casesich as the
WoolworthBuilding and the New York Stock Exchangfeheld repeated hearings while holding
informd meetings with owners and their lawyeffie Woolworth Building was finally
designated in 1983 and the New York Stock Exchange in 1985.

In other instances, some endangered propertiesasasidered to b®o important for the
Commssion to delay action, even in the face of owner opposition and legal threats. This was
certainly the case wittihe buildings aBailorsSnugHarbor, theleromeviansion, the Morgan

House all designated i1965,and Grand Central Terminal, which was designated in 1967.

Making the case for designation

The early designation reports themselves were brief documents, one or two pages at most, for
individual buildings, although they set a basic standard for fowhech the Commission has
continued to follow. The report listed the name of the landmark, its address, and its landmark

site, usually the associated tax map block and lot. It also listed the identifying number (LP
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number) and designation date. A synopsipublic hearing dates and testimony followed.

"#$%&' ($&)$*"#S+#,&+*-$* BIgSR0iption andh12/(3.3-4$526#$2$%+.#)$". 3*&+($&)$*"#$,+&,#+*($
and peoplend/or organizationassociated with it, discuss#te architectural background and
characteristicsand described the property. Much of the background research, as well as some of
the preliminary writing, had been compiled by the staff ofatidsorycommission as it made its
survey and compiled its lists. That research and descriptive informatiaeeaded on Historic
American Building Survey property identification sheets, the only formal recording system
available at the timeollowing the precedent of those who compiled the Index of Architecturally
Notable Structures in Greater New Yoflis work predated the establishment of the National
Register of Historic Places and its nomination fanrh966

Some of the Commission's early designations likevtheDougalSullivan Gardens and
Turtle Bay Gardens Historic Districts, as et Amster Yard, all iManhattan, seem to have
been made because of strong positive pressure on the part of the owners and the desire of the
Commission to make designations that would be successful. The properties of the two historic
districts fad been redesigned in the 1920s around common rear gardens to make them more
stylish. The three buildings of Amster Yard had been similarly redesigned around a common
courtyard in 1945, and renamed for its owner. In retrospect, the language of the iesignat
reports seems very strained tlasystrive to make a case for significance based on the
nineteentkcentury history of the buildings of all three areas. It would take another twenty years
for these properties to be appreciated for the merits of theittiethcentury redesigns.

Ironically though, the value of the landmarks law was proved by its exercise in the 1960s. If the
buildingshad not beedesignated then, they might not have survived essentially intact to be
appreciated for what they are, although the case of Amsternéardroven to be more

complex?®

To achieve certain designations, the Commission inserted "special language" in some reports,
most notably in theeports forTrinity Church andst. Paul's Chapel. According to Frank Gilbert,
CommissioneMWoodbridge, an architect member of tb@mmission and its predecessor bodies,
who had done work fofrinity Church(designing the Manning Wing at the west end, completed
in 1966)was helpful in achieving ttsedesignabns. The "special language" recognized that the
church might have to make changes to the property at some point in the future to facilitate its

mission.Certainly the compilers of the Index and the members of the predecessor advisory
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commission in its cteria study recognized the significance of churches and other religious
structures to the architectural heritage of the Tity.

The last section of the report erti#i$Findings andD!%&'()*&+(,#%-..&(.*/0#%*)*I"#* 1 1#
reasons why the Commission was making the designation, and then made a statement of the
designation. Unlike the designation hearings which were held in public in the Board of Estimate
Chamber@$+(1#+3HHU +%*#5!)-*&3-1#6++AYH&(H* 1I1#T (&*1"#8*) %1%, 1) .. +6" &(‘#*+HAn/ " Yor+(1:#
City Hall, the designations were made behind closed doors in executive session in the
Commission offices at 2 Lafayette Street and then after 1965, 305 Broadway.

Regulation: Process and Standards

It was not enough to designate. Those who spent months drafting the landmarks law
recognized that designation without appropriate regulation would ultimately be a meaningless
action. The portion of the landmarks law contained in the admitivgtreode anticipated that
much of the commission's activity would deal with regulation, and precedents wedegpite
the development of design review guidelines in communitieChalestonSouth Carolina,
andNew Orleanslt setforth three kinds of permits to be issued by the Commission or its staff.
Two of them were triggered by an application for a permit for work from the Buildings
Department: a certificate of no effect on protected architectural features and a certificate of
appropriateness to be issued after a public hearing before t®fathission. The third, a
permit for minor work, was issued by the Commission staff for work that did not require a
Buildings Department permit, that would nonetheless have an impact exté¢hier of the
building. The law contained definitions of the three kinds of permits as well as timetables for
Commission action on each type.

While the law established the basic processes, it was up to the Commission and its staff to
establish the statards. For dayo-day administration, the Commission set up an Operations
Department, which was headed up by Michael Gold, a planner who had been recruited from the
City Planning Department. While most of the designation work was overseen by Alan Burnham,
the daily regulatory routine was largely the purview of Gold and Gilbert. If the public at large
and perhaps many of the Commissioners themselves thought that designation would mean that
landmarks would not be demolished, in fact, much of the regulatalkioaol and burden dealt

with proposed changes to buildings in historic districts. Thus, the Commission quickly found out
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how important it was to have the backing of a community when it made a historic district
designation.

Regulation in historic districtspitially Brooklyn Heights, but soon joined by a small group
of Manhattardistricts consisted largely of reviewing changes to residential properties, like
facade repointing, painting, stoop rebuilding, as well as interior work that required Buildings
Department permits to ensure that there would be no negative exterior impact. In addition, the
Commission soon found itself reviewing commercial storefrontglontague Street iBrooklyn
Heights and similar piects.!"#$%&'()")*+),%-$#".&/"%0)"&,,(-+&%-$#"1"%0)"2)0$3&0/4"
Witnesses, a maj@rooklyn Heights property owner, for a new building in the historic district.
After much controversy and several proposals and redesigr@othmission approved a new
building onColumbia Heights by architect Ulrich Franzen. Completed in 1968, the Commission
cited its approval in subsequent decisions to demonstrate its flexibility in relation to appropriate
modern architectur&

Another interesting case involved architecture, politics, and culture. The old Astor Library,
on Lafayette Street, in the sectionéw Yorkthat is now called NoHo, was for many years the
home of the Hebrew Immigrant Aid Society. The strikingmideteenthcentury building had
been identified in the early survey efforts and was the subject of a public hearing in 1965, despite
the protests athe owners who wanted to sell the property. Theatrical impresario Joseph Papp,
founder of the New York Shakespeare Festival who wanted a permanent home for his company,
persuaded the city to buy the building, which had been designated shortly aftelicth@aiting.

The following year, Giorgio Caviglieri was hired to convert the building into a new home for the
Papp company. While the exterior was essentially retained and renovated, the former reading
room and related interior spaces were converted lmée ttheater spaces. Little evidence of the
reading room was retained, but the building found a useful ned life.

Landmarks and the Courts

During this first period of urgent Commission activity, two very prominent and significant
lawsuits were filed. The Manhattan Club, owners ofLttenardJeromeéVansian, which the
Commission designated on November 21, 1965, challenged the designation. Because the club
had entered into a contract to sell the property to an apartment house developer, it contended that

the designation constituted a deprivation of propeitiiout due process of law and a taking of
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private property without just compensation. It also asserted that the designation was arbitrary and
capricious as the premises Hamb real historical interestin New York State Supreme Court,
New York County (273 NYS 2d 848, 1966), Judge Charles Marks susttiaetesignation,
#3$%3$&'()$*th®)architectural, historical and aesthetic value of the improvement was fully
established, and the court may not substitute its judgment for ttheg afiministrative agendly.
Further the law was not confiscatory, as the club retained ownership of the building and there
was no restriction on the use of the interior. Following this decision, the Manhattan Club applied
in April 1967 for a Certificate of\ppropriateness to demolish the building. Meanwhile the
Commission had spent a year trying to find a buyer for the property. A public hearing was held
on May 25, 1967, and a notice to proceed with demolition was issued on September 29, 1967,
because thetG-)*%.)./01'#$2%$%$/.)!&'#,33&4&/'$)2/$,2")5*%2 #*&67)%'.)$*/)$&0/)*%.52,)1,$8

TheJeromeVansion was demolished, to be replaced by a rather nondescript office building.
Its loss was regrettable, but those involved at the Commission felt that something very valuable
hadbeen gained. The legality of the designation was sustained, and the proceedings showed that
the process worked.

The second case involved the designation of the Greek Revival buildi8gdasSnug
Harbor. Frank Gilbert remembers that the lawyer represestiigrsSnugHarbor, Walter
Pease, came to the Commission offices to show them plans for a new complex onRleasite.
threatened that if the Commissig#&('%%$/.9)$*/)$2,#$//#):1,+.Jbck the doors and let the
buildings rot! According to Gilbert, that was the wrong thing to sayames/an Derpool, a
great aficionado of the Greek Revival style; the threat amthéred his determination to make
SailorsSnugHarbor one of the first designations.

The trustees dbailorsSnugHarbor filed a lawsuit challenging the designation as arbitrary
and capricious. While the trial cougraed, the decision was appealed and reversed in the
Supreme Court, Appellate Division, 1968 (288 N.Y.S. 2d 314) but remanded for further
testimony. This was the first appellate decision that deemed the citydakthw a valid
2/(,+%3$&1"'YWe deem certaiof the basic questions raised to be no longer arguable. In this
category is the right, within proper limitations, of the state to place restrictions on the use to be
made by an owner of his own property for the cultural and aesthetic benefit of the Gioypimu
But because the property was held by a charitable organization that could not legally realize a

return on its property, it set forth a series of tests to determine if the law placed an undue burden
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on the property. These were whether (1) the praservof the building would seriously
interfere with the use of the property, (2) the building was capable of conversion to a useful
purpose without excessive cost, and (3) the cost of maintaining it without useemtaildh
serious expenditur@&ecausehe city ultimately purchased the buildirgsd the larger site for
use as an arts and cultural centiee specifics were never argued further in court, but the

hardship tests for charitable organizations were put to use in the coming®years.

Federal Legislation

While not directly involving the Commission, two other significant programs wera put
place during this same period. The first of these was congressional passage of the National
Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (Public Law-865). The law represented a shift in emphasis
from preservation through federal ownership to the preservatioistofic properties in private
or nonfederal ownership. The states were made direct recipients of federal matchingrgrants
aid which they could transfer to local public and private organizations to benefit properties listed
in the National Register ¢istoric Places. Section 101 (a) (1) of the act expanded the earlier
created National Register of Historic Landmarks to include historic properties which were
significant on a national, state, or local level. It also contained specific provisions fay listi
districts and structures. The states, in turn, named State Historic Preservation Officers and
created State Historic Preservation Offices to administer the program of grants and National
Register listings for properties in the states. Section 106 aifctherovided for prior review of
all federal actions affecting historical resources by the Advisory Council on Historic
Preservation.

The expanded criteria for listing properties in the National Register reflected the awareness
on a national level of thiecal importance of landmarks. The gramtsaid program would prove
useful in the future, while the Section 106 procedure would be invoked in several implestant
York City cases that would have major implications for the Commission'safork.

In the fall of 1967, James Marston Fitch presided over the first entering class of the graduate
certificate program in historic preservation at 8uhool ofArchitecture atColumbiaUniversity.

Fitch had been teaching architectur€atumbia since the 1930s and preservation courses since
1964 and had published several important work&merica's historic architecture. He saw a

need to create an interdisai@ry program that would train professionals in a field that did not
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then exist. To preserve and protect the nation's historic buildings and neighborhoods, trained
professionals in historic preservation needed to draw on the strengths of a varietypbhessci
architecture, history, conservation, restoration, planmind,law.The "Fitch program” would
rectify the situation, training a dedicated group of people who would eventually staff
preservation commissions, state historic preservation officesralggrograms, not to mention

numerous private enterprises that would promote historic presertation.

The Goldstone Years

By the fall of 1968, Geoffrey Platt wanted to stepvd as chairman of the Commission, but
was willing to stay on as vice chairman. Harmon Goldstone was appointed as his successor in
October with a salary of $20,000 per ye&oldstone, also an architeatasa member of the
City Planning Commission andsal had longime associations with the Municipal Art Society
(which urged Lindsay to appoint him). At the time of his appointment, the Commission had a
respectable list of designated landmarks and historic districts, had won two important legal cases,
andwas building a good regulatory record. Nonetheless, during his first year, Goldstone presided
over two very significant Commission actions.

The first of these was the designation of the Greenwich Village Historic District, after two
years of detailed resedn by Alan BurnhamRRosalie F. BaileyEllen W. Kramer, and a
dedicated group of volunteers. The community was adamant that only one large historic district
would do, despite the incursions of new construction on the avenues. So the Commission
determinedo proceed that way. J. Lee Rankin, the city corporation counsel, advised the
Commission that in the case of new construction, the designation report should describe the
previous buildings on the sites as a way of explaining the historic nature of #f& She
Commission was also anxious to lay the groundwork for compatible new buildings in the district
on vacant lots or on the sites of buildings that they judged to be incompatible with the character
of tI"#3$%&' (%) #*+ #%$"+#'1+'#-./0S#" 1", [+002#3"#' (+,&0+" " (B43/'%,56#3/%0%5%, 5&#' #'1"#
district). Such buildings were described in less than flattering terms, that explained how they
detracted from the district. This is the only historic distegiort adopted by the Commission
that used such judgmental language. The preface of thedlwme designation report contains a
detailedpolicy statement byseoffreyPlatt(originally prepared in 1966 and updated for the
report)on how the Commission wodlapproach alterations attte desirability of good modern
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architecturen the historic district:

I"#$#%E&SHY' ()*#%+),#-%./)0/%.) ++%/#+1%2/#%&$0/) 2#02%34% ,#.%5() +*),'-%),%&,%")-23%$) 0%
The architect should take into account his surroundings, imgutlie adjoining buildings and
those across the street and along the entire block front. The new building should relate well to its
neighbors in terms of materials that are used, the architectural proportions, the size and shape of
the windows and the defson the front of the building, . . . Essentially the most successful new
design in an Historic District will be the simplest. The architects should avoid the use of too
8&,9%*)44#$#, 2%8&2#$) &+-% &, *%2/#%0$#82)3,%3495): & $$#Y6#A44#02-7;

On April 29, 1969,the Commission voted to designate the district witbr 2,20(uildings
and more than doubled its potential regutatauthority. The district was to provide the largest
number of permit applications and some of the more challenging Commission deakinmg
for a number of years:, #%34%2/#%83%#%),2#$#-2),'%.&-%2/#%1$313-#*%*#83+)2)3,%34%2/#% =3¢
House of Detentio, a fourteerstory Art Moderne style structure, designed by Sloan &
Robertson. Faced in yellow brick with stone trim, it had been built adjacent to the Jefferson
Market Courthouse in 1929. By this time, the courthouse had been converted to the Jefferson
M&S$?#2% @)5$&$97%A/#%=38#,>-%"3(-#%34%6#2#,2)3,B%./)0/%/&*%E&%,323%$)3(-%$#1(2&2)3,%
neighborhood for the noise and disruption caused by the inmates, as well as general
overcrowding and unsafe conditions, was closed by the City in 1971. Because timg lovalsl
within the boundaries of the historic district, the Commission held a public hearing in July 1973
at the request of the Board of Estimate to solicit public opinion on the proposed demolition.
Neighborhood sentiment was divided; no one wanted igaal use to be returned but some
thought that the building should be converted to another purpose, such as housing for the elderly.
The Commission voted to support the demolition, but the ultimate decision was up to the Board
of Estimate, which voted unamously in favor of demolitior*

The secondnajor action of 196%vas the Commission's denial of a permit for the
construction of a skyscraper designed by Marcel Braasociate®ver Grand Central
Terminal. The application was filed by a development group consisting of Morris Saady, a
British builder acting through UGP Properties, Inc., Penn Central Company, the New York and
Harlem Railroad Company, and the 51st Street RealtydZatipn. The group had filed two
different proposals, called Breuer One and Breuer TovdCertificates of Appropriatenesand

the Commission had held public hearings on both proposals in April and August 1969. Breuer
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One would have cantilevered a fiftiye foot tower over the roof of the existing terminal. Breuer
Two would have demolished all of the terminal except for the main concourse and built the
tower around and over it. About 135 people spoke at the hearings in April. Because questions
were raisd about ownership and jurisdiction of the extent of the new design proposed for Breuer
Two, the applicants asked for the rehearing in August.

On August 26, 1969, the Commission denied b&t#$%&$'()%&&*+,(-./(ON@Kihg more
than an aesthetic jokgquite simply, the tower would overwhelm the Terminal by its sheer
mass2 Significantly, theCommission commented that it had no rule against making additions to
designated landmark build$8(5o0 long as they do not adversely affect the protection,
enhanement, perpetuation and use of the architectural features of the Landmark in question,
these changes will be favorably considered. Modern needs can be satisfactorily incorporated into
Landmark-!"#-/)-/4(56*&4*+,$3Phe newWatchTower building0#"(-./(7/.#8%.9$(:*-+/$$/96
the Brooklyn Heights Historic District was cited as an example of a contemporary building that
Irespects the qualities of its surroundi2gs.

The Commission denied Breuer Two Revised in part because it had no jurisdiction ove
interiors. Further it refuted the argument that the exterior was not worth designating in the first
place, citing the public, deliberate, governmental process of desigritemmark
designations are not made in the private, subjective domain. Theadeeby the City
Government, acting in the public interest. The Landmarks Preservation Commission is a part of
City Government. Its balanced, representative elenan [and woman] commission is officially
appointed by the Mayor. Its designations are niadexperts after careful research, after studied
evaluations of the particular aesthetics and historical importance of each structure under
consideration, and after a duly advertised public hearing. By law, all designagasogct to
review by the CiBs Board of Estimate. Confirmation by this body represents the acceptance, as
a publ)("/$1#+$*5*&*-;'(#0(%(<%+4=%pteServation in accordance with the provisions of the
Public Law #45 of 1965Grand Central is a duly designatedw York CityLandmark. . . . The
Comm{ib$*#+(0//&$(-.%-(*-(?#6 &4 @A @ violation of the Commission's responsibdity
approve the Breuefwo pr#!#3$%&30@rotect a Landmark, one does not tear it down. To
perpetuate its architectural features, one doestmpttisem off9The Commission further
affirms that to demolish Grand Central Terminal, one of the great buildirgsefica, would

mean the loss of an officially designated Landmark @atkes a spirthat is unique in this
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Ten years later, speaking to a group of Commissioners and Commission staff-&ragday
retreat and training sessid@oldstone recalled the experience. The Commissioners were very
nervous about their decision but also very sure that they were doing the right thing. The language
of the denial was very carefully crafted to withstand legal challenges. Frank Galdnen
(*+,,$-./0.(10(2-#/-3 get the language righin the original designation report.

The Commission's denial triggered a nyear legal battle, Penn Centiaknsportation
Companyv. The City of New York, in which Penn Central challenged both the comnstiality
of the Landmarks law and its application to the termiwaich is discussed in greater detail in
the next chapter of this work.

The Grand Central proceedings also engendered complementary actions from the City
Planning Commission and amendmepotghe Zoning Resolution, drafted by Norman Marcus,

CPC counsel, that dealt with the transfer of development rigjBesfore it was amended, a

provision of the zoning resolution permitted the transfer of unused development rights between
contiguous building sites held in common ownership. Because of the contiguous ownership
requirement, its use in landmark situations Waged. An amendment in 1968 allowed the

transfer across a street or intersection specifically to encourage landmark preservation through
the transfer of air develdf0#-1"56#7%-86(-2(9"0"#"/@dB8ent sitéswas expanded in 1969 to
"0.,*2(-3a lot which is across the street and opposite to another lot or lots which except for the
intervention of streets or street intersections form a series extending to the lot occupied by the
Landmark building. All such lots shall be in the same ownershighe Cetral Business

District a receiving lot could receive an unlimited percentage of increased FAR (floor area ratio).
The amended provision is numbered78iand titled Transfer of Development Rights from
Landmark Sites. The Landmarks Commission must actapfiyy to the Planning Commission

for a Special Permit to transfer the development rights. The application must be accompanied by
a report that comments on the required provision of a program for continuing maintenance which
will result in the preservatioof the landmark, and the relationship between the landmark

building and the new buildingy/-(07*1(-#6+#-"#HAdrBonious"0-#(147-/9-@aterials, design,

scale and location of bulkThe Planning Commission must vote to approve the Special Permit

for the transfer of development rigHifs.

With the decision oirand Central behind it, at least temporarily, the Commission began to
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prepare for its next cycle of designation hegsirthis one only six months long, between
February and July 1970. But it actually managed to hold seven hearings by scheduling two for
the month of March. The majority of items had been heard in-1966 but not acted on, either
because of owner oppositi or reluctance or because of insufficient resources to prepare the
designation reports. The latter was particularly true of the historic districts. Jumel Terrace,
Chelsea, Bedfor&tuyvesantCarroll Gardens, Park Slope, Mount Morris Patlarnegie Hill,
Boerum Hill, and Bloomingdale were all reheard. A new entrant to the historic distpzisals

was the Cast Iron Historic Distrigt the SoHo section of lowé&danhattan heard with two

different boundaries.

Among theunusuahew cadidates considered for designation at public hearings and
subsequently acted upon, were the Magnolia Grandiflora in Be&togesant, the second tree
designated by the Commissjand the Hunterfly Road Houses, modest survivors of a
community of free kdcks called Weeksville, in Brooklyn. The Commissimssensitive to
charges of elitism and excessManhattan orientation, so was often happy to act on properties
that expanded its purview.

The Commission also faced with new regulatory challengas effort to deal with the
heightened real estate development climate of the late 1960s and early 1970s, especially in lower
Manhattan. Schermerhorn Row, along Fulton, John, and South Streets in the South Street
Seaport, had been designated in 1868 emergency meeting to keep the buildings from being
demolishedThe city acquired the buildings, and development rights were sold to private owners
of adjacent properties.

A nineteentkhcentury building on the site ofetfirstcity hall of New Amsterdam, the Stadt
Huis, at71 Pearl Street, waalsodesignated i1968.But the building was included in a large
development site acquired to construct an office building for¢henan Brothergivestment
firm. After a public hearing for a certificate of appropriaterfésise Commission agreed to let
the building be dismantled for later cgrstruction on a site in the South Street Seaport area and
mandated that an araplogical investigation be undertaken. Evidence of the early Dutch
presence was discovered, and the bricks from the facade of the building were stored on a South
Street Seapopier>’

On the west side of the island, in the Washington Street Urban Renewal Area, stood a group

of five iron-fronted buildings degned by James Bogardus, the father of-cast architecture in
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the United States, and nine Federal period town houses, two of them by John McComb, one of
the architects of City HalllThe houses were notable because they were only two and a half
stories Igh and retained their original rooflines and dorm&hse whole area was slated for
demolition and redevelopment. Working with the city's Housing and Redevelopment
Administrationand the federal Department of Housing and Urban Develophent
Commissiordevised a scheme that would designate all the buildings as landmarks and allow for
their reuse. The cagbn buildings were all recorded through photographs and measured
drawings by students @olumbiaUniversity under the direction of Charlest&sen and James
Marston Fitch and subsequently dismantted971according to specifications devised by

Winston Weisman, a professorRennsylvani&stateUniversity and a specialist in American
castiron architecture and the origins tetskyscraper. The justification for the dismantling was
that these were early prefabricated buildings that were intended to be easily assembled and
disassembled. The pieces were to be incorporated in a new dediggnioattanCommunity

College that was going to go up on a site close to the original location of the buildings.
Unfortunately, the Community College project was delayed, and the pieces were stored in an
open lot at Washington and Murray. Four years later manyeaf there stolen foscrap metaf®

Of the nine town houses, some of them were retained on their original skiesr@on
Street, while others were moved frafashington Street to fill in the gaps with tHarrison
Streetgroup. All had been used as warehouses or for light industry for at least 100 years, and all
had altered ground floors to allow these uses. As part of the urban renewal project, plans were
made to incorporate the group into thdependencPlaza housing project. All interior features
were to be removed, essentially creating empty shells, and historically appreptésier
ground floors were to be recreated. Then the buildings were to be sold, and the new residents
could create their own iatior spaces. The restoration work was carried out by the firm of
Oppenheimer & Brady.

In retrospect, it is interesting to note that the identificatiowaghington Street as an urban
renewal area predated the federal Historic Preservation Act ofal@bthe Section 106 process.
Even though the federal Department of Housing and Urban Development was dnvaive
"#S%o#H" &'#(&) (*&+(gqve the buildings, there was no referral to the Advisory Council,
101*2/#(30$2%#0(,*0(2//1&425#(+010(-6 12" R #Q@5#&(,*0(+&19(&'(,¥é&rrison Street
housegpredated the development of the Secretary of Interior's Standards for Historic
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Preservation by almost a decade. The reconstruction of the ground floors was more reminiscent
of early twentieth-century preservation efforts than the more layered approach of the Secretary of
"#$%E&!#' () *+9$,!-&.-".+In fact Michael W. Gold, director of preservation for the Commission,
+1-1#.30#1) #$ . #+(2&-1()&3$45"(+$2)67$) L $+(8$") 6+#+$) &$I-+"(&2!) &P-&. $:-"(+) &, '##!+;$
restored $<(==$0H$!"#$+1")&2#+1$+1-1#>#&IB) 1$2#.#'-=$! (>#+$(&B!"#$@ ('A/B

Goldstone was very interested in public relations and in generating a good image for the
Commission. In this he was assisted by Martha Dalrymple, who had worked for Nelson
Rockefeller. They secured funding from the Schaeffer Brewing Company for a pamphlet-sized
Guide to New York City Landmarks, published in 1969 and 1971.%°

By 1972, changes were in the works for the Commission. The Municipal Art Society was
exerting its influence on Mayor Lindsay and members of his administration, as well as the City
Council, to change the landmarks law to remove the three-year moratorium on public designation
hearings. The Grand Central proceedings also brought renewed public attention to the lack of
Commission jurisdiction over interior spaces. The lack of interior jurisdiction had been the basis
VISI"HS@)>>(++() &*+$.H&(-=$) 1$!"#$ #+(2&-1 ) &) L$!"#SCH!") 7)=(I-&$D7#'-$:) 6 +#$(&SEFGH/$
Furthermore, while the Commission could and had designated cemeteries, it lacked the authority
to designate public parks as scenic landmarks. This inadequacy was particularly apparent when
the Metropolitan Museum of Art, located in a designated building situated in Central Park,
brought forward a series of proposals for expansion. Despite community concerns about park
encroachment, the Commission could only comment on the appropriateness of the design.
Furthermore, because the city owned the museum buildings, the Commission could only issue a
report, not a certificate of appropriateness, on the proposed design. And the report was not
published in the City Register, the official record of municipal hearings and actions.*'

Late in 1972, Goldstone submitted a statement on the work of the Landmarks Preservation
Commission to Mayor Lindsay. Lindsay replied (&$-$=#!!1#'$.-1#.$I1#I#>0# $SKKHp4ecord of
the last seven years is very impressive. Indeed, you have taken the words of a unique law, whose
import could not be known, and have created a national model for dozens of municipalities
throughout the nation.

4In reviewing the Commission's work since 1965 I am struck by the industry and
judiciousness of its members and staff. Particularly in recent years, when funding has been less

than we would have liked, you have managed to continue work at a superior level of operations. .
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I'As you well know, I am most interested in the new approaches the Commission is presently
formulating. The proposal to regularize the hearing schedule seems especially attractive, in view
of public demand and private pressure for designation. We mustrseooentinue to be
judicious in our approach to designation of both landmarks and historic districts, but in view of
the Commission's extraordinary record, such a standard should not be difficult to maintain.

I My staff has been discussing appropriate waysroceed on this and several other matters
raised in your report. Over the past several months, we have met . . . with proponents of a revised
Landmarks law in informal gatherings. | would hope these meetings can proceed and that public
debate can takdaxre throughout the City. At that point, | think, we shall be confident of a more
responsive Law, geared more closely to the neetlewfYork City in the 1970'S.

#3%&'()*%+,%-'$.g0eRer to Goldstone, the appearance of a series of articlesieyt®o
Brandes Gratz in th&kew York Post during the second week of January 1973, criticizing the
Commission, was quite painful for the Commission and its %tafie Commission was taken to
task for being too timid in its designations, not designating in the face of owner opposition,
imposing an informal moratorium on new designations, supposedly due to lack of staff and other
resourcesnsisting on holding new hearings in 1970 on items on which it had not acted the first
time around (and presumabtywas planning to do the same in 1973), and similar complaints.

The designation hearing moratorium was soundly criticized, although it wasikhat changes
were being proposed. One of those quoted most often in the articles was Kent Barwick, the
executive director of the Municipal Art Society. The MAS had taken a key role in drafting the
changes to the lawinder the leadership of Whitney NMoiSeymouf>

Barwick knew that his comments had come out more critically than he would have wished.

In a letter received by Goldstone on January 1731Barwick34+*56%iope you will

understand how much it pains me to find myself in a public position which will seem to some to
be critical of the Landmarks Commission. | wrestled with my soul for some time before saying
anything to Ms. Gratz and then stressedhwigr my genuine conviction that we needed stronger
legislation. | trust the series now running will in its remaining chapters note the many
accomplishments of the Commission and its staff and | hope that the long range effect of this
presumably welintentioned coverage will be beneficial both to the Commission and thée' City.

He also enclosed a copy of the letter he had sent to Dorothy Schiff, the editor and publisher
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of the Post. While he commended theost for the series, he noted that the picture it presented of
the Commil"#3$%4&'1%'#()&*'+%,%-'."$/)01%& hile some of the criticisms voiced in the series

may be justified, it is well to keep in mind what has been done and by whom. Under the
leadership of Harmm Goldstone and his predecessor, Geoffrey Platt, the Commission's staff and
unsalaried Commissioners have worked hard, often heroically, on behalf of the City's
architectural treasures. In the last few years the New York Commission has become a model for
the nation because significant buildings have been saved in the face of overwhelming odds,
because it has taken the time and trouble to find new uses for potential white elephants and
becaus®f those ingovernment and in the private seondro have it within their power to shape

the physical environment of New York City without losing too much sleep over possible censure
by the New York Post or the Municipal Art Society. These are not small accomplishments. They
should be recognized not aslefense of the status quo, but as essential groundwork in the
development of a more effective preservation program.

2T he critical question now for both the Commission and its critics is how to grow
constructively to meet the needs of this city. It isiobs to all concerned that more sensible
legislation is in order. . .

2Equally important is the question of funding. It is neither possible nor responsible for the
Commission to undertake even a barely adequate preservation program without adeqtmate staff
research proposed designations and properly police those buildings and districts already
designated. . 3*

The Municipal Art Society sponsored the formation of two new advocacy groups in 1973.
The first was the Histic Districts Council, consisting of representatives of the various historic
districts who needed a forum and a commoice/¢o express their conceri$e organization
continues to be a strong voice for designation and preservation issues throughibut the

The second was the New York Landmarks Conservancy, established specifiealisoap
to raise and administéunds for historic preservation purposes, especially building rehabilitation
rather than programi.was also empowered to accept pres@omeeasements on historic
propertiesThis advocacy group eventually expanded its scope throutlewuty ork State.

A number of administrative changes had been made at the Commission in 1972 and 1973, in
part to meet the increased demands &sighation and accompanying need for more staff

assistance with regulation. Alan Burnham was shifted into a new position and given the title of
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Director of Research. The Operations Department was renamed the Preservation Department,
and Michael Gold was nda the Director of Preservation. Frank Gilbert was named the

Executive Director. Procedures were put in place to hold a civil service examination for new
staff positions and temporary funding was secured from the New York State Council on the Arts
to hirea group of graduate students to finish research and prepare designation reports for the
pending historic districts. As a result, Park Sldparroll Gardens, and Boerum Hill in Brooklyn

and RiversideNest 105th Street (heard as Bloomingdaldylanhattan were designated as

historic districts. The Cast Iron Historic District, was designated with the larger set of boundaries
that the Commission had heard in 1970 as the Soaki Iron Historic District, recognizing a
relatively new name that ha@édn given to that section of the city. It was the city's first large

scale commercial/industrial historic district and brought a new set of regulatory chaffenges.
Following the establishment of a civil service list, the newly hired staff were put to work in the
Preservation Department. The Research Department had a much lower priority, because the
Commission thoughhatmost of what could and should be designated had already been done or
soon would be done.

Mayor Lindsay kept his promises to Goldstone on supporting amendments to the law. The
revisions drafted by the Municipal Art Society were submitted t&CtrporationCounsel for
review. Then the legislation was introduced by Councilman Thomas Cuite. Hearings were held,
and the Landmarks law was amended in 1973, with the revised provisions to go into effect the
following year.

That November, Abrahaeame, the city comptroller, won the mayoral election. While
Lindsay was something of a maverick and had run as an independent for his second term, Beame
was a longime member of the Democratic Party establishment, and not a part that was
connected to th®lunicipal Art Society and its concerns. What mayoraltywould mean for the
Landmarks Commission was unknown.

Goldstone submitted his resignation, effective December 31, 1973, as a matter of courtesy,
but he expected that it would be refused. Afterth#, Commission had spent eight years being a
nonpartisan agency which, by that time, seemed to enjoy wide public support. On the morning
of December 31, he read in thew York Timesthat he would not be frappointed and that the
new chairman of the Conission would be a planner named Beverly Moss Sfatt.

Ever the gentleman, Goldstone came to the Commission and took the staff who were in the
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office that day out to lunch. He thanked them for their work, told them how much he appreciated
their contributions, and urged them to give Mrs. Spatt thgport. The first era of the
Landmarks Commission had come to a close.
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Notes to Chapgtr 2

1. Harmon H.Goldstone and Martha Dalrympléfjstory Preserved: A Guide to New York City Landmarks and

Historic Districts!"#$%&'()*%+,-'.%/.0%+12345#(6%789:;6%<=>%7?,12/#@%A>%B #0@%CCC6%DE,45'(,1%F,45(,15%G
Connecticut Law Review 8 (Winter 19751976): 209230, presents a useful overview of ordinances that are district
specific versus ordinances with broad powers.

I

2"Mhe Fine Arts Federation, an organization composed of representatives from a ¥aniggnzations devoted to

art, architecture, planning, and historic preservation, was established in 1895. It was mandated by the City Charter of
1898, which established Greater New York, to recommend appointments to the newly established Art Commission.
Consequently, it made sense to expand its mandate to recommend appointees to the Landmarks Preservation
Commission.

I

3"l'Goldstone and Dalrymple, 22.

!

4"'The Landmarks Preservation Commission was established as Local Law 46 of 1965 of the City of New York and
contained in Chapter 63 of the Charter of the City of NexkYand Chapter-8 of the Administrative Codeé.

5"12'-/4%B>%J..,46%DK/.0-/()4%L,@ @%M#4%5 % Nav1Y@BA¥bes, March 24, 1965. In retrospect, Geoffrey

Platt saw the time interval as helpful to tii'e-,44,'.6%DO#1/34#%,5%%$/4%/04'(0,.P%/.%/$Q3@% @'5%'Q%-/5#(,/ @>%>%>
P/R#%52#%N'--,44,'.%/%12/.1#%5'%S3@ @%,54#@ Q%5 'P#52#(>H%T.52'.U%N>%B"06%DV," ##(4%'Q%\V (#4#(R/5,'.*9
with the first Chairman of the Landmarks Preservation Commission/S#&dM#' QQ(#U% W@ dsfeténs 4, no. 1

(Winter 1987): 15.

|

6"Mhe Board of Estimate was composed of the Mayor, the Comptroller, and the City Council President, elected city
wide officials, each of whom had two votes; and the five borough presidestgceby the residents of the

borough, each of whom had one vote.

|

7"D+5,@ @%52#%B (#1)# (M@ GQBEsMay 27, 1965.
]
8. Interview with Frank Gilbert, November 4, 2000.

9"IM, @ O#(5%,.5#(R,#$>%V@/55%,.%2,4%, .5#(R,#$%$,52%B" 0% (#-#-O#(4%N,5U%N'3.1, @%V (#4,0#.5%X'44%!4,1;%.
0,R#.%U'3%52,4%S'$#(6%.'$%U'3%/0-,.,45#(%,5>H!7Y;%V/3@%X>%+1(#R/.#%$/4%52#%N,5U%N'3.1, @%V (#4,0#.5%

10"All the Brooklyn items were eventually designated and survive in vastatgs of repaikingslandMansion

was designated and then moved to a new site. It is now a house museum. Of the Manhattan items, all except the
Metropolitan Opera House (demolished in 1967 after the Commission denied degigna866; only the exterior

had been considered for designation) were designated, either individually or a part of a historic district, thkhough
Jerome Mansion was demolished after hardship proceedings. The Old Bronx Borough Courthouse was designated
but demolished after a fire. The buildingsSailorsSungHarbor were designated and eventually acquired by the

city. New Brighton Village Hall, although designatedentually suffered a long and painful deterionatifter

failed renovation schemes under several owners. It was finally demolished irP2@04ecalled the first hearing in
2,4%,.5#(R,#3$%$,52%B"0*%DG.%,5%$#%2/0%#R#(U%-/[' (%52 (#/5#.#0%03,@0,.P>%>%>%B#%5")%".%4'-#%(#/ @ @L
Wood, Platt interiew, 24.

|

11"AJ( 43 (52%A'S@H#6%DA, (45%G QQ, 1,/@%K/.0-/()4% QUN, SNEF¥EHPTT5#85Bietober 18, 1965.
|

12'DG5,4%V(/55%V#/(4] @ @WAY8ME6, QUABAH%", #%&H#(%IQQ'(5%5'%F#4,P./5#%L (") @U.%E#,P254%/4%"#3$%&' () %N
A,(45%E,45'(,1%F,45(,15%/.0%,54%A,(45%K, -, 5#0% B#/Res%a4sST, io6 B %4 995): 1-18, explains how the

information was transferred to the Commission.

|

13'J0,52%JR/.4%T403(U6%D\, @ @/P#(4%V @/.%K/.Oveois@nsHdecember 9, 1965; Thomas W. Ennis,
D\, @ @/P####%K/.0-/()4%?'R#6HYW York Times, December 10, 1965.
!

The Commission Established (196973) /51
Copyright©2010 Marjorie Pearson



14. "#$%&" ()*'$)+*#,-./#(0)112)345&).567)&") (8(,-"'(9%)%5,/,:9%(0)*;&(,) &7 )#*<)<*%) (*6 &($)*'$)&7()="..:%6%:")
set up, pleas came from all over the city for designation not only of individual Lakeirf@rwhich the
=".:%%:")<*%)/,(/*,($0)>5&)*#%")";).*'-).",() ?:%&",:6)+:%&,:6 &%) & 7*") 7*$)(8(,)>(()*'&:6:/*&($2@

15 Wood, Platt interview, 28, discusses the controversy over the Greenwich Village Historic District boundaries;
A7"*%)B2)C":%0)3D*'$.* E)F*'(#)G,"5%00)HI:##* J(08@) York Times, December 9, 1966.

16. Thomas WEnnis 3Director of Landmarks Quits on Advice of Physidi@vew York Times, November 24,
1965.

17. K'&(,8:(<)<:&7)L*,J"&)*-#(0)L*,6 7)MNO) LNNN2)O(()*#%"0)07(,<:)+2)0.:&70)3A7()!,(*&) D*'$.*,EX)P: J7&
F,:8*&()D"%%)8%2)F5>#:6)Ned@0rk Times Magazine, March 27, 1966, for an assessieihVan Derpool.

18. With each group of designations, the Commission issued a designation list. In 1987, the etittageofians
6" H#($)*)#:%&:"0)";)$(%0: ] *&: " %)>-)>","5I7%)*'$)-(*,%2)3D*'$.*,E) +(%:J*&:"):)=7,""#"J:6*#)R,$(,)MSTU
MSVTO@rge Views4 no. 1 (Winter 287): 4568. The third and fourth editions of ti@&side to New York City
Landmarks(New York: John Wiley and Sons, 2004, 2009) have listed the year of designation with each entry

19. Andrew S. Dolkart,7The Row House Reborn. Architecture and Neighborhoods in New York City, 1908-1929
(Baltimore and_ondon: Johns Hopkins University Press, 2009) is a recent analysis of this phenomenon.

20. Amster sold the development rights to the property in 1980, which enabled the construction of a large office

building at the corner of Third Avenue and Eagh®reet. The concept and application of transferable
develop('&),:J7&%)WA+XY):%)$:%65%%($):)&7()(Z2&)67*/&(,2)P"##"<:' 1) G.%&(,9%)$(*&70)&7()/,"/(,&-)<*%) % "#$)&") &7 (
Instituto Cervantes, which undertook a major renovation. Because of structural problems, the foundation walls

partially collapsed and major recong&u™)('%5($2)A:™*)[(##(-0)3®ew York Landmark in Rubble:
F,(%(,8*&:":%8&%)F,"&(%&)+(."#:&:"")*&) G.%&(,) W& @Yk TimeD)L*-)1M0)INN12)+*8:$)B2)+5'#*/0)3K##5%:™):")
#L:$&"<")="5,&-*,$0)D*'$.*, E)[((/%)L",()K&%)O/:,:&)A7*)K&%)O&, 56 &8 @y k Times, September 22, 2003.

21 Although not in the contemporary record, Trinity Parish may have been remembering its difficulti8s with
1"7'9%)=7"pel some sixty years earlier. SRandallMasor0)3A7()F,(%(,8*&:"")*'$)+(%&,56&:"0&2)]"7'9%)
=7*/(#0@):The Once and Future New York: Historic Preservation and the Modern City (Minneapolis:University of
L:"(%"&*)F,(%%0)INNSY2)A7()3%/(6:*#)#*'I5*I(@)5%($):)&7()A,:":&-)=75,67)$(%0:J*&:""),(/",&),(*$%")3A7()
Landmarks Preservation Commission recognizes that the Landmark on the property in question (and the Landmark
Site) is wholly used for religious and datly related charitable purposes by Trinity Church and that the needs of
Trinity Church for such uses may change in the years ahead, entailing changes in the original structure or the
creation of other structures on the Landmark Site. By this desigradtiba Landmark described above and the
Landmark Site on which it is located, it is not intended to freeze the structure in its present state or to prevent future
appropriate alterations needed to meet the changed requirements of use for religioustiydethted charitable
purposes. The Commission believes it has the obligation and indeed the desire to cooperate with the owners of
Landmarks who wish to make changes to their properties. In this connection the Commission wishes to state at this
time tha it recognizes thatrinity Church may want to erect new buildings on its grounds in the future. The
Commission recognizes thatinity Church also may want to make exterior changes to its existifdjrigs. The
Commission looks forward to working witfrinity Church when the Church desires to erect new buildings on its
J,"5'$%)" )&")FE)(Z&(,:",) *#&(,*&:""%)"): &%) (Z:%&:'])>5:#$:'%2@

22. Theintroduction to the Greenwich Village Designation Report and the denial of the Grand Central Terminal
6(,&:;:6*&()")* 1", *&('(%%)>"&7)5%($)&7:%0) (Z* .[#(2)AT" . *%)B2)C":%0)3D*'$.*,E%)="..:%%:"")=#*,:;:(%) K&%0)
Gbh&7",:&-0/@)v York Times, December 4, 196@liscusses how the Commission plans to regulate buildings in
historic districts.

23, K'&(,8:(<)<:&7)L:", J:")=*8:J#:(,:0)L* ,67)VO) INNN_)+"5I#*06)L* &:'0)3:", J:")=*8:J#:(,:0)",>*)F, (%(,8*&:":%&0)
+:(%)*&)SUN@) York Times, May 18, 2007.

24. Geoffrey Platt, Letter to the editolew York Time)$*&($)L*-)MMO)MSTa0)6"/-):")DF=);:#i#he)BRunning Out
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on City Landmark; 1‘'Month Search for Buyer for Jerome Manskeails! New York Times, May 22, 1967
|

25"IGilbert interview; Goldstone and Dalrymple, 26.

26. Stephen Denis, an attorney with the National Trust for Historic Preservation compiled théntests
memorandum to the Landmarks Preservation Commisslarch 1979. See also, Goldstone and Dalrymple; 518
"#$%&'()*+&,-./0.&1.-23&40*+538&/6&7836&-9&7:)3:.&;0 83Bi&w Bork Times, September 23, 1972.

I

27'The poposed redevelopment of tliénes Square area, beginning in the late 1970s, in part with federal urban

renewal funds, resulted in the demolition of two National Regadtgible theaters, several lawsuits, and lbegn

action by the Commissioon many other theaters. See Chapters 3 and 4 for further discussion.

|

28'>)3:.78: @& @835&A-B:9&C-.930)&D8325=&C-.25&$=& EFFFG&(::&-H90=&',8930.82&I.:9:.7-380)J&D0.+8)+&-&K8928
Proceedings of a Symposium in Honor of Jaiiasston Fitch and Twenty Years of Historic Preservation at
ColumbiaM)87?:.9836=!&:N83:N&/6&4:35&(*HH:)/:.+:.=&1.:9:.7-380)&<H*B8x &eyk1+385.

|

29'IGilbert interview; Wood, Platt interview, 28.

!

30'ILandmarks Presertian CommissionGreenwich Village Historic District Designation Report, (New York:

City of New York, 1969), 1:27.

!
31""OP8HH-+:Q!&K:/-3:9&A-8HQ9&K:BOH8380)%&R-)NB-.S9&,:-.8)+&T:8+59&D-3:&0;&,0* & &d¢13:)380)=!&
Times=&A*HB6&#"=&#SUVY%&C*..-6&(25B-25=&'40-.N&P03:9&30&K:BOH895&A-8H&.8) Mty Y@ ZBBR8HH-+:=!&
August 17,1973. Demolition began in October 1973, and the site was eventually turned into a garden.

!

32'LPC press tiease, August 26, 1969; Goldstone and Dalrymple, 225, summarizes the action. At the time of their
writing, the case was still in court.

!

33'IFour years later, attorney John J. Costonis proposed a development bank projfiisabfpy as a means or
preserving notabl€hicago skyscrapers and office buildings. This was shortly after the demolition in 1971 of the
7582-+0&(302S&XY25-)+:=&N:98+):N&/6&R0*89&,G&(*HH8?-)G&AD5)&ABIRAGOFIBOH8CEDIR/e Zoning

and the Preservation of Urban L&xdS9=!&arvard Law Review 85 (1972): 574; John J. Costonfpace Adrift:
Landmarks Preservation and the Marketplace (Urbana and Chicago: University of lllinois Press, 1974). Urilkev

York, Chicago never enacted the Costonis propbsal.

34"'See NYC Zoning Glossary|http://www.nyc.gov/html/dcp/html/zone/glossary.shifor definitions. The
program of continuing maintenance usually requirestbation of a property easement so that the status of the
landmark property can be monitored by an outside party.

|

éS"!GoIdstone and Dalrymple, 86.
|

36'X?:)&8;&-&L:.B83&89&/:8)+&90*+53&;0.&N:BOH8380)=&83&89&938HH&2-HH:N&-&'2:.38;82-3:&0;&-LL.0L.8-3:):99G!
I

37'IGoldstone and Dalrymple, 8682%&7H-*N8-&R0./:.=&'K8++8)+&ML&[*.&M./- )80 Bort& Times Magazine
April 12, 1981.
|

38GEXN@-.N&7G&4*.S9=&'DB03EAF8HN8)+9&,:.:&K-38)+&;.0B&#Z\Z2&30& 4! &&W:Xark Times, Nov. 2,
1970;Michael Gold, '40+-.N*9&7-93&>.0)&K:98+):N&30&/:&K89B-)3H:N&-)N&ibBHBE&servation 23 (July-
Sept. 197}, 12-19; JohnG. Waite=&'15:&XN+-.&R-8)+&(30.:9&"#$\$rd8 8Y&hitecture in New York City (Albany,
N.Y.: New York State Historic Trust and Society for Industrial Archeology, 19%2)R. Weismar& &C8N&#$
7:)3*.6&70BB:.28-H&4*8HN8)+&/6&A-B:9&40+-NiBergentum(1972): 6376, Margot Gayleand Edmund V.
Gillon, Jr., Cast-/ron Architecture in New York: A Photographic Survey (New York: Dover Publications, 1974), 410
11;"\ -Ton Cast>.0)&D-2-N:&I-):H9&(30H:)&,:.. A8 York Times, June 26, 1974. Also Goldstoard Dalrymple,

92-94.
!
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39. Quoted in Goldstone and Dalrymple, 60; the emphasis is mine.
40. Their much more detailed book on New York City landmat¥story Preserved, was published in 1974.
41. See Goldstone and Dalrymple, 22%6, for a discussion of the Metropolitan Museum expansion.

42. Gratz was an ambitious young reporter in 1973. She was subsequently appointed as a kabaolmariksioner
in 2000.

43. Gilmartin, 398399, discusses the campaign to change the law from the viewpoint of MAS.
44, Letters in LPC archives files.

45, All of these districts had been mentioned in Gratz's articles. Many of the individlgaihgsishe discussed
were also designated.

46. J'#S%&'#(1#)$*+,-./S0I'$1&#-28&'3/)$45-6.()$&#-$7&8,/$+99! #(.-$:;$4.&2. W8 York Times, December 31,
1973. Gilmartin, 399100, states that Gddtone had offered to resign whenever Beame wantedohito so.
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EXPANDING A MISSION AND MANDATE (1974-1983)

The Spatt Years

Beverly Moss Spatt was the first chairman appointed to the Commission who was not part of
the Municipal At Society establishmerA planner who was on the facultyBarnardCollege,
"#$$%8&#'%())*%0#%+)+(),%-.%5&)%/0$1%2 3#**0* 4%/ - ++0550-*%#*' % 6#5%-.$)*% 7#33)'%#%8+#9),
She was a reform Democrat who was politically well conne¢kéet. father, Maximilian Moss,
had been a judge of the Kings County Surrogate's Court.) According to Spatt, Beame (or his
prospectivaleputy mayor Stanley Friedman) had no intention of reappointing Goldstone.
However, they had problems finding a suitable tdate because the pay was so low; the
position was still only fundedt a halttime salary. Spatt arfellow reform DemocraMario
Cuomo, at that time a statenatoifrom Queensdecided that she would do a good job and she
was willing to accept the salary, so she appli@d.a resident oBrooklyn Heights, Spatt had
experienced firsthand thempact of the historic district designation on the neighborhood.

Not only was Spatt not a part of the MAS establishment, she wanted to move the
Commission away from what she saw as the MAS mindset and what she perceived as a
Manhattan bias and elitism. Imnayzing the work of the Commission, she saw that it, quite
unintentionally, had become extremely effective at doing something no other city agency had
been able to do namely, preserving neighborhoods. She took as her mandate and mission the
expansion offtat effort while making the LPC accountable to the peophesf York City. A
few years earlier, Goldstone had commented on the impact of designation on stabilizing
neighborhoods and improving property values. Architecture critic Ada Louise Heixtab
)>"#*")'%-*%$&) %" "-0*$%# (- ?$%#%+-*$&%o#. $), %! "#$5%S--:%-..07) @ Y08 A*%-*)%") 7#') B%$&) % 7#7?5)
preservation has undergone a remarkable transformation from an odd and harmless hobby of
little old ladies in floppy hats who liked old houses to an integral, midtrative part of city
4-9),*+)*$%")#30*4%60$& %#*%)55)*$0#3%"#,$%-.%$&)%70$1C5%.#(,07;%!)*$0+)*$#30$1%&#5%4
sophistication. From a cultural nicety it has developed into an environmental necessity of
important sociological impasta remarkable ¢®)D?)*7)%*-%-*)%.-,)5#6;<

As Spatt recounted in 19781y experience was with a planning authority that had direct
and immediate involvement in the workings of government; and therefore, a direct and

immediate effect on the built environment. The Landmarks Preservation Commission, on the
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other hand, was relativelgolated from the operation of city government, occupied with the
specific business of identifying and saving landmarks, landmarks threatened by a whole range of
urban realities, sometimes including government . . . .The act of preserving individual aSpects
urban life has produced an effect that is greater than the sum of its landmatR parts.

Given her background as a planner, Spatt wanted to devise a comprehengeas fg@an for
the Commission's future. But the diyday demands placed on the agency could not stop for
long-range planning. Buildings and historic dists had been heard for designation but still had
not been acted on. Promises had been made or implied by Goldstof@riiGeeene
neighborhood of Brooklyn had carried out an extensive historic district study under the
leadership of Pifessor James Marston Fitch@blumbiaUniversity, and Goldstone had been
interested in calendaring a district. Spatt wanted to wait and investigate further. The Carnegie
Hill neighborhood anxiously pushed for designatiom diistoric district that had been heard in
1970. That immediate neighborhood also included a significant number of grand houses,
including theCarnegieMansion itself, that had been converted for institutional use andimvere
some cases threatened. Spatt, if not all that enamored of "mansion” designations, was at least
sympathetic to the broader concerns of the neighborhood. Many of these houses were
individually designated in the summer of 1974, while a truncated histetiect] consisting of
two noncontiguous sections flanking Madison Avenue, was calendared and designated in late
1974. Madison Avenue was excluded because the City Planning Commission had implemented a
special Madison Avenue district for zoning purposes was intended to achieve certain
preservation aims, such as the retention of small storefronts and low building heights, without the
comprehensive review of the Landmarks Preservation Commission.

The Commission was also anxious to exa¥t¢he newly amended provisions of the
landmarks law, by scheduling designation hearings on a regular basis and by considering
potential interior landmarks and scenic landmarks. By law, interior spaces specifically used for
purposes of religious worship veeexcluded from consideration; any designated interior had to
"HE%&'()*+,-./$+%%oH" " H#P()P(0#PL&".-%2$30#$4 #.-5-)&'$6),'0- 11$#7%.&'"-) 856 +'$-8(#89#93()$+:)-9¢%
-, (P<*#89*#8($%0+. #85#' 2$30#$4%& ' ()*+,-.[$+%0%0#"-" #1$.+ 858 +5#$6+'$(+=#8%$>,)*$
contemporary @il rights legislation and became the subject of interpretation and lawsuits in
>&(& #SH+,'2$<$'%#8-%$.+89*+,=$6+'$9#>-8#95+'$41&".-%$1+,=.+893) 6 8#OWER 045 ?-(/1$)>$
@),=2!$?)8'#A&#8(./B$1+,=.+89%),5.+89'%+1#9%5+ #+'$)68#93$"/$)(0#,$5)  # B3 (B8
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private parties could not be designated as a scenic landmark.

Central Park would be the first scenic landmark considered by the Commission, but Frank
I"#$%8&'()*+'%, ("-(%+./&%('0*'('0%(1&-/+,)-&2(3-&(,%."1+*"'+1('0%(4"'56.(7-.' (8&-7"+¥6+'(.4%+
landmark be properly laid with a good public record and adequate research. The Commission
)*.(*)*&%(-3(.%""+1(8&%4%,%+".9(:8*"()*.(;/-'%,<(=>0".(".('0%(3"&."(8/$#"4(0%*&"+1('0&-/10-/'(
the country on a scenic landmark. We will have to explore it asodevmew field and hopefully
)0 ()%(,-()"##(.%&?%(*.(*(8&-'-'58%(3-&('0%() 0-#%(4-PHRBAGesignated on April 16,

1974, followed on July 23, 1974, IBrandArmy Plaza, immediately contiguous @entral Park
atFifth Avenue and9th Street. By 1974, Central Park was #tiél great recreation ground of
New York City, but was in sorry physical state, due to intensive use, in part encouraged by
Thomas Hoving, park commissioner under Mayor Lindsey, and lack of ongoing maintenance.
The design legacy of Frederick Lawn®ted and Calvert Vaux, the original landscape
architects, was just beginning to receive wider apprecition.

At the suggestion of Commissioner Morris Ketchum, the Commission calendared and
subsequently demated, on November 12, 1974, three geographically contiguous items that
would represent three landmark categories. The first interior landmark designated by the
Commission was the main New York Public Library building at Fifth Avenue and 42nd Street
with spaces on the first floor (main lobby, later renamed Astor Hall) and third floor (central hall)
and the connecting north and south staircases. (The exterior of the building had been designated
in 1967.) Bryant Park, located behind the New York Publicdrjpand extending west &ixth
Avenue, was designated as a scenic landmarkAnericanRadiatorBuilding, facing the park
on the south side &West 40th Street, was designated as awiidigial landmark. Interestingly,
the building, dating from 1928924 with a design by Raymond Hood that expressed the setback
massing required by the 1916 New York City zoning resolution, was only the second skyscraper
designated by the Commissib(iThe Flatiron Building had been designated in 1966.) Even so,
'0%(A-77".."-+6.(*4"-+()*.(+-'()"0-/'(4-+'&-?%8& .5B("+(8*&'($%4*/.%(-3('0%($/"#,"+16.(,&*7*"4(
design, and designation was opposed by the American Standard Company, the owners of the
building. By this time, the building was fifty years old, twenty years older than the yieiaty
minimum required by thiaw, and certainly old enough to allow sufficient time for its historical
and architectural character to be considered with some perspective. By comparison, fifty years is

the age requirement for National Register listing, unless a property has exdeggioriiaance.
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That same November meeting brought the designation of another unusual complex, the First
Houses, Avenue A arigast 3rd Street. Designed by Frederick Ackerman and built in-1935
1936, this was the first publicly funded lamcomehousing project in th&nited States. Such a
designation reflected the sentiments of Spatt to move beyond "elite" architecture and the interests
of Commissioner Elisabeth A. Coit, an architect who had spent much of her career working on
housing issues.

In July 1974, the New York State Court of Appeals rendered its decision on the case of
LutheranChurch inAmerica v. City ofNew York (359 N.Y.S. 2d 7). The suit that had been filed
over the desigrieon of the Morgan House, challenging the constitutionality of the law and its
application, had made its way through three levels of judicial proceedingéppleals Court
found the law unconstitutional as applied because the designateddpwias inadequate for the
owner's needs. (This was one of the hardship tests fepnadits identified in theSnugHarbor
decision.) Hence, the landmark status was removed from the property. However, the court
refused toihd the law itself unconstitutional. It affirmed the decision of the Appellate Division
in theSailorsSnugHarbor case and the test it had developed for property held for charitable
purpose$.

At that point, Spatt had been chairman of the Commission for onBnsbone half months.

Mayor Beame and Corporation Counsel Adrian Burke were not willing to appeal the ruling to
theU.S. Supreme Court. And because the hardship issue for charitable organizations was more
intangible than the dollars and cents of a six percent return, the prospects for a favorable
judgment were less than certdin.

Spatt was also dealing with the Commission staff. Modest increases in funding brought
additional positions to the Presatin Department, but differences with Michael Gold over the
administration of the department led to his dismissal. Margaret Tuft, the deputy director, was
promoted to the position of director. New York State Council for the Arts (NYSCA) funding
enabled tk retention of staff in the Research Department, which was still headed by Alan
Burnham with Ellen Kramer as his deputy. Burnham was never really comfortable working for a
"#$%&'$% (") *+%',+)+,,+(*"-. $**'$/*0+'12$(3'4"##5//5"%+,&6'78*'0+'4$, +('(++0DBIS
landmarks and the Commission, and he wanted to educate her about architecture. Like Burnham,
Frank Gilbert was very protective of the Commission and the landmarks law, but the differences

in temperament between Spatt and Gilbert proved to be too adaft the Commission for a

Expanding aMission and a Mandate (19-24983) /58
Copyright©2010 Marjorie Pearson



position with the National Trust for Historic Preservation early in 1975. Alfred Shapiro was
recruited from the Planning Department as the executive director.

On January 21, 1975, Judge Irving H. Saypol ofNbB&/ Yoik StateSupremeCourtof New
York County finally issued his opinion on the Grand Central Terminal case, ruling against the
City of New York and the Landmarks Preservation Commission. If Spdtfdit uncertain about
the eventual outcome of the&itheranChurch case, she suppressed whatever doubts she may
have had about Grand Central. Eleven years after the demolition of Penn StatiasttSale
counterpart could Ag#$"%$!"&™()!*'+!1","-)&*1."/01,23"4$2!1,%",5")!"5!,235"1'3,6")5")!15™ (2"#$5!"
defense, a landmark to the entire world. We cannot in good conscience encourage the
7'891'8)5$"1"3$5!1+7!1)'2"-" "#+)%3)2&"5")89'1!, 2t

;,6'1"<$,8%",&1$$3"1* 1"1*$"7)16",23"1*$"7'19'1,!)'2"7'+25$%=5"--) 7$" ('+%3"-)%3$",2",99%,%"
with the Appellate Division of the court. In retrospect, Spatt felt that the appsdbwfrom
certain; Beame had to be persuaded that it was a necessary action in the face of opposition from
his corporation counsel, W. Bernard Richland (who had just replaced Adrian Burke), and his
deputy mayor Stanley Friedman. The Municipal Art So¢ietyich had spent years advocating
for the cause of Grand Central, organized a Citizens' Committee to save the terminal. With
Jacqueline Onassis volunteering her services as the most visible member of the committee, MAS
became the public face of the causermer Mayor Robert F. Wagner was the chairman and
architect Philip Johnson the vice chairman of the@&8&on committe&' The case was argued by
the city's law department in the Appellate Division Courthous#laffison Square. Later that
6$,1"1*$">,69'%"3$7)5)'2"(,5"1$?7$15$3"/'2"1*$"&1'+235"1*,1"1*$"91"1$7!)'2"'-"%,238,1@5"(,5","
legitimate9+#%)7"9+19'5$",23"I* 1"1*$"1$&+%,1)'2"(,5","1$,5'2,#%%$"8$,25"-", 7*)$?)2&" 2"$23.
Penn Central appealedew York State's highest court, the Court of Appeals, whiedrdl the
case in 1977. Its decision, written by Chief Judge Charles Breitel, unanimously upheld the
findings of the Appellate Divisioft

Despite such high profile issues, Spatt was busy planning for the future of the Landmarks
Preservation Commission with the assistance of Adele Chaffaltbr. ChatfieldTaylor, an
early graduate of the Fitch Historic Preservation progra@ohaimbia, had been hired to work in
*$"A1$5$17?,1)'2"B$9,1!18$2!"3+1)2&"1*$"%,5!"-$("8'2!*5"-"0'%35!'"2$=5"7*,)18,25*)9.">*$"* 3"
#$7'8%">9,!1=5" 55)5! 2I"I"'("1@"'2"9%,22)2&"-'1"1*$"4'88)55)'2",1"0'%35!'2$=5"
recommendation. The first results of the Spatt plageifort began to be seen in 1975 and
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"#H$%E& (1) &*)+$&), &-#"11.*&#"/1'012"/&'(1$/$*1*3&!4$&$%10"")(&),&0)22$5$&*1 1% $(1*&,)/&, 11 1/$&
preservation concerns led to a thyear Landmarks Scholar program; a conference on the
importance of neighborhoods brdaugcademics and concerned citizens together from around

the country; and the implementation of an architectural and historical survey in the borough of
6/))728(&$9H#" (%$%&!4$&:)++**") (*&*0)#P&'(1)&"&*$0!")(&),&!14$&0'18&!14"1&4"%& () &/$0$';$%0&"(8&
systematt analysis since the late 1950s.

The Landmarks Scholars program brought small groups of college students from both public
and private institutions to the Commission to work on independent study projects that in some
way addressed Landmarkslated issuegcontribut[ing] to the evolving practice and philosophy
of preservation, develop[ing] new methodologi$® At least three of them went on to
distinguished careers in related fields: architect Roy Strickland, arefiitechaker James
Saunders, and planner Ronda Wist, who served as executive director of the Landmarks
Preservation Commission between 1997 ard?ZD&A"('$2&B"™*"/7.*&*1 19BBE)kByn fire
'Y (*&2"1$/&8#/);$%& ) &CH&;$/881*F,12& (&1 4B&: ) ++**) (*&" (%&*!",, . *&D)/7&"*&'1&2)) 7$%& " &!14'*&
building type.

The neighborhood conference introduced the topic and its importance to the public and the
Commi*")(.*&0)(*0") 1*($**E&C1!&12!'+"1$28&" & D "BeHBE/N survey that allowed the
Commission to deal with neighborhoods and to broaden the scope and extent of designated
historic districts. Not only did the survey enable the Commission to shifietstation away
from Manhattan, but it also let the Commission look at all sectioBsafklyn and assess them
in context with each other. If the Commission knew what was out there, then presumably it could
make its designation decisions in a m@tonal way, not just in response to local neighborhood
pressures. The Commission had also been bruised by the response to the designation of a small
residential historic district in the Steinway sectiorQaieens. Homeowners were sufficiently
upsetby the thought of bureaucrats in city government telling them what they could or could not
do with their houses that they persuaded the Board of Estimate to deny the destgnation.

Encouraged by Adele Chatfielthylor, Spatt pushed for a more comprehensive survey
program, accompanied by a public educapiozgram, as a key to future designation success.

The Brooklyn survey, headed up by historian @uetens resident Henry Ludder, who resigned
his Commission seat to take the job, lasted for two years, covered all areas of the borough,

identified twentypotential historic districts, and compiled a wealth of building type and thematic
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studies'®

When the Commission celebrated its tenth anniversary in April 1975, Paul Goldberger who
had succeeded Ada Louise Huxtable asNtae York Times architecture critic, wrote a news
analysis'’ I"#$%&'(&')*"+&$)+,-+)+,&)."//0110"*)201) (&*& - ##3)4"*10$&'&$)+,&)/"1+)
accomplished such agency irethation. At a time when, moreover, historic preservation has
become part of city planning gospel, thew York commission should be riding higher than
ever. Nonetheless, the commission faces a number of serious problems as it moves into its
secd$)$&4-$&56)!"#3%&' (&) 7&*+)"*)+")$014811)+,&)9-'0"8L)#&(-#)4,-##&*(&1)-*$)+,&): "% #&/1)
facing the Commission as it sought to designate more landmarks and regulate those already
designated.

Not all of the new programs and studies were to be done withdoltats, although Spatt
fought successfully for agency funding. By 1975, after years of budgetary siéighnd, the
City of New York was virtually bankrupt. The City had gone to the United States Congress for
federal loan guarantees, which e@pposed by President Gerald Ford. The famous headline in
theNew York Daily News -:+#3)18//&%$)8:)+,&)10+8-+0"*;)2<"$F&Y)>"?;) @":) @ &-$56)A8+)

New York City prevailed, the federal loan guarantees were put into place althdbgevere
oversight constraints that in essence shifted the governance of the city to an appointed board
called the Emergency Financial Control Board. Concurrently, a host of federal programs had
been introduced that were available for urban n&&gpatt and Chatfieldaylor wanted to tap
some of those funds for tiBrooklyn survey and other related programs. At the same time, they
wanted to work more closely withhar city agencies like City Planning and Housing and
Community Development to make them aware of their responsibilities towards landmark
properties.

With federal funding came additional responsibilities mandated by the National Historic
Preservation ActB)CDEE)-*$)FG&48+09&)H'$&")CCIDJ)2<")+,&)K™"+&4+0"*)-*$)F*,-*4&/&*+)"B)
+,&).8#+8'-#)F*90"*/&*+6)"B)CDLC5)A"+,)'&M80'&$) B&$&'-#)-(&*40&1)+")4"*10$&") +,&) &BB&4+) "'B)+
actions on properties that were on or were eligible for the National Register aid¥txes. If
the effects were adverse, then the agencies were to seek ways to mitigate those actions. When
New York City began to accept Community Development block grants and HUD grants, it had
to consider the National Register potential ofgemies that would be affected by the grants. The

Commission on behalf of the City stepped into the role of reviewing National Register eligibility.
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Survey became an important tool in determining potential National Register significance.
Community Developrant monies funded th&rooklyn survey. Once the twenty potential
districts were identified, reports were issued, and the Commission embarked on a public
education effort within the affected communities. Spatt believed strongly in broadening the
constl"#$%&' ()*'+*#,#*-.1N$'0(*) 1" #2#%" (#3")14#'1./1$,1*#.1")(",) %/#!&56'7"$8/$9'(*) L'l 4#'
National Endowment for the Arts and the New York Community Trust enabled a larger public
#8"%.1)$'+*)9*.1'()*'0:)3')6'2#.(2#!,;',"<3.&'+),1#*,;"." 2/8#',4)3;.$8'2  andmark maps.
Once the initial survey was completed in Brooklyn, the program moved on to the Bronx and then
areas oManhattan, like the west side, where little designation had taken place. While the
emphasis in Brooklyn had been on potentialrais, in theBronx, both potential districts and
individual landmarks were identified. The initial workManhattan focused more on potential
individual landmarks.

Between 1975 and 1977, the Commission designated only a handful of digfitittSulton
Ferry being the only one designatedimoklyn'® The types of designated individual
landmarks that did not vary all that widely from those made earlier in the Commission's history.
Theseincluded churches, public buildings, and institutional buildings. Of note were the
designation of th8ayardCondictBuilding, the onlyNew York building designed by the famed
Louis H. Sullivan; the Statue of Liberty National Manent; and Prospect Park and Ocean
Parkway in Brooklyn as scenic landmarks.

The Commission faced a dilemma. Public support for designation was growing, due in part to
14#'=)11/,,1)$>,"#(()*!,".I'+"<2/%'#8"%.!/)$'.$8'/$'+ *I'))' 1 A# +#*%o#t/-#8'," % Y0o#,0f landmarks in
stabilizing and revitalizing neighborhoods while preventing excessive redevelopment and
inappropriate kinds of change. Such motives were the impetus for the designations of the
Metropolitan Museum Historic District (somewhat a misnomehasrtuseum was not included
in the district boundaries, but was across the street) and the Central Pai/&ge3Brd74th
Street Historic District in 1977. In both cases, vocal and-paditioned community activists
were able to persuade the Commissmadt in the face of threats to significant residential
buildings from institutions and insensitive developers. And in the case bfetiepolitan
Museum district, property owners &ast 82d Street had filed a lawsuit in 1975 to force the
Commission to designate their block a historic district, although the outcome was unsuccessful

for the plaintiff?°
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But desigmtion alone was not enough. The law required that already designated properties be
monitored and regulated. By the middle of Spatt's tenure as chairman, the Commission and the
staff of the preservation department were spending much of their time on appdidar
certificates of appropriateness and permits for minor work from existing historic districts,
especially Greenwich Village argtooklyn Heights. Both districts had major commercial streets
with frequent retail turnover that often necessitated permits for new storefronts. Owners of
residential properties also made changes, both legally and illegatsitéfireld visits to monitor
work helped ensure that the law was being enforced, but the staewmumbers had not kept
pace, was being increasingly strained as more properties were designated. Consequently, the
Commission reduced the rate of designations in an attempt to control the number of regulated
properties. Spatt also sought to enlist lamahmunity organizations in the various historic
districts to assist in the task of monitoring ongoing work.

Monitoring and enforcement were the sticks. Carrots were also needed. If the property was
on the National Register of Historic Places and produtaane, an owner might be able to take
advantage of the rehabilitation incentives of the Tax Reform Act that Congress had passed in
1976. So the Commission embarked on a program with the New York State Historic
Preservation Office, which was administersane of the grant monies for the survey program,
to get allNew York City landmarks and districts listed in the National Register. Such listings
would make designated properties eligible for historic preservation grants and certified
rehabilitation expenses available through the Tax Reform Act.

Prior to this time, the Commission had placed little emphasis on the National Register.
Listing was honorary, and enforcement only came into play when federal actions were involved.
In practce, inNew York City, the local law had much more force. And in fact, it was the
implementation of the Tax Reform Act that led to the development of the Secretary of Interior's
Standards for Treatment of Historic Properties andiassef National Register Bulletins that
refined and interpreted the application of the National Register criteria for listing, as well as
improved nomination forms. The National Register criteria were four: Criterion A, for properties
associated with evemthat have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of history;
Criterion B, for properties associated with the lives of persons significant in the past; Criterion C,
for properties that embody the distinctive characteristics of a typedperimmethod of

construction, or that represent the work of a master, or that possess high artistic values, or that
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represent a significant and distinguishable entity whose components may lack individual
distinction; Criterion D, for properties that havielged, or may be likely to yield, information
important to prehistory or histofy.In addition, as a result of the Historic Preservation Tax
"#$%&' () &*#)+,&%0-.,/)0# 1% &#") %23 /#2#.&#$) &*#)4- . A#3&P) PR Y65%4,.4#7),.$)
64-.&"%89&%.17),.9)6.-.4-.&"%898&%.17)3"-3#"&%o#") &-)*%'&-"%4)$%'& " %4 & ":

The Commission also began to investigate the implementation of a facade improvement
program, using federal funds, to assist loimeome homeowners with rehahaliton?

Greenwich Village an@rooklyn Heights also provided the major sources of contention for
ongoing work. One noteworthy proposalsathe rowhouse design by architect Hugh Hardy for
an empty lot a8 West 11th Street. The house that originally stood on the site was part of a
significant Greek Revival row and had been owned by the prominent public intengst,la
Leonard Boudin. His daughter Kathy had joined the Weather Underground, an anarchist protest
group. On March 8, 1970, several members were manufacturing bombs in the basement; the
bombs accidentally exploded, blowing up the house and killing thrggep&achitect Hugh
Hardy and Francis Mason, a vice president of Steuben Glass, purchased the site after the
explosion, and Hardy designed a replacement rowhouse. While many in the community wanted a
replica of what had previously stood there, the Comimisgias receptive to a more modern
design that was approved in May 197 But financial circumstances delayed construction, and
the property was sold again. When that owner decided to rebuild in 1977, Spatt decided that a
new hearing was needed the original permit had expired. The arguments were rehashed, and
the Hardy design was-agpproved, much to the dismay of loGeenwich Village activists.

It was during these years that the Commission began to deal with the ghalfergulating
a district filled with buildings that had not been designed for residential purposes, namely the
SoHoCast Iron Historic District. When it was designated in 18850 was still partly
industrial in use. The City Planriji-22%"%-.)*,$)-./;)"#4#.&/;)I#1,/%<#$)6,"&%i&"
"H#%$H.AH#T)%.)=,"#*-9'H#'),.$)%.$9'&"%,/)/-5&")>*%/#)-=.#") &%l))*,$) % &&IH)%0.4#. &% ?H#) &-) 2, @H#)
exterior alterations to buildings still in industrial use, and most artists were not in a financial
positionto make such alterations, change was coming to the area in the form of art galleries,
restaurants, and related commercial establishments. These establishments wanted exterior
improvements, particularly in storefronts and signage. The Commission hagifadadissues

in Greenwich Village an&rooklyn Heights, but irSoHo, the scale, materials, and many of the
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uses were different.

Another controversy early in Spatt's LPC tenure involved a group of buildings owned by the
Grace Chure (800 Broadway) that were used by @GeaceChurchSchool. They fronte&ourth
Avenue behind the church and collectively were called the Grace Church Houses. While the
church itself andhte parish house had been designated in 1966, these buildings were not. The
school proposed an expansion plan that would demolish the school buildings, all of which had
been designed by the successor firms of James Renwick, architect of the original®&lonah.
Rattner, a student in the Columbia University Historic Preservation Program, was undertaking a
study of Renwick's work and spearheaded a campaign to save the Grace Church Houses. In fact,
Fitch, inspired by Ratner, headed a group that filed a lawsobtain a restraining order on
demolition while the Commission considered whether to hold a public hearing. When the
Commission held a public hearing on designation it was lengthy and contentious. Behind the
scenes, Whitney North Seymour, Sr., who waghe board of the school and a Grace Church
vestry member, asked Spatt to delay designation, while he and other interested parties tried to
find a solution that respected preservation principles. If a solution could not be found, he would
let her know sdhe Commission could act on the proposed designation. If the Commission had
designated then under such circumstances, the church probably would have filed a lawsuit. Spatt
said she trusteBeymour so was willing to wait. In factpaw design was proposed that would
protect the facades of the houses while creating new interior spaces that would meet the needs of
the school. The addition was built in 197875, and the houses were designated in February
1977 after the work was dofé.

The Villard Houses, a notable and relatively early work by McKim, Mead and White,
designated in 1968 and located on Madison Avenudcasti51st Street behind Saint Patrick’s
Cathedral, proved to be another contentioushagialy visible problem. When their owner, the
Archdiocese of New York, announced in 1974 that it was negotiating a sale of the buildings to
real estate developer Harry Helmsley, their future was put into jeopardy, despite their designated
status. Helmslewanted to build a luxury hotel on the site. Interested preservation organizations
like the Municipal Art Society and the New York Landmarks Conservancy took an active role in
urging adaptive reuse that would retain the houses, keeping intact major hadimsd been
designed by Stanford White while accommodating a hotel. Helmsley was skeptical of such

schemes and was famously quoted about the impossibility of coming upstairs from a bar (in
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response to the suggestion that one or more of the rooms inubeshme used for such a
purpose).

The transfeiof-development rights (TDR) provision of the zoning resolution was not entirely
feasible in this situation, as the transferred development rights would have to go off the site.
Instead another provision, 7.1, was more relevant; it allowed for modification of use and a
transfer of height and bulk on a merged zoning lot. A variatiof7,124 sometimes called the
"#$$%&'()*+,-(.&*/#,#*012(3%, (-/-$*4-'(,4-5#6#5%$$ 7 (6*&(89-(,#8-(89%8(%0$LBIYB9-(,#:
houses to be preserved, let the courtyard be used as a plaza with a 20 percent bonus, and enabled
the hotel tower to rise behind the houses in the midblock. As part of the deaktartong
preservation plan was put into place for the houses themselves,aldugbrotected the
significant interior rooms. The hotel tower, designed by Emery Roth and Sons, rose behind the
houses in 1973976; the south wing with its Stanford White rooms became part of the public
spaces of the hotel, while the north wing was asthfdr office and exhibition space for several
nonprofit architecture organizations, namely the Municipal Art Society, the Parks Council, and
the New York Chapter of the AIA, while the ground floor generated rental income as retail
space®”

These various provisions of the zoning resolution proved very useful in théelong
protection of landmark properties. TDRs could only be used in conjunction with individual
landmarks, to avoid disrupig streetscapes and overall design elements within historic districts.
Before a TDR could be granted, the Commission needed to make a finding that new construction
on the adjacent site was compatible with the landmark, and @damgmnaintenance plan ftre
landmark was in place. The Commission needed to make a finding of appropriateness and apply
to the Planning Commission to grant the variance. The provisions @ 4ould be used to
shift height and bulk, as well as modify use, within a historicidisAgain the Commission
needed to make a finding of appropriateness and apply to the Planning Commission to grant the
variance.

Spatt thought it was important that the City set an exafopkbe owners of landmark
properties. She wanted other city agencies and the Mayor's Office to respect their landmark
buildings. The Commission's role in reviewing applications for change teo@ited buildings
remained advisory, but the 1973 amendmantke law allowed the Commission to publish its

reports on such applications in tB#y Record. In an era of fiscal constraints, it was often
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difficult to persuade city agencies to spend their limited budgets on their buildings. Spatt also
encouraged ty agencies to look at landmark buildings when seeking new space and locations.
While City Hall had been a landmark for years, the Beame administration was persuaded to
accept an interior designation for portions of the building in 1976.

More ominously, te administr8#$%&'(%(!)*+,%-.%!/0%" 1&g ud City Hall Park
and its environs. Such proposals had been made with some degree of regularity since the
1890s%° In 1974, tD%5' #)6(%722"+0%8)#8#(01%!/0%109#:"I"#$%#2%!/0%: &001%<#*)!/#*(0%!#%+)(
a City Hall annex, and the demolition of the Sun Building; neither were landmarks but they had
significant historical and architectural merits. Ultimately the cost of demolitidhgmaillion
dollars) and the proposed new construction in the midst of the fiscal crisis kept the buildings
standing?’ The Surrogate's Court building was also deemed vulnerable, although it was a
designated landmark. Major spaces in the interior were designated in 1976. To counteract the
threats to the Tweed Courthouse andShaBuilding, Spatt conceived the idea of a Civic
Center Historic District that would encompass the perimeter of City Hall Park and enhance the
setting of City Hall. It would also take in tNéoolworth Building, whose owners had spent years
protesting designation on the grounds that they took good care of their building, making
designation unnecessary. While intriguing, the proposal was not calendared.

Like her two predecessors, Beverly Moss Spattigetone, agenda, and direction for the
agency during her tenure. Nonetheless, she was not working alone. The other ten volunteer
commissioners had strong opinions and participated outside of meetings to various degrees. She
needed knowledgeable staffdevelop programs and to explore and implement various
interagency connections. Dorothy Miner, an attorney who was interested in environmental
issues, joined the staff as an assistant to Frank Gilbert in 1974. When he left, Spatt persuaded the
administratio to let her promote Miner to the position of staff counsah action with long
term beneficial effects for the Commission in particular and the cause of historic preservation
law in general. Al Shapiro retreated back to City Planning after about a ye@ercsive
director, to be succeeded by Lenore Norman, a civic activist who had studied with Spatt and
started her career at Landmarks as a volunteer. (She went on to get a master's degree in city
planning.) Edwin Friedman and Walter Thabit were also reddrom City Planning to help
implement and administer the Community Development and Section 701 programs. Ludder had

left the survey program in early 1977. He was succeeded by Meredith Sykes, also a product of
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the Columbia Historic Preservation programmo had extensive experience in devising and
running a cultural resources survey for the Canadian cultural heritage program. Ghatfietd
continued to be the point person in finding public and private programs and grants that could
foster LPC's missio.

In her efforts to make the agency more responsive to the people, Spatt tried to make the
appointed Commission itself more representative of the people, as well as emphasizing the
professionalism of the agency. While still subject to the requiremebtsofigh geography and
areas of expertise and the advice and consent of the Fine Arts Federation, Spatt brought in more
women, more minorities, more academics, and new expertise. When she became chairman, the
only two women were architect Elisabeth Coityl @nts promoter Barbaralee Diamonstein. They
were soon joined by two civic activists, Margaret Beyer of Staten Island and Marie McGovern of
theBronx. Hawthorne Lee, an olime Harlem realtor, was eventually replaced by Thomas
Evans, arAfrican-American real estate professional baseQueens. Architectural historian
George Collins o€olumbiaUniversity was persuaded to join the Commission in 1976, followed
by James Marston Fitch, after hisioifl retirement, in 1977. Interior designer R. Michael
Brown was appointed in 1976, bringing his perspective to areas of interior design. William
Conklin, a talented architect who had gained acclaim for an architecturally compatible infill
building in Greenwich Village, came on board in 1977. Spatt liked to work by consensus,
persuading the Commissioners to talk through issues while developing positions and opinions to
present to the public. Of course, not all of the Commission's vaeswnanimous, but Spatt
preferred to move the Commission forward as a group, assuming greatém'that way.

Most of the consensus building was done behind closed dootednteve sessions, but in
1977 the city adopted an open meeting law thatinesgl all advertised hearings and meetings to
be open to the public. Spatt was concerned about the behavior of the Commissioners and feared
intemperate remarks, but they learned to adapt without placing their decisions in legal jeopardy.

While Spatt was ery successful in achieving federal funding and implementing federal
programs in the city context, she was thwarted on one major issue. In 1972, the federal property
and administrative services act of 1949, was amended to allow the transfer of fed&ralreatp
property from the General Services Administration Public Building Service to local public
bodies to facilitate the preservation of historic monuments. The amendments authorized revenue

producing activities and adaptive use if they benefited thégand were compatible with
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historic monument purposé$Post offices and courthouses provedbe particularly sought
after for adaptive use. Both the citiesS#int PaulMinnesota, andVashington, D. C., for
example, acquired post offices as surplus federal property and conventet thew uses.

New York City also had a major candidate, a large structure on the eGgeavfwich
Village that had been built as a warehouse for the U.S. Custom Service and was later converted
to federal archival storage. It was also a deseghlical landmark. Customarily, a federal
property would be transferred directly to the city for rehabilitation and administration. Instead,
the City Planning Commission put forward a proposal to use the New York Landmarks
Conservancy as the intermediandy. The federal General Services Administration (GSA)
would transfer title to the city, which in turn would enter into a g lease with the New
York State Urban Development Corporation and a sublease with the Conservancy. The
Conservancy would negate an agreement with developer David Teitelbaum who would
convert the building into apartments with community meeting space and some retail commercial
space at the street level. In exchange, the equivalent of Teitelbaum's purchase price would form
the bais of the revolving fund that the Conservancy had been trying to establish since its
founding. A percentage of the profits would also go into the fund. Since the building was a local
landmark, the Commission would be able to review the project and isgliegopermits rather
than advisory reports which would be the case if the city were doing the development. The city
government did not have the expertise to undertake such a project itself, and without the UDC
involvement, it would have to put the projecit for open bidding. Nonetheless, Spatt was
opposed to the idea of the Conservancy as intermediary. She thought it was thwarting the intent
of the federal law, although undoubtedly the fact that the Conservancy, a creature of MAS, was
involved, helped fel her opposition. The deal ultimately went forward, the building was
converted into 479 apartments, and the Conservancy's Historic Properties Fund has proved to be
very successff’?

"#$%&H' () &*+& #-./[#*01(,02#&2&3%$4(5#066,(03%& 78#9&0*&:"#;<$<,&#=0"#<53&,$045>#?4$ 1#
finances were still in a tenuous state. Economics and city life had taken somewhat of an upturn
following the Bicentennial celebration i®16, but the mood of the city took a turn for the worse
AS5HSYRH" < *& #(;H#-./[>#1#34$1=47&#+203@ (<PH2&7T#S(#0," (5#057#2(($ASAHASH* 05 1#(;#$%&H# 349
economically depressed neighborhoods. The blackout reinforced a cycle of building

abandonment that had begurerreas of the Bronx argtooklyn. Fear of crime was intensified

Expanding aMission and a Mandate (19-24983) /69
Copyright©2010 Marjorie Pearson



by the murders of young women by a serial killer who called himself the Son of Sam. That
September Beame came in third in the Democratic primary behind Ed Koch and Mamo.Cu
Cuomo went on to challenge Koch on the Liberal Party line.

Edward I. Koch, congressman fraareenwich Village, won the election. The city wanted
change from economic doldrums and low morale. Unlike Beame, Koch was from the Reform
wing of the Democratic Party. He wanted new blood and new ways of doing things. Prior to
assuming the mayoralty, he declared that he was not necessarily going to replace city agency
heads just for the sake of replacing them, but he was going to ask any agadevho wanted
to retain his or her job, to compete for the position.

As 1977 ended, the Landmarks Preservation Commission and the staff wondered what the
Koch administration would mean for the agency. Spatt did not resign; not only was she
chairman, bushe still maintained her borough appointment which would not expire until mid
1980. She wanted to keep her job, in part because she wanted to continue what she had already
begun®® Meanwhile it was known that there were at least three other serious contenders for the
chairmankip: Kent Barwick, then a Nieman Fellow at Harvard, had been the previous executive
director of the Municipal Art Society, who went on to become executive director of the New
York State Council on the Arts, under the leadership of Joan Kaplan Davidguolardhpopist
who had taken a leave from her family foundation, the J. M. Kaplan Fund. Richard Buford was
the head of the South Street Seaport. Robert A. M. Stern, an archit€&nlantbiaUniversity
facuty member, had become increasingly interested in historical architecture. Further
complicating matters, there were no vacancies on the Commission so if Koch were to appoint
someone other than Spatt, another Commissioner would have to resign.

Early in 1978 Alan Burnham announced that he would retire from his position as Director of
Research at the Commission when he turned 65 in March. He urged Spatt to appoint Marjorie
Pearson, who had been his deputy director since 1976, as his successor.

Threats td"#$%&'()*$+,*-&',.$/0,12,34*$#&012$3&-$#5,-$6&'$5$2". . *,&3$&3$-+"$753285'(*$
chairman. Most immediatelfRadioCity Music Hall announced that it would close after the
Easter shw that year, due to major financial losses. Immediately the Commission was deluged
with petitions, letters, and phone calls, urging an immediate landmark designation. Spatt was
reluctant. Alton Marshall, the headRbckefellerCenter, did not want designation and urged the

Commission to wait.
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The Barwick Years

In the midst of all th&kadioCity fuss, Koch annourd that Kent Barwick would be the new
Landmarks chairman, effective in March. Barbaralee Diamonstein had agreed to resign to open
up a slot, on the condition that she be reappointed when the next appropriate vacancy came up.
Spatt had no intention of leang; if she could not be chairman, she would still serve out her
appointed terni

Barwick, still young at 37, had longstanding ties to the MpicArt Society and knew the
history of the Commission and its evolution. In many ways this would be his dream job, even
though the chairmanship was still considered to be aihadf position. At last he would be in a
position to make things happen frohetinside, rather than advocate from the outside.

He was acutely aware of Spatt's resentment of him and his MAS ties, but he knew that he
"#$%&'$() *+,+"-. $*$!&"%P01" %% P& "2$#%"-%'23$01"%%04#$56'1/-%$%/$%&'$7'/18'9:$! &+,&$H'-;'2
job application wih Koch, had been given to her two predecessors, Platt and Goldstone, as well
"#$<8")/-$=8"->$?-"),&9%$"$8/) @%+A'$B'A/,-"%+,$1"-%.$",%+; +#%$") 2$A'A('-$/*$%&'$C/A") DH$=+%.9
Club, for comment. It conflicted with their views of what the Commission shouldibg,dut
Barwick wanted to continue her work. He also wanted to move forward with designations of
major buildings that had not occurred earlier, either because of caution on the part of the
Commission or because of owner opposition or both. He appre&p#gts efforts to streamline
operations and make the permit process more straightforward; however, the legally mandated
regulatory side of the Commission's work was his immediate coffcern.

The matter oRadioCity Music Hall had to be dealt with right away. The Research
Department staff was directed to prepare a draft report for the designation of the interior spaces.
The exterior was considered less important, so wasatendared for public hearing.

Meanwhile, the interior, which held the performance spaces, was the area most threatened by the
proposed closure. A lengthy public hearing was held on March 14, 1978, with much emotional
testimony on the significance of thestitution and the building. In the face of opposition from
RockefellerCenter, and from Commissioner Spatt who said she wanted to keep faith with Alton
Marshall, the Commission voted to designate on Mag;H978. SubsequentliRockefeller

Center filed an unsuccessful lawsuit challenging the designation, but it also undertook a major

rehabilitation of the interior and instituted a new operational modelR&kdioCity Music Hall
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actions also helped set the stage for future Commission dealings on theaters and other
performance spaces.

Of even more importance that spring was the faterand Central Terminal. Penn Central
had filed an appeal of the New York State of Court of Appeals decision witbirtited States
"#$%&%'()"$*+'Suddenly Grand Central's fate was truly a national issue, for every preservation
law in the country was aisk.-** Numerous organizations filed amicus briefs. MAS stepped up
the publicity campaign, organizing a Landmarks Expre§¥dehington, D. C., to further the
cause. Coincidentally, the trip was scheduled fodenebefore the Supreme Court hearing, and
many of those on the special train stayed to hear the arguments. In July 1978, just before the end
of its term, the court issued its decisiof3,6upholding the constitutionality of tidew York
City landmarls law, and by inference, similar laws throughoutltinited States? With the fate
of the terminal no longer in doubt, the Metropolitan Transportation Authority could pursue a
long-term lease on the facility and ultimately embark on a major restoration igamphe
Commission itself was finally in a position to designate the interior spaces, which occurred in
1980. Pershing Square Viaduct, the approach ffank Avenue to the terminal, was designated
at the same time.

With the future oftie landmarks law secured, Barwick and the Commission could pursue
designations that previously seemed too problematic or too contentious. When Barwick assumed
the chairmanship, the city had 582 landmarks, 31 historic districts, 12 interior landmarks, and 6
scenic landmarks. During Spatt's tenure the Commission had moved beyond the holding pattern
envisioned by Goldstone in 1973. Some major buildings cited in the 1960s New York City
Landmarks study still remained unprotected, and a new appreciation oboilldérgs made
them likely candidates. ThehryslerBuilding and its lobby, designated in September 1978, was
a prime example of the latt&tOther major Art Deco skyscrapers followed in the next few
years, including th&cGraw-Hill Building, Daily NewsBuilding, and theempireState
Building.

In 1982, the Commission designated Lever House, just as it achieved the minimum thirty
year age regjrement for designation. This was the first International Style;\Mastd War I
skyscraper ilNew York City. As the zoning for the site would allow a larger building, the
owners were strenuously opposed. The designation was barely affirntesl Bgard of Estimate

with the two votes of Harrison J. Goldin, the city comptroller carrying the mitisnt only
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was this the firsmajor postWorld War Il building individually designated by the Commission
(as opposed to peYorld War 1l buildings included in historic districts), it was one of the first
of the type to be so designated in the United States. The National Registbrhada fiftyyear
age requirement but allows exceptions, had first issueglitstinfor evaluating properties that
achieved significance within the past fifty years in 1&7bhis was one year aft€ulles
Airport, designed by Eero Saarinen and opened in 1963, was determined eligible for the National
Register.

Barwick was also interested in pursuing two historic districts. He thought that Spatt's
proposal for a Civic Center Historic District was brilliaBuch a district would capture a
significant group of public buildings as well as iN@olworth Building, perhaps the most
obvious example of an undesignated building that was popularly perceived dmararHis
other interest was an Upper East Side Historic District. The strategy for the latter district
ultimately proved to be successful, while the former was not. Barwick's mistake was in trying to
pursue both simultaneously in the face of oppositiomfproperty owners and other city
agencies, most notably the City Planning Commission.

The campaign for the Upper East Side Historic District (and it was a campaign) proved to be
a very interesting case of creating a demand for a district that the neighborhood didn't realize it
needed. Certainly the strategy owed something to Barwick'sazadgr in the advertising
industry. In the summer of 1978, following the Supreme Court affirmation of the landmarks law,
Barwick asked Marjorie Pearson, who had assumed the position of Director of Research
following Alan Burnham's retirement, to start @stigating atJpper East Side district. The
Commission had held a public hearing in 1966 on a relatively small area that encompassed the
midblock sections between Fifth and Madison Avenues, roughly be®&ehStreet and2nd
Street. That proposal focused on the surviving grand mansions and town houses in the area.
While there was no strong opposition, there was no strong constituency either, and the
Commission never moved to designate. In respmBarwick's request, the Research
Department staff began to walk the streets oltpper East Side betwe&3th Street an@6th
Street, assessing the architectural qualities and integrity of each building and plottingstiies
on colorcoded maps. Once that was done, Pearson and Barwick, often joined by Dorothy Miner,
began to discuss various boundary configurations. Pearson began to argue feremeViohey

district, one that would encompass the whole range of listarhitectural development on the
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Upper East Side, from pe&livil War rowhouses, to grand mansions, to p&&trld War |

apartment buildings, to major examples of pa&irld War 1l modern architecture. The pros and

cons put forward in these discuzss were typical of Barwick's approach to decisioeking. He

liked to talk through issues as he made up his mind. Part of the staff analysis was a comparison

of the number of buildings, their types, dates, and integrity with those in other large historic
districts like Greenwich VillageBrooklyn Heights, and Park Slope. While many people thought

of Greenwich Village an&rooklyn Heights as relatively hongeneous in building types and

dates, a more detailed assessment proved otherwise. The analyses provided valuable ammunition
later on, as many people began to argue that the Commission was overreaching.

Barwick knew that however much he wanted to desigmalistrict, it would not be a success
unless there was public support from the residents of the area. It was the support of residents that
had led to the successful designation and ongoing regulation of most other historic districts. He
had two allies: onbe deliberately cultivated and one he found accidentally. The first was Joan
Kaplan Davidson who lived in an apartment buildingeast 63rd Street off Madison Avenue
that staff recommended for inclusion in the proposed distoighdary. The other was Halina
Rosenthal, the wife of sculptor Tony Rosenthal. The Rosenthals lived in a converted carriage
house, on a block of carriage houseskast 73rd Street that had been pinpointed by the
research staffBarwick had gone out one day to take a look, had met Mrs. Rosenthal on the
street, and after a lively conversation, decided that she needed to be brought into the movement
to lobby forUpper East Side landmarks. Prior to this time,Historic Districts Council, local
civic groups like the Brooklyn Heights Association, and local community boards had acted as
lobbying groups for proposed districts. With Davidson's backing, a small group that had been
enlisted for the cause organized Freends of the Upper East Side Historic Districts (to
incorporate the already existing districts of Treadwell Farms, Carnegie HilMaindpolitan
Museum) and named Rosenthal as president. The grokipffoand provided vital support for
promoting the proposed district.

The district proposal was presented to the Commissioners early in 1979 and ultimately
calendared for public hearing in May 1979. A large group of notable individual buildings outside
theboundaries of the proposed district was heard at the same time. The research department
began to prepare designation reports for the districts and individual landmarks. Some of the latter

were designated as early as January 1980, but the district desigmas ultimately not to occur
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until May 1981, two years after the public hearing.

Certainly there were commercial and institutional property owners in the proposed district
that were not happy with the proposal. But the real problem lay with the @rpiRY
Commission which felt that LPC was encroaching on its territory, particularly on Madison
Avenue. Planning had adopted a special overlay distribtamtison that regulated height and
use (the same overlay district that apptiearnegie Hill further north). In the eyes of many,
the buildings alon@g/adison, many of them former rowhouses, had been sufficiently altered with
the insertion of storefronts that they had lost their architectural interest. Caiomssaff and
Barwick argued otherwise. In fact, the conditions on Madison Avenue were not all that different
from commercial streets in Greenwich Village andiontague Street iBrooklyn Heights,
with later shopfronts inserted into earlier rowhouses. The difference on Madison Avenue was
that as the city's economy improved, Madison Avenue was becoming a major, high fashion
shopping street, and the storefronts were equallyfamgition. But again, an analysis of the
buildings helped provide a solution. The shopfronts had largely been inserted into the modular
openings of the rowhouses, generally under a fairly uniform cornice line. There were only a
handful of architecturally disctive historic storefronts.

In response, the Commission staff, under the direction of Frank Sanchis, developed a set of
guidelines to regulate future change at the storefront level. The Commission was not about to ask
applicants to recreate historiostfronts from the era of the original buildings, as such
storefronts never existed in these buildings. Instead, if proposed new storefronts conformed to
the guidelines, the applicant could make the change with a certificate of no effect, instead of a
cerificate of appropriateness, normally required in order to obtain a permit from the Department
of Buildings® City Planning was ultimately convinced that the solution was workable, but
Planning's cooperation was also needed to adopt a Ixuméigdht distict overlay for the
midblocks of the district. That went into effect about a year after the district designation.

Another crucial piece in securing the designation was adopti@golations that would
I""#$%80-style buildings to be demolished with a certificate of no effect, although any new
construction would require a certificate of appropriateness. Up to this point, the Commission had
resisted the categorization of buildings, either individually or within distrimt ranking them or
assigning them contributing or noncontributing status. This was in contrast to the National

Register system which defined any building that was less than 50 years old, or outside the
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categorization system had been put into place with the implementation of the program of federal
historic tax credits for certified rehabilitation. The Commission had always argued that each
building within a district sbuld be considered on its own merits as well as in relation to its
context when changes were proposed.

92#(-&,-#"0(&) (7*%,+(!, &(*O54#/(.*(.(3#2%-4#() &$($#+74.0UBpEOEARESIde district was
L)O#$B(02#().-08/(:,(.,(#)) &$0(0&(*0$#.;4%, Hpatdtibn of the designation report, which
contained entries for over 1000 buildings, the research staff devised a report format that listed
key indicators and characteristics for each building, one page per building. One indicator was
style, and in about00 cases, the buildings had been sufficiently altered on their exteriors that
02#5(<#SH#(-.0#+&$%=#'(.*(1>054#? (@&, #8/(A.$<%-B(.,'(C% #$(*#%=#"(&,(02%*(-4.**%) %-.0%&, (.*(.(
of identifying a group of buildings that could potentially be regulated moredgxpusly than
going through a drawn out certificate of appropriateness hearing for demolition.

The Upper East Side Historic District proposal was successfully implemented because
enough public and owner support was garnered. This was not to be thathabke @Wivic
Center Historic District. The proposed district, which was calendared by the Commission and
heard in late 1979 and continued into 1980, encompassed a large numbeowheity
buildings as well as the Woolworth Building and other privatamed buildings around City
Hall Park. The notable, publicly accessible, interiors of many of the buildings were also
calendared. (These included interiors of the Tweed Courthouse, the Emigrant Industrial Savings
Bank, thewoolworthBuilding, and the American Telephone arelegraphBuilding at 185
Broadway.) While Barwick assiduously cultivated the support of James Capalino, the
Commissioner of General Servicasd Deputy Mayor Robert F. Wagner, Jr., for the proposal,
the owners of th&Voolworth Building set out to organize as many private property owners in the
area as they could in opposition. Making matteenemore difficult for Barwick, the Muncipal
Art Society and the New York Landmarks Conservancy, normally staunch allies, thought that the
Commission was overreaching and that the boundaries did not make sense. Barwick ultimately
realized that he could néght for this district and th&pper East Side at the same time.

The Woolworth Corporation ultimately was persuaded into accepting local designation for its
building in 1983, for both the exterior (following another public hearing)thadnterior. The
company had always protested that it took such good care of its building that it did not need the
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protection of the landmarks law. Barwick's argument when property owners made such claims
was to urge them to think about the long termytmight not always be the building owners.
TheWoolworthBuilding had been listed on the National Register of Historic Places as a
National Historic Landmark. Consequently, the corporation took advantage of the federal
investment ta credit for certified rehabilitation of historic properties as it embarked on a major
rehab in the late 1970s that replaced much of the crackinectateafacing and other exterior
details. The building also received substantial city and state taxscréthien forced to admit

that it had received substantial public subsidies, the Woolworth Corporation finally acceded to
designatior?® Today, the Woolworth Cgioration is no more, and the building was sold in 1998.
Once again, it enjoys pride of place in the loManhattan skyline, following the collapse of the
World TradeCenter towers on September 11, 2001.

Within the twenty years following the origin@ivic Center district hearing, all the public
buildings were individually designated, as were many of the notable private ones.

Barwick cmntinued other programs and initiatives that Spatt had begun. The survey program,
under the leadership of Meredith Sykes, with the encouragement of Adele ChEfyédd,
grew larger, more ambitious, and more systematic. Paper forms were to be suppléypente
computerized recordkeeping and analysis. Every building and structure in theNgw ofork
was to be photographed, categorized, and rated. Community Development funding was joined by
historic preservation grants for survegrir New York State as well as a grant from the National
Endowment for the Arts. The work of professional staff members was to be reinforced by that of
trained community volunteers and student interns. It was felt that community volunteers would
help build aconstituency for designation in their communities. The drawback, aside from the
mixed results that volunteers often produce, was that not all areas were worthy of designation
and even those that were could not be calendared and designated immediately.

While the new, improved survey methodology was going forward, the Commission started to
address the results of the earlier survey efforts begun under Spatt. New historic districts, like
Prospect Park SoutRyospeci_efferts GardenspPitmasPark, Clinton Hill, and Greenpoint, and
individual landmarks iBrooklyn were designated. Some of the proposed buildings and districts
from theBronx survey began to be dealt with.

Under Spatt, the Commission hateived grant funding to deal with the designation and

design of Olmsted landscapes, but the programs were implemented under Baasiekn
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Parkway in Brooklyn was designated in August 1978; a series of signs and interpretive plaques
helped identify and explain the designation. This was the fourth Olmsted landscape designated
by the Commission, following Central Park, Prospect Park, and Ocean Parkway. Eventually
Riverside Park and Parkway and Fort Tryon Park, designed by Olmsted Brothers, the successor
firm, joined the scenic landmark group. Barwick was ambitious for more than designations. Gail
Guillet was hired to mount a major exhibition and develop a catalog called The Art of the
Olmsted Landscape™ With additional funding from the Arthur Ross Foundation, the exhibit
opened in the American Wing of the Metropolitan Museum of Art. Meantime, the Commission
had to deal with the realities of the Olmsted landscape, as they had been modified over time, in
the designated parks. The Parks Department, the Central Park and Prospect Park Conservancies,
and the Commission itself all had to learn to deal with the issues of historic landscape
preservation, as had been anticipated at the time of the original public hearing for the designation
of Central Park.* New York City was not alone in grappling with issues pertaining to
nineteenth-century parks. Cities such as Boston, Buffalo, and Chicago had major parks designed
by Frederick Law Olmsted and his firm.

Two other programs came out of the Community Development block grants. Funding for a
facade improvement program for resident homeowners had been secured under Spatt but not yet
implemented. Regulations and procedures had to be put into place. Frank Sanchis, an architect
who had been on staff at the Commission in the late 1960s and was working in Goldstone's
architectural office, was hired as the architect to assist eligible homeowners with the applications
and design specifications. Finally, there was some economic incentive to encourage property
owners in modest financial circumstances to do the right thing with their historic buildings.

The other program was an architectural salvage program, implemented in 1980, and modeled
after similar programs in Baltimore and Philadelphia. Owners of buildings that were being
remodeled or demolished could donate building elements and pieces (doors, windows, cornices,
shutters, balustrades, bathtubs, hardware, etc.) to the program for sale and reuse. However, it was
anticipated that the bulk of the stock would come from residential properties that the city had
acquired by tax default and abandonment and were being demolished. The program went through
a long startup but ultimately acquired enough inventory and a warehouse in which to store it.

Given his predilections, Barwick's first concern was not the workings of the Preservation

Department and accompanying regulation. However, as the number of designations increased
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and an improved economy allowed property owners to do moreamditheir buildings, permit
applications and public hearings took up the bulk of Commission and staff time. Public hearings
became ever longer. Held on the fourth Tuesday of the month, they started at 9:30 in the morning
and often lasted well into the evegi Permit decisions were not always made at public hearings,
instead being carried over to public meetings scheduled for one or two other Tuesdays in the
month. Barwick rarely ran public hearings in a strictly disciplined fashion, believing that
everyoneshould be heard who wanted to be heard. Moreover, he loved to ask questions and
explore the intricacies of an application as part of a hearing. In this he was encouraged by several
of the Commissioners including such new appointees in 1979 as designenARhTung
from Staten Island and architect Elliot Willensky fr@rooklyn. William Conklin who was a
carryover from the Spatt period, and architect Charles Platt (nephew of Geoffrey Platt, the first
chairman) also joined in. They rarely spoke imdied voice, but given the opportunity were
happy to follow Barwick's lead in exploring options. Tung and Willensky were particularly
interested in fostering better design for otherwise undistinguished buildings that happened to be
in historic districtsUnlike the first group of architects who sat on the Commission, they were
not prejudiced in favor of modern architecture when it came to new design.

Meanwhile Fitch, whose preservation philosophy meshed very well with Spatt's
neighborhood preservation sdiikties, resigned about a year after Barwick began. George
Collins tendered his resignation in 1980. Both had become impatient with Barwick's approach to
meetings and public hearings.

As an almost unexpected consequence of its new designations, thesSmmnrfound that it
was dealing with unanticipated kinds of applications. Most of the applications dealt with
rowhouses, still the majority of designated properties, and much of the work was done with
permits for minor work. To aid the owners of such boig, staff began working on a rowhouse
manual (finally issued in 1992). Storefronts on commercial streets remained contentious. The
Madison Avenue guidelines worked well, but efforts to codify similar principles for the streets of
Greenwich Village an@rooklyn Heights were unsuccessful. Further adding to the mix was the
issue of sidewalk cafes, considered either an amenity to city life or an obstruction to pedestrian
traffic, depending on one's viewpoiiihhe matter became even more contentious when the
application was for an enclosed, permanent sidewalk cafe.

Heightlimit overlays diluted the issue of rooftop additions in many historic districts, but that
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was not the case in SoHo, or on the avenuesedffiper East Side @reenwich Village, where
in many cases, such additions were proposed for buildings that were fairly high to begin with.
Replacement windows and throutjie-wall air conditioners, especially in the apartment
buildings of theUpper East Side, proved to be equally contentious issues. Procedures had
evolved for dealing with these matters in rowhouses. The visibility of replacement windows and
air conditioners in large buildings led to lengthy discussions on appeness, integrity, and
the Secretary of Interior's Standards with regard to original building fabric and materials. Such
discussions reflected the increasing professionalism of the historic preservation movement. As
with rowhouses, the Commission and stafjan devising guidelines to deal with sidewalk
cafes, rooftop additions, window repair and replacement, and thtbegtall air conditioners.

Other new design issues proved to be contentious. St. Vincent's Hos@itakimvich
Village proposed an expansion that would result in the demolition of two architecturally
significant hospital buildings. The preservation staff wanted to see the buildings preserved, and
the Commissioners were divided. Given the reputatiddreenwich Village for concern about
design in the historic district, the Commission was uncertain how to proceed. But Barwick said
after the fact that he knew the hospital would prevail when Ruth Wittenberg, longtime champion
of the district, testified ahe public hearing in favor of the new desfgn.

Proposals for lowekanhattan also brought controversy. Barwick had become interested in
historic preservation as a volunteer at the South Street Seaport so he knew tledl afewave
of redevelopment in the mid and late 1960s had removed many of the earliest buildings along the
East River and the Hudson River, the latter for the construction WY dinkel TradeCenter Ada
"#$%&' (#)*+,-&.%'&-"#&0*'12$*$03%"'0'4&5&2+-'+05'62&& 7'8&9$9+-'+2:;$*& *#2&'1&2&'0"'<+*:;'
for business and development interests. The South Street Seaport had been spared due to an
elaborate deal worked out with the Rockefellers who had moved forwire new
headquarters building for Chase Manhattan bank. The buildings of Schermerhorn Row had been
designated in 1969 and the South Street Seaport Historic District designated in 1977. The
designated building at 71 Pearl Street, site of the Stad theidilst city hall of New
Amsterdam), had been dismantled in 1969, to enable a new office building on the site. That
building was not constructed, but the project was revived in 1979. Among other things, City
Planning had permitted the demapping of abloicStone Street>+2*"?"*;&".$@arly, non

rectilinear historic street pattern, to enable the proposed building to be constructed. An
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application for the new building on the site was subject to a certificate of appropriateness
because it containedandmark site. Part of the application included the reconstruction of the
Pearl Street building on a site at the South Street Seaport. But ten years after the building had
been dismantled, it was discovered that the bricks had disappearadwdiid be an acceptable
alternative? The Commission decided that further archaeology on the site was called for and that
the line ofStone Street should be marked through the lobby of the new building. The
archaeologists working onsite dis@red some of the original building foundations of the Stad

Huis and other artifacts. Eventually these were preserved in situ and interpreted through exhibits
on the plaza around the buildif.

The Stad Huis project and several other projects for new buildings in Mardattan near
the original East River shoreline that required special permits, revealed the potential for urban
archaeology ifNew York City. As part of its environmental review responsibilities, the
Commission hired Sherene Baugher, the firshaeologist on thBlew York City payroll.

Barwick's concern over the demappingstbne Street led him to ask the Research
Department to study the possibility of a designation for the historic street pattern of lower
"#$"%%" "#&'($)*'+,*-.%,/)#"'0-1.)2'$,"+)#3'45+'%$,'67%+,,%'8."#'54'9,.";<*%, +/"<"#/'
=5.5#)".'9,:'">5+?@'%%$"%' #25<0"**,/'%$, *%+,,%'1,/*'4+5<'A".. " T%+,,%'%5'%S,'5+)3)#".'
shorelines. While the Commission did not wish to regulate paving materiads,fatreture, or
anything else that it might deal with in a historic district, it wanted the form, width, and divisions
of the existing streets to be preserved. If City Planning had problems with the Upper East Side
Historic District, this proposal was meith total disbelief. Nonetheless, Barwick persisted, and
the street plan was designated in 1983. And it is likely that because the streets were designated,
their historic character helped to play a role in the resurgence of Madrattarin the mid and
late 1990s.

The Commission was also dealing with a series of challenges in Midtown Manhattan,
particularly on the west side. Many of these were triggered by the desire of the Koch
administration to clean upimes Square and @iPlanning's proposal for rezoning in the area.

The survey staff was moving forward with its work in Midtown West, analyzing and classifying
the buildings for their architectural and historical merits. Shortly after the designatkadiaf
City Music Hall as an interior landmark, the Commission was persuaded to take on another

historic performance space. Town Hall\West 43rd Street, which was ownedNbyw York
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University and losing money, was threatened with closure. It lacked the architectural
flamboyance oRadioCity Music Hall, but had a storied past and was prized for its excellent
acaustics. Once again the Commission was grappling with new issues; how to identify and
protect a building that was notable for something besides obvious architectural qualities? The
building and its interior were designated in November 1978. The New Amstédrdeater, long
perceived as a seedy movie hous&\@st 42nd Street, and its interior, were designated the
following year in spite of the opposition of the owner. In fact, the theater retained Neevof
York's rare Art Nouveainteriors. Furthermore, the building was on a block that was being
proposed for city acquisition f@rimes Square redevelopment.

But the biggest controversy involved the construction of thealed Portman Hotel on
Broadway between 45th dd6th Streets. John Portman, an architiesteloper based itlanta,
was renowned for his flashy hotel designs that incorporated central atriums, revolving
restaurants, and glassiclosed elevators. Attracting such a developmeNete York andTimes
Square was a coup in the eyes of the city administration. However, federal urban development
money was necessary to make the project work, and the proposed hotel site contained two
historic theaters, the beautiful leel Hayes, designed by Herts & Tallent and distinguished by its
terracotta facade, and the Morosco, less interesting architecturally but with a distinguished
theatrical history. The Commission in its environmental review role recommended that the Helen
Hayes was eligible for the National Register. The theatrical community and other interested
parties, who organized a Committee to Save the Theatres, appealed to the Department of the
Interior/Heritage Conservation and Recreation Services to find the MorbsateF eligible as
well. Because the demolition of the theaters would be an adverse effect, the project was referred
to the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation. The Advisory Council agreed with the
findings, but both theaters were demolished in 12801981 after litigation was settled in favor
of the City ofNew York. Under a Memorandum of Agreement pursuant to Section 106 of the
Historic Preservation Act, both theaters were recorded for the Historic American Building
Record and portius of the Helen Hayes Theater were salvd§ed.

Public concern over the fate of other Broadway theaters led Barwick to begin a series of
convers#ons with the theater owners, largely controlled by three entities, the Shubert
Organization, the Nederlander Organization, and Jujamcyn Theaters, about proposals to calendar

the theaters for public hearing. The Midtown West survey had classified thiemsxo the
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theaters on their architectural merits, but no systematic study had been made of the interiors.
Research staff began visiting and photographing the theaters, interior and exterior, in the summer
of 1981. Meanwhile, the Committee to Save thedkres urged Barwick and the Commission to
calendar all the theaters for public hearing for designation. As far as the committee was
concerned, all the surviving Broadway theaters were meritorious. Their role as theatrical
performance spaces prevailed otregir appearancéleanwhileCity Planning in its midtown

zoning study had put all the surviving theaters in a special category that mandated that any
theater space torn down would have to be replaced by an euigatount of theater space. The
theater owners in turn lobbied for a special provision that would allow them to transfer their
development rights over a wider area than would normally be all&&dentually, the

Commission agreed with the Committee to Save the Theatres and every theater on the Planning
Department list, plus a few more thatre@ot, was calendared for public hearing. A-thay

public hearing was held in the Lambs Theater in June 1982. All the owners appeared in
opposition, including the owners of the theatergl®nd Street that were slated to be acquired by
concemnation forTimes Square redevelopment. The Committee to Save the Theatres mounted
significant testimony in support of designation and orchestrated the appearance of some of the
notables of the local theatrical community. In retrospect, B&rsaid that the hearings on all

those theaters were justified. The city had been derelict in its responsibilities to explore further
alternatives under the Memorandum of Agreement negotiated as part of the Portman hotel
project. However, action on desagion was to take another three to five years.

TheTimes Square redevelopment and theater designations vividly illustrate the interaction of
federal and local government on a major historic preservation issue. Both entities were
constrained Y their regulatory powers, competing government interests, and broader
circumstances. The Helen Hayes and Morosco Theaters were demolished, but their demolition
helped to bring about the designation of twesgyen theaters &ew York City endmarks.

While not all of the designated theaters have remained in active theater use, none have been
demolished. Further, many of them have been sympathetically renovated while meeting the
demands of new theater production needs.

In September 1980, jubtefore the week the National Trust for Historic Preservation held its
annual conference iNew York City, Saint Bartholomew's Church announced that it had

received an offer of $100 million to sell its landmark church, community house, ged &k
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Avenue site. This was the first shot in what became a major battle over the designation and
regulation of religious propertié8.

The Commission had designated a large number of churches, many of them under the
jurisdiction of the two Episcopalian dioceses that goveNwa York City. The residential
historic districts also contained many religious properties. Designation asserted the legitimacy of
local land use regulation in the face of First Amendment rights. The Commission had been
grappling with issues of gellation and reasonable return for all-4hmt-profit organizations,
including churches, since tigailorsSnugHarbor case. It was a careful balancing act.

Despite Saint Bartholomew's looming redevelopment proposal, the Commission moved
forward with the designation of two other contentious religious sites, both on the Upper West
Side: the Church dbaint Paul and Saint Andrew and Mount Nebohagggue. Despite
opposition, both designations were sustained by the Board of Esfihgstimt Paul and Saint
Andrew wanted to redevelop all or partitsfsite, which was seen as increasingly valuable on the
Upper West Side. The congregationMidunt Neboh had actually sold its site to a developer
who wanted to put up a new apartment building. Bekwias rarely reluctant to calendar items
for public designation hearings, believing that the hearings served as forums for ideas and public
opinion. Votes on designation were often harder to come by. The Commission votes $n both
Paul andst. Andrew andMount Neboh were split, a division that reflected those who wanted to
respond to the sentiments of the local community versus those who focused more on the
architectural qualities of the buildingBhe new owners of thglount Neboh site spent a year
going through the various stages of the hardship procedure after the designation, finally receiving
a notice to proceed with demolition on the basis of insufftaieturn.

In March 1982, a group called the Committee of Religious Leaders of the Glgwoiork
released a report on the designation of religious structures, some already landmarks but others
that had been proposed for designation witosgregations opposed such action because of
straitened financial circumstances. The committee was prepared to challenge the Commission's
"#$%&' (Y& ()$*'#(+,-&.,-&#(*%0&.'1(2/%3-*& ,-&#'4($&H-*5-*-&"- (6 $# 7 (#7-(5*--(-8-*"$'-(%5(
*.4$/$%&Y9Their arguments found sympathy with those who thought the Commission in
particular and the historic preservation movement in general were overreaching. This reaction
among avners of religious properties was echoed in a broader national context, as well.

The big designation and regulation issues kept the Commission in the public eye, but the

Expanding aMission and a Mandate (19-24983) /84
Copyright©2010 Marjorie Pearson



Commission had to deal with a variety of administrative and staffing issues. Imiheesof

1981, Barwick and Lenore Norman, still the executive director, decided to split the staff into
geographically based teams. In theory, the reorganization was intended to give staff a wider
variety of experiences and make them more responsive kocddlecommunities. In effect, it

placed much of the emphasis on generating permits, particularly in Atdahéttan below

59th Street and theast Side), with less staff time to devote to survey and designaéam C
(Upper West Side, Upper Manhattan andBhenx) had the fewest permit applications, so the
staff were able to devote quite a bit of effort to survey, but the Commissioners had only limited
resources to devote to their recommendatideam B (Brooklyn, Queens, Staten Island) could
spread its duties more evenly, but aside from potential historic districts in Brooklyn, there was
much more resistance to designation in Queens and Staten Island. Marjorie Pearson remained
Director of Reseaftwith added responsibilities for overseeing the survey program after
Meredith Sykes resigned. Margaret Tuft remained Director of Preservation until she decided to
retire in March 1982. Frank Sanchis was appointed as her replacement.

In February 1983, Banek announced that he would be resigning as chairman in order to
rejoin the Municipal Art Society in a new and more lucrative position as its president. However,
he told Koch that he would remain in place until a successor was found. Koch eventually gave
him a farewell reception &racieMansion, and Barwick was sworn in as the new president of
the Municipal Art Society at its annual meeting, held at Saint Mark's Church in the Bowery.
Jacqueline Onassis presentéd kvith an award. Her presence was a thrill for many of the
landmarks staff in attendante.

"#$%&#" ()*&+,$-./0)12$"30312(),&0)0$%TIHé Commission was able to provide a public
forum that didn't exist anywhere else in city government. It was important to bring buildings,
structures, and sites into the process so they could have the benefit of public review and
comment before, duringnd after designation.

5&+#'+)6$0'%&7) 18#)#2") % &#H#'+)7$-"'(4)96 2&#)%& 7 ()3:)#2")-+$#$-0) 3:)#2")-3%%$00$37)+'&™()
seem interested in is simply speeding the process up byuanohg the landmarks process. But
that process was put in place precisely so tlaetivould be time to consider the issue in detall
and, most important, independently. A building is judtgede a landmark according to aesthetic
and historic standarésiowever vague those standards may sometime appearaadéhey

should fave nothing to do with an owner's financial prospects. That issu@cdrshouletbe
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dealt withafter I"#$%&'($)&*The law as written and implemented mandated the split between
aesthetic and historic standardsl dimancial return a contrast from the view that Whitney
North Seymour had articulated twenty years earlier.

When Barwick left, the Commission had been in existence for eighteen years. Spatt and
Barwick presided over the Commission during a great perifid>gffrom the depths of the
-$(./#01$#-'20-3%#$#0()0'0&'#-"&(01$&'&-$'20'&!0!"4"2)56"&(07))6*089"&0(9"0:) 66 $##$) &0
celebrated its tenth anniversary in 1975, Spatt was quoted as saying that the Commission had
"&("3"10;<=$"(0"1=2(9))!**" Little did she know thathatadulthood was very young and turned
out to be not so quiet as the agency matured. The Commission added more and many different
kinds of designations. It acquired broader and more diversifiestioeencies. Th&.S. Supreme
Court decision on Grand Central helped solidify the status and legal authority, not only of the
Landmarks Preservation Commission, but of local commissions throughainited States.

During this same periodhére was a parallel rise and codification of federal programs
pertaining to historic preservatiowhich in turn affected, inspired, and partially funded many
local programs.

While both Spatt and Barwick recognized and encouraged the dedicated amaggaisah
saw the rise of traingoreservatiorprofessiomls, both within the agency and in the broader
community. The historic preservation program founded by James Marston RKitcluatbia
University had spawned many othergluding those at Cornelihe University ofPenrsylvania
andthe University ofVirginia, with faculties of Columbirained personnel. They produced
students who went on to local comsian staffs, state historic preservation offices, and federal

agencies throughout thénited States.
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THE COMMISSION UNDER SIEGE (1983-1990)

The Norman Years

When Kent Barwick left the chairmanship of the Commission, its profile was higher than it
ever had been, but its mission and motivesenunder attack, from friends and foes alike. Its
friends, particularly the local advocacy groups, were unhappy betteu€®mmission had held
public hearings omany buildings and districtsat hadhot yet designated-urtherthere were
many buildings and districts that they thought should be heard and desjg¢maiteekpectations
having been raised by community volunteer survey efféitglly, in many cases they didn't
like the decisions that the Commissioners were matkmigegulatorymatters feeling that te
I"##$%%$"&'(%)*' () +'$&,)-"").liberal / *

Many architects who regularly appeared before the Commission were also unhappy. While
sympathetic to the goals of preservation, they often felt that their designs and approaches to
presrvation were being attacked unnecessarily. Others called for the predictability of guidelines
or regulations for certain kinds of applications. Guidelines might dampen creativity, but at least
projects would get through the process faster. Unlike mamlyriarks commissions elsewhere in
theUnited States, the Commission had not implemented district or langspacific design
review guideline$.

On the other hand, the religious community was strategizing for a righteous war and the
organized real estate community, led by the Real Estate Board of New York, thought the
Commission was going toorfa designating great monuments like Grand Central was one thing,
+1-)2'3'()4"1%'5)6-)*7%)+7('89)"8:)'&"1,;) 7&:)%-"")"&) 7).%"<-)%$-'=/)>&:)*; 7-)*7%)-;")
Commission doing by thwarting residential development on the Upper East and Upper West
Sides? Furthermoy®y designating large historic districts, it was superseding the role of the
Planning Commission, according to real estate interests. Barwick generally took the position that
if the Commission made everyone unhappy, it must be doing something righthE v
York Timeshad changed its previously strongfir@ndmarks editorial stance, due in part to the
ascendancy of Roger Starr, a planner, head of the Housing and Development Administration in
the Beame administration, and landmarks skeptic, to theriadiipoard”

?2"@;)*7%)$&)7):$8'##7)"3')A7(*$@BCUIED®ENt. The position didn't have a high enough
salary or enough prestige to award to someone as a political favor. Koch had been a member of
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the Committee to Save Grand Central, but that was before he was elected mayor. However,
Barwick thought that Kochecognized that preservation was a legitimate political issue, and that
there were many constituents, including those favoring historic preservation, that had to be
satisfied. In 1983, Koch had appointed Robert J. Wagner, Jr., one of his deputy mayors, as
chancellor of the board of education. Wagner had been replaced by Robert Esnard as deputy
mayor for land use issues.

Esnard recruited Gene A. Norman, an architectBnodx resident who was executive
director of the Harlem Urban Development CorpamatiAmong his conditions for accepting the
job, Norman stipulated that it had to be a-firthe position at a salary comparable to that paid to
other city agency heads and that the agency budget itself and staffing had to be increased. Why
did he take thgb? While an architect by training and an administra&lorman had no
background or experience in historic preservation. The local rumor mill conjectured that Koch
was trying to mend fences with the AfricAimerican community by appointing a blaagency
head, even if the Landmarks Commission was not an agency that would have immediate appeal
"#$%&"#&()$*" %% +'&()$!,*,$%,'-&'./$0"*1$12-$12-$2$*"(,'(&"+3$#,42(&"31&5$6 & (15(1,$*&() 73$
minority communities through much of his first term. The MypatArt Society establishment
was certainly taken abaékf Beverly Moss Spatt had been an outsiatman was even more
so. PerhapBlorman wanted to get away from the roiling community conflicts that enveloped
Harlem politics and deslopment. Little did he know what conflicts he was inheriting at the helm
of the Landmarks Preservation Commission.

Norman took up his position in June 1983. Like his predecessors, he discovered that
applications for regulatg permits could not be turned away, but matters pertaining to
designation could be postponed for further study. The staff began to lobby for the breakup of the
team structure in favor of reorganization into more conventional departments, but that change
took over a year to be put into effect.

The advocacy groups were urging more designations, particularly on the Upper West Side
and inHarlem, where survey work had been underway for two years. Following the model of the
Friends of the Upper East Sibiéstoric Districts, a group of Upper West Siders organized
Landmarks West! to lobby for more districts and landmarks, comparing the numbers of
designated properties on the Upper West Side to those tipger East Side. A small group in
Harlem thoughthatNorman, as an Africamerican, owed them designations in the historical,
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selfstyled black capital ofAmerica.

Norman's style was different from Barwick's. He was quieter, more cautious; he knew he had
a lot to learn and wanted todrevarious opinions and viewpoints, but more for the purpose of
educating himself rather than talking through options to reach a decision. However, Tung and
Willensky remained on the Commission. Both were loquacious and contentious and tended to
dominate écussions at Commission meetings and heardgsnan was also acutely conscious
that he was in a highly visible position in a public agency, and that leaks and gossip formed
much of the currency of the larger preservation community. To reinforcpdim he kept a sign
"#$%&H (&) H*$+*#,(+'-#./$(,(#+,(#"1#&(0,(*&12

Norman soon realized that he would have a multitude of difficult issues to deal with. The
application for redevelopment of the Saint Bartholomew's Church site was only a maiter of t
before it would be submitted. On thipper West Side, the financially beleaguered Newk
Historical Society wanted to capitalize on its location by constructing a tower designed by Hugh
Hardy on top of its landmark building on Central Park Wesivsuits over the use of eminent
domain by the Urban Development Corporation for the acquisition of the block fromssbf
42nd Street between Seventh and Eighth Avenues fdritiees Square redevelopment project
were dragging on, but the theaowners were still incensed over the 1982 public hearings.

The initial proposals for both the historical society tower and the St. Bart's tower came in
January 1984. Both engendered lengthy public hearings. Both were turned down on the grounds
of inappopriateness. The historic society proposal was judged both on appropriateness of the
design to the landmark building and to the Central Park Wé#t Street Historic District in
which it was located. St. Bart's came back with a revised and somewhdtdmale proposal
that was also rejected.

Development pressures &ifth Avenue through Midtown led the Municipal Art Society to
ask the Commission to consider a Fifth Avenue Historic District. The Commission declined, but
in late 1984, it held public hearings on two lseale Fifth Avenue buildings, No. 712 and No.

714, that were being threatened with demolition and redevelopment for a large hotel tower. Both
had been heard by the Commission in 1966 and again in 1970. The €xomiad even voted

to deny designation to the buildings, one of the few times it had taken such an action. This time,
after a new round of public hearings, the Commission voted to designate both in January 1985.

No. 712, a BeawArts confection designed the form of a town house although always in
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commercial use, had been the headquarters of the Rizzoli publishing house, while No. 714, built
for Coty perfumers, contained a giant window fabricated of Lalique glass. The window was
obscured and its origiforgotten until rediscovered by architectural historian Andrew Dolkart.
Eventually the tower proposal was changed and set baclHifdmAvenue and the two

buildings incorporated into a new department store for Henri Bendel. The Commission approved
the tower design, although not without controversy, in part because the permit application had
been filed and the public hearing held before the designation was affirmed by the Board of
Estimate®

Because of continuing development pressures in Midtown, the Commission continued to
hold publichearings in 1985 on other Midtown buildings that had been identified in staff
surveys, even though other areas of the city felt neglected by the Commission. Among the
buildings that had been identified by the Commission staff in its Midtown West suregyhava
so-calledWilkie Building onWest 40th Street, opposite Bryant Park. The building owners were
interested in developing the site so decided to demolish the building before the Commission
could calendar it for a public hearing. Adtingh the work was done in February 1985 with a
demolition permit from the Buildings Department, the demolition still led to an outcry. The
result was a system to flag buildings of Landmark interest in the Buildings Department records
(first on permit cardand later on computer). The process was codified in a memorandum
between Gene Norman and Charles Smith, Buildings Commissioner.

While the process was intended to protect buildings from demolition or inappropriate
alterations, it had major ramifications fine work of the Preservation Department. The
Landmarks law had no specific provisions for what became afilered system. Any building
already a landmark or withn the boundaries of a historic district was so identified in Buildings
Department recordsnd any permit applications were forwarded to the Commission foiofiign
before building permits were granted. This part of the process had been in place since 1965.
Buildings that had been the subject of a public hearing but were not yet designatatsavere
identified in Buildings Department records. Again applicants were directed to the Commission
for review and comment; the Commission asserted its jurisdiction under the principle that
inappropriate change prior to designation could subvert the remsdadignation. Finally,
buildings in which the Commission was potentially interested were flagged, so if a permit

application was filed, the Commission could calendar the building for a public hearing and bring
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it more formally into the system. Time petgfor Commission review under the last

circumstance were based on time limits in the building code for the issuance of permits. The
system served for early warning, but increased the work of the Preservation Department, whose
staff members learned to "jane" applicants, while lacking the clout to deny an application or

to issue a full Commission permit.

Many preservationists, as well as Herbert Rickman, an outspoken special assistant to Mayor
Koch, were unhappy over thilkie Building affair, seeing it as a sign that the Commission was
moving too slowly on designations. On the other hand, the real estate community fedidwithd
by the CotyRizzoli designation (712 and 714 Fifth Avenue), a matter that was presumed to be
settled and wrien off fifteen years earlier. It wanted more predictability and a clearer
articulation of standards and criteria for designation. In response, in April 1985, Koch appointed
a five-person committee, headed by architect Alexander Cooper, to conduct-dagixgview
of key aspects of the commission's operations and to determine if its procedures could be
improved. The sixtyday study stretched out over a year and resulted in a set of recommendations
that pleased no orfe.

"#'$%& ) #$*"'+,$," - #/$,&%").0"$,1"$2&((.00.&#30$4"0./#),.&#$+'&5.6"7$8&9*"'5"66 " $2"#,"":$
which had been heard for designation in 1983 as a landmiamdeo (not as a historic district
because the Rockefeller Group wanted to preserve its ability to transfer development rights from
the property), was designated in 1985, along with the interior lobbies of the RCA and
International Buildings, joining ther@ladydesignated Radio City Music Hall. The buildings
were not threatened, but they fell into the category of obvious;drigjile, not yet designated
landmarks. This timeRockefellerCenter acquiesced rather than protesting the designatibn as
had done witlRadioCity Music Hall.

By the summer of 198%orman felt confident enough to move forward with the designation
of the Broadway theaters, which had been heard for designation three years earlier. The proposed
strakgy was to move through the list of theaters alphabetically by name, beginning with the
;<30=7%>)++.6-$,1"$5.'0,$,1"'$,1"),"0$&#%$,1"$6.0,:$,1"$<6? #$@#&AS$,1"$%".6$B.(&#C:$,1"$
Ambassador, and the ANTA (then the Virginia, now the August Wilson), haddtiferent
&AH"0$5'&($)(&#/$,1"$;D./1$,1"":=$,1"$%"4"6)#4""'SE')#.F),.&#:$,1"$B1GD" $E')#.F),.&#:$
and the Jujamcyn Theaters Corporation respectively. The Commission also adopted a set of

regulations, keyed to the identification of architectural featurése designation reports, that
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would expedite the review process for building permits. It cited the Madison Avenue guidelines
as precedent. The Planning Commission, at that time headed by Herbert Sturz, felt that the
Commission was moving too quicklydthwarting proposed zoning provisions among other
things. With the prospect of major opposition from PlannNayman agreed to delay further

action on additional designatiofidhe Board of Estimate denied the exterior designation of the
Ambassador Theater (owned by the Shubert Organization and the least architecturally attractive
of the group), but upheld all three interior designations and ke two exterior designations.

The action of the Board, although it claimed no special architectural expertise, showed the
prolonged influence, some twenty years, of architectural style as the basis for designation.

That summer also saw the designatiothefNew York Stock Exchange Building at Broad
and Wall Streets. The stock exchange had fought designation even longer tharokiverth
Building but finally acceded on the condition that the landmark site be limited to exclude the
1960s seton of the building. Two twirtowered Art Deco apartment buildings Gentral Park
West the Century and the Eldorada@lso joined the ranks of designated landmarks. Even at
that date, ten years after the Commission had begun designating Art Deaugbutite style
was still viewed with skepticism by some of the Commissioners, as well as members of the
public?

Also in 1985, two majoNew York museums announced plans to expand their buildings.
Both were on the Upper East Side, both were notable examples of modern design, both would
require a variety of city approvals in addition to building permits, andweth opposed by
local neighborhood groups. However, because of the 4y limitation of the landmarks law,
the Commission could not assert jurisdiction in the case of the fdrnankLloyd Wright-
designedsuggenheinMuseum, completed in 1959. By contrast, becaus®\thigney Museum,
designed by Marcel Breuer and completed in 1966, was located in the Upper East Side Historic
District, the Commission was required to review the expansion proposal for itst iomptne
district, even though the building was less than thirty years old.

A design by the postmodern architect Michael Graves would have doubled the size of the
Whitney by surrounding and partially surmounting the existing building. Once the pro@ssal w
unveiled in May 1985, the controversy was intense, not only in the community immediately
around the museum, which feared the impact of a greatly enlarged building, but also among the
"H#E%&'($)H"*+$,--). &' [+0%8&$%+1 (*'+2#"3(454+6(4&7.+0,)*6+86 (4HHH+EROWNed work of
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I"#$%& #&("Y*In the face of such intense criticism, the museum submitseth@what smaller
expansion bysraves for public hearing by the Commission. Still the design was controversial,
even in its scaletdack version, in part because it called for the demolition of the five
brownstonegronted rowhouses immediately southtleé museum building. One of the five had
+"-%."',&%/%'.-10-1-1,2-0&34"*-+(%4.%,5-%,-&3$'-2"%5%,!4-.'0%5,!&%2,-"62"&7-+(&-&$'-2&$"'0-$!.-+",
identified as important to the character of Madison Avenue. Despite the protestations of the
proponents of the newd%5,7-8299%00%2,"-:(,5-;2,."".<-1=/-&$"-#299%00%2,-1442;0-!,-
applicant in this instance to demolish four buildings which are clearly contributing are we then
not faced with putting in jeopardy 20 percent or 30 percent of the buildings in the historic
%08&"%#&Grtally in late 1988, the museum came forward with a third design, still by Michael
Graves, but scaledack and much more restrained in charatter

New York Timesarchitecture critic Paul Goldberger wondered why the Guggenheim proposal
was met with so much less opposition than the Whitney proposal. Designed by the firm of
Gwathmey Siegel and Associates, it would replace a small annex building designed by the
Taliesn Fellowship. He conjectured that the lack of outcry was because the addition was not
post92.",-+(&-92.",)-182(4.-&$%0-+'"-;$3-&$'-1"&-!, .- "#$% & #&("14-#299(,%&%'0-$! ?'-+" -
relatively silent on this or@&3$!&-%,-&2.!3A0-#4%9!&'-&$'-B(55',$'%9-!...6 &7 as a
I"%',.43-%,&"(."-!,.-,2&-1,-14%' -2 '>*'3 By the time the Guggenheim met the thiysar
requirement of the landmarks law for designattbe,addition would be completed.

C'1,;$%4'7-D&)-E!"&$2429";A0-85("#%-;!0-,2&-1+2(&-&2-5%7"-(6-%&0-+!&&4'-&2-.'?'426-6!"&-2/-
its site, filing an application to proceed with its project on the basis of economic hardship. Public
hearings began in October 198%th officials of the church and the Episcopal diocese stating
that it needed the income that would be generated by a new tower to carry out its mission of
serving the poor. Meanwhile a large minority group of the parish, which called itself the
Committé-&2-F6620'-&$'-D!4'-2/-D&)-E!"&$2429";A0-8$("#$7-#2,&',.".-&$!&-&$'-?'0&"3-;!10-
manipulating its finances and misstating the adequacy and condition of the existing btifidings.
After sorting through hours of public hearing testimony and supporting documenthasidast
of the argument, the Commission finally issued a denial to the application on February 25, 1986.
Using the tests for hardship set forth by the Appellate Division of the New York Supreme Court
in the Sailors Snug Harbor case, the church was requingave that the existing facilities were

inadequate for its purposes and that the denial of the tower proposal would cause an economic
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hardship. Consequently, the Commission had to make two separate findings, both of which were
drafted by Commissionenihg and approved by a vote eD8vith one abstention. The
preservation community at large and the minority parishioners were delighted. The church
I"HSHUE' () 1*+, (-1($.Y0&&+/0+(-. +(1122#"#1/3' (% $-#!/'(#/($!45846 lawsuit was filed ifFederal
District Court in April 1986 that contended that the Commis®{@6$-#!/'(.%, )#!&%-+,(#-'(7#5'-(
and Fifth Amendment right€.The case eventually worked its way froanhattardistrict court
-I(-.+(8+3Y,(1#5%4#-("+,+5%&($!45-6(9.+($!45-'(%- (%0 &E&(&+)+&' (Y05++,(-.%-(8-6 (:%65-.1&!2+*3'(1.45%
had failed to make its case of economic hardship. However, the church sought to have the case
heard by the U.S. Supreme Court. The petitias eenied in 1994, which finally brought the
8-6(:%05-.1&!2+*3'(-1*+5(;5!;1'00& (-1 (%($&! +< (-+/(=+%5' (%" -+5(-.+ (#/#-#%E&(%//\4/$+2+/-< (2#&&H#'("
1 &&Y05' (#/(&#-#0%-#!/(B!'-'< (- (-1 (2+/-#/(%5$.#-+3-'3(%/,(+/0#/++5'3("++'<(%/, (% (,++;&=(,#)#,+,(
congregation that needed much healing. Architecture critic Paul Goldberger commented that the
SIAS-(,+SHH >+ +$-#)+&=(?#&E&@+,A("15+)+5(-.+($. 4tabeBH ok Bo4kyscraper on a portion of
its landmark property on Park AverRi@and end[ed] the bitterest landmarks dispute of the
+$%0, +(+/-#5+&=(#("%)15(1"(-.+(&%/,2%5? (8CC=6D

9.+(8-6(:%5-.1&!12+*3'(;5!;1'%&(%/,('4C'+E4+/-(&%* 4#-'(0+/+5%-+, (/%o-#1/ Y% & (#/-+5+"-<(%o- (%0 (
time when the larger religious community was viewing government regulation, not to mention
designation, as #84'#)+6(F.+/(-.+(G686(84;5+2+(1145-(,+/#+,(-.+($.45%.3'(;+-#-#1/<(-.+(&+0%&(
implications for national preservation law were as significant as those of the Grand Central
decision fourteen years earlier.

In response to broad community interest, the Comomssalendared and heard in 1986 a
historic district in the Ladies Mile area Wfanhattan. Located betwe&mion Square and
Madison Square and extending west of Broadw&®ixth Avenue, the area had been the center
of a fashionable sh@ng district and related garment and furnishing industries in the late
nineteenth and early twentieth centuries. The neighborhood had many warehouses and light
manufacturing loft spaces, but because of low rents was beginning to become popular for
residenial conversions and specialty office space. Once again the real estate community was up
in arms, as if its members had totally forgotten what had happeis&dio once it had been
designated twentthree years earlier. But even though the distridtibeen heard, the local
activists and advocates of designation were unhappy because a designation was not immediately

forthcoming™®
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By the beginning of 198 Norman was facing two more public relations battles, one over
designatios or lack thereof, and the other about regulation. Christabel Gough, &teealwich
Village activist who formed a group called the Society for the Preservation of the City, started to
publicize the paucity of designations, complete with statisticalyses and press releases. In his
first few yearsNorman always spoke of "triage" and a lack of resouitiesvas true that
designation reports were becoming longer and were more complicated to write and produce as
they served more purposes by trying to anticipate future regulation. At the same time, far more
items had been takanto the public hearing process than the research staff could deal with,
especially when the Commission's attention was so focused on issues relating to the preservation
of already designated landmarks.

City Hall had long been interested in Bryant Péokated behind the New York Public
Library, which had become a neglected and dangerous eyesore. To combat the problem, local
businesses and organizations organized the Bryant Park Restoration Corporation. Headed by
Daniel A. Biederman, the group came uphaa proposal to redesign the park and take over its
management from the Parks Department. As a designated scenic landmark, the park was subject
I"#$%& (Vo) +#) -., [0#%SI 1" 231H#! 1 HA"((++."&5+H#-"1 +#]) #&"1#6.&" . &3H"&HI 1 #T%)*+#
Department. Part of the rezign called for the construction of restaurant pavilions on the park's
upper terrace adjacent to the west side of the New York Public Library building. Designed by
architect Hugh Hardy of Hardy Holzman Pfeiffer Associates (once again involved in the design
of a controversial landmarks project), the pavilions had the effect of partially obscuring the view
of the west wall of the library and its articulation of the interior stacks. This design effect was
widely praised as an expression of Beduts design pnciples. The park redesign, including
the creation of underground stacks for the library below the park, was the subject of several
lengthy public hearings in 1986. After much debate, the Commission adopted a motion in early
January 1987 that found the'@t+, #8%-.$."&#',+.3&+#92&!,&%63, :#6,,%2+ #"<#!1 #.(8%;1#"&#!1 #
library, although the underground stacks proposal was appfb¥ee. effects ofhe redesign on
the formal Frenchinspired landscape that had been installed in the 1930s was largely ignored.
="/,-)0#4"((.++."&,#>"&?#>2&30#/1"#.&#<%; 1#") Yo<!,'#I1 #4"((.++."&5+#("."&O#',;.",'#I"#
write an oped piece for théVew York Timesthat explaned his philosophical reasons for
opposing the plan. Tung himself pulled the article shortly after he submitted Mpbuain was
very unhappy about the emdn around an official, albeit controversial, Commission position. As
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quoted in theVew York Timed"#$%&" (")(*"+,"-(./01"'23*"%4(%"54*0"%4*")+--/"[+0"6+*"["2*"("
' (%*-*0%"%4(%"/%")+-*" 3+-"(0"+,,/)/(7"8+.*-(0"+G7Bs a consequencBlorman told
Tung that he would not be recommended for reappointment to the Commission. Tung was not
about to resign, so assumed the role of critic to almost everythingdhatan did. Ironically,
<201&™,(77",3+-"13()*"L(=*"4/-"%4*"%(%2"'+ !iyr@nd made him a hero with the preservation
activists; many of whom had previously found fault with his lengthy discussions and digressions
at Commission meetings.
<4*")+0%3+=*3'9"+=*3"<201&"3*(88+/0%-*0%"5("/06/)(%/=*"+,">3+(6*3"6/,,/)27%/*"'5/%4"
Commissiorappointments. Given the long hours and unpaid status, the role of a landmarks
commissioner was a stressful one, especially if one was trying to maintain another career. During
much of?+3-(0&™"%*023*!")+--/"/+0*3™"5*3*"*3=/01"*=*0"%4+214"%4*/3¥9h* R} expired and
there were unfilled vacancies, which sometimes made it difficult to achieve quorums for
Commission votes. In February 1985, Elliot Willensky was named as vice chairman to succeed
William Conklin. Architects Frances Halsband and David Tegdaced Conklin and Charles A.
Platt. Adolf Placzek, retired Avery Librarian, was named as an architectural higforian.

The Reverend David A. Garcia, rector of St. Marks in the Bowery Church; architects George
S. Lewis, Gaston Silva, and Mildred Schmertz; and architectural historian Sarah Bradford
Landau joined the Commission in 1987 ony Tung was not replaced until the spring of 1988
by Lee Weintraub, the commission's first landscape architect who wasStisea Island
resident.

The Commission embarked on another series of public hearings in 1987 and 1988. Many of
the properties were on thipper West Side, and had been identified in the survey work that had
begun when Barwick was heading the Commission. In the case obties lallong and west of
Central Park West and the blocks between Riverside Drive and West End Avenue, the Research
Department argued for large, inclusive, and architecturally diverse districts that reflected historic
development patterns in the area. Thpraach was similar to what had been done otJphzer
East Side, but was no less controversial. While many neighborhood residents were enthusiastic,
seeing potential designation as a way of preserving scale and architectural character, the larger
dewelopment community and many churches and other institutions that owned valuable real
*0/0(%*"5*3*'+88+*6:"<4*" @+--/"/+0&"+50"A3**3=(%/+0"B*8(3%-*0%""%(,,"(7'+"4(6"-/C*6"

feelings about the proposed districts. Because of the strengthened agreemeet Buildihgs
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Department, all properties within the calendared districts (some 2,000 buildings) were placed
within Commission jurisdiction but the Commission and staff had only limited enforcement
powers until the districts were actually designated.

More than two years after the initial designations of the Broadway theaters, the interagency
politics were finally settled and the lawsuits that challenged eminent domain over properties on
West 42nd Street were sufficiently resolved for the Commission W@ fiooward with the
remaining theater designations. Tweptght more theaters were designated over a period of
several weeks in late 1987 and early 1988. Despite the opposition of the Shubert, Nederlander,
and Jujamcyn organizations, the Board of Estimmasnimously upheld the designations on
March 10, 1988 (actually early in the morning of March 11), after a late night séSsion.

Another longsimmering controversy finally led to the calendaring and public hearings in
1988 of two complexes built by the City and Suburban Homes Company Oppplee East Side.

The group of buildings between &§&8th and East 79th Streets 6éfrk Avenue was acquired

by developer Peter Kalikow in 1985. He announced plans to buy out all the tenants, who enjoyed
rentcontrolled and rerstabilized apartments, and redevelop the block with luxury apartment
buildings. The tenants, understandably alarmed, petitioned the Commission for designation and
organized themselves as the CoalitiosaveCity and Suburban Homes. They also hired
architectural historian Andrew S. Dolkart to prepare a NatiBeglster nomination, and

launched an education and public relations campaign. The complex had been built in the early
years of the twentieth century as a development of model tenements for the benefit of-working
class New Yorkers. For its part, the Consios decided that the Kalikow site could not be

looked at in isolation, so asked the research staff to undertake a study of model tenements in
Manhattan. The City and Suburban Homes Company had constructed a number of model
tenements projects, includj a group of buildings that survived &ifst Avenue between East

64th and East 65th Streets. The Commission held public hearings, which proved to be long and
"H#$%HP&™ ()X "#*+"$,*-."/(0*1,%*234&5"6*-."" *,&.%7*3*$%38*"9*:%;/%. $*6 & $# %6 ((Yobted " * 7 Yo & -
the significance of the buildings at the public hearftigs.

The buildings were unprepossessing in appearance, but the planning principles and the social
history of the complexes led the Commission to consider new directions regarding designations.
These issues aldactored into the ongoing discussion of how to define historical and cultural

landmarks and the implications for designation and regulation. More than twenty years after the
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establishment of the Landmarks law, many on the Commission and much of th@ulduger

still felt that landmarks should be architecturally distinguished. It was much harder to define and
justify the more intangible characteristics of history and culture, even though the landmarks law
made ample provisions for such designatiShs.

The report of the Cooper Committee, which contained several recommendations that, if
adopted, would have restridtéhe independence of the Commission, was still an unresolved
issue. In responsdlorman decided to countettack, asking for the formation of another
committee that would review Commission operations and procedures in order to prepare the
Commissiorfor the year 2000. Technically it was placed under the aegis of the Municipal Art
Society and called the Historic City Committee. Chaired by former Commission Vice Chairman,
William Conklin, the Committee (informally named after its chairman) was form&&cember
I"#$%&'(&()*&(+,*-&./012+0&345&67/(*89&:;)*0&()*&2408,4<15&2438&345&3<+((*0-&+(&345&4&
desperate, stefihe-destruction movement. It is time to realize that the -1&tldl 20thcentury
buildings we preserve will last through the 21st century. Tdisposition and longerm use is
5/,%()+0=&()*&/<+=+0428&><4,*<5&8+80?(&)4@*&(/&3IL TN AT tledVaw York The
Historic Cityand generally called thdistoric City Reportwere not released until February
1989%

Two years after the Cooper Committee recommendations were issued, Deputy Mayor Robert
Esnard, speaking for the Koch administration, announced a public hearing in June 1988 on a
5*<+*5&/>&+0+(+4(+@*5&(/&:5(<*0=()*0&()*&2408,4<15&243%C&D)*&, AE/<&F</F/542&+0&()*&<*F
recommended amending the law that governed the issuance of buildingsgeonthe
Landmarks law) in order to authorize the Commission to create large study areas throughout the
city. Once a study area was declared, the Commission could create a piotédied list and
then subsequently calendar and designate buildingsabifist, as long as the proceedings were
completed within a year. Owners of buildings on the list would be entitled to an expedited
Commission review for building permits. Buildings within a study area that were not put on the
protected buildings list dsuildings on the list that failed to be designated after a year could not
be reconsidered for at least five years. If this recommendation were to be adopted, such a
proceeding would be even more onerous than the moratoriums written into the original law.

Other proposals were: to establish a group of Buildings Department inspectors to monitor

landmarks and buildings in historic districts; to authorize the Environmental Control Board to
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hear Landmarks violations and to impose fines (thus shifting violgbimteedings out of the
Criminal Courts system); and to institute application fees for landmark pétmtte. proposals

to establish protected lists and to impose application fees were controversial within the
preservation community. The first was seen as a throwback to the limitations of the landmarks
law as originally implemented, while the fee proposal $&en as a detriment to compliance

with the law. The proposals never made it to legislation.

TheHistoric City [Conklin] Committee report also dealt with designations, proposing that
the Commission issue quarterly lists of potential landsharid historic districts, hold public
hearings for items on the list within three months, and then act on designation within one year for
landmarks and two years for historic districts. To protect potential landmarks, the Buildings
Department would not isg alteration or demolition permits to buildings on the quarterly lists.
"#$%E& ()& ++,&-"*+. . $((&&'-&/+..&"01($+"23'()$2',-+,+21#'4+5#0"+('#3.$(' () & *+..$22$+"62'
ability to reconsider buildings for designation. The Commission was also urged to adopt a
preservation policy (de facto guidelines) for each historic distridbne of these
recommendations were implemented either.

Ironically, it was a longunninglawsuit challenging the existence of the Board of Estimate
under the federal Voting Rights Act that helped solidify the Commission's independent status. In
March 1989, the U.S. Supreme Court ruled against the City of New York in the case of New
York City Board of Estimate v. Morris, 489 U.S. 688 (1989). As a result the Board of Estimate
was to be abolished by the summer of 1990. The New York City Charter had to be rewritten and
submitted for a vote in the fall of 1989. The Landmarks Preservation Commisssacodified
as an independent agency in tigav city charter. Once the charter was implemented, Landmarks
designations would be ratified, modified, or denied by the City Council. The mayor could veto a
City Council action and the council could oudera mayoral veto by a twihirds vote. The
-&#BT$+52'/+..5"$(83'2($##'2.1-($"7'9-+." )0 &":(;'<1-()+#+.&462'%)5-/)'0&/$2$+"1"0'+() &-'
controversial designations of religious buildings, managed to get provisions for a separate review
panel for buildings thavere exempt from paying property taxes that had exhausted their
hardship appeals. To date, that panel has never had to cfivene.

Meanwhile the failure of the Commission to adopt and implement regulations beyond those
contained in the Landmarks law, whether generally applicable or district specific, remained a

major point of contention with architects and developers. fadison Avenue guidelines and
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the theater guidelines were minor exceptions.)

By the end of 1988Jorman had had enough. He had the opportunity to retufiatiem to a
new state agency, the Harlem International Trade Center Corpotatiofortunately for the
numbers of designations under his chairmansiedeft his post shortly before the Commission

designated the Ladies Mile Historic District.

Todd as Place Holder

David F. M. Todd, who had served as an architppbantee on the Commission since 1985
and was a member of the Conklin Committee, was annound&dbass'()#*+,%-*$*&./)0*)1%2)
3*-"$*)(")%4%#*)"5).1*)%6*&-7'()%2$8&8(.#%.89*%)+#"3,*$()41*&)"&).1%):"&;,8&):"$$8..**).1%.)
he made it his mission to implemtenanagerial reforms, move forward on guidelines and
regulations, and pick up the pace of designations. The real estate community was happy because
they thought he would push forward with regulations that would give more certainty to property
owners. Presrvationists were initially wary, but at least hopeful that his previous Commission
experience would move designations forward. Todd expressed his philosophgtoyark
Times#*+"# *#<)=>1*).18&6)?)%2$8#*)$"(.)%3"@.).1*),%&2%$%#;(),%4)8()&" 3. 186 ) BI YR %0; *
but deliberately invites different points of view. | am more tighter reined on the designation side.
| am moreinclinedtoward architectural quality level as a decisive criterion. The historic or
cultural sides can be stretched, strained anon@tzed. To my mind, too many things can fit
@&2*#).1"(*)1*%28&6(/)A&). 1) #*6 @,%."#7)(82*B)?'$),"" (*#)#*8&*2/)C*) ("$*.8$*()1%9*)%).*&2*&-7)
")98*4)*9*#7),%&2$%#;)%()%&)* D@ %, , 7)(%-#*2)"3E*-./F

Todd was also under pressure for the Commission to designate to beat the deadline that
would be set by the expirah of the Board of Estimate. Any designations made after May 1,
1990, would be subject to review by the City Council, and the local preservation advocates were
fearful about outcomes.

Because of the staff increases, survey work, and designation studieadhbegun under
Norman, Todd was able to have the Commission move rather expeditiously on designations.

The Ladies Mile Historic District was finally designated in May 1989. Public hearings on
four historic districts and individual items in Tribelolowed in June. The Research Department
launched into the preparation of designation reports for districts and individual landmarks on the

Upper West Side, with the Riversiféest End Historic District being designated by the end of
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the year.

The cesignation of th€ooganBuilding, constructed in 1876 as tRacqueCourtClub
Building, was one that Todd might not have supported before he became Commission chairman.
Commissioner Sarah Bradford Landau had long afgiuat the form of the building with its
monumental arched windows was a precursor to early skyscraper deigw iviork City.
Unfortunately for the fate of the building, it stood on a prominent site at the cor@stiof
Avenue andVest Bth Street in an area that had been proposed for rezoning by the City
Planning Commission. The owner envisioned a massive residential and commercial development
betweer25th Street an@8th Street along the avenue. When the designation canme Boénd
of Estimate, only Mayor Koch with his two votes voted to affirm it. All the other board
members, including Manhattan Borough President David Dinkins, voted to deny the designation.
It was only the third time in fifteen years that the board ovestlithe designation of a
Manhattan landmar®

Todd also presided over the designation of the first modern landmark eftar House to
achieve the thirtyyear mark, the Seagram Building, the great postwar International Style
skyscraper designed by Mies van der Rohe. Unlike the owners of the Lever Ho$egdham
Building owners not only welcomed but sougfe designation. In this case, the Seagram
Corporation had negotiated the sale of the property to TUAREF in 1980 with stipulations that
mandated longerm maintenance and an agreement to seek local landmarks status when the
building was eligible by agdhe Commission was happy to move forward with the designation
and also included the interior lobby spaces. At the same time, the Commission was petitioned by
the owners of the Four Seasons Restaurant located in the building and an integral part of the
oveall design, to designate its spaces. Despite the protests of CREF, the Commission did
so, and the designation was affirmed by the Board of Estimate. As had been the cRselwith
City Music Hall, there was a lawsuit that challgt$%&"$'())*++*(,-+$./0*+#*1%*(,$%($#"+*1,2%"$
interiors on the basis of public access, but the designation was upheld by the New York State
Court of Appeals’

By 1989, Koch wa# his third term and enterirtgs twefth yearin office. While it was
assumed thdte would run for a fourth termjdrelations withthe residents ahany sections of
the city were becoming increasingly strained. When a young black teenager was chased and

killed by a white mob ilBensonhurstBrooklyn, that summer, the situation only got worse/o
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and half years earlier, another white mob had attacked a group of black teenagers in Howard
Beach,QueensDavid Dinking who had rurior mayorfour years earliemanagain and defeated
Koch and two other candidatestheDemocratic Partprimary in SeptembeBut Dinkins was
scarcelya shoein, as the popular federal prosecutor Rudolphli@ni wasrunning on the
Republican and Liberal party lines. Dinkiwen avery close race that November.

Like Koch, Dinkins did not have the appointment loétlandmarks chairman at the top of his
agenda. So Todd stayed on into 198Mhong his last official acts as chairman wereresice
over the desigations of the two Cityand Suburban Homes complexes the Upper West
Side/Central Park W&t Historic District on April 24, 1990The date was the last on which the
Commission could vote and ensure that the designations would go to the Board of Estimate for
review, instead of theewly empowerecity Council.

Todd had improved the agency manageinasidl had moved forward the designation agenda
more systematically, but the implementation of regulations was a large piece of unfinished

business.
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THE COMMISSION COMES OF AGE: GROWTH AND MATURITY (1990-1999)

The Beckelman Years

"#$%&'(%%&)"% &% (*+&)$,&-(.&/+001&2+&) " %&,34+*53)+*+%&3)+&6(779,,$(*8,&94(:+%;4+,<&
budget, and operations and had improved the morale of the Commission staff and
commissiones. He had applied to serve as chairman under Dinkins and then agreed to stay on
the Commission after Dinkins announced the appointment of Laurie Beckelman as chairman.

Beckelmal,&"99($*37+*@&eived the approval of the City Council on April 24, 1990, the
same day the Commission was voting on the designation of the Upper West Side/Central Park
West Historic District and the two City and Suburban Homes projects.

=&>+/&%"?,&0"3+4<&!"#$%&!;*0"9&:(77+*3+% @ &A")+&B+/&C(4D&6$3?&E "*%7"4D,&F4+,+4#"3!
Commissiorbegan its second quareentury last week on a momentous note: within a few
hours, it created a 2,08fuilding historic districon the Upper West Side and got a new
chairwoman, Laurie Beckelman.

A=0,(&"::(79"?$*5&$3,&Bldnniversary were shadows of eninty cast by a
:(*,3$3;35(*"0&:)"00+*5+&>4(7&131&J"43)(0(7+/8,&6);4:) &"*%&.?&3)+&D*(/0+%5+&3)"3&:(77%,,$(*&
designations will soon be subject to approval or m$B$(*&.?&3)+&6$32&6(*:$01K

Beckelman was a product of the Municipal Art Society, wisbeehad worked under Kent
Barwick when he was executive director and then Margot Wellington. She then went on to the
New York Landmarks Conservancy, following Susan Henshaw Jones as executive director. Like
Barwick, she was weltonnected with the presetian establishment, and also like Barwick, she
relished the opportunity to affect New York City preservation from the inside by implementing
designations and regulations. A month after the beginning of her tenure, Elliot Willensky, who
had served as theca chairman since 1985 and was slated to stay in that position, dropped dead
of a heart attack.

Despite the sudden loss of a seasoned and sympathetic commissioner, Beckelman announced
3)"3&,)+&/"*3+%&3(&A4+")&(;3K&3(&*+50+:3+%&"4+" & "*% & Yob Ul QilSGS &TEVavdr&
coming of age for designatibnat that time buildings constructed before 1960. In August 1990,
the Commission finally designated the Guggenheim Museum. It had been heard for designation

in 1988 and by that time the Gwathm8&yegal expasion was completed. Halina Rosenthal,
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who still headed the Friends of the Upper East Side Historic Districts but was in failing health,
was particularly anxious to see the designation.

Beckelman also had to shepherd the Upper West Side/Central Park \&/€styaand
Suburban Homes designations through the last session of the Board of Estimate, which turned
into a fourday marathon in August 1990. The Upper West Side/Central Park West district
designation was sustained, but the City and Suburban Homesat&sigrwere modified. The
Board of Estimate excluded the easternmost buildings in both complexes. These buildings had
been the most contested in the Kalikowned York Avenue Estate, but the board thought it
should be consistent in its treatment of botimptexes. This action gave rise to a lawsuit that
"#$%&'()$*+9$,-($./00&,,(($,/$1"2($,-($.&,+$"3)$14*45*"3$6/0(#$/3%,-($75/43)#$/%$8"5*&,5"5+$
"3)$9":5&9&/4#3$"9,&/3;<$EHed Article 78 proceeding. After a ruling favorable to the Board of
Estimate in th&tate Supreme Court, New York County, the appellate division found in favor of
the plaintiffs and restored the landmark status to the easternmost buildings of the York Avenue
Estate only, as the First Avenue Estate was not part of the lawsuit. Thecitdohthe
J00&##&/I3=#$"9,&/3$&3%)(#&73",&373,-($(3,&5($9/0:'(>$"#$"$"3)0"5?7$#&,($"3)$3/,$%/45,((3%
individual buildings. Either the entire complex was worthy of designation or none of it was.

The Upper West Side/Central Park West Historic District heeht@aver six years to come to
fruition. The district proposal came after a staff survey of the entire community board. The very
large historic district proposed by the research department encompassed Central Park West
between 62nd Street and 98th Street extended westward as far as Amsterdam Avenue along
some blocks. The rationale that governed the recommendation was similar to that on the Upper
East Sid@"$*5/")$#!",-$,-",$5(%'(9,()$,-($"5("=#$-&#,/5&9%$"3)$"59-&,(9,45™$)(2(/:0(3,A$B-($
boundary of thelistrict as designated was somewhat smaller than the boundary that was the
subject of public hearing, but the principle was retained. The Commission knew it would face
many of the same regulatory problems as on the Upper Eagd Siolefront changes on
Columbus and Amsterdam Avenues and 72nd Street, the major commercial streets, and window
changes in apartment buildings.

Both Beckelman and Todd expressed concern about increased regulatory responsibilities:
8CB-($*&77(5%!($7(,;=$D5A%B/))$#"&)$C"3)$,\(®O1&K® under our wing for regulatory
9/3,5/';%,-($0/5($,-($:5/*' (0#$"5($'&?('+3$,/$75/' A=SASASASDHASE (9?('0"3$#-"5(#$D5A$B/) ) =#$
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M"H#1$%0#&' ()F'+$' #-.'%$/01,.$2-'34$'3,562'(1,#'7"0'58,/5#3$'.4$'9%$330%$'+$-%$'/"54/'."": $' 0#6 $%'
from the Council not to desigri-<*

The Commission finally adopted regulations for the treatment of windows in 1990, after
years of review, contention, and cdsecase decision making. This was the first of a series of
regulations intended to regularize Commission actions and pefrhésvarious rules were
derived in part from th&#$"%&$'()*(+,%"$-)$./(1%&,0888@/do not reference them. The
Commission still continued to differ from many local preservation commissions in devising
many regulations that would be applicable for amdniidual landmark or historic district. Most
local commissions outside of New York City adopt regulations or design review guidelines that
are specific to designated districts.

As part of her effort to reach out, Beckelman took another leaf from KenbBaB".""'='
#6'314$601$6','3$%5$3"*'>."+#'4,11<'8$$.5#/3'.4%"0/4"0.".4$'15. 72" $/S5##5#/'5#'.4$*, 11" ?@ @AL'
Meeting in Harlem at the Convent Avenue Baptist Church, Beckelman and other commissioners
heard from those who wanted more landmarks and hististigcts in Harlem, as well as
#$/,.5B$'%%$8,%=3",:"0.'C$#$'D"%8,#-3"*,510%$3".""#356$%'30!4'6 $35/#,.5"#3&'E.".4$'8$$.5#/' 5#'
Jackson Heights, Queens, the attendees talked about a Jackson Heights Historic District. The
Bronxites wanted a district in Rikaale. Staten Islanders pressed for districts in St. George and
Mud Lane/Stapleton. Some in Brooklyn wanted a new larger Be&turgivesant Historic
District. Clearly the meetings raised expectations, although Beckelman, unlike Barwick, made no
promises tat community participation would speed up the process.

In July 1991, Beckelman discovered firsthand why Gene Norman had avoided dealing with
Harlem. After a review of staff recommendations based on survey work, and much discussion,
the Commission had caldared twenty items in Harlem for public hearing. None of the
proposed historic districts were included, in part because of insufficient consensus among the
Commissioners on district boundaries and how to proceed. The hearing wadanadfhir held
in the Harlem State Office Building, courtesy of Gene Norman whose Harlem World Trade
Center offices were there.

F"8%"*.4%$'39%,=$%3',.".4$'43$,%5#/'+$%%$'3099"%.5B$"*'.4$'G"885335"#-3',|.5"#3"#6'".4%'
items being heard. Many more speakers, orchestrated by&lielenry Adams, a local historian
#6',1.5B53.2'19%5.5I5H$6'.4$'6,7-3',/$#6,'#6'.4%$'1,!1="*"9%$B5"03'G"885335"#'6$35/#,.5"#3'5#'

Harlem. As a tactic, it did little to encourage speedy Commission action, and in fact, no
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residential historic districts weré"#$%&'()#%)*&+,!-)(.+#%3%$)/!01!,-&%2")"1%.+!3)(1"4#'1)'5!)
67--#""#7%2")#%'+!")#%)!84&% (#%3$)'5!)97.9%") 97 ++#") &% () *&-#, 7% ) *I#$5" ) *#" 7 +#0) #"+#0™)
and in creating a new district in Sugar Hill.

Meanwhile, the Commission had already begun an innovatojeqgb to restore the twenty
eight brick rowhouses of Astor Row on West 130th Street in Harlem which had been designated
in 1981 under Barwick. Constructed between 1880 and 1883 on land that was owned by William
Astor, the houses are notable for their wpodches, many of which had fallen into a state of
disrepair. Partnering with the New York Landmarks Conservancy, the Commission launched a
restoration program in 1990. The Conservancy offered grants and loans through its Historic
Properties Fund, the Conmsion provided facade improvement grants to inceiiggble
property owners, and the Vincent Astor Foundation added more funding. Brooke Astor, whose
late husband Vincent Astor had managed the properties for the family in the 1920s, took a
personal inter& in the project, visiting the site for personal inspections, decked out in her
designer suits and jewels.

Beckelman had the opportunity to reach out on two other important designations. The first,
the designation of the Antonin Dvorak House, east of\&tsant Square, revealed the new
dynamic with the City Council. The house on East 17th Street had been the home of the Czech
composer during his thrggear tenure in New York City. Owned by Beth Israel Hospital, it was
slated for demolition in order to beplaced by a new building that would house an AIDS
hospice. Some local neighborhood activists as well as fans of Dvorak andASrechan
culture advocates pressed the Commission to designate the house for its historic and cultural
associations. The Conission eventually voted favorably after deciding that the house retained
enough of its historic appearance to evoke the Dvorak associations. Such a decision would have
been standard for a National Register listing, but the Commission, with its strorigauchl
bias, had infrequently dealt with such issues. The designation was the subject of a highly
emotional hearing at the City Council, which voted to overturn it on June 20, 1991. Dinkins as
-&;7+)07.,()5&<!N)<I'71()'51)07.%0#,2")<7')=.")(#()%7">)?5k¢ision revealed that both the
Commission and advocates for landmarks designation would have to do more to cultivate allies
in the City Council to sustain designatidhs.

The development boom of the 1980s had shown the archaeological potential of lower

Manhattan. Two related federal projects of massive scale, begun in the late 1980s, revealed even
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more. Excavation for an annex to the federal courthouse, east of Foley Square, uncovered
important information about the nineteer#ntury neighborhood of Fiveoints’

Somewhat further west, a much more startling discovery was made along the east side of
Broadway, between Reade and Duane Streets, during excavations in the fall of 1990 for a new
federal office building. Human skeletal remains were uncoveredyloest, and removed from
the site before local archaeologists were informed of the situation. Written documents revealed
that the skeletons had been found in what was the eighteemtiny African Burying Ground.
Because this was a federal project beingied out by the General Services Administration
(GSA), the archaeologists notified the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation. The General
Services Administration had responsibilities that it had ignored under Section 106 of the Historic
Preservation At. Within the next year, GSA removed over 400 burials. Mayor David Dinkins
and State Senator David Paterson, both Afrigarericans, called for a halt to excavation until
the remains could be properly handled. Dinkins also formed a special advisory tsamit
monitor GSA and called for Congressional involvement.

Both politicians and others in the larger AfrieAmerican community called for the
Commission to get involved. Beckelman was interested but wanted to make sure that the
Commission would havesound basis for taking local action. Tesearch and archaeology
staffswere asked to prepare recommendations for a local designation that would be a parallel
action to what was happening on the federal front. A congressional hearing was held on site in
July 1992. As a result, GSA was ordered to stop work and construction funds were frozen by
Congress until the situation was resolved.

The Commission staff drafted a recommendation for a historic district that would encompass
the African Burial Ground, as dieted on maps, as well as the historic New York Commons
area, which had served a variety of functions in colonial New York. Written records showed that
burials of Revolutionary War prisoners had taken place in the area of what had become City Hall
Park, ®uth of Chambers Street. Further, Con Ed excavations in and around City Hall Park kept
coming up with human bone fragments.

The proposed district encompassed all of City Hall Park and extended as far north as Worth
Street between Broadway and Foley Squisliest of the property was owned either by New
York City or the federal government, and except for City Hall Park itself and a few open parking

lots, was largely built up. But the buildings had shallow basements which meant there was ample
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archaeological gential in the area. This would be the first, and so far only, district considered

by the Commission for its archaeological significance. Unlike the National Register, which has a
criterion for significance that specifically addresses archaeology, therNdwaw does not call

it out?

Meanwhile, Mayor Dinkins was counseled by the Advisory Council that the best way to get
GSA to take its responsibilities seriously was to have the African Burial Ground declared a
National Historic Landmark. Partly at BecKéf$%&'()*#)+&,-&"%.-/&0,-&12!1*%%*2#&02&
spearhead the nomination. And the congressional committee that was monitoring the GSA, also
asked the National Park Service to expedite the National Historic Landmark process.

When the Commission held its own hegron the district, Dinkins came in person to testify
in support of the designati8nan unprecedented mayoral action. The Commission voted on its
designation in February 1993, while the National Historic Landmark status was affirmed in April
1993. As a restibf that status and pursuant to a revised Memorandum of Agreement to which
the City of New York with the Commission as its representative was a party, the footprint of the
new federal building was shifted somewhat to leave part of the burial grouncamtggéart of
the site open for a memorial. Already excavated remains were sent to Howard University for
study and subsequent reburial. Other artifacts were sent to the GSA archaeology lab and Office
of Public Education and Interpretation in the U.S. Cubtmunse at the World Trade Center.
Ironically, much of the material from the two excavations (African Burial Ground and Five
Points) and related records and files were destroyed in the collapse of the World Trade Center
towers on September 11, 2001. The homeanains, which had remained at Howard University,
were reinterred at the site following several days of ceremonies between September 30 and
October 4, 2003. A memorial at the site was dedicated on October 5, 2007.

The African Burial Ground garnered mmatal and international attention. Although the
process was contentious, it may be seen as an example of successful federal and local
)24-(#!-#0&5" (0#-(%,*56&7,-&8/4*%2(9&12'#:*;&:*0-%&*0<&=7 ,-&>-:0*2#&? @ A&5(2:-%% &) "4-&
community organizations and local’&t#%&0,-&2#;9&C2('1&0,(2"),&D,*:,&02&*#C;'-#:-&E>8%%&
I-*%*2#%BMBecause the new federal building was a federal project, a local designation could
" 4-&G--#&*)#2(-16&H#&0,-&20,-(&,"#/+&G-:""%-&0,-&1 2!"*%%* 2#$% &/*%0(*:0&/-%*)#"'0* 2#&
encompassed a largeear much of which was owned by the city, its jurisdiction and potential

influence over other projects was much stronger, including ongoing construction and restoration
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efforts in City Hall Park. Somewhat coincidentally, it encompassed much of the areadhat
been heard as the Civic Center Historic District in 1981.

The African Burial Grounds and Commons Historic District was an atypical one for the
Commission. Beckelman was determined to keep up the district designations, several of which
took the Comnssion in new dire¢dns. One of the more typical was the expanded Carnegie Hill
Historic District. Because it incorporated a section of Madison Avenue, the guidelines for
Madison Avenue in the Upper East Side Historic District were extended northward.

Four!"#$%&""()*%($"+%!),%($+%!$()-.+.),.(Y&#/$.,)%#)0+%1.1/2)3"#&)$*.)4"55% ((%"#6()
backyard, in 1991 and 1992. Despite strong support from residents, Beckelman still had to sell
the designations to the real estate community and other city agencies. Sh&edtm@iagency
to develop guidelines for rehabilitation and new construction that would protect the historic
[+1*%$.1$'+/3)1*/+/1$.+%($%! ()" 7)$*.)/+./18)0*.)+.('3%). ((.#$%/339)1'%33) "#)$*.)4"55%((%"#6 () $-.#$9)
years of experience in regulating SoHo. Théeca West Historic District Manual, prepared by
Ehrenkrantz and Eckstut Architects and the New York Landmarks Conservancy for the
Commission, was issued in 1993. Meanwhile the Planning Commission made a commitment to
work with the Landmarks Commission oev@loping zoning proposals that would be compatible
with the historic character of the Tribeca districts.

The Commission took another approach to regulation with the designation of the Riverdale
Historic District in the Bronx in 1990. The character ofdistrict differed from other residential
historic districts. Topography and landscape were as important to the district as its architectural
character. While the Commission had ample experience in regulating freestanding suburban
houses in several Brookiyhistoric districts and in dealing with landscape issues in urban parks,
it had not dealt with residential landscapes before. With the guidance of Lee Weintraub, the first
landscape architect to serve as a commissioner, regulations were devised te siaeitton>

Beckelman followed through on her commitment to Queens neighborhoods and oversaw the
designation of a large historic district in Jackson Heights in 1993. This early twedrgthry
neighborhood of garden apartments and attached anehsiaotied houses was in part a planned
community. It also incorporated several commercial streets that presented all the challenges of a
Greenwich Village or Upper West Side. Moreover, as the neighborhood was becoming more
diverse in its ethnicity, the enfoleé$)"7)$*.)4"55%((%"#6()+.&'3/$%"#()-/()Yo#! +./(%#&39)
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challenging, although the Commission had long faced similar problems in some of the historic
districts of Brooklyn.

The expanding number of designations brought more regulatory work, often to thg disma
a shrinking preservation department staff. After a major staff4ogildnder Gene Norman in
19871988, the Commission was forced to cut back in the face of shrinking City budgets
engendered by the national recession of the early 1990s. At the tiethesOffice of
Management and Budget, the Commission held public hearings in December 1991 on a plan to
impose permit fees for work on designated properties. While the fees, if implemented, were
intended to raise $300,000, the idea was vigorously atldmkéhe preservation community and
elected officials. They foresaw failures to file applications and an increased number of violations
as consequences of the plan. Equally troubling was alsl®ttial balloon floated by the
"#$%&'()**+,-(.$('/+*.(0$1 mission administrative functions to the Planning Commission, even
though the Commission would remain an independent entity. The Commission rejected its own
fee proposal in March 1992, but budget problems reméthed.

Unlike Spatt, who had been faced with Hzene problem almost twenty years earlier,
Beckelman was not about to slow down the pace of designations. Instead she continued to push
the Commission to adopt regulations. Work that was done according to regulations could be
handled by staff rather tha$S€23(./%%$43/("2(+2,%-"+235#(,%%$67-7(8495+,(/-"%+23("3-27":(;<+.5-(
=>2@(./-(-.($*(%45-'("7$8.-7(It(./-(0$11+"+$22(6™ (%-5-""-7 (+2(RBBGperty owners were
often happy to have a more regularized procedure, but some community activists grumbled that
thepublic did not have an adequate chance to comment on changes and that staff encouraged the
mundane at the expense of innovation.

</-(0$11+"+$2&'(9473-.(8%%$95-1'(1"2+*-".-7(./-1'-5D-'(1$".(7%"1".+,"55#(+2(./-(
relocation of its offices. Since its estabtisént, it had always been on or near Broadway close to
City Hall. Beginning in 1988, it occupied two floors of 225 Broadway, between the Woolworth
E4+57+23("27(F"+2.(G"45&'(0/"8-5?("27("(95%,H("6"#(*%$1(./-(1$%57 (<%"7-(0-2.-%:(</-(*+%'".(
World Trade Centerplosion in February 1993 was felt and the aftermath witnessed from the
0$11+"+$2&'($**+,-":(</-(8%-D+$4'(*"55?(ABBI?(./-(0+.#&' (947 3-.($**+,-(7-,+7-7(./".(.I-(
Commission should relocate to a Gawned building rather than continue to pay rent at rates
negotiated at the height of the i@80s real estate market. The new home of the Commission
was to be 100 Old Slip, the abandoned First Police Precinct Station House, built-01909
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and designed by Hunt and Hunt. The building had been a landmarK. Sir¢éut had stood
vacant for about ten years and needed major rehabilitation. The move occurred in November
1993, just before a mayoral election and before the rehabilitation work was completed.
I"#B%&' ()*S+"#"*, %o-* #"-$&/"* & *+%0& ' [*$+"*1&$)2-*3%6i4BAeHGr a landmark building,
but the location was rather far removed from City Hall, other public agencies, and the public
records that the Commission needed to do its job in-nfgmet age. Subway connections, too,
were further away. Being away fror#8%4,%)*5"%'$*$+"*1855&--&8'*,%-*#"%(()*98: :*$+"*/#&4;<*
right in the heart of the designated street plan of New Amsterdam and Colonial New York. One
compensation was a generously sized public hearing room, built into the site of the police station
holding cells and parking garage.
7"16"(5%"*+8."4*$8*$=#"*$+"*1855&--&8'2-*%$$" $&8*$8*="4"-&/' % $"4*>=& (4&'[-*%'4* %o #"%o-*&*
lower Manhattan, south of Wall Street. The new location gave the Commissioners and staff
ample opportunity to experience the area firstham 1993, that part of the city was
economically depressed, quite a contrast from the Wall Street highs ten years earlier. There was
much vacant office space, and the streets were largely deserted on evenings and Weekends
somewhat unnerving change fdommission staff who were accustomed to working during
those times. Work was further strained by being in the midst of an ongoing construction site for
about six months.
On the bright side, twenty years of working with other city agencies, pushing and
encairaging the various mayoral administrations, and getting knowledgeable people, many of
$+"5*1855&--&8"*-$%::*%(=5'&*%'4 @ 8#*/#%4=%$"-*8:*18(=5>& % 2-*%'4*8$+"#*+&-$BH&L* #"-"#0% B¢
programs, into responsible positions, had created sympathy and awaremr&sk8d&)P-*(%'45%#6*
buildings and the need to deal with them responsibly.
The mayoral election in November 1993 was a replay of the one four years earlier with
Dinkins, the Democratic candidate, running against Rudolph Giuliani, the Republican candidate.
Giuliani promised to reduce crime and look out for mielbess New Yorkers. It was a nasty
1%5.%&/*,&$+*#%1&%(*80"#$8"'-A*BS%$"*C-(%'4"#-,* %o#$*8:*D&=(&%'&2-*>%-"* "#"*: =# S +"#*""#
to come out and vote by a ballot proposal to secede from New Yiyrlai@i establish its own
municipal government. The Staten Island secession proposal failed, but Giuliani won by about
44,000 votes?
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Giuliani took even longer than Dinkins to appoint a Landmarks chairman. Laurie Beckelman
had hoped to stay on, but as aigien on an appointment dragged on, she made other plans. In
May she announced that she would leave the Commission as chairman to become a vice
president at the real estate firm of LaSalle Partners that suthmer.

The Commission still had important busines$ransact. Among its major designations were
those of the exterior and interior of the Trans World Airlines (TWA) terminal at Kennedy
"H#P%HE () (*)+%#(,*%- . */-& (&Y (&#)-0$%# &) & "%0-1(2/0"3-/2(45(6/#%(7))#"-/-()-2(100%8™) &/0()-2(
built between 1956 and 196&Ithough the Port Authority of New York and New Jersey and
TWA were less than happy, the Commission moved forward anifvay.

This was the second major p&orld War Il designation undertaken by the Commission
2.#"-3(9/8:/;%)-<0(&/-.#/'(); &=%.3=(%&=/#0(=H2en the subject of public hearing. Undoubtedly,
the designation has been a positive factor in assuring the retention and proposed continued use of
the terminal. Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act has also played a role, since
such airprt projects are subject to FTA regulations. The terminal and its jetways were designed
for much smaller 1960s airplanes. Bankrupt TWA went out of business. The Port Authority
would have been happy to see the building demolished and a new building deds#daptive
reuse and new designs have been the subject of various studies. The building was leased to Jet
Blue airlines, which has constructed a new terminal around it, which the terminal awaits a new

use.

The Raab Years

A few days after the TWA desigtion, Giuliani announced the appointment of Jennifer J.
Raab as the next chair of the Landmarks Preservation Commission. Raab, a planner, attorney,
and issues advisor to Giuliani for his 1989 mayoral campaign, was as much an unknown to the
preservation ammunity as Gene Norman had been eleven years earlier. Reporter David Dunlap
8%**/-&/2>(,?" @/-(&=/("-&/#/0&(%A(B"&5(C);; ("-($#%*%&5&{t )levelopmebtwhich can
conflict with historic preservatidh E#F(?".;")-"<0(8=%"8/(%A()(;)-2*)#:0(8="/A(*)5(=) @/(
S'3-"A"8)-&("*$;"8)&"%-0F1(G-(&=/(0)*/()#&"8;/'(9/8:/;*)-(H)0(1.%&/2>(,J7=/<0() (;)H5/#()-2(G(
&="-:(0=/<;;(4/($)00"%-)&/("-(.$=%;2"-3(&=/(;)-2*)#:0(;)HF (I-2("&<0(3%%2(&=)&(0=/(=)2() (0&#%-3(
#1;)&"%-0="3$(H"&=(&=/(E)5%#F(G(&="-:(0=/<;;(A)#/(H/;;F<1(Ksafeptid: Raab seemed
J@H5("-&1;;"31-&()-2(8)#"-3()4%. &(&=/(8"&5<()-2(J"0(&=%.3=&(-%& (&% (4/()- ("2/%;%3./F<1(L/3(9#II-
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"#$%&H' ()*+)(,#)-#.)/*"0)12'&32"0$)4*'$#"'52'678),2&) 2) 3*"#)1"26(%629) (20#:) ;<=*3#*'#).,*)
%$'>()*?()*+)(,#)"#S#"52(%*")$6,** O>BRTI @ #) (*)<,#9!)&"%5#)26"*$3) (,#) 3#I$2A#) (,2()
"#$H#"'52(%*)%$) "#2997)2)12"()*+) (,#)#6**3%6) &H#5#9*I13#'(8) (*?"%$3) 2'&)6?9(?"#)*+) (,#)6%(7B>C))
Raab herself stated that she wanted the Commission to look at buildings in lower Manhattan and
to explore publieprivate partnerships, especially in relation to regulatory isSues.

To the Commission staff and her fellow Commissioners, as well as preservation advocacy
groups, Raab expressed the hope that she could use her skills as a negotiator to improve
relationshipetween the Commission and property owners. She also hoped to continue to adopt
and implement regulations for the Commission, both to provide more reliability for property
owners and those who dealt with landmark properties and to ensure therlorgidility of the
Commission. When she took office, the Commission was almost thirty years old; it was here to
stay, despite budget crises and efforts at charter revision that would eliminate it or consolidate it
with another agency. It was time to grow up awctllike the mature agency it had become.

If the preservation community was wary but hopeful, it was almost immediately antagonized
when Raab decided to replace Dorothy Miner, the-timg agency counsel and staunch
defender of the Landmarks law, with leey Campbell. Campbell had worked as an intern for
Miner years earlier, so she was not without preservation credentials. Raab also hired Anne Seel,
another planner and attorney and former Miner intern, as executive director.

Nonetheless, Raab moved fordam several initiatives that had begun under her
predecessors. The Commission continued to evaluate potential historic districts in Harlem,
particularly in the area around Hamilton Heights and the area further north and east known as
Sugar Hill. After seeral years of research and public hearings, four new Harlem districts and
two district extensions were finally designated between 2000 and*28€rts to designate a
district in Morningside Heights near Columbia University proved less successful, as the
?2'%5#"$%(78)(,#)2"#2>$)32D*" % (7)!"*1#"(7)*.'#"8)"#$% S (#&B)

Proponents of the creation of a historic district in the Douglas Manor/Douglaston area of
northeast Queens, an early twentietimtury planned suburban community, prevailed in
achieving the desigiion of the Douglaston Historic District in 1997. Like many suburban
6*33?'%(%#$)(,"*?A,*?()(,#)E'%(#&)=(2(#$8)F*?A92$(*").2$)#G 1#"%o#'6%0' AR TH2"
phenomenoH relatively small houses on large lots being torn down to be replaced by large out
of-scal),*?$#$)1;16J2'$%* SCKB)F#$%A2(%*") &% &) *()$(*!)'#.)6*'$("?26(%*)%") (,#)&%$("%6() @ ?()
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MA#SY&"  (#H)H*(+,)-" *H &HBY)O(#" 1H#*&Yo(#+&*$) " 12(#3" #,(#-("4,18&%,&&!5.#," ./ &%0"+#+,) %) +/ (Y0 6#
The Commission adopted a Master Plan for Douglaston in 2003 to furtkerrghiabilitation
and new constructioft.

A NoHo Historic District, north of Houston and east of Broadway, was designated in June
78889#)2/,&:4 #3" #)#.%)22(Yo#1&:-1)% #/,)-#)' &+)(H1 #],(#)%()5. #$%E&S&-(-1.6#<,(#)% ()#,) #
similarities in historical and andectural character to the SoHo and Tribeca historic districts to
the south. Like those areas, it was experiencing development pressures although more from
building conversions and new uses than from new construftion.

The Commission under Raab contintediesignate notable banking hall interiors, a process
begun under Gene Norman. With the vast changes in the banking and financial services industry
in the 1980s and 1990s, the grand banking hall was potentially a doomed species. Norman, who
had no diffic@/#"-#%(+&4-"="-4#/,("%#)%+,"/(+/:%) 2#*(%"19#%(4:2) %2 ;#% (> (%Yo (1#/&#/,(*#) #?3,"/(#
(2(3,)-1.6 @#A)-0#&3-(%.9# " >#/, (#1:"2!"-4 #3 (Yo (HI&H#Y% (*)"-#"-#1)-0#:..(O#3)-/(\#/,(#>2(B"1"2" #I&#
NOH#?.N)I(H&>H#,(#) %] @#1)-0"-4#+,)-4(.6#<,(H#C&**".."&#3)-/('#."4-">"+)-At(es protected,
no matter the existing or future use of the building. To win over reluctant property owners, the
Commission proposed that it adopt regulations similar to those for the Broadway theaters.
Significant architectural features would be cleadntified in the designation reports. Work on
nonsignificant features could be carried out on a Certificate of No Effect on Protected
Architectural Features or a Permit for Minor Work if the visible volume and configuration of the
spaces were maintainetihe regulations were adopted in 1998 and identified eleven bank
interiors? Several of them still remain in use as banks, although no longer operating under their
historic names. Others have been successfully adapted for other uses while still rétaining
banking hall character, most notably the former New York Bank for Savings, 81 Eighth Avenue,
Manhattan, which was converted for retail sales, and the former Bowery Savings Bank, 110 East
42nd Street, Manhattan, which became the site of an upscaiegreed catering facility.

D-1&:1/(12;9#E))15.#4% )/ (./#\(."4-)["&-#.:++(..(#3 (Y (#"-#2&3(%#F)-,)/)-9#)-#) % () #3, (% (#
the Commission had previously made very few designations due to owner opposition. When
Giuliani took office at the beginning of 1994, thevas a glut of vacant office space and
assessed property values had fallen dramatically. The revitalization of lower Manhattan through
zoning changes and tax incentives became a priority for the administration. Raab saw an

opportunity to capitalize on throgram and move forward with designations of early twentieth
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century office buildings. A group around Bowling Green included the Cunard Building and the
Standard Oil Building. Further north on Broadway were the American Surety Building and the
Equitable!l"#$%#&'()*+,)-*."/*".,)*+0%)'01,)#23,*"-)*4)*+,) 0%4 3*#4&)45)*+,)[#*67-) 5#.-*)B4&H# &)
resolution. Major Wall Street skyscrapers that were designated under Raab included Irving Trust,

1 Wall Street; Bankers Trust, 14 Wall Street; Bank of the Manhattan Cogmrf@ahvall Street
O#*-)/A&-*."*#4&)1#,%)54.) #109$.6):#*+)*+,);+.6-$,.)"#$%#&'<=) 0&%);#*6)!0&>)0&%0)?0.2,.-7) @."-*()
20 Exchange Plac¥.

Raab also picked up the idea that had been proposed by Kent Barwick about fifteen years
earlier of creating a Stone StteHistoric District. This tweblock street, more alley than
thoroughfare, contained rows of lesgale Greek Revival and later nineteecéimtury buildings
fronting on Pearl Street and South William Street. When the Commission held its public hearing
on the proposal, the buildings were largely vacant and the property owners skeptical. But Raab
saw an opportunity to leverage other programs and interests to move forward. An analysis was
made of how the federal historic preservation tax credits could beResgat. Blinder Belle was
commissioned to develop a master plan for the district so that rehabilitation work could be done
expeditiously. The city applied for a federal ISTEA grant for street and other infrastructure
improvements. The district was designated996, the master plan was adopted soon after, and
the street improvements were completed in 2000. The district was well on the way to aesthetic
and commercial succe$s.

On September 9, 2001, tiNew York Times Sunday Real Estatesection published ongf its
.,"$0.)5,0*".,-A)BC5)D4"7.,) @ +#&>#&")A5)E#1#&") C&F @+,) ?#&0&/#03$) G#-* #/*HI) @ +,) ) "#$%#&'-)45
Stone Street were among those featured in what was described as a vibrant residential area, far
different from the deserted vacant streets of a few yedisredhe attack on the World Trade
Center two days later dramatically changed the character of much of lower Manhattan for a time.
But Stone Street prevailed. Its converted residential buildings provided apartments for displaced
residents from other areaf lower Manhattan and its restaurants served a need for physical and
-4/#0%)-"-*,&0&/,H)@:4)6,0.-)$0*,.()G01#%)G"&$03)., 1#-#*,%)K*4&,)K*.,,*A)BD4")/0&) 5#8&%)-#'&-)45)
new life downtown if you look carefully. And listen. Listen for the sound of laughter the
gurgle of conversation along Stone Street. . . . This overnight transformation was eight years in
*+,)20>#&'HI)L,):,&*)4&)*4)%,-1.#],)*+,)%,-#'&0*#4&)0&%)*+,) 3" I$#/) 0&%)3.#10* )#&1,-*2,&*-H)
BI"*)$#>,)*+,).,-*)45)M,:)D4.>()#*)&,,%,%)*#2,)*4).,/4 HteOthe attack in 2001. What amazes
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Jennifer J. Raab, who was chairwoman of the landmarks commission when Stone Street was
PHS%&' (") SHX & (FHA*,- LA/ H (O (K(/ (B (H-12$2"1*3"4 (5665 78(9#*, + 141" $+-H#*
U0 ()OS * T +&1" rful social experiment to see if you can bring back a historic
IGH(LP. (<A = * (X145 ([ (RO L (/" ("> (1", " ISHSH+- 1 $(2*'#+0 " 1*$t#4" (.-£159@
Also related to the downtown designations was the creation of the-aicretyzovernors
Island Historic District in June 1996. The U.S. Coast Guard, which had occupied the island since
1968 when the Army departed, was about to move out, leaving a major collection of historic
buildings and their landscape setting vacant and subject to deteri@atiomappropriate
change. The future was uncertain. Congressional legislation was pending to transfer the island to
New York City or New York State. At least local designation could offer some level of
protection for the future beyond that afforded by@woast Guard and the federal General
Services Administration under the National Historic Preservatiorf’Act.
Under Raab, the Commission continued to calendar and designate notable modern landmarks
including several that were not far past the thyar mak at the time of designation. The
PepsiCola Building, 500 Park Avenue, was designated in 1995. This relatively small glass box
skyscraper was designed as an InternatiSyke corporate headquarters by Skidmore, Owings
and Merrill (SOM) and completed &960. The CBS Building, another corporate headquarters
designed by Eero Saarinen and Associates, was completed in 1964, while the Saarinen
Associates headquarters for the Ford Foundation was completed in 1967. Both buildings, as well
as the interior of thiatter, were designated in 1997. The Ford Foundation remains New York
AB(?9#*?+-&%" "#(*$&!$23!-'=*="&!,'IB5*CD'&?*+0*(/"*/$#(+15.*I1$#(1P. (#* . +&('$&*:-$=1S&Yo#* (/'(*;" 1"
constructed after 1967.) Raab was also able to achieve the designation of anothea&idxg|
in 1997 the former Manufacturers Trust Building at Fifth Avenue and West 43rd Street,
completed in 1954. The Commission had been trying to designate the building since it was
calendared in 1985 as the result of the Midtown West Survey. The baak\#ad resisted
because of concerns over changing banking technology and needs for building rehabilitation.
The latter concern was one that the Commission faced in a number-v¥padtWar I
buildings, most notably Lever House. David Dunlap encapst(été$(-'($+&*&$."=?F*GH(*;+1#()*
such buildings are hopelessly out of date. At best, they are challenging and expensive to

maintain. . . Constructed with systems that are growing obsolete, to serve a corporate culture that
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no longer exists, they tend be extravagant in their consumption of energy and their use of
space, something few owners can tolerate.

"#$%&'()*&'+&,&',&-)./$0&1'2("-%2(($-(')/'3#&'124'3#&4")5&/&16™)(3'#27&'%0)/.'($/-&'
slipped out of fashion. Because they are so spare and cleargin, diesir esthetic qualities can
be radically transformed by the simplest change in mat@riatéed glass, for instance, instead
)9'-%&2 %8

The refusal of the Commission to deal with another potential modern landmark remains
controversial and continués have ramifications for its future. Dunlap mentioned it in his 1996
articleB8 Two Columbus Circle, designed by Edward Durrell Stone for Huntington Hartford as
the Gallery of Modern Art and opened in 1964. The city had owned the building since the mid
1970s and it had housed the Department of Cultural Affairs during the Koch administration. The
<$=%%$2/$'21*$/$(3,23%)/'(2+'1&7&%)5*&/3")55),3=/$3$&(")/'3#&'($3&:">=,$/."?22 @A('3&/=,&2(’
chair, the Commission refused to calendar the building for public hedespite requests from
many notable petitioners. Raab may have not wanted to thwart the administration in its potential
5%2/(6'@=3'3#&'B)**$(($)/&,('(&&*&1"*),&'$*5&%%&1' @4'2'7$(-&,2%'1$(%$C&")9'3#&' @=$%1$/.A('
particular brand of modernism. At least som&#%&'B)**$(($)/A('(32996'3#$('2=3#),'$/-%=1&16'
urged that the building be calendared because of what it was and what it represented. They did
not prevail.

As the landmarks law was written and adopted, the Commission was not required to hold
public hearing®n items for which designation was requested, much to the displeasure of some
advocates. And unlike the National Register, there was no formal application procedure. Instead
there was a more informal review process that relied on staff and Commissioitteemm
screening. Thus the Commission retained the discretion to use its expertise in making decisions
about what to calendar for public hearings. Unlike Kent Barwick and Gene Norman who used
the public hearing process as a forum, Raab and her immedidézgssors, Todd and
Beckelman, were reluctant to bring buildings into the process and the interim review procedure
unless the Commission was prepared to take action on designation within a reasonable period of
time. And the Commission remained reluctantalendar items for public hearing and then deny
designation.

D#&'B)**$(($)/A(',&9=(2%'3)"-2%&/12,'D+)'B)%=*@=('B$,-%&"), 2/)3#&,*),&*) 1 &(3%4'
designed, lowscale housing complex, known as the Cottages, on prime Third Avenue real estate,
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led some in théarger preservation community to fear that the Giuliani administration was
"#S%HE&' (#"()*"+&+,-.(/1(0)1#2(0*&%)3(45+"67(8965(:5#"#:1(4+&265(4;6";65(<!.(=))>(,)-(>6(
2#%*"#&' ("6 (:+, #IH#+&?1()*", +5H#8)&2(";656$+56 (", 6 (#&"6'5#"-(+$("; 6 (:#"-?1(%) &2 YAl ) &
historic districtg®)!(!;6(,)A6! (#"(#&"+()(B*!16$5#6&2%-7?()'6&:-(";)"(#!(,+56(+$()(3)5"&65(#&(";6(
economic process. They fear that the commission will become an instrument of city policy rather
than a semautonomous deliberative body that can, if ne&ee!")&2(*3("+(D#"-(9)%%.E

Raab was committed to seeking more cooperation from property owners, before, during and
after designation. In this way, she was evoking the traditions of the early years of the
Commission in the 1960s. Meetings to discusslprab and issues prior to calendaring and
designation became a common mode of action. Draft designation reports were shared with
owners prior to designation. The law did not require owners to consent to designation, but
designations without owner consenB@#)%%-(+&(#&2#1#2*)%(%)&2,)5A!IC(>6:),6(5)56.(=))>?!(
3+IH#"#+&(4)!17(8061#'&)"#+&(2+6!&?" (4+5A#SB(";656 2! (&+"(%+:)%(1*33+5"($+5(4;)" (46 ()56 (2+#&'.(
F;656?!()(1:#6&:6("+(356!651)"#+&(>*"(";6(4)-(#"(#!()33%#62(&662! ("+(>6(2#!:*1'6 2(4#";(";6(36+3%6/(
who are af:"62(>-(#"£

Perhaps because of her background as a litigator, Raab was able to persuade the
administration that the Commission needed to address enforcement issues, long a matter of
concern for the preservation community. The agency budget was intteadw her to hire a
director of enforcement to deal with violations and violators of the landmarks law. Even more
significantly, the City Council introduced a bill in July 1997 that would authorize the
Commission to seek civil penalties, up to $5,p80day, from owners or lessees who destroyed
or significantly altered the protected architectural features of a landmark property. The bill was
passed and signed into law in December 1997. While the bill imposed financial penalties for
violations, its majr focus was to provide mechanisms, including warnings and grace periods, to
get violations correctetf. Subsequently, the Commission adopted rules to implement the new
provisions of the Administrative Code (Sections35.1 and 2817.2)*

The ongoing efirt to adopt and implement regulations was another indication of the
D+, #I#+&?1(,)"™*5#"- @more a vigorous adulthood than the quiet middle age that Spatt had
predicted twentyfive years earlier. By 1999, the Commission was seeing change upon change,
espeally in the districts that had been designated twimgyto thirty years earlier. It was a
1#1#2(26,+&!"5)"#+&(";)"(%)&2,)5A1(4656(&+"(8$5+GO6&CE(";)"(&6#';>+5;++21(:+*%2('5+4 () &2(
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change, despite, or because of, designation. Because the Commissiornygesetdd labeling

"#$%0#&' ()*&%) (#+,()*()-./&+0#!"+#&'1)/0)-&/&.I&+0#!"+#&'21)#+)0,+*#&,%)+3,)40,,%/5)+/)0,6#,72)*&"
potentially improve, any building or site within a district boundary or on a landmark site.

Storefronts could come and go, but new catsion in districts, either on vacant lots or as

replacements for marginal buildings, would have a lasting impact.

83,)9/554#((#/&: () ("..,(()./"$%)*$()!,)5,*("0,%)";)+3,)3#'3)0,+,&+#/&)0*+,)/4) %, (#'&*+,%)
buildings. Despite the deleterious effect of vimas, very few buildings had been demolished
outright, whether by accident, disaster, or as the result of a hardship proceeding. In the case of
the first two factors, that was partly due to the nature of construction in New York City, steel,
brick, and stae being fairly durable materials. The rare use of the hardship procedures is
testimony to the broad support for landmarks and a generally vibrant city economy that has
allowed for successful adaptive reuses.

Former Commissioner Charles Platt (nephew effitst Commission chairman) offered the
4/$$/7#8&")+3/"3+()/&)<**)*&%)+3,) /554 ((#/&=)->&)#+()#&4*&.;2)+3,)./55#((#/&) ?#.@ ,%)#+()
fights with care. It did not interfere with plans to raze the -t@thtury Metropolitan Opera
House at Broadway and 39th &trer the Singer Building on lower Broadway.

-A83,,)7,0,)+,00#!$;2)/6,0$;)./&(,06*+#6,)#&)+3,#0)*??0/*.32:)93*0%,()B$*++)0,.*$$,%C)A83,;)
were so worried about the vessel they were piloting through the channel, that there were so many
rocks out there thabelld wreck it. The idea that the landmarks commission has been politicized
"&%,0)D,&8#4,0)E<*IF)#()&/&(,&(,C)83,)./I55#((#/&) 7*() ?I$#+#.#G,%)!,4/0,)##)1,*&C:1

By the end of théwentiethcentury, the Commission had become a recognized, if not always
readly accepted, part of the political and legal establishment. As much as anything else, this is

the paradigm shift from ad hoc movement to institutionalized government entity.
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EPILOGUE

By the year 2000 the Commission could be seen as a mature agency with an impressive
roster of designations and more predictable regulation systems. But 35 years after its
establishment, the Commission remained far from settled for a varietysoing

Some were political. Some wepart of the larger tensions and lengning battle between
preservation and development.

Rudolph Giuliani had been elected to his second (and last) term as mayor in November 1997.
During his second term, the admingdton became increasingly secretive and intent on
I"#$%"&&'#()*)+%"*,-%)*(-#,*.)/0'1)*$$'$2,-)*33-1$-,)$0-),-*&'#(1)"3)$0-)4"55'11""#61)!0*'%5*#)
with the broader public. Jennifer Raab was always perceived as subordinate to Giuliani. When
she left the Commsion inthe spring oR00L to assume the presidency of Hunter College, it was
because Giuliani wanted her in that positidrchitect Sherida Paulsen, who had been the vice
10¥'94)"3)$0-)4"55'11"#7)8*1)#*5-,)*1)9**+61)12!1-11"%.)

Raab had come under a tfig-*&)"3):2+&")!1%'$''15)3"%)$0-)4"55'11"#61)%-321*&)$")0"&,)*)
public hearing on the designation of TwWt&25+21)4'%!&-.)/0-):-%!-:$"#)8*1)$0*$)$0-)5*;"%61)
office did not want it heard. Paulsen continued in this stance.

As part of his larger politidagenda, Giuliani decided that the New York City Police
<21-25)10"2&,)+-)5"=-,)"#$")$0-)4"55'11"#61)+2'&,'#(7)$0-)3"%5-%)>'%1$)?"&'!-) ?%-!'#!$)
Station HouseThe Commission was moved into the Municipal Building during the first week of
September 2001. Ofuesday, September 11, the research staff was setting up for a public
0-*%'#()'#)$0-)4"55'11""#61)#-8)0-*%'#()%""'5)"#)$0-)#'#$0)3&""%7)"=-%&""' @#()4'$;) A*&&) ?*%@7)
when the first airplane struck the north tower of the World Trade Center. Needless be say, t
public hearing was not held and Commission operations were shut down for about two weeks in
the aftermath of the collapse of the Twin Towers.

Aside from the tragic loss of so many lives, there was immediate concern about the impact of
the collapse on tho*#;)&*#,5*% @)+2'&,'#(1)'#)$0-)*%-*.)B$.) ?*2&61)40%1-& the easif the
World Trade Center sifstood amidst the debris and was a place of refuge for months
afterwards. Th&Vest Street Buildingjesigned by Cass Gilbert and built in 190808, wasthe
south of the sitgt sustained major damage from fire and falling steel but survived thanks to its

fireproof construction and innovative engineering. Other nearby landmark buildings and the
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Tribeca Historic Districts survived largely intact. Bue tbffects of downtown isolation and
ongoing security concerns lingered for months.

The election of Michael Bloomberg as mayor in November 2001 brought further changes to
the Commission. Like many of predecessors, Bloomberg did not have the appointmaatof
chairman at the top of his agenda. Eventually attorney Robert Tierney was appointed to the job.
While Bloombergnow in his third term as maydras run a far more open administration than
Giuliani, Tierney has been regularly criticized for beingesstvely cautious.

The desire of the public for new designations has not abated, especially in the face of
development pressures in the hot real estate market that prevailed during the first years of the
twenty-irst century.And the requests were comifrgm all sections of the city. Tierney made a
"#$%&'&())%*)+,**(+-1.,/*0+'1&(1+'(2*0+'3())%11%(,41'/+1%5,.*%(,1'#+6(,/'7.,0.**.,8'

With the support of local community organizations, many of them operating under the leadership
of the Historic DistrictsCouncil, neighborhoods in Brooklyn, the Bronx, Queens, and Staten
Island, as well as the northern reaches of Manhattan pushed for designation. Some of the
neighborhoods in the Bronx and Brooklyn were ones that the Commission staff had surveyed
thirty yearsearlier. At last!"#$%&'(1%,%(,".,/*0+'3())%11%(,41'9+1("9&+1'0./'&."50*""":%*0'

the earlier assessments.

It seems unlikely that thearly Commissioerscould have foreseen the extent of the
3())%11%(,41'/+1%5,.*%(,IBeY had their list of some 750ilmlings, neatly categorized by
style and architectural importance, but no historic districts. There are still a few undesignated
buildings on that list, mostly becausestifongoppositionby their ownersor because the
buildingshave been severely altereDthers on that list were demolished before they could be
designated. The foundesthe Commissiomecognized that buildings would be designated as
they achieved th80-year age limit. But they never anticipated the broad demand and scope that
has motvated more recent designations.

The Commission is still grappling with the issue of designating buildings for their historical
and cultural significangeeven though it has been much more open to those arguments. It still
must deal with the issue of whameans to regulate a building that does not have clearly defined
architectural significance. This is a contrast to the implementation of the Section 106 process for

National Registelisted or eligible properties. While the Landmarks law remains without a
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ownerconsent provision, the owrsasf landmarkpropertesmust still deal with the longerm
consequences of designatiamd ongoing regulation

The most conspicuous absence of new designations has been in the category of scenic
landmarks, due largelyp the definitional constraints of the law. The Commission has not
generally moved beyond the category of the great Olrtsiyned parks and landscapes. The
City owns vast amounts of parkland, but to date there has been no great public demand for
additioral scenic landmarks.

Thelargerpreservation movement has been increasingly concerned with broader categories
of landscapgeusually identified under the rubric of cultural landscape. The Commission has
managed to capture many of those landscapes withlmotlredaries of historic districts, whether
identified as parkland asdesigned landscapes that relate to the buildings that they surround.
Riverdale and Fieldston in the Bronx and Douglaston in Queens have landscapes that need
different kinds of considation from historic districts of closely set houses or rowhouses.
designation like Rockefeller Center with its many buildings also has significant urban landscape
elements.

The Commission itself has had to confront and absorb thetéwngconsequences$ o
designationThe adoption of rules has been one means of so doing. The Commission has now
been able to see the effect of designation over a period of thirty to forty years, especially in some
of the historic districts. Regulated change over time has ciadethat designation does not
freeze buildings in time. Desigreat historic districts and landmarkave been able to
accommodate changes in ugeneedf commercethedesire for new construction, and a host
of other demands.

The Commission is dkidealing with the effects of the abolition of the Board of Estimate and
the imposition of term limits for elected officials. Designations are subject to affirmation by the
City Council, a much larger body to lobby and educate than the Board of EsBeed®ise of
the turnover imposed by term limits, it has meanealsteducation effort over the years.

The Commission suffered a few notable defeats ib 208he hands of the City Council. A
branch of the former Jamaica Savings Bardggmall modern builohg in Queenswas denied
designation by the Council, because the ownership was opposed and the council members did
not see the value of modern architecture. In the face of strong property owner opposition,

sustained by the local Brooklyn council membbke touncil denied the landmark status of the
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Cass Gilberdesigned Austin Nichols warehouse building on the Williamsburg, Brooklyn,
"#$%8&%'(#)*+",'%*-."10$%1*2$#'$3*#4$*5'6(57.89*"B5# 7' (:*06#*#4$*5'6(57 . *#4$(*'2$%% ' 3$*#4$*2$#")
Ironically, a few months tar, Councilman William Perkins introduced a bill to require the
Commission to hold a public hearing on any building determined eligible for listing in the State
Register of Historic Places. Further, the Council could demand a hearing by majority vote. If
such a bill had been in place years earlier, the Council could have compelled the Commission to
hold a public hearing on Two Columbus Cirtle.

The action®f the City Council in overturning designatidmslpedthe Historic Districts
Council and other intested groups realize that they needed to extend their educational efforts to
the City Council if they wanted to see designations sustaikkedt notably, beginning in 2006,
the HDC formed the League of Preservation Voters to reinforce the idea withgbahtnclidates
that preservation matters.

After almostforty-five years of more successes than failures, the Commission has achieved a
stable place in New York City government. It will continue to designate within the broad criteria
of the landmarks law, g#dough probably in ways that had never been anticipated from the outset.
It will meet ongoing challenges in regulation. Development pressures will wax and wane.
Environmental concerns are growing, dneadaptation of older buildingg*;1%$$(*

#$54('.'1,< will be a new challenge.

The broader issues pertaining to what should be designated as a landmark and Commission
procedures are a continuing concern. The failure of the Commission to provide a predictable
mechanism for reviewing requests for designatamhd group calling itself the Citizens
Emergency Committee to Preserve Preservation to file a lawsuit in New York State Supreme
Courtin March 2008. In Novembe&008 Judge Marilyn Shafer ruled in favor of the Committee
and directed the Commission to edistbrules to forward all nomination to the designation
requests committee within 120 days and then report its determinations to the full Commission.
The Commission appealed the ruling. But in June 2009, Councilmember Jessica Lappin
introduced a bill to cmpel the Commission to establish such procedures.

About the same time that Judge Shafer issued her rulingleine’ork Timespublished a
four-part series on the problems of the Landmarks Preservation Comnpesiaiming to
designatiorunder the title &*;=%$9$%27 (1*#4$*XVHi)e the examplewere pertinent to the
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I"#"'$%&' () %&($*&+,,"+(%"&'1")"$%-8&%."&%"$/1&0()&$/%&(11&%. (%&*+22"1"$%&2!/,&3/4"1%(&5! (%6
articles in theVew York Postin 1973.

Will preservation continue to arouse passions? Will tae@ission continue to set
precedents for other government entities? Given its history, it seems likely the pattern will

continue.

The gowth of the internetluring the past decade had meant itf@rmationis increasingly
accessible onlineMayor Bloombeg supported expanded information technology in New York
City government, and as a consequence, city agencies haveamgkinformativevebsites.

ThelLandmarks Preservation Commissiwabsite offers, among other things, copies of

public hearing calendaend meeting agendas; records of Commission decisions; and copies of

designation reporittp://www.nyc.gov/html/Ipc/html/home/home.shiml

TheNeighborhood Preservation Centdfers pdfs ofolder Commission designation reports,

not on the Commission website:

http://www.neighborhoodpreservationcenter.org/designation reports/

TheNew York Preservation Archive Hextcontains a database with information pertinent

to preservation activity in New York City since the early twentieth century

http://www.nypap.ord/

TheMunicipal Art Societyis the oldest preservation advocacy oigation in New York

City:|http://mas.ord/

TheHistoric Districts Councijla major advocacy and watchdog group, promotes

designations throughout the c|tttp://hdc.or

TheNew York Landmark€onservancyalso an advocacy group, administers the Historic

Properties Funghttp://www.nylandmarks.org/

The New York Times, which has consistently covered the Landmarks Preservation

Commission and its predessors, remains an excellent source of contemporary information

through its online digital archive lattp://www.nvtimes.COI‘IrBecause this source is now so

accessible, | have cited it in many references.
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