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Testimony by New York State Senator Jose M. Serrano
Before the New York City Council Subcommittee on Landmarks
Regarding the Proposed West End-Collegiate Historic District Extension

Weliaite:

September 16, 2013

Thank you for providing me with the opportunity to testify before all of you here today. My name
is Jose M. Serrano. I am the State Senator for the 29t Senate District which encompasses a part
of the Upper West Side of Manhattan. In particular, my district represents a portion of the West
End-Collegiate Historic District which is the subject of today’s hearing.

Throughout my career in public office I have fought to preserve and enhance the cultural and
artistic significance of our great city. The architectural wonders that we see in the buildings on
the Upper West Side are part of our cultural fabric, and we owe it to the community, as well as
future generations to preserve them. Therefore, I would like to express my full support of the
Landmarks Preservation Commission's decision to extend the historic district on the Upper West
Side, and I respectfully urge that decision be reaffirmed here today by the City Council’s
subcommittee.

As I am sure you are aware, the extension of the historic district has long been desired by
preservationists, community advocates, community members and elected officials alike. A recent
study of the area in question was conducted by Andrew Dolkart, a leading architectural historian
and Director of Columbia University s Historic Preservation Program, Mr. Dolkart concluded
that the area’s buildings have unique architectural and historical merit. If we do not act to protect
- the Upper West Side, the unique architectural and historical merit will be lost to the real estate
market which will seek to develop and completely alter the landscape of the area. In fact, we have
already seen a significant amount of development in and around the area in question. For
instance, Neo-Renaissance row houses at 732 and 734 West End Avenue have been demolished,
and the site’s owner has obtained a permit from the Department of Buildings to construct a large
residential building that will alter the aesthetic character of the neighborhood. If such
development is continually left unchecked, the entire character of the neighborhood will be
transformed from its current historical state into something much different—and much less
unique. We cannot allow this to happen, we must protect the cultural and historical significance
that is so ingrained in the Upper West Side. Therefore, it is essential that the City Council act now
and designate the West End-Collegiate Historic District Extension in its entirety. Thank you for
your consideration of my comments.
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Testimony by New York State Senator Brad Hoylman
Before the New York City Council Subcommittee on Landmarks
Regarding the Proposed West End-Collegiate Historic District Extension

September 16, 2013

My name is Brad Hoylman and I represent New York State’s 27t Senate District, in
which the southern tip of the proposed West End-Collegiate Historic District Extension
(the “Extension”) is located. Thank you for the opportunity to present testimony before
the New York City Council Subcommittee on Landmarks regarding this remarkable
concentration of historic buildings.

First, I would like to express my appreciation to LPC for its June 25, 2013 approval of
the Extension, which is generally bounded by West 70th Street and West 79t Street
along portions of West End Avenue, Riverside Drive and Broadway. As you know, the
Extension is a crucial part of the larger stretch of West End Avenue, from West 70t
Street to West 109th Street, for which preservationists, community advocates and elected
officials have long sought the protections afforded by historic district designation. A
study of this area conducted by Andrew Dolkart, a leading architectural historian and
Director of Columbia University’s Historic Preservation Program, found that its
buildings have unique architectural and historical merit.

The proposed historic district captures a relatively short but significant window of time
in late 19t Century and early 20th Century architecture. During this period, economic
and social forces —largely a result of the introduction of service on the revolutionary
Interborough Rapid Transit Subway line beneath Broadway in 1904 — contributed to the
redevelopment of West End Avenue and Riverside Drive from low-rise row houses
amidst rural landscapes to an enduring chain of grand apartment buildings. Designed
by prominent architects like Rosario Candela, George & Edward Blum, Emery Roth and
Lamb & Rich, these buildings are among the finest examples of New York City’s early
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20th Century multifamily dwellings and form a cohesive and uniquely “New York”
model for upper-middle class living. As Dolkart describes, the buildings on the avenues
create a tremendous sense of place, with consistent height, cladding materials, and
buildout to the lot Iine. Nestled between these are the Neo-Flemish West End Collegiate
Church and the superlative Apthorp apartment house. Dolkart’s findings make a
compelling case for the Extension’s designation.

Unfortunately, the voracious New York real estate market, if left unchecked, poses a
serious threat to this cohesive span of historic architecture. Already, Neo-Renaissance
row houses at 732 and 734 West End Avenue—located in the proposed Riverside-West
End Historic District Extension II— have been demolished, and the site’s owner has
obtained a permit from the New York City Department of Buildings to construct a tall
residential building there that likely will not conform to the area’s aesthetic character.
This same owner had also sought permits to demolish row houses at 508 and 510 West
End Avenue, located in the Riverside-West End Historic District Extension. These cases
illustrate the risk of leaving critical portions of New York’s architectural history
unprotected. It is essential that the City Council acts now and designates the West End-
Collegiate Historic District Extension in its entirety.

Thank you for your consideration of my comments.
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Testimony of State Senator Adriano Espaillat Before New York City Council Subcommittee on
Landmarks, Public Siting and Maritime Uses
In Support of the West End-Collegiate Historic District Extension II

September 16, 2013

Good morning, and thank you for allowing me to testify before you today. As the State Senator
for the 31st District, which includes most of West End Avenue, I am proud to support the
extension of the West End - Collegiate Historic District, and I encourage the New York City
Council Subcommittee on Landmarks, Public Siting and Maritime Uses to approve this
extension.

I would like to thank the Landmarks Preservation Commission (LPC) for approving the proposed
West End-Collegiate Historic District Extension, and organizations such as the West End
Preservation Society, Landmark West!, and the Coalition for a Livable West Side for their
advocacy on this issue. By supporting this extension, the LPC was recognizing that this portion
of the Upper West Side has cultural, architectural, and historic significance.

Many of the buildings were constructed at the turn of the century, designed by renowned
architects, and are greatly appreciated by New Yorkers. By granting approval of this extension, it
will further ensure that the Upper West Side will retain its beauty. The neighborhood’s unique
charm, cherished livability, and community-oriented nature are qualities worth preserving.

I do understand the concerns over the expansion of this historic district during these economic
times. While development opportunities will exist in the neighborhood, this extension will help
maintain the aesthetic qualities that have made this community desirable and increased property

value.

Today I join community leaders and residents in fully supporting the West End-Collegiate
Historic District extension, and I encourage this commitiee to approve this project, as it is the
responsible and course to take in protecting our city.



COMMUNITY BOARD 74 Manhattan

RESOLUTION

Date: June 4, 2013

Committee of Origin: Preservation

Re: St. Paul the Apostle Church (2-18 Columbus Ave, between 59th and 6{(th Streets.) Proposal to
designate the structure as an individuaal landmarls.

Full Board Vote: 30 In Favor 1 Against 2 Abstentions 0 Present

This regolution 12 baged on the following facts:

The building was constructed during the period 1876-85, and is believed to be one of the first
church buildings constructed on Manhattan’s Upper West Side.

The design of the building is attributed both to architect Jeremiah O’Rourke and to Father
George Deshon. While the interior of the church should not be considered as a basis for landmark
designation, it is noteworthy that the building includes elements designed and constructed under
Stanford White, John LaFacge, and St. Gaudens,

The exterior 1s faced with rusticated Tarrytown granite, using stones that were reportedly
salvaged trom the old Croton Aqueduct.

The structure 12 in the Gothic revival style. with matching carillon-like towers {reportedly
unfinizhed) flanking the main entrance reached by a curving stone semi-cirenlar stazr rising from the
sidewalk. The towers and an arcade lnking them above the main entrance featore pointed arch
openings. with lancet windows on the second story continuing around the West 60™ Street elevation.

A 60-foot-wide horizontal bas-relief decoration appears above the extertor of the main entrance
on Columbus Avenve, featuring figures in white Travertine marble set against a bold blue glags mosaic
background. The bas-relief wag designed by American muralist Lumen Martin Winter and fabricated at
Pierotti Studios in Genoa, Italv. and wag installed and dedicated in 1939,

The excess development rights aszociated with the parcel on which the cliurch stands were

transferred to an adjoining lot on West 39® Street that is now occupied by a new building,

This building wag included in New York Lemidmerks: An Index of Arelirecturally Historic
Struchares m New York Citv, compiled by the Municipal Art Society and the Seociety of Architectural
Higtoriang and published in 1937 (several vears prios to the adoption of the cucrent New Youl City
Landmarks Prezervation statuteg,

The structure remains an intact example of Gothic Revival architecture, and a caliming anchor at
the seam between commercial midtown and the residential Upper West Side,

Now, Therefore, Community Board 7/Manhattan urges that the Landmarks Preservation
Commigzion designate the Church of St. Paul the Apostle an individual Jandmark, and that the City

- Council confirm such designation.
Clonmnirtee. 6-0-0-0. Non-Connnittee Board Members: 2-0-0-0.

250 West 87 Street New York. NY [0024-2706
Phone: (212) 362-4008  Fax: (212} 5395-9317
Web site: nvegow/meb? e-mail address: officei@ich?.org
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Testimony before the NYC Council Subcommittee on
Landmarks, Public Siting and Maritime Uses,
September 16, 2013,
Regarding landmark designation of the Seward Park Branch of the NYC Public Library
192 East Broadway, Manhattan

Good morning, Council Members. I am Joyce Mendelsohn representing Friends of the Lower East Side
speaking in support of landmark designation for the Seward Park Library. An article in the New York
Times, headlined EASTSIDE LLEADS IN BOOK READING, published March 9, 1913, declares “The
annual report [of the New York Public Library] states that ‘to the east side the Public Library is its
largest social factor, its greatest educational support, its staunchest friend in time of trouble.....The
Seward Park Branch of the library reads 425,571 books a year.....as compared with.... 312,015 books
from the Central Building, at Forty-second Street and Fifth Avenue.”

Imagine how neighborhood people felt when this splendid building opened -- filled with books
leading to endless opportunities. A quiet, comfortable refuge from dirty, noisy streets and overcrowded
tenements. A place for study and contemplation, and perhaps for hushed, flirtatious conversations.
And, let’ not forget the children — delighting them with stories and opening their eyes to a lifelong love
of reading.

Here we are 100 years later, and the Library is still going strong as a place where ordinary people can
come, free of charge, for knowledge, inspiration, instruction and enjoyment to be found on the printed
page or online. The design of the Seward Park branch — and all the Carnegie libraries -~ was an
expression of the City Beautiful movement, which believed in the idea of morally uplifting architecture.
Advocates stressed that an aesthetically attractive urban environment, based on the great works of
classical architecture, would foster social cohesiveness and pride

Friends of the Lower East Side urges the City Council to approve landmark designation of the Seward
Park Library. Thank you for your consideration.

S AL

Joyce Mendelsohn, Founding Member

Firiends of the Lower East Side is a grassroots organization founded in 2017 dedicated to preserving the architectural and cultural heritage
of this historic center of immigrant life.
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Statement of the Historic Districts Council
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LU9I10
BOROUGH OF MANHATTAN
NEW YORK PUBLIC LIBRARY, SEWARD PARK BRANCH, 192 East Broadway

The Hiscoric Districts Council is the advocate for New York City’s designated historic districts, landmarks and

buildings meriting preservation.

The day after Andrew Carnegie sold his corporation in 1901 to J.P. Motgan for $500 million, Carnegie announced
a $5.2 million donation to New York City for the construction of public library buildings. 67 branches were
constructed in New York City between 1902 and 1929, 26 of them in Manhattan. Today 57 Carnegies.remain in
the five boroughs, 22 of those in Manhattan. The majority of these buildings are not landmarked, and we risk
losing these neighborhood branches whose handsome architecture reflect the importance of the activities that have
gone on inside for generations. HDC is very happy to see steps being taken to protect the Seward Park Branch and
fully support its landmarking.

While HDC would like to one day see all of the Carnegies landmarked, the Seward Park Branch is of patticular
note. .The handsome Renaissance Revival style stone building was designed by Babb, Cook & Welch and opened
in 1909. The Seward Park Branch is unique amongst the Manhattan branches. Rather than standing in the middle
_of a block like a townhouse, the large, free-standing library prominently anchors the eastern end of Seward Park.
"The branch is also rate in that it retain its roof garden, although this space is no longer in use.

The Seward Park Branch has long been an architectural and cultural landmark on the Lower East Side, and HDC
joins other supporters in the belief that it is now time to make the library an official landmark,
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I would like to thank Chairperson Brad Lander and the New York City Council Subcommittee
on Landmarks, Public Siting and Maritime Uses for the opportunity to testify today on the

" proposed West End-Collegiate Historic District Extension. I, along with the Upper West Side
community, have stood before the Landmarks Preservation Commission and City Council in past
years to express our support for the proposed Riverside-West End Historic District Extension L
Today, I maintain my support to preserve the physical environment and historic character of the
Upper West Side neighborhood through this proposed landmark designation.

This is the second of three expansion areas, which will further expand the West End-Collegiate
Historic District boundaries to include buildings that share similar architectural styles and
materials. Akin to the buildings within the designated district, the ones in the proposed district
represent the development and housing history of the Upper West Side. The proposed district is
currently home to a collection of early row houses built in the late 19™ Century in the Italian,
French and Flemish Renaissance stylistic forms, as well as some of the finest examples of
apartment buildings constructed in the early 20® Century in Manhattan. The evolution of built
forms and the preservation of the variety of housmg stock very much contribute to the great
sense of neighborhood character that exists in the Upper West Side today. The elevation of
apartment living has changed the way we live in the city — creating denser ne1ghborhoods that
help foster close-knit and engaged communities.

Therefore, I once again urge the committee to carry on its efforts to preserve this unique and
historic neighborhood.

Thank you for giving me the opportunity to speak today.

MUNICIPAL BUILDING < 1 CENTRE STREET % NEW YORK, NY 10007
PHONE (212) 669-8300 FAX (212) 669-4305
www.manhattanbp.org bp@manhattanbp.org




THE NEW YORK
LANDMARKS
CONSERVANCY

September 16, 2013

STATEMENT OF THE NEW YORK LANDMARKS CONSERVANCY BEFORE THE NEW YORK CITY
COUNCIL SUBCOMMITTEE ON LANDMARKS, PUBLIC SITING, AND MARITIME USES REGARDING
THE PROPOSED DESIGNATION OF THE WEST END -- COLLEGIATE HISTORIC DISTRICT
EXTENSION

Good day Chair Lander and Council Members. | am Andrea Goldwyn, speaking on behalf of the
Landmarks Conservancy.

Thirty years ago, the Conservancy enthusiastically testified in favor of the West End Collegiate Historic
District. We are very pleased to be here today, to support this designation. We've listened to the concerns
of a few building owners, but believe that the Council should affirm the entire extension.

Like the original district, the extension is composed primarily of structures representing several phases of
residential development, designed by prominent architects of 19th and 20t centuries. The extension offers
a master class in masonry buildings from those years. It starts with brownstone and limestone row houses,
continues in two major phases of apartment buildings in limestone and brick, and finds a post-War
expression in the mid-century Schwab Building. The styles range from Romanesque and Renaissance
revival, to Queen Anne and neo-Grec to streamlined modem. They are decorated with rustication,
sculptural stone details, molded brick, and terra cotta. Across the District the asymmetrical massing and
varied roof lines of the row houses form an attractive compliment fo the stately symmetry of the classical
apartment buildings. In total, this District conveys an intact and coherent sense of place.

Historic district designation stabilizes communities and improves property values. Just as designation has
benefited the West End Collegiate District, this extension will enhance the neighborhood, ensuring that any
alterations are guided by the Landmarks Law.

The Conservancy is pleased to join with neighbors, public officials, and preservationists in support of this
designation. In particular we are grateful to the West End Preservaticn Society for initiating the effort to
expand the District. And as always, we are happy to offer the assistance of our Historic Properties Fund,
Sacred Sites Program, and Technical Services staff to the owners and users of buildings in the extension.

Thank you for the opportunity to present The Landmarks Conservancy's views.

One Whitehall Street, New York NY 10004
tal 212.995.5260 fax 212.995 5268 nylandmarks.org
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September 16, 2013

Good morning Council Members. My name is Jenny Fernandez, Director of Intergovernmental and
Community Relations for the Landmarks Preservation Commission. I am here today to testify on the

Commission’s designation of Jamaica High School (now Jamaica Learning Center) in Queens.

On May 14, 2013, the Landmarks Preservation Commission held a public hearing on the proposed
designation as a landmark of the Jamaica High School (now Jamaica Learning Center). There was one
speaker in favor of designation, a representative of the Historic Districts Council, and there were letters in
favor of designation from Council Member James Gennaro and a representative of the Queens Preservation
Council. There were no speakers opposed to designation. On June 25, 2013 the Commission voted to

designate the building a New York City individual landmark.

The Dutch Revival style Jamaica High School was built in 1895-96, originally as a combined grammar and

- high school and named P.S. 47. The school was constructed for the growing Town of Jamaica in Queens
County before Consolidation of the City of New York. The building replaced a much smaller, simpler
school building located close to the center of the town, and was constructed in a rapidly developing area. Its
large scale and more elaborate style expressed the town’s optimism about its future development. By 1909
this building had become so crowded that the grammar school department was moved elsewhere and this
structure, renamed Jamaica High School, was devoted to high school education. This site served the older
students in the rapidly expanding borough until the current and much larger Jamaica High School was
constructed on Gothic Drive in 1927 (designated). The Jamaica Board of Education hired renowned
Brooklyn architect William B. Tubby who designed this three story building with red and tan brick with
contrasting decorative details such as splayed lintels and a large, modified stepped gable. The tall, hipped
roof is highlighted by unusual “witch’s hat” dormers and high chirhneys. Upon completion of the larger
Jamaica High School in 1927, this building became a vocational school. It has served in several other
capacities for the Board of Education since that time and is now an alterniative high school called the Jamaica
Learning Center. The school building continues to serve as a reminder of a much earlier period in the history
of Jamaica, Queens. | '

The Commission urges you to affirm this designation.
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Good morning Council Members. My name is Jenny Fernandez, Director of Intergovernmental and
Community Relations for the Landmarks Preservation Commission. I am here today to testify on the

Commission’s designation of the Forest Park Carousel in Queens.

On June 11, 2013, the Landmarks Preservation Commission held a hearing on the proposed designation as a
Landmark of the Forest Park Carousel. Four people spoke in ’support. of designation, including City Council
Member Elizabeth Crowley, representatives of New York City Parks & Recreation, the Historic Districts
Council, and the Society for the Preservation of the City. The Commission has also received numerous
letters in support of designation. On June 25, 2013 the Commission voted to designate the carouse] a New

York City individual landmark.

The Forest Park Carousel is located within Forest Park, near Woodhaven Boulevard in central Queens. All
but three of the carousel’s wood figures are believed to have been carved by D. C. Muller & Brother in 1903
or 1910. A leading member of the Philadelphia school of carousel carving, this firm’s highly realistic work
is celebrated for its expressive anatomical detail and unusual attention to military fittings. Frederick Fried, a
pioneering expert on American folk art and a co-founder of the National Carousel Association, described
Muller’s figures as “the best carved and most magnificent.” Like many of their peers, Daniel and Alfred
Muller immigrated to the United States from Germany, settling in Philadelphia in mid-1880s where they
began working for Gustav Dentzel. Daniel Muller also trained at the Pennsylvania Academy of the Fine
Arts, making him one of the few carousel carvers with an academic background. The Forest Park Carousel
contains 46 wood horses and three menagerie animals, arranged in three rows at two levels. Two of the
horses are attributed to the prolific Brooklyn carver Charles Carmel, and another, to William Dentzel, who
employed the Mullers in their later years. Dedicated in November 1973, Muller’s carousel welcomed riders
until about 1985. Of the estimated 12 to 16 carousels produced by Daniel C. Muller & Brother, only two are
known to remain in operation. The Forest Park Carousel is, consequently, one of this firm’s last surviving

works, as well as an exemplary example of American carousel carving and design.

The Commission urges you to affirm this designation.
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Good morning Council Members. My name is Jenny Fernz’mdez,- Director of Intergovernmental and
Community Relations for the Landmarks Preservation Commission. I am here today to testify on the

Commission’s designation of the Catherina Lipsius House in Brooklyn.

On June 18, 2013, the Landmarks Preservation Commission held a public hearing on the proposed
designation as a Landmark of the Catherina Lipsius House (aka Dr. Frederick A. Cook House). There were
two speakers in favor of designation including the owner and a representative of the Historic Districts
Council. The Commission received a letter from Council Member Diana Reyna in support of designation.
There were no speakers in opposition to designation. On June 25, 2013 the Commission voted to designate

the building a New York City individual landmark.

This impressive mansion in the American Round-Arched style was constructed for Catherina Lipsius and her
family in 1889-90. They were the prosperous owners of the Claus Lipsius Brewing Company, one of the
numerous German brewers in Bushwick, Brooklyn at the end of the 19th century. The German community
thrived in the Eastern District of Brooklyn, during the second half of the century, bolstered by numerous
immigrants fleeing the unsuccessfu1 revolutions in Germany. This elaborate American Round-Arched style
house was designed by prominent Brooklyn architect Theobald Engelhart, whose work was popular in this
German immigrant community. Examples of his work include buildings for the William Ulmer Brewery
complex in Bushwick (designated) as well as for the Eberhard Faber Pencil Company (now within the
Eberhard Faber Pencil Company Historic District). This house, constructed of red brick with stone and terra-
cotta trim, features a dramatic, rounded corner tower that is a defining feature of the building. The style
combines elements from medieval and classical architecture. The Lipsius family sold the house in 1902 to
Dr. Frederick A. Cook and his wife, a successful physician and later arctic explorer. Cook became well-
known for his claim that he was the first man to reach the summit of Mount McKinley and his subsequent
claim that he had reached the North Pole before Robert E. Peary in 1908-09. Despite some alterations over
time, the house remains remarkably intact and serves as a rare surviving reminder of the late 19th century
period when the German immigrant -community flourished in Bushwick and the manufacture and
consumption of beer was a major part of the lives of people in this community. |

The Commission urges you to affirm this designation.
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Good morning Council Members. My name is Jenny Fernidndez, Director of Intergovernmental and
Community Relations for the Landmarks Preservation Commission. I am here today to testify on the

Commission’s designation of the St. Louis Hotel (now Hotel Grand Union) in Manhattan.

On May 14, 2013, the Landmarks Preservation Commissioﬁ held a public hearing on the proposed
designation as a Landmark of the St. Louis Hotel (now Hotel Grand Union). There were three speakers in
favor of designation, including two representatives of the owner and a representative of the Historic Districts
Council. No one spoke in opposition to designation. On June 25, 2013 the Commission voted to designate

the building a New York City individual landmark.

The St. Louis Hotel, constructed in 1903-05 as part of the midtown hotel district, was built at a time of great
expansion and development in midtown Manhattan. Close to shopping and entertainment districts, this area
was also well-served by a variety of transit lines. In the early 20th century, the neighborhood was being
redeveloped from single family homes to stores, institutions and lofts. Many hotels were built at this time,
for transient guests as well as apartment hotels for residents of longer duration, all taking advantage of the
convenience of this location. The designer of the St. Louis Hotel was Frederick C. Browne, a New York
architect who designed numerous hotels and small apartment buildings in Manhattan. The facade of this
distinctive Beaux-Arts style building is faced in red brick and limestone, with projecting bay windows in a
lively arrangement that creates a striking facade on this narrow street. This distinguished building has been

used as a hotel for more than 100 years and continues to be used as a hotel today.

The Commission urges you to affirm this designation.
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Good morning Council Members. My name is Jenny Ferndndez, Director of Intergovernmental and
Comniunity Relations for the Landmarks Preservation Commission. I am here today to testify on the

Commission’s designation of the Forest Park Carousel in Queens.

On June 11,2013, the Landmarks Preservation Commission held a hearing on the proposed designation as a
Landmark of the Forest Park Carousel. Four people spoke in support of designation, including City Council
Member Elizabeth Crowley, representatives of New York City Parks & Recreation, the Historic Districts
Council, and the Society for the Preservation of the City. The Commission has also received numerous
letters in support of designation. On June 25, 2013 the Commission voted to designate the carousel a New

York City individual landmark.

The Forest Park Carousel is located within Forest Park, near Woodhaven Boulevard in central Queens. All
but three of the carousel’s wood figures are believed to have been carved by D. C. Muller & Brother in 1903
or 1910. A leéding member of the Philadelphia school of carousel carving, this firm’s highly realistic work
is celebrated for its expressive anatomical detail and unusual attention to military fittings. Frederick Fried, a
pioneering expert on American folk art and a co-founder of the National Carousel Association, described
Muller’s figures as “the best carved and most magnificent.” Like many of their peers, Daniel and Alfred
Muller immigrated to the United States from Germany, settling in Philadelphia in mid-1880s where they
began working for Gustav Dentzel. Daniel Muller also trained at the Pennsylvania Academy of the Fine
Arts, making him one of the few carousel carvers with an academic background. The Forest Park Carousel
contains 46 wood horses and three menagerie animals, arranged in three rows at two levels. Two of the
horses are attributed to the prolific Brooklyn carver Charles Carmel, and another, to William Dentzel, who
employed the Mullers in their later years. Dedicated in November 1973, Muller’s carousel welcomed riders
until about 1985. Of the estimated 12 to 16 carousels produced by Daniel C. Muller & Brother, only two are
known to remain in operation. The Forest Park Carousel is, consequently, one of this firm’s last surviving

works, as well as an exemplary example of American carousel carving and design.

The Commission urges you to affirm this designation.



TESTIMONY OF THE LANDMARKS PRESERVATION COMMISSION BEFORE
THE CITY COUNCIL SUBCOMMITTEE ON LANDMARKS, PUBLIC SITING AND
MARITIME USES ON THE DESIGNATION THE BEAUMONT APARTMENTS IN
MANHATTAN. ’

September 16, 2013

Good morning Council Members. * My name is Jenny Fernandez, Director of Intergovernmental and
Community Relations for the Landmarks Preservation Commission. I am here today to testify on the

Commission’s designation of the Beaumont Apartments in Manhattan.

On June 18, 2013, the Landmarks Preservation Commission held a public hearing on the proposed
designation as a Landmark of the Beaumont Apartments. Seven witnesses spoke in favor of the designation,
including representatives from the Society for the Architecture of the City, the Historic Districts Council, and
several residents of the Beaumont. In addition, the Commission has received several letters in support of the
designation and from Council Member Robert Jackson. A representative of the owner spoke in opposition to
designation. Commission staff has continued outreach to the owners, including several discussions and site
visits to provide technical assistance relating to ongoing fagade restoration at the property. On June 25, 2013

the Commission voted to designate the building a New York City individual landmark.

The Beaumont Apartments (1912-13), at Riverside Drive and West 150th Street, is a premiere example of
the Arts & Crafts style architectural designs of the firm of George & Edward Blum. The Beaumont’s
“textile-like” facades feature patterned brickwork above a two-story limestone base, glazed art tiles,
noteworthy iron balconies, foliate terracotta bandcourses, and unusual octagonal terra-cotta medallions with
birds in high relief. The Beaumont’s location at 150th Street and Riverside Drive in close proximity to
Riverside Park as well as Audubon Park and Terrace, John James Audubon’s former estate. The Beaumont’s
figurative and naturalistic decorations can be interpreted as a tribute to its surroundings. The Beaumont
housed a number of famous tenants over the years, including U.S. Representative Jacob K. Javits; architect
Alfred Fellheimer; legendary African-American contralto Marian Anderson; and African-American writer

Ralph W. Ellison, author of Invisible Man (1952), who lived in the building for four decades until his death
in 1994.

The Commission urges you to affirm this designation,



TESTIMONY OF THE LANDMARKS PRESERVATION COMMISSION BEFORE
THE CITY COUNCIL SUBCOMMITTEE ON LANDMARKS, PUBLIC SITING AND
MARITIME USES ON THE DESIGNATION OF 140 BROADWAY / MARINE
MIDLAND BANK IN MANHATTAN.

September 16, 2013

Good morring Council Members. My name is Jenny Fernandez, Director of Intergovernmental and
Community Relations for the Landmarks Preservation Commission. I am here today to testify on the

Commission’s designation of 140 Broadway, originally the Marine Midland Bank Building.

On April 2, 2013, the Landmarks Preservation Commission held a hearing on the proposed designation as a
landmark of 140 Broadway. Four people spoke in favor of designation, including representatives of
Docomomo US/New York Tri-State, the Historic Districts Council, and the New York Landmarks
Conservancy. A second hearing was held on May 13, 2013 (Item No. 1) in which three represéntatives of the
owner spoke in support of designation. On June 25, 2013 the Coﬁmission voted to designate the building a

New York City individual landmark.

A critically-acclaimed example of mid-20" century modernism, the former Marine Midland Bank Building at
140 Broadway was completed in early 1968.  Architect Gordon Bunshaft, of Skidmore, Owings &

Merrill, was the partner in charge of the minimalist design — a matte black aluminum and bronze-tinted glass
skyscraper that The New York Times architecture critic Ada Louise Huxtable later described as “not only
one of [the] buildings I admire most in New York, but that I admire most anywhere.” Construction began in
late 1964 and the principal tenants, such as the Marine Midland Grace Trust Company, started to occupy the
structure three years later. The building’s smooth mullion-less skin was singled out for its remarkable
simplicity and color. In early 1968, in the spacious plaza that adjoins Broadway, “Cube,” a 28- foot-tall
-abstract sculpture by the celebrated Japanese-American artist Isamu Noguchi was.installed near Liberty
Street. Precariously balancéd on one corner, the contrasting reddish cubic form animates the space and helps
underscore the dark elegance of the elevations. Though renovations in 2000 brought significant changes to
the plaza and public entrances along Cedar Street, 140 Broadway retains much of its original character, as

well as a commanding presence in lower Manhattan.

The Commission urges you to affirm this designation.
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. Good morning. Thank you for the opportunity to comment at today’s hearing. As the
Assemblymember for New York’s 67th Assembly district, representing Manhattan’s Upper West
Side and parts of Hell’s Kitchen/Clinton, a proud member of the West End Preservation Society
(WEPS), and a lifetime resident of the neighborhood, I strongly support the proposed landmark
designation of the West End-Collegiate Historic District Extension, the second of three proposed
historic district extensions on West End Avenue. This proposal would expand the district to
include major portions of West 70th Street up to West 79th Street, and from Riverside Drive to
Broadway. I believe that approval of the proposal is crucial to preserving the aesthetic, charm
and historic significance of this area.

I am proud to have been among the earliest supporters of the efforts of the West End Preservation
Society (WEPS), which grew out of concern for the need to preserve the .distinguished
architecture on the Avenue, at a time when some of the structures were being threatened with
demolition. It all began in July 2007, in the living room of one of WEPS’ founders, Richard
Emery with co-founder Erika Petersen, a neighborhood resident; and a handful of others. WEPS
has since flourished into a force to be reckoned with in the preservation world. For seveéral years,
WEPS has worked to develop community and governmental support to have West End Avenue,
the almost 40-block boulevard comprised of architecturally and historically significant buildings,
designated a historic district. While some parts of West End Avenue are already protected,
WEPS’ founders realized that without official designation of the entire stretch from 70th to 107th
Streets, the Avenue’s charming pre-war buildings might not exist for future generations to enjoy.
The New York City Landmarks Preservation Commission (LPC) wisely decided to augment the
area documented by Andrew Dolkart of Columbia University for WEPS by studying the
significance of buildings on side streets and then adding them as borders to the proposed historic
(district, I support including these additions in the district. '

The proposed West End-Collegiate Historic District Extension contains numerous architecturally
significant apartment buildings and brownstones dating from the late 19thand early 20th
centuries. One of the unique qualities of the Avenue is its incredibly long stretch of pre-war
buildings, unseen anywhere else in the City. The West End Avenue thoroughfare is renowned for
its mostly unbroken street wall of apartment buildings, built in complementary architectural
styles. The apartment buildings are unique in the City because of their composite
structure, Although none date before the 19" Century, the buildings feature architectural
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flourishes that recall the Italian Renaissance and the Second French Empire. West End Avenue
and its side streets are home to historically significant styles of architecture, and this district
would be a logical extension to other landmark districts farther uptown.

This proposal happens to include the block where my office building is located. The view from
my windows affords a collage of beautiful terra-cotta bricked buildings with bay windows and
dentil molding, backed by the majestic art deco residence at 253 West 73rd Street. Walking
north from my office, one might pass by the sliver of a building at 249 West End Avenue. It is
actually a holdout of what was once a row of Neo-Renaissance style houses. It is important that
we protect these endangered species of buildings so that they do not become extinct on their own
blocks, or in the City as a whole.

In an ever-changing city, the consistency of facades along West End Avenue, Riverside Drive,
and Broadway warrant protection. If we do not preserve areas of historic value, we leave them
open to projects that do not complement the neighborhood’s character and charm. In recent years
the cohesive appearance of the corridor has faced threats of new, inappropriate construction and
development. These threats will no doubt become a reality for many buildings of the proposed
. extension unless it is approved in its entirely, leaving the area without the essential character of
the neighborhood for which the Upper West Side, especially West End Avenue, is known.

As a lifelong Upper West Sider, I have seen our neighborhood change over time in many
ways. As a little girl, I remember gazing up at the gargoyles and admiring the different textures
and colors of masonry on the buildings along West End Avenue, I was awed by these pretty
buildings, but of course did not understand their importance. Now, as an adult, 1 understand that
T was looking at historically noteworthy and architecturally significant decoration, such as egg
and dart molding and keystone detailing.

Looking above the unwavering street wall, my eye is drawn to the complex composition of
mansard roofs, steeples, and projected cornices that provide me with a view our ancestors could
have gazed upon. It would be an indignity to interrupt this vista with unsympathetic and
incongruous sheets of ‘glass and cement. I want future generations to feel the same sense of
wonder and marvel that I had as a child, and still experience today when looking at West End
Avenue and Riverside Drive.

A historic designation for this unique stretch of West End Avenue is a means by which to ensure
smart and contextualized development here on the Upper West Side, Preserving the architectural
integrity of this area for future generations will help to preserve the very things that attracted
families here in the first place. Designating this stretch of West End Avenue as a historic district
complements our greater vision for the City and will preserve the unique beauty of this area for
years fo come. I offer my complete support for the West End-Collegiate Historic District
Extension, and I ask that the City Council approve the proposed blocks for landmark designation.
Thank you.



TESTIMONY OF THE LANDMARKS PRESERVATION COMMISSION BEFORE
THE CITY COUNCIL SUBCOMMITTEE ON LANDMARKS, PUBLIC SITING AND
MARITIME USES ON THE DESIGNATION OF CHURCH OF ST. PAUIL. THE
APOSTLE IN MANHATTAN.

September 16, 2013

Good moming Council Members. My name is Jenny Ferndndez, Director of Intergovernmental and
Community Relations for the Landmarks Preservation Commission. I am here today to testify on the

Commission’s designation of Church of St. Paul the Apostle in Manhattan,

On June 11, 2013, the Landmarks Preservation Commission held a hearing on the proposed designation as a
Landmark of the Church of St. Paul the Apostle. Five people spoke in support of designation, including
representatives of New York State Senator Brad Hoylman, Community Board 7, the Historic Districts
Council, Landmark West! and the Society for the Architecture of the City. One person, representing Father
Gilbert Martinez, CSP, spoke in opposition to designation. On June 25, 2013 the Commission voted to
designate the building a New York City individual landmark. After subsequent discussion with the
Archdiocese and church representatives, the Commission held a second public hearing to modify the
boundaries of the landmark site. Two people testified in support of modification, including representatives
of Community Board No. 7 and the Historic Districts Council. The Commission received letters from the
New York Landmarks Conservancy and Father Gilbert Martinez, supporting the designation of the landmark
site as modified. The Commissioners found that the former convent at 120 West 60" Street did not
contribute to the architectural and historical character of the church and that this five-story yellow brick
building should be excluded from the designation. On July 23, 2013 the Commission voted to rﬁodify the

landmark site to exclude the non-contributing convent building.

The Church of St. Paul the Apostle, located at the southwest corner of Columbus A\}enue and 60th Street in
Manhattan, was built in 1875-85. Commissioned by the Missionary Society of St. Paul the Apostle,
commonly called the Paulist Fathers, it is an austere and imposing Medieval Revival style design, loosely
based on Gothic and Romanesque sources. The Paulists trace their origins to 1858 when Isaac Hecker

_ traveled to Rome and received permission from Pope Pius IX to organize an American society of missionary
priests. The following year, Archbishop John Hughes of New York asked Hecker’s group to establish a
parish on Manhattan’s Upper West Side and a simple briék church was constructed. The new parish quickly
outgrew this building and in the mid-1870s a new structure was planned by Jeremiah O’Rourke, a New

Jersey architect with various Catholic churches to his credit. George Deshon, a Paulist priest who trained at



West Point as a military engineer, took over the project by the early 1880s and probably simplified
O’Rourke’s original design. The rock-faced gréy granite stonework was salvaged from various structures in
Manhattan, including sections of an embankment of the Croton Aqueduct that was originally on the Upper
West side and the Croton Distributing Reservoir at 42nd Street, as well as Booth’s Theétcr, which stood at
Sixth Avenue and 23rd Street until 1883. When the church_was dedicated in January 1885, however, it was
far from complete. During the 1960s and 1970s, the parish struggled financially. With bankruptcy looming
in 1973, a proposal to demolish the church and replace it with an apartment building was considered. In the |
mid-1980s, however, only the west portion of the site was sold, as well as various development rights in
1984 and 2000. At this time, a major restoration of the Church of St. Paul the Apostle was begun and has

been ongoing.

The Commission urges you to affirm this designation.



TESTIMONY OF THE LANDMARKS PRESERVATION COMMISSION BEFORE
THE CITY COUNCIL SUBCOMMITTEE ON LANDMARKS, PUBLIC SITING AND
MARITIME USES ON THE DESIGNATION OF THE WEST END-COLLEGIATE
HISTORIC DISTRICT EXTENSION IN MANHATTAN.

September 16, 2013

Good morming Council Members. My name is Jenny Fernandez, Director of Intergovernmental and
Community Relations for the Landmarks Preservation Commission. I am here today to testify on the

Commission’s designation of the West End-Collegiate Historic District Extension.

On June 28, 2011, the Landmarks Preservation Commission held a public hearing on the proposed
designation of the West End-Collegiate Historic District Extension. Twenty-two witnesses spoke in favor of
the designation as proposed, including Council Member Gale Brewer and State Senator Adriano Espaillat,
and representatives of Manhattan Borough President Scott M. Stringer, State Senator Thomas K. Duane,
State Senator Bill Perkins, Manhattan Community Board 7, Historic Districts Council, New York Landmarks
Conservancy, West End Preservation Society, Coalition for the Upper West Side, Landmarks West,
Committee for Environmentally Sound Development, and the Collegiate School, as well as residents and
neighbors. Fifteen witnesses spoke in opposition to the designation including a representative of the Real
Estate Board of New York, owners and/or representatives of the owners who were opposed to including their
specific properties (11 Riverside Drive, 214 West 72nd Street, and Rutgers Presbyterian Church) in the
proposed extension, representatives of the owner of 300 West 72nd Street who requested that the building be
deemed a no style building, and the owners of properties (255 West 70th Street, 255- 269 West 71st Street
and 235 West 76th Street) who thought the extension was too large. The Commission received two letters, a
petition submitted by the West 80s Neighborhood Association with 43 signatures, and ten emails in support
of the proposed designation. The Commission received two letters from owners who were opposed to
including their specific properties (231 and 233 West 74th Street and 228 and 230 West 75th Street) in the
proposed extension, and two emails, including one from an owner who was opposed to including their
specific property (246 West 71st Street) in the proposed extension, in opposition to the designation. On
June 25, 2013 the Commission voted to designate the West End-Collegiate Historic Distfict Extension.

The West End-Collegiate Historic District Extension consists of approximately 220 residential and
institutional buildings and is located west of Broadway between West 70th and 79th Streets. The boundaries
of the extension encompass and extend the boundaries of the West End-Collegiate Historic District, which

was designated by the Landmarks Preservation Commission in 1984, and more than doubles the size of the



existing historic district. The buildings in the extension were built primarily between the mid-1880s and the
late 1920s, and were designed by some of the cify’s most prominent architects such as Clarence True, George
F. Pelham, C. P. H. Gilbert, Henry J. Hardenburgh, Lanib & Rich and Thom & Wilson for single-family row
houses and town houses. Elegant apartment buildings, particularly along West End Avenue, were designed
by such architects as Schwartz & Gross, Gaetan Ajello, Rosario Candela, Emery Roth and George F. Pelham.
As the West End-CoIlegiate Historic District Extension developed, schools, houses of worship, and clubs

were erected to serve the needs of the growing population.

In its broad array of row houses, town houses, flats, high-rise apartment buildings, schools, and churches
buildings, the West End-Collegiate Historic District Extension represents, in microcosm, the development of
the Upper West Side of New York since ;che mid-1880s. Designed by some of the city’s most prominent
architects and executed in the dominant styles of their eras, these buildings form a distinct section of the city
that complements the previously designated West End-Collegiate, West 71st Street, Riverside-West End

Extension I, and Riverside Drive-West 80m-81st Street Historic Districts. o

The Commission urges you to affirm this designation.



TESTIMONY OF THE LANDMARKS PRESERVATION COMMISSION BEFORE
THE CITY COUNCIL SUBCOMMITTEE ON LANDMARKS, PUBLIC SITING AND
MARITIME USES ON THE DESIGNATION OF CHURCH OF ST. PAUL THE
APOSTLE IN MANHATTAN.

September 16, 2013

Good morning Council Members. My name is Jenny Fernandez, Director of Intergovernmental and
Community Relations for the Landmarks Preservation Commission. [ am here today to testify on the

Commission’s designation of Church of St. Paul the Apostle in Manhattan.

On June 11, 2013, the Landmarks Preservation Commission held a hearing on the proposed designation as a
Landmark of the Church of St. Paul the Apostle. Five people spoke in support of designation, including
representatives of New York State Senator Brad Hoylman, Community Board 7, the Historic Districts
Council, Landmark West! and the Society for the Architecture of the City. One person, representing Father
Gilbert Martinez, CSP, spoke in opposition to designation. On June 25, 2013 the Commission voted to
designate the building a New York City individual landmark, After subsequent discussion with the
Archdiocese and church representatives, the Corﬁmission held a second public hearing to modify the
boundaries of the landmark site. Two people testified in support of modification, including representatives
of Community Board No. 7 and the Historic Districts Counci‘l. The Commission received letters from the
New York Landmarks Conservancy and Father Gilbert Martinez, supporting the designation of the landmark
site as modified. The Commissioners found that the former convent at 120 West 60™ Street did not
contribute to the architectural and historical character of the church and that this five-story yellow brick
building should be excluded from the designation. On July 23, 2013 the Commission voted to 1ﬂodify the

landmark site to exclude the non-contributing convent building.

The Church of St. Paul the Apostle, located at the southwest corner of Columb}ls Avenue and 60th Street in
Manhattan, was built in 1875-85. Commissioned by the Missionery Society of St. Paul the Apostle,
commonly called the Paulist Fathers, it is an austere and imposing Medieval Revival style design, loosely
based on Gothic and Romanesque sources. The Paulists traee their origins to 1858 when Isaac Hecker
traveled to Rome and received permission from Pope Pius IX to organize an American society of missionary
priests. The following year, Archbishop John Hughes of New York asked Hecker’s group to establish a
parish on Manhattan’s Upper West Side and a simple brick church was constructed. The new parish quickly
outgrew this building and in the mid-1870s a new structure was planned by Jeremiah O’Rourke, a New

Jersey architect with various Catholic churches to his credit. George Deshon, a Paulist priest who trained at



West Point as a military engineer, took over the project by the early 1880s and pfobably simplified
O’Rourke’s original design. The rock-faced gréy granite stonework was salvaged from various structures in
Manhattan, including sections of an embankment of the Croton Aqueduct that was originally on the Upper
West side and the Croton Distributing Reservoir at 42nd Street, as well as Booth’s Theéter, which stood at
Sixth Avenue and 23rd Street until 1883. When the church was dedicated in January 1885, however, it was
far from complete. During the 1960s and 197057, the parish struggled financially. With bankruptcy looming
in 1973, a proposal to demolish the church and replace it with an apartment building was considered. In the
mid-1980s, however, only the west portion of the site was sold, as well as various development rights in
1984 and 2000. At this time, a major restoration of the Church of St. Paul the Apostle was begun and has

been ongoing.

The Commission urges you to affirm this designation.



TESTIMONY OF THE LANDMARKS PRESERVATION COMMISSION BEFORE
THE CITY COUNCIL SUBCOMMITTEE ON LANDMARKS, PUBLIC SITING AND
MARITIME USES ON THE DESIGNATION OF NEW YORK PUBLIC LIBRARY,
SEWARD PARK BRANCH IN MANHATTAN,

September 16, 2013

Good morning Council Members. My name is Jenny Fernandez, Director of Intergovernmental and
Community Relations for the Landmarks Preservation Commission. I am here today to testify on the

Commission’s designation of the New York Public Library, Seward Park Branch in Manhattan.

On April 2, 2013, the Landmarks Preservation Commission held a public hearing on the proposed
designation as a Landmark of the New York Public Library. A total of 13 witnesses, including
representatives of the New York Landmarks Conservancy, the Bowery Alliance of Neighbors, the Friends of
the Lower East Side, the Historic Districts Council, the Seward Park Coop Preservation & History Club, and
the Society for the Architecture of the City, spoke in favor of the designation. There were no speakers in
opposition to the designation. The Commission has received three letters of support for the designation,
including a letter from Anthony W. Marx, President and CEO of the New York Public Library. On June 25,
2013 the Commission voted to designate the building a New York City individual landmark. .

The Seward Park Branch of the New York Public Library has served the immigrant community of-the Lower
East Side since it opened its doors on November 11, 1909. This building was one of 20 branch libraries in
Manhattan and one of a total of 67 in the five boroughs funded by steel magnate Andrew Carnegie’s
donation of 5.2 million dollars to the New York Public Library in 1901. It was built as a permanent home for
the growing needs of the branch, which had originally been the downtown branch of the Aguilar Library
(established 1886) and was located across the street in the Educational Alliance Building. The Seward Park
library was designed by the firm of Babb, Cook & Welch, a leading architectural firm of the day and one of a
handful of firmis chosen to carry out designs for the Carnegie libraries. The three-story brick and limestone-
trimmed Italian Renaissance Revival style building features a rusticated limestone base, among other
features, and a copper railing between the piers that supported a canvas awning for an “open-air” reading
room on the_roof. It is the only surviving roof-top reading room in active use as a library out of five such

rooms constructed on branch library buildings in the early 1900s.

The Seward Park Branch housed book collections for adults, young adults, and children, as well as foreign-

language collections, including an extensive Yiddish language collection. It offered classes in English for



immigrants and worked in conjunction with the Educational Alliance, the Henry Street Settlement, ’Ehe
leading Yiddish-language newspapers and cultural organizations to provide programs that made it one of the
most heavily used of the branches within the New York Public Library system and a major cultural force in
the Lower East Side. Long after the Jewish population of the Lower East Side began to disperse, the -
library’s collections of Hebrew and Yiddish literature, lectures by leading Jewish intellectuals, and groups
like the Yiddish Mothérs Club, which met at the library for almost 50 years, made it a center for Jewish
intellectual life, drawing participants from throughout the city. By the 1960s, the ethnic character of

" neighborhood had shifted and the Seward Park Branch was serving an expanding population of Puerto
Ricans, African-Americans, and Chinese and Asian immigrants and young artists. Responding to these
changes, the library became a center for Civil Rights and anti-poverty programs, added materials in Chinese,
Spanish, and other languages, and began hosting a Lower East Side film festival. Renovated in 2002-2004,
the Seward Park Branch continues to serve a diverse population and is a significant reminder of the Lower

East Side’s rich heritage.

The Commission urges you to affirm this designation.



Pedro Marcal
260 West End Ave
New York, NY 10023

Hon. Brad S. Lander, Chairman
Subcommittee on Landmarks, Public Siting and Maritime Uses
New York City Council

Hon. Leroy G Comrie,
Chairman of the Committee on Land Use
New York City Council

September 15, 2013

Subject: West End Historic District Extension
Dear Honorable Council Members Lander and Comrie:

My name is Pedro Marcal. My family and I live at 260 West End Avenue, which is within the
proposed historic district extension and immediately adjacent to the proposed redevelopment at
southwest corner of West End Avenue and 72" Street. There is no reason why the proposed
redevelopment merits a carve out as compared to any other. The granting of the carve out would
set a troubling precedent for the historic district and impact the character of the neighborhood at
exactly time when the City is to preserve it. The construction of the proposed redevelopment
would also result in a unique, personal hardship to my family. I urge you to support the historic
district extension and to oppose the proposed carve out.

My family and I recently purchased our home at West End Avenue and 72" Street. I was raised
on the West Coast and lived in San Diego for significant period of time. More recently, we lived
in a modern building on Riverside Boulevard. One of the reasons that we moved to this part of
the Upper West Side is its historical, old New York, neighborhood character. This part of the
Upper West Side is a mature, built-out neighborhood. It has offered residents a unique
neighborhood and architectural experience for decades. Most of the buildings are pre-war and
blend together seamlessly. They offer the kind of neighborhood in which we have chosen to
raise our family. Other parts of historically industrial Manhattan which have new or existing
transportation infrastructure are growing, and we support that. But, the construction of a new,
taller building in this already transportation impacted, historic neighborhood would degrade the
character and quality of life of our community.

My family, in particular, would be deeply affected by the proposed carve out. In addition to
treasuring the character of the neighborhood, my 2 1/2 year old son has leukemia. He receives
chemo-therapy on a regular basis. Demolition of the existing building and construction of the
new building would create noise and vibrations that that would be disruptive of his highly



programmed sleep and potentially impact his health. Granting a carve out, and allowing
construction of the proposed building, would effectively serve an eviction notice on my family.

We strongly urge you, as our elected representatives, to approve the extension of the West End
Historic District Extension without a carve out for the demolition and construction of the
building at the corner of West End Avenue and 72nd Street. There is no justification for granting
the carve out. The issuance of a carve out for the proposed redevelopment would create a
terrible precedent and as a severe burden to my family, in particular.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely, W
G ab /b

Pedro Marcal

Ce: Council Member Gale A Brewer
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he Two Major Development Phases of West End Ave Are
escr in the Architectural Landscape Of°

&

1) Row Houses

First wave of residential development, lasting from the late 1880s {o the turn of
the century; originally single family.

Developers and property owners hired some of the city’s most prominent residential architects,
at the time; Clarence True, C. P, H, Gilbert, Lamb & Rich among others,

Originally assumed to be a commercial avenue, speculative developers purchased Targe plots on
West End Avenue and, in many cases, formulated covenants that restricted lots to single-family
homes for a certain number of years; some restrictions apparently lasted for twenty or thirty
years while others were designed fo run in perpetuity.

Thus the avenue became a prestigious residential street for the upper middle class, with its wide
sidewalks lined with trees and grass plots that were maintained by the Department of Parks, and

its well-paved street bed limited only to private vehicles, with commercial vehicles prohibited.
Andrew Dolkart- West End Avenue Survey

Within the rows of houses a rhythmic pattern
was often established by the application of
elements such as bow fronts, bay and oricl

windows, dormers, gables, and balconies.
~Landnurks Preservation Commission

Many of these architectural elements survive to
this day, i this extension.




2) Apartment Buildings:

As the next step up to building bigger, developers in the historic district extension began
constructing flats offering prospective middle- and upper-ciass residents an alternative to the
singte-family row house, which was becoming increasingly expensive to build and maintain.

The Upper West Side suddenly became more accessible to the city’s growing population with
the opening of the Broadway subway line in 1904, Upper West Side land values rose so sharply

that row-house development was rendered infeasible.
~Landmarks Preservation Commission

Legislation such as the 1901 Tenement House
Act, the 1916 Zoning Resolution, and the
1929 Multiple Dwelling Law paved the way
for the grand apartment buildings that are
prominent on West End Avenue,

310 West End Avenue at 75th 5t

phato by Bredt Derfman

The rapid transformation of West End Avenue and the surrounding neighborhoods, in which
high-end dwellings less than thirty years old were demolished and re-developed with more
technologically and stylistically up-to-date apartment buildings in a very short period of time,
represents a rare development pattern in the history of the city, one easily seen as vou
meander through these streets,



The landmarks law states that a historic district must have a “sense of place.”

More than perhaps any other residential street in ;.
New York City, West End Avenue has this sense of »«
place-a unified group of buildings:

« all built to the ot line

¢ most rising to a consistent height

+ all clad in similar materials

« almost all built within a few decades of one
another

< largely by a small group of architects.

West End Avenue is one of the streets that define residential New York,
-Awmdrew Dolkart  Hest End Ave Survey

West End Preservation Society seeks to preserve this unique area of New York City. We want
our homes cared for and protected - not just as an architectural feast but as the very backbone of
daily life on the Upper West Side.

We have been confronted with the reality of
demolitions, eradication and modification of
architectural details while previously we could
only stand and watch our beloved boulevard bleed
from the wounds inflicted.

No longer, designation offers protection and
guidance. The character, “sense of place” of our
neighborhoods will forever remain intact while

our communities continue to thrive and grow.




This bistorke district extension contains Individus! landmarks many consider jewels of the Upper West
Side.

The Apthorp

DPesignated i 1969, this Italian Renaissanse
Revival style building encompasses an entire city
block.

Desiged by Clinton & Russell in 1906 and built
for William Waldorf Astor the apartments surround
a large inner couryard.and feature monumental
arched courtyard entrances flanked by paired Co-
rinthian pilasters and capped by statues at
Broadway and West End Avenue,

390 West End Avenue, T8th -79th i




The Chatsworth

348344 West Tind 5t

The Chatsworth Apartment complex, 1902-1904, was designed by John [ Scharsmith, in the Beaux Arts
style.

Tripartite vertical configuration; heavily rusticated limestone at basement capped by a heavy molded
cornice; brick with limestone bands at second and third stories; window openings set into molded
surrounds crowned with segmental-arched pediments at mansard roof.




West End Collegiate Church
and School

phmo cotieny of Mo GF The Oy OF New Yesk
Wit Hros, (Mew Yok, 3.Y) 1934

The West End Collegiate Church and Collegiate School have been located at the northeast corner of West
Eind Avenue and West 77th Street since 1892,

The complex was designed by Robert W. Gibson in the Dutch and Flemish Renaissance Revival styles,
The large elaborate stepped gable on the front facade of the church is repeated in a smaller gable and
dormers on the West End Avenue church facade, and on the chapel, and on an even smaller gable on the
school building.

ghoto courtesy of Christepher Waliers
tukethchandiv.com



306 W TInd Strest

Presigned by H. Herbert Litien in the early "40%s,
this is one of the later buildings on the Avenue.

1t is characteristic of the smaller-scale
development that occurred along West End
Avenue immediately prior to World War 1, as
developers and architects responded to a general
housing shortage and a rising demand for
modern yet affordable housing.

Lilien’s use of fight-colored brick, minimal geo-
metric details in stone and brick, and curvilinear
fire ¢scapes this building & good example of the

Moderne style,

PEMOLITION PLARRED IN FUTURE

214 %W Tind Sireet

Built in 1890 by William H. Boylan, this building marks the beginning of the extension on W72nd 8t,
near Broadway. Reported o be a childhood home of Dorothy Parker, this altered Queen Anne features
rusticated stone banding at third and fourth stories and rope molding above fourth story; bay windows at
third through fifth stories; incised lintels at fourth- and {ifth-story window openings; bracketed limestone
cornice with anthemion cresting at roofline.



Throughout there remains a mix of harmonious apartment buildings standing tall alongside
remaining townhouses.

Along with the historic, cultural and aesthetic reasons historic districts offer developers and
owners economic security and stability, Through landmark protections, owners are safe in the
knowledge that their significant investment will not be jeopardized by a lack of concern or actual
defacement by their neighbors,
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Real estate property values are never dependent on a single home or building but are evaluated in
context with the adjoining buildings and neighborhoods. Owners will know their neighborhood
will continue to exhibit the same standards that attracted them to the area, in the first place.

Studies have shown property values in historic
districts appreciate at faster rates than non-
designated neighborhoods.

The New York City Independent Budget Office in
2003, independent studies of local historic districts in
New Jersey, Texas, Indiana, Georgia, Colorado,
Maryland, North and South Carolina, Kentucky, and Virginia showed that this economic effect
of focal designation is typical across the country.

Reinvesting in our older buildings is essential to the sustainable future of this city.

According to The Liconomics Of Historic Preservation, new
construction costs are divided in a 50-50 split for labor and
materials.

In renovations and re-use, however, approximately 60-70% of total
cost are for labor. The labor for these projects is local labor, Tocal
artisans and sourcing materials locally. This means putting more
money back into our local economy while conserving skills in van-
ishing trades like stone carvers, ornamental plasterers and stained
glass.

Renovation and re-use 1s better for the environment as it is the ulti-
mate in recycling.

West End Avenue and its surrounding streets meet the criteris set forth by the NYC
Landmarks Preservation Commission for a historic district.



Ke continue 1o choose {a%%éfﬁ{zzs@ié as @ path o encourage vital, vibrant and thriving
communifies, éww?iéf g & at stake, for us, 10 the ongoling success of our communities. We live
here; these are our homes, renters and owners alike,

Our memories are rooted among these streets, We shop 1n local businesses, our children go to
school and play in our parks. We hope to grow old gracefully, here, Now, we also share an

Lwe

enhanced common goal: the West End-Colleginte Historic Disirict Extension.

We are the guardians for future generations. As our
neighborhoods grow and change, as they inevitably
will, we ook for the guidance, experience and re-
sources the Landmarks Preservation Commission
can provide o retain the essence and characier of
West End Avenue and all of this district extension in
perpetuity,

Walking on West End Avenue there is no mistaking this wide, tree-lined, now iﬂiﬁﬂt%{}ﬁali}’
commercial free avenue for any other. lis buildings are historically and architecturally significant

ranscending mere bricks and mortar,

This area has been one of the most desirable places fo live since its inception. It has nurtured
a:‘zi%i% musicians, writers for more than g century: Harleo Caraso, Arture Toscanini, Fzio Pinza,
Moss Hart, Sergei Rachmaninoft, Babe Ruth, Jack Dempsey Al Pacino, Cyndi Lauper, Nora

Ephron, Lena Horne, Florenz Ziegfeld, Elmer Rice, W L. Stodard and Theodore Dreiger among a
much tonger list.
We are proud o count our members among the notable Upper West Siders,

These streets form the warp and weft that weave together an
stounding rapestiy of life on the upper west side, from 1880
unti} today. Allow us to care for each piece of our fapesiry and
1ot fose the bigger picture,

Designation is good for our neighborhoads and good for New
York City.

What has been lost can never be restored, Let us
protect and preserve for the future.

Al phioras
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EXCLUSION FROM PROPOSED

WEST END-COLLEGIATE HISTORIC DISTRICT KEXTENSION
ULURP No. N14000HKM

214 WesT 72"’ STREET

Subcommittee on Landmarks, Public Siting and Maritime Uses
Meeting on September 16, 2013

prepared by Sheldon Lobel P.C.
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EXEIBIT A
Lann Usk AN ZONING MAP



Land Use and Zoning Map
214 West 72nd Street
New York, New York
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Proposed West End-Collegiate Historic District Extension
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EXHIBIT C
CoMMUNETY BOARD 7 RESOLUTION, DATED DECEMBER 6, 2011



Manhattan

COMMUNITY BOARD 7

REBOLUTION

Date: December &, 2011

Committee of Origin: Preservation
Re: 214 West 72" Street (Broadway.) Request to exclude existing building from the preposed

West End Avenue Historfe District and proposal to develop a new 12-story residential building
with ground floer commercial use. The proposal would include demolition of an existing bullding

with significant structural damage.
Full Board Vote: 36 In faver § Against 2 Abstentions § Present

The following facts and concemns were taken into account in arriving at our conclusions:

¢ When Community Board 7 passed ifs resolution supporting the creation of & West End Avenue
Historic District in October 2010, the boundaries of the District as proposed by the West End
Preservation Society and as endorsed by CB7 did not extend cast along 72" street, so this building
was not part of the original District boundaries,

e The 214 West 72nd Sireet building ("214") has suffered significant structural damage as a result
of the construction of the new high-rise building to the east (the "Corner Building"), including the
undermining of the east wall of the building (which had previcusly been a party wall with & twin
building removed in the construction of the Corner Building), the puncture of the east wall by
construction equipment, and related damage.

o  While 214 is not currently uninhabitable, the structure is listing to the east, gaps are appearing
betwesn its internal stairs and structural walls, and its condition continues to deteriorate.

e The costs to repair the existing structure are prohibitive, and the owners do not appear to have
any access to redress from the owners or developers of the Corner Building.

e 214 is the Iast building on the east end of West 72nd Street included in the West End Avenue
Historic District as proposed by the Landmarks Preservation Commission.

e But for its inclusion in the proposed West End Avenue Historic District, zoning appsars io
permit as-of-right a 12-story building with the same approzimate footprint of 214 at that site.

e The owners have represented that they do not anticipate being able to secure construction
financing for, or to be able to defray and repay the costs associated with, & substitute building of less
than the as-of-right floor ares and dimensions.

e Preliminary structural engineering recommendations have been proposed for both demolition and
new construction in order to minimize the potential risk of damaging the neighboring building at 216
West 72" Street (immediately to the west). These recommendations include:

o Careful demolition of the existing building using only hand demolition methods.

o Retaining the lowest floor of the existing lot line wall at 214 West 7 7" Street. There are
two separate lot line walls between 214 and 216 West 72nd street, not a single shared
party wall.

o No underpinning of the lot-line wall at 216 West 72nd Street or of any columns used in
eonsteuction of the new building,

250 West 87" Street New York, NY 10024-2706
FPhone: (212) 362-4008 Fax:(212) 585-9317
Web site: nyc.govimeb7 e¢-mail address: office@ch7.0rg



Date: December 6, 2011 Resolution
Committes of Origin: Preservation Page 2 of 2
Re: 214 West 72%° Street (Braadway, }

o Structuring the new 12-story building using a rigid steel frame set on 3’ x 47 concrete
strap footings spanning east-west at 12 foot intervals, bearing on new concrete foundation
walls.

e The owners have agreed to file and record 2 restrictive declaration tying the proposed demolition
and construction methods to the property, subject only to the exclusion of the 214 property from the
final designated West End Avenue Historie District.

o No affordable housing units would be lost by demolishing the existing 214 structure and
constructing a new 12-story residential building, as the current tenants of the residential units are the
owners themselves, and friends of the owners who rent on a month-to-month basis.

o Because the 214 property is situated at the end of the row of existing rowhouses along the south
side of West 72™ Street, and because the Corner Building is 20 stories tall, a new 12-story building
erected in place of the existing 5-story building will help mediate between the heights and scales of
the Corner Building and the rowhouses included in the proposed Historic District.

Community Board 7/ Manhatian believes that these unique factors and conditions support the
decision to exclude the existing damaged building from the proposed Historic District, permilting its
demolition and the construction of a new [2-story building on the sife.

THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED THAT Community Board 7/ Manhattan, provided that the
owners file and record 2 restrictive declaration binding the current and all future owners of the property
to the demolition and construction methods outlined above, approves the exclusion of the building at
214 West 72nd Street from the proposed West End Avenue Historic District.

Committee: 5-1-0 0. Board Member: 1-0-0-0,

250 West 87" Street New York, NY 10024-2706
Phone: (212} 362-4008 Fax:(2112) 585-9317
Web siter nyc.gov/meb? e-mail address: office@eb7.0rg
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April 29,2011

Ms. Peggy Ma
214 W 72" Street
New York, N'Y 10023

Reference: 214 W 77" Street, New York NY

Dear Ms, Ma:

As per your request, | visited your building at the referenced address for the purpose of
evaluating the conditions and damages created as a result of the demolition and construction on
the adjacent property. In addition, I have reviewed the pictures and information collected
during the demolition and construction of the adjacent high-rise.

Based on my observation during the visit and review of the information provided, I
have the following comments;

First, the buildings at 212 and 214 appear to be designed and built as one. Structurally,
the buildings shared a load bearing party wall in the middle with floor joists pocketed into the
wall on each side. The party wall was braced from both sides for its stability. When the half
structure at 212 on the east was demolished, the party wall lost the lateral bracing from one
side, and the load on the 214 side started to push it eastward. As a result, the remaining
structure at 214 started tilting to the east. The vertical erack between 214 and 216 on the west
and the floor slopping eastward are clear indications of the tilting. The cracks observed inside
of the building, cracks on the front fagade wall and twisted window frames on the front and
back also indicate there is a differential movement between the paity wall on the east and the

independent lot line wall on the west.

Second, as required by the Building Code, the new building was designed and
constructed with a seismic separation of at least 2 inches from the adjacent structure. Such
separation means that the existing party wall is still free standing and will continues to move
eastward until the forces within the structure at 214 reach equilibrium or it moves 2 inches and
the new structure prevents any further movement. The new cracks and continuous widening of
the existing cracks on the interior are indicative that the party wall has not stopped moving

eagtward,

Third, as result of the differential movement between the party wall on the cast and lot
line wall on the west, the floor joists are most likely being pulled out of their packets, From
what | observed, it appears that the joists at the upper floors could be % inches out of pocket at




the worst locations. If this movement doesn’t stop, the joist can be pulled ocut further.
Typically, this type of building was built with no more than 4 inches bearing for the joists.
Considering the age and condition of the building, it is very likely that the bearing has been
reduced to 3 inches prior fo the demolition and the differential movement of the walls. The
bearing of the joists in the wall can become a very serious concern as the building continues to
lean to the east. Joists out of their pockets will be safety hazards for the occupants on the

affected floors if it is not corrected.

Fourth, it is my opinion that, given the condition of the brick party wall and no access
from the other side of the wall, it is almost impossible to construct a system from 214 side
alone to prevent the party wall from continuing its movement.

Fifth, the continuous efforts to repair the cracks on the interiors would be fruitless since
the movement has not stopped and cracks will continue to widen and new cracks would

emerge.

In conclusion, it is my professional opinion that demolition of the half of structure at
212 has destabilized the party wall, and not re-establishing the bracing afier the demolition has
made and will continue to make this condition worse,

Obviously, construction of a new building as outlined in Exhibit G would present a far
safer alternative to both building residents and surrounding community than retaining and
repairing the existing deteriorating building at the premises.

If we can be of any further assistance to you with regards to this matter, please feel free
to call our office.

% :;' e
~EEHON




300 WEST T2nd SDieceet

.

& o W\




T2nd Steeet




ANALYSIS in SUPPORT of the PROPOSITION that
300 West 72nd Street is a NO-STYLE BUILDING
that is NON-CONTRIBUTING to the
PROPOSED HISTORIC DISTRICT EXTENSION

ANDREW ALPERN
28 June 2011

o
i

Andrew Alpern is an architectural historian who has specialized in the study of New York
City’s buildings for fifty years. Five of his nine books tell the stories of some of New York's
architectural assets and the people behind them. He has also written many articles and analyt-
ical reports about particular buildings. He testifies as an expert witness, and lectures in diverse

venues as an historian. Andrew Alpern is also a registered architect and a practicing attorney.
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What is an “architectural style” and what is it not?

Doctoral dissertations have been written on the various styles of architecture, the
antecedents that spawned them, and the elements that define them. Entire libra-
ries can be assembled containing nothing but books that illustrate, define, and
discuss the various style families, exemplars of each, style subsets, hybrid com-
binations of styles, offshoots, and variants. With very few exceptions that refer
primarily to the traditional historical styles in their pure original forms, there is
no single, simple, foolproof, check-list method for categorizing a particular build-

ing and fitting it into a predefined style pigeon-hole.

A pointed arch doesn’t make a building Gothic, any more than a rounded one
makes it Romanesque. Square corners don’t serve as a Bauhaus label and a geo-
metric design doesn’t cry out Art Deco. Grecian, Neo-Grec, Greek Revival are
three distinguishable styles; Gothic, Venetian Gothic, Gothik, and Carpenter
Gothic, are readily distinguishable. Roman, Romanesque, Renaissance, and Neo-
Renaissance all employ columns, capitals, and moldings, but if a building merely

has those elements, that doesn’t suffice for one of those labels to be hung on it.

The style of a building, distinct from the style of a decorative element, is the out-
growth of the tout-ensemble of many factors. It is not enough that there be two
Doric columns and three triglyphs on building for it to be labeled Greek. One
must consider material, function, structural system, roof, doors, windows, shape,
proportions, and all the details taken together, with the entire agglomeration

compared to other examples. Only then may a particular label be appropriate to
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affix. Obviously, a plain brick box of a warehouse doesn’t become a precious
piece of Greek architecture merely because there are two Ionic columns flanking
the entrance door. Even if a precast classical terra-cotta lintel surmounts each
window, the style of the building is still not defined. The entire building must be
considered, and the cohort of other warehouses of the period compared. Perhaps
then a label might be appropriate. Or perhaps not, if there is nothing else on that
brick box other than those two decorative elements. Procrustean force-fitting a
building into a style cubby-hole on the basis of one or two isolated elements is

scholarly sophistry that can produce only architectural anarchy.

The proposed extension of the
West End-Collegiate Historic
District includes buildings of
many different styles, including
this building at 315 West End
Avenue, which can reasonably
be called Moderne. This style is
a drastically simplified form of
Art Deco. It commonly features
wrap-around corner windows,

and wide, small-pane steel

casement windows throughout.
Because it was an outgrowth of the reduced economic circumstances of the Great
Depression, the available budget for decorative embellishment was devoted al-

most exclusively to the building’s entrance, where the architect would attemipt to
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create an impressive visual draw for the building’s potential tenants. A Moderne

entrance tries to make a big splash with only a little money.

The entry to
315 West End
Avenue is a
good example.
Here, the front
door is visual-
ly expanded

by a surface

treatment {o

include the flanking windows, embellished with vertical flutes in the stonework.

A Naw Architect H.

C“?P(H'ffn{,’ﬁf %!556 N A 2 {1{3(3 J}/Z(/f)ﬁi'"ll wz‘d/ ciner H.el”bert Lﬂieﬂ

used the same

technique for

the entrance to

305 West 52

Street.

Embellishing

the entrance

with some
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sort of decorative enframement is an essential element of a Moderne building.

This was done

by Lilien at 405

West 57 Street,

where the entry

was enlarged

and made more

important by the

inclusion of a

small window.
Typically, the

doors and the

Often the em-

bellishment was

mainly above

the door if there

were no tran-

som, as here at

245 East 180

Street by Her-

bert Lilien.
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Within the exist-

ing West End-

jEsEEs
g#ﬁ!;‘l;
3

Collegiate His-

toric District is
320 West 74
Street, designed
by H. Herbert
Lilien. Here he

used the design

elements characteristic of Moderne buildings: repeating circles (in the fence and

above the windows), vertical grooves, and long horizontal flutes.

With an evident

larger budget, he

used fluted stone

bands at the base
of the Moderne
10 West 74
Street, a building
within a nearby

historic district.

The original steel

casement windows were replaced and the original marquee is being rebuilt.
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This is a construction elevation for a building on Bainbridge Avenue, the Bronx,
that was designed by H. Herbert Lilien. It shows the full panoply of a six-story
semi-fireproof Moderne building. To increase its apparent height, vertical bands
of brick are employed, with extensions going beyond the parapet, almost like
capitals on columns. There are horizontally striated spandrels below the win-

dows, and the entrance is emphasized with significant embellishment.

Lilien was a prolific architect who specialized in relatively small apartment
houses. He was born in 1898, with his practice flourishing in the late 1930s and
1940s, and extending into the early 1960s. His earlier work was primarily in the

Bronx and Upper Manhattan, and generally in the Moderne style, with the build-
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ings with the lowest budgets having so little beyond the basic brick box with

standard stock wood windows that they can be said to have no style at all.

300 West 72nd Street was a low-budget building of no style.

The building application filed for 300 West 72nd Street in October 1941 listed the
total cost of construction as $100,000. This a small fraction of the cost of the taller
buildings on either side of it, made possible by using wood floor and roof joists,
having only a single elevator and a single internal stair, with external fire escapes
accessible to each of its six small apartments on each floor, and limiting the
height to six stories. And of course by expending almost no money at all on arc-

hitectural embellishment.

The only visual
relief from the
bland beige brick
box of a building
is brick courses
that protrude a

mere fraction of

an inch at the

corners and at the parapet, along with very plain cast concrete blocks surround-
ing the plain brass entry doors. The awning was a later addition. This was the

lost-cost “affordable” housing of its day. A plain brick box with no style.
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The existing historic district and its proposed extension are comprised essentially
of only two types of buildings -- low-rise row-houses and high-rise apartment
houses. The apartment houses are generally 14 or 15 stories high, while the row
houses are four and five stories in height. This is particularly evident along West
End Avenue and the extra-wide 72nd Street. Yet at the southwest corner where
those broad boulevards intersect, where a majestic tower with special architec-
tural distinction would be expected, comparable to the towering presence at the
opposite corner . . . there is naught but a modest and almost-apologetic mid-rise
nothingness. A plain no-style box that seems to have wandered down from the
Bronx or the outer reaches of Queens. An anomaly that contributes nothing to

the elegant and delightfully varied over-all ambiance of the neighborhood.

Would that the prior buildings on the site still existed.
Here is what used to be. The LPC came 30 vyears too late.
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The circa-1895 photograph on the prior page was taken looking southwest.

The site maps below are oriented with north at the top.

The block from 71st to 72nd and West End Avenue (at the right) in 1912, The site of
300 West 72nd Street was the six very small houses in the upper right corner.

TR

~ !

The same block in 1955. While nearly all the row-houses remain on 71st Street, on
72nd Street at the left and on West End Avenue in the middle are two holdout row-
houses. All the others along those two block-fronts have been replaced by high-rises



300 WEST 72"° STREET OWNERS CORP.
300 WEST 72 STREET
NEW YORK, NEW YORK 10023

May 23, 2013

Landmarks Preservation Commission
1 Ceritre Street

9" Floor

New York, New York 10007

Attn:  Kate Daly

Re: 300 West 72 Street
aka 300-308 West 72 St.
257-259 West End Avenue
Block 1183 Lot 35

Dear Ms. Daly,

I am writing in response to your letter dated May 15, 2013 to 300 West 72nd S.reet Owners
Corp. and the enclosed draft entry for our property within the designation report for the
proposed West-End-Collegiate Historic District Extension.

As you may remember | am the President of the building’s Board of Directors. | met with you in
the LPC conference room in the Municipal Building with our retained Landmatks atiorney,
Carrie Harris, Esq., prior to the initial June 28, 2011 public hearing on the proposed extension of
the West-End-Collegiate Historic District.

At that meeting and at the public hearing on June 28, 2011, the Board of Directors and the
shareholders went on record that we were then fully against the classification of the building as
"Moderne" and hence worthy of preservation. We remain just as opposed today, with even
more reason because of the deteriorating physical and financial condition of our building. We
would like to re-emphasize our argument in this letter.

| testified at the June 28, 2011 public hearing along with the co-op's retained Architectural
Historian, Andrew Alpern, who prepared and submitted a Report supporting our objection with
detailed testimony and photographic evidence. He demonstrated the position that our building,
designed by Herbert Lillian, is not significant compared to Lillian’s designs in upper Manhattan
and on the Grand Concourse in the Bronx, Mr. Alpern found that our building had extremely



few Moderne characteristics, and that it should be classified as “no style.”
This is part of the record made that day.

Additional documentary evidence which is part of the record in this matter are the following
items submitted to the Commission:

1. May 15, 2012 Jetter to the Commission from tenant shareholder Rajeev H, Dehejia.
2. Letter from tenant-shareholder Alice Hogan.

3. Letter from tenant-shareholder Melissa Conti,

4. My letter of June 28, 2011 to Commissioner Tierney and you.

The merits of a building's design can be viewed differently by different people, but the actual
physical appearance of the building belies the generous description in the most recent
evaluation. The lintels and sills cited as one factor in the designation are leaky and corroding.
Our fire escapes, described as “eye catching” in the latest report, are indeed eye-catching ~
fading, chipped eyesores that are discordant with the more elegant surrounding buildings.
Rather than fit in, our edifice stands out as an example of a building in distress, and because we
have so few financial resources, that condition is certain to get worse.

The reasons for this were described in detail in Mr. Dehejia's letter. Our building is facing
obsolescence in the face of ever-increasing expenses and pressures on the underlying financials
of the building. Unlike larger buildings in the neighborhood that have heaithier capital reserves
and more tenants to bear expenses, we have a base of only 34 units. The current maintenance
is extremely high relative to other buildings in the neighborhood, and we face a host of
impending repairs that will require hefty assessments, both of which have inhibited sales of our
units on the open market. This has also caused a great degree of financial distress to
shareholders, some of whom may not be able to handle assessments or escalating maintenance
fees. These factors put the financial viability of our corporation at risk.

The coop has been negotiating with a well-known respected developer who proposes razing the
building and submitting a plan for LPC and NYC Buildings Dept. approval for an elegant, tasteful
and taller new structure that will fit in with the streetscape far better than ours, which sits
between two towering and architecturally significant structures. The appraisal done for our
building states that our air rights are worth $6.5 million and it is the fiduciary duty of the Board
to preserve these rights for the future of the coop corporation. The designation/classification
which would preclude exterior alteration and/or razing would result in the loss of these air
rights to the financial detriment of the corporation,

The co-op has reached an agreement in principal with the developer after months of
negotiations and the proposed transaction will be presented to the shareholders in the next



week or two. We know that the vast majority of tenant-shareholders are in favor of tha
proposed development, based on prior canvassing,

The developer has agreed to make a presentation to LPC at their expense delineating their
plans and vision for the future of the southwest corner of West 72nd Street and West End
Avenue which will be appropriate and worthy of the location.

The Board and shareholders respect the mission of the Landmark Commission. We love our
building and our neighborhood. But it has minimal distinguishing characteristics and very little
promise to ever contribute to an enhanced neighborhood environment ~in fact, it is almost
certain to detract from it as time goes on. For this reason, we ask that our designation be
reconsidered, and that the developer be provided the opportunity to present to LPC its plans
for a better option.

Thank you and respectfully submitted,

Paul Milbauer, President
300 West 72nd Street Owners Corp.

cc: mowen@lpc.nve.gov




ANDREW ALPERN, 1, AiA
ATTORNEY AT LAW
AN ARCHHTECT

35 BIGHTH AVENUE, 17.H
NEw Yorg, NY 100014882

VOICE 212-242-0975
FaX 212-924-5378
andrew.alpern@arkitrny.com

10 June 2013

Dear Landmarks Preservation Commissioners:

300 West 72nd Street is a No-style building, not a Moderne-style one.

* The minimalistic whispered deviations from totally-plain brickwork on 300 West 72 are nowhere
near the characteristic Moderne-style features evident on other such buildings of the period.

* Curving the corner of a piece of painted steel on a fire-escape (emphatically naf bronze as you
claimy; it has rusted) doesn’t change it from ordinary ironwork to Moderne-style.

° You claim the light fixtures and handrails are “possibly” original. The landmarks law doesn’t
allow you to rely on speculations but only on facts. The facts do not make them Moderne-style.

¢ There is no assurence that the entrance enframement is original (doubtful, as the doors are clearly
replacements) and its design is a merely simplicity, not Moderne-style.

° The real issue is whether (if listed as Moderne-style) this building will be there forever, or (if listed
as No-style} it can be replaced with a more suitable building that far more appropriately and
harmoniously blends with the neighboring buildings.

= With a No-style designation, a new building can be erected on the site to a design that will be
completely within the control of the LPC. Even before any preliminary plans are drawn, the
commissioners can instruct the developer and his architect on what sort of building they want on
that important corner. Its bulk, shape, height, materials, and every detail of its visible design and
final appearance will be in accordance with the wishes of the Commission.

¢ If 300 West 72 is designated as No-style, it will in fact contribute more to the distinctive character
of the district because its replacement will be controlled by the LPC to ensure that its appearance is
in keeping with the findings of the Commission that caused the district to be designated.

Yours sincerely,

%




Date: June 18, 2013

From: 300 West 72™ St. Owners Corporation

To:

Landmark Preservation Commissioners

Subject: Designation of 300 W. 72™ S$t. as “No-Style” and not “Modeme”

The intent of this letter is to briefly summarize for the Commissioners our objections to
the classification of our building as “Moderne” and therefore worthy of preservation.

The primary arguments in your report supporting a designation of “Moderne™ are
its brickwork and curved fire escapes.  According to noted architectural historian
Andrew Alpem in his letter to you dated June 10, 2013 and in his extensive report
and testimony before the Commission on June 28, 2011, these features are not
sufficient to justify this designation:

o The brick-work deviations are nowhere near the features evident on
Moderne style buildings.

o The fire escapes are painted steel and rusting, not bronze as claimed in
your report, and their curve doesn’t make them Moderne.,

Your report also cites “possibly” historic or original handrails, primary door and
fight fixture at the main entry. According to Mr. Alpern, there is no evidence that
the entrance enframement is original, the doors are clearly replacements, and the
light fixtures and handrails date to the installation of the non-original doors.

While not part of your report, we feel it is significant that the building is only 6
stories — less than half as high as surrounding buildings ~ and therefore interrupts
the skyline rather than enhances it.  Again according to Mr. Alpern, Moderne
buildings on West End Ave, are typically at least 8§ stories and blend in better with -
the streetscape.  The building was built in 1942 and while it is “pre-war”, it has
never fit in with the turn-of-the century buildings surrounding it. In fact, our
hypothesis is that the original plans called for a taller building (our air rights allow
for an additional six stories) but that economic hardship forced the developer to
scale back.

We are strong proponents of the mission of the LPC and the establishment of the West-
End-Collegiate Historic District, but believe that our building hardly lives up to
architectural significance of the rest of the neighborhood, and is being treated unfairly
due its location. We urge the Commissioners to review the full file with additional
submissions from shareholders, the Board of Directors and Mr. Alpern.

Respectfully,

Board of Directors, 300 West 72™ Street Owners Corporation
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May [5, 2012

The Honorable Robert Tiernev, Chair,

The Honorable Pablo Vengoechea, Vice Chalr,
and Honorable Commissioners

Landmarks Preservation Commission

Re: Proposed West End-Collegiate Historic District Extension

Dear Commissioners:

I am writing with great concern about the proposed extension of the West End-Collegiate Historic
District to include our building at 300 West 72" Street.

{ have lived in the Upper West Side for more than a dozen years, and have always loved the
unique urban fabric of our neighborhood. Both when I was a professor at Columbia, and when T
began to consult and travel, I maintained my residence on the Upper West Side out of love for,
and belief in, the singular beauty and charm of this swath of Manhattan wedged between
Riverside Park and Central Park.

Over the years | have greatly admired and supported the work of the Landmarks Preservation
Commission in protecting our historic urban fabric from ill-conceived development, [ have
admired how you have achieved a balance between preservation and the necessity for the ¢ity to
continue 1o grow and develop. [tis precisely for this reason that | believe that the West End-
Collegiate Historic District Extension should exclude our building, 300 West 72" Sireet.

While the architectural merits of our building can be debated, it is incongruity with our
neighbors, more than anything else, which I would argue renders our building not worthy
of preservation. The uniform skyline along West End creates a majestic effect, with our building
standing out like an unbloomed flower. The fire escapes, a feature that gives charm in the
buildings of SoHo, don’t fit in with the neighborhood and give the fagade a cluttered appearance,
Neighboring buildings are fronted with gracious red brick and decorative elements, while our
fagade is an unadorned, nondescript, undistinguished off-white brick. As residents, we view the
exterior as a necessary evil in exchange for the gracious interior spaces.

The economic implications of landmark status for the building only reinforce this view. The
owners of 300 West 72™ Sireet have been in a continual crisis mode for the last several years.
Our problem is a simple one: relative to our tax and maintenance obligations we have a very
small number of units (35). Our tax is assessed based on the neighborhood, which is comprised
mainly of larger, more prestigious buildings that offer many more amenities and consequently
command much higher values. Other costs of maintenance, such as the superintendent and boiler
replacement are dispropertionately high in a small building: we in essence pay the same costs that
could ard would normally be spread over a much larger building.

As aresult many of the shareholders are in financial distress and unable to pay even minimal
agsessments (of a few hundred dollars a month) to cover essential repairs. For example, our
elevator had to be updated because it was no longer up 10 code, the assessment for which led
several shareholders to seek financial relief from the board and a couple to take on roommates
(one in a studio, another one in a one bedroom apartment). The building has many more repairs
that will be needed (o0 maintain essential services (the boiler, the roof, water pipes, electrigity, fire
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escapes, windows), and the sad truth is that many residents cannot afford to pay their share of
current, let alone projected, maintenance and repairs.

The status quo for us means a downward spiral that we are already beginning to see.
Owners are having to sell their units at a discount because they cannot afford assessments. This
drives prices down and further erodes the equity of already financially struggling shareholders.
Essential and urgent repairs are being postponed, further driving down the value of our units.
Even more financially stable residents (indeed three current and former board members) have put
their apartments on the market, because they did not see the financial viability of the building.

While T am aware that this is a very negative scenario, I would like to make two further points.
First, my assessment of the economic situation of our building is not based on rash panic. As an
economist (my Ph.D. is from Harvard, and I have taught at Columbia, Harvard, NYU, and
Princeton), [ am trained not only to study the numbers but also to understand where the trends are
pointing. Painfully for us as residents, the trend is not good,

Second, the negative consequences of the status quo will be borne not only by shareholders of
300 West 72" Street, but also by the entire neighborhood. An undervalued, poorly maintained
building is a weight that drags down the entire neighborhood.

Let me conclude this letter with another story from our neighborhood. When the stately old
mansion at 200 West 72" Street (The Colonial Chub dating from 1892, on the corner of West End
and Amsterdam) was up for demolition, 1 was one of the worried neighborhood residents. The
building was an old-world presence, and we all appreciated the bodega on the corner. But the
truth be told, The Colonial Club, though old and stately, was in a poor state of repair, and was
bringing down that entire block. As the stores began to close, we all worried about what was to
follow, and as everyone does we grambled during the construction, But now that the new
building is in place, I can see what a plus it has been for the neighborhood. What had been a
seedy corner now has visual flair with the new building, a lively street presence, and a new set of
shops and merchants who have joined our neighborhood.

As much as [ love our building ~ no, correction, because 1 love it — [ believe we at 300 West 7™
Street are in the same situation. Our building is already an architectural dull spot in an otherwise

splendid block, and increasingly with our inability to maintain the building we are in a downward
spiral of physical and economic health.

In this context, the opportunity to sell our building to a developer and have it replaced with
a tasteful, elegant structure will strengthen the proposed historic district, not weaken it.
Architecturally we have seen many recent examples in New York where new buildings enhance,
rather than detract from, their historic neighbors. lis size and profile would also be more
homogenous with the neighboring structures, Whereas our current structure is energy inefficient,
if 4 new building were built, it could meet or exceed current environmental standards, A green
building would help not only residents, but also the neighborhood and city. And finally a larger
building would have the necessary base of residents to maintain itsell, and become an asset rather
than a drag on the neighborhood.

While it is my personal opinion that the status quo is not a desirable option architecturally, itis a

harsh reality that the status quo is not a viable option economically, I urge the Landmarks
Preservation Commission to exclude 300 West 72" Street from the Historic District.

f%%
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Sincerely,



PAUL MILBAUER
Attorney at Law
90 John Street - Suite 304
New York, N.Y. 10038
212-227-8007
Fax (212)-227-2948
June 28, 2011

By Hand

The Honorable Robert Tierney, Chairman

New York City Landmarks Preservation Commission
One Centre Street

New York, NY 10007

Re: 300 West 72" Street
New York, NY
WEST END-COLLEGIATE HISTORIC DISTRICT EXTE! VSION, Manhattan
1.P-2462

Dear Chairman Tierney:

300 West 72" Street Corp. owns the residential building on the south west corner of
West End Avenue and 72™ Street. The shareholders of this cooperative include long-time
residents of the Upper West Side and relative newcomers to our neighborhood. We like the
Upper West Side's distinctive ambiance, particularly the prevalence of the classic 15-story plus a
penthouse, 150-165 foot tall “pre-war” buildings on West End Avenue and on 72" Street near
our building. (The uniform height of the buildings was dictated by the | % height zoning district
that allowed buildings’ height to be | ¥ times the width of the street.) Therefore, the
shareholders support the proposed WEST END-COLLEGIATE DISTRICT EXTENSION,
Manhattan, 1.P-2462.

Our building is not like the classic pre-war West End Avenue buildings. It is merely 6
stories (677) tall. Its most noticeable feature is its fire escapes. It has mundane windows and no
distinctive style whatsoever. We prefer that our building not be identified as one with a “style” as
we do not believe it is exemplary of any distinctive style, does not contribute to the proposed
West End-Collegiate Historic District and is not worthy of preservation. Mr. Andrew Alpern, a
distinguished architectural historian with particular expertise relating to the Upper West Side,
comes to the same conclusion regarding the absence of architectural merit of our building. A
copy of his report is enclosed.

We do believe that the enhancement of the proposed WEST END-COLLEGIATE
HISTORIC EXTENSION would be better served by not noting our building as having a style.
Then, any future alterations, enlargement or redevelopment of the property would need to be
harmonious with the district, and not chained to consistency with a purported style for this dull
building.



We appreciate your consideration of our request and look forward to your response.

PAUL MILBAUER, President
300 West 72" Street Corp.

PMud

ce: Mrs. Kate Daly
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PROFESSIONAL REAL ESTATE SERVICES

June 2, 2011

Mr. Chris Ficarra

Vice Pragident

200 WEST 72N° STREET COOPERATIVE BOARD
300 West 727 Street

Mew York, New York 10023-2660

RE:  Appraizal of a residential cooperative apartmeant puiding:
300 West 72nd Street
{(a/kfa 257 West End Avenue)
NMew York, New York 10023
OGLLC File No.: A11-111

Dear Mr. Ficarra;

At your request and authorization. Griginators Group, LLC has prepared a Seli-Contained Appraisal
report of the above-referenced real property under the following scenario(s):

« The current market value of the subject property's fee shmple eslale i Cas is”
condition under a rentat faliback scenario, and,

« The current market valus of the subject properly's fee simple eslate in "as 5"
condition under a gross sellouf scenario.

The subject of this report is a 8-story residential cooperative building situated in the Upper Waest
Side neighborhood of Manhattan, New York. The building, also known as 257 West End Avenue,
was originally constructed in 1942, converted 1o cooperatives in 1981, and is comprised of 31
residential cooperative apartiments and four professional units for a total of 35 units. The building
contains 32,040+ square feet of gross building area. Net rentable area is estimated at 28,0154
square feet. The building was 100% occupied and was in good condition as of the inspection date.
The building is situated on a 8,000z square ool (01380« acre) irregular shaped site in the Upper
West Side seclion of Manhatian, Naw York. The assessors tax identification number is Biock:
1183, Lot 35, The subject is more fully described, legally and physically within the enclosed report.

Exiracordinary Assumptions': We note that this appraisat is made with the following current and
Mistorical information. Requested information includes a detailed rent roll, historical and pro-forma
operating statements, floor plans, site plan, tax bills, commercial leases, internal unil sales,
Schedule A share allocation roster. and building specifications {only financial siatements for 2007
through 2010, a maintenance roll, and internal sales roster were submitted).  Originators Group,
[LC assumes that all of the historical information that was requested and provided by the Client is
factual information.

Public records indicate that the subject's gross building area is 32,940+ square feet, while our
estimate of net rentable area is 28,015 square feet (based on an estimated 15% loss fo common
areas). We have assumed these figures o be correct and true within the context of our analysis.

We were only afforded access to three apartments at the subject property. The units as weli as the
common hallways appear o be in good condition. We have assumed that the entirety of the

' Trie definiion of Exiracdnary Assumobon o 1aken from . The Dichanary of Real Estats Appraisal, Fourth Bdition, 2002, Sxiraordinary ASSumphon 12
defined as "An gssumphon, disctly related 10 2 spaciic asy wert which, if found {o be false, could aller the appressr’s OpINIGRS OF 0ONSILSIONS
Extraordingry assurnplons preswne a3 facl sihatwise ungeran wnfermmation atboul physicsl, legal or esongrmic charadenstics of the sub@cl prasany, o
apewt sonditions sxtermal 1o the proparly, such ag markel condiong or rends, of abowl he inleanty of dala used in an analysis
CRIGINATORS GROUP, LLC
435 The Esplanads, 3rd Floor, Palham Manor, Naw Yeork 10803
Phone (212) 9486800 EAX (212} 9404097
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subject’s units reflect the same good condition.
OGLLC makes also makes the following extraordinary assumption(s) with the context of this report:

. The subject building contains a total of 35 cooperative units alocated to 31
residential units and four professional units. - Reportedly, one of the residential
apartments is a sponsor-heid apartmeant that is currently rented under New York City
rent stabilization reguiations. OGLLC queried management as 1o the identity of this
apartmant and its current rent-etabilized rent: however, this information was not
provided to OGLLC.

Howaver. the submitted 2010 financial statement indicates that the sponsor currently
folds one apartment containing 436 shares. Based on the submitted maintenance
roll. this unit would be identified as apartment 2D, a 837 SF one-bedroom apartmeant,

Therefore, OGLCC has made the exiraordinary assumplion that 30 residential units
and four (4) professional units are considered to be market rate units, and one (1)
unit (20) is subject to rent-stabilization regulations. Consequently, market rate rents
and terms have been applied to 30 residential units ana four professional units, while
one rent-stabilized rent was estimated for the sponsor-held regulated apartmeant.
OGLLC further assumes that the rent-stabilized unit is 2 one-bedroom apartment
identified as 20 within the context of this analysis.

> The subject building currently containg approximately 27,060 square feet of excess
development rights, or approximalely 4510% of the subject site’s maximum
developmant arga.

However, a proposal to expand the Upper West Side’s Collegiate Historic District
has been put forward by local West Side community groups. While this historic
district does noi currently contain the subject property. the proposad expanded
district would i ~iude the subject properly. Three public hearings being held by the
New York City Landmarks Preservation Commission, one of which was conducted
on March 22, 2011, are slated to end with the last hearing calendared for October
25 2011, Based on anecdotal evidence as of the gffective date of appraisal, it
appeare likely that the district expansion will be approved. On this basis, OGLLC
walioves that the concludad value for the subject's currently existing air rights
contained herein would be severely diminished if not cutright mitigated.

Therefore, OGLLC makes the extraordinary assumption that the subject site
currently contains 27 060 SF of excess development rights, and has valued these
excess rights accordingly.  Furthermore, OGLLE reserves the right 1o amend is
value conclusion contained herein upon any final determination issued by the
Landmarks Commission relative to the subject building's inchision within the
proposed historic district expansion.

Hypothetical Conditions®: Originators Group, LLC makes the following hypothetical condition(s)
within the context of this analysis:

» The subject property was valued as if operating as a multi-family rental investment
property where any previously sold apartment is presumed leased at its current
market rent. This use is in accordance with the subject property's Highest and Best
Use as a multi-family apartment facility.

3

Tre definition of Hypothatical Condition is Eken from. The Dichonary o Real Estate Appracal, Fourlh Edition, 2002, Hypothatical Eandition i3 deling
33 "That which 18 conliaey 10 whal 2xists bulis supposad (o 1he purposs of analyms. Fypothatical condifons assume CoRTONS cotilrary 1o known facls
abut pliysical legal oF oonomie charactenstics of the subjecl propeny; of aboul condilions sxtemnal 10 the oroperty, such a3 markel zonddinns o
wends. o aboul the iniegnly of data used in an analysis ]
ORIGINATORS GROUP, LLC
478 The Esplanade, 3rd Floor, Patham Manor, New York 10803
Phona (212) 943-8800 FAX (212)949-4557
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ZONING

ZONING

The subject is zoned R10A — “General Residence District”. The R10A zoning requirements are detailed
balow:

Current zoning: R10A ~ "General Residence District”

Legally conforming: No
This residential district was designed to allow the highest
residential density. This district is found on major avenues
and crosstown streets in Manhattan and Brooklyn central
husiness districts. This was designed to specifically promote

mid to high-rise multi-family buildings.
Uses permitted: g y building

Zoning change Not likely

Zoning-Regquirement

Minimum Lot Size: 1,700 square feet
Minimum Lot Width: 18 feet
Maximum FAR™ 10.00
Minimum Lot Area Per Room: 30 to 24.9 square feel
Maximum Rooms Per Acre: 1,452 t0 1,749
Minimum Front Yard None
Minimum Side Yard 8 feet each or 16 feet {otal
Minimum Rear Yard 30 feet

Height Limit: 85 feet or 6 stories

Maximum FAR:

Maximum Developable Area:
Current Building Area:
Excess Developable Rights:

* Floor Area ratio {FAR) is the tolal floor area on & zoning fot divided by the area of that zoning lot. Each zoning district classificatio
{contains an FAR control which, when multipfied by the Iot area of the zoning lot, produces the maximum floor area allowable on suchf]

YrC ogti e éﬂtiw. .
Compiled By: Originators Resource Group, Inc.

Zoning Analysis and Conclusions

The site has a maximum buildable area of 60,000 sgquare feet as of right based on current zoning
(residential use). The subject property, as improved, has a total gross building area of 32,940 square
feet, or an FAR of 5.49x the site size. At 32,940 square feet of gross building area, we conclude that the
subject site has 27,060 excess developable area as of right as it pertains to the current zoning statutes.
Consequently, the subject conforms to zoning with respect to bulk requirements. However, the subject is
non-conforming with respect to parking requirements. Therefore, the subject is considered to be a non-
conforming use with respect to the current zoning statutes.

We know of no deed restrictions, private or public, that limit the subject property's use. The research
required to determine whether or not such restrictions exist, however, is beyond the scope of this
appraisal assignment. Deed restrictions are a legal matter and only a title examination by an attorney or a
title company can usually uncover such restrictive covenants. Thus, we recommend a title search {o
determine if any such restrictions do exist.

ORIGINATORS RESOURCE GROUP, INC.,
350 Lexington Avenue, Suite 402, New York, New York 10016
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Accordingly, if new information is submitted at a later date contradicting the information used for the
appraisal analysis contained herein and proven fo be factual, Orginators Group, LLC reseves the
right to amend the appraisal conclusions reported herein.

Based on research and analysis contained in this report, it is estimated that the current markei
values of the fee simple estate in the subject property, in "as is" condifion, as of the respective
effactive dates of appraisal, under our respective scenarios, is:

VALUE CONCLUSIONS

Valuation Effective Date of Value  Value Estimate Value per Unit Value per Sg. FL
Rental Fallback Wiay 19, 2011 $10,900,000 $311,429Unit $330.80/3F GBA
Gross Sellout May 19, 2011 $20,700,000 $591,429/Unit $738.88/5F NRA
Excess Air Rights May 19, 2011 $6,500,000 NIA $240.21/SF FAR

{ Originators Group, LLC

The following appraisal sets foith the most perinent data gathered, the techniques employed, and
the reasoning leading to the opimion of value. The analyses, opinions and conclusions were
developed based on, and this report has been prepared in conformance with, our interpretation of
the guidelines and recommendations set forth in the Uniform Standards of Professional Appraisal
Practice (USPAP), the requirements of the Code of Professional Ethics and Standards of
Professional Appraisal Practice of the Appraisal Institute, and The Financial Institutions Reform,
Recovery, and Enforcement Act of 1889 {FIRREA), Title X1 Regulations.

Data, information, and calculations leading to the value conclusion are incorporated in the report
following this letter. The report, in its entirety, including all assumptions and limiting conditions, is an
integral part of and is ir, *eparable from this tetter.

It has been & pleasure lo assist you in this assignment. 1f you have any questions concerning the
analysis. or if Originators Group, LLC can be of further service, please do not hesitate to contact us.

Respectfully submitted,
ORIGINATORS GROUP, LLC

By:
//""‘\_ -
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e, MA T Andred Teddone i
Associate Appraiser
wertification No. 48-7944 New York Certification No. 45-13677

ORIGINATORS GROUP, LLC
435 The Esplanade, 3rd Floor, Petham Manor, New York 10803
Prone. {212 935-5300 FAKX {212) 9294047
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12125346793
1871 Park Avenue Tel: 212.534,5110
New York, New York Fax: 312,534.6709
16035 clarkandwilling.com

IRONWORK « MASONRY » WATERPRODKING
GENERAL CONTRACTING « SINGE 1870

April 16, 2012

Rudd Realty
641 Lexington Ave. Tob loc: 300West 72™ Street

New York, N.Y. 10022

ATTN: Faith Brenner
As per our site inspections and discussions, we propose to furnish all Jabor, materials, equipment

and msurance required to complete the following work:

Optionl1Fire €scape pressure testing and repairs:

We will pressure test fire escape baskets, steps and ladders for any deteriorated or weak spots in
the metal on all three sides of the building fire escapes. Once the test has been completed we will
do all the necessary minor repairs as needed to the fire escapes that are none structural,

Cost: § 1,650.00

We will protect and cover all exposed areas that are not to be painted. We will then scrape, prime,
and paint the all fire escapes baskets and ladders on all three sides of the building and the service
entrance front gate and railing. We will use wire brushes and hand held scrapers to remove all
loose paint and rust on the fire escapes. Afterwards we will then prime the fire escapes using a rust
inhibitive primer and then paint the fire escapes with one coat of exterior oil based paint.

Cost: $ 11,940,00

All costs are plus sales tax or Capital Improvement, or tax exempt certificate to be provided.
All work fully covered for workmen’s compensation and comprehensive gencral lizhility
insurance in the amount of one million dollars.

If contract is acceptable, please initial next to the option of work to be performed, sipn and retum
(1) one copy with purchase order and 1/2 deposit. Balance due upon completion,

Prices are valid for 90 days from date of estimate,

AGREED,

Rudd Realty

Gregg Brefd, Clark & Wilkins

{12414

APR-16-2012 {33237 12125346738 93% P.GoO1L
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12125346789

Tel: 212.534.5110
Fax: 212.534.6785
clarkandwilkins.com

1871 Park Avenue
New York, New Yori

i003s
IRONWORK » MASONRY WATERPROOFING
GENERAL CONTRACTING » SINCE 1870
April 16, 2012
Rudd Realty
641 Lexington Ave,
New York, N.Y. 10022 Job loc: 300West 72" Strect
ATTN: Faith Brenner .

As per our site inspections and discussions, we propose to furnish all labor, materials, equipment
and insurance required to complete the following work:

New Fire escapes:

D)Demo and remove all existing fire escapes

2)Fabricate and install on all three sides of the building new 3'wide x [2'long fire escape haskets
with metal stair case and hand rails leading from top floor 1o the first floor. Lastly, at the first floor
we will fabricate and instal] al4'lang drop ladder

3)Fabricate and install new metal Support brackets for all the fire escapes, w the side of the block
and brick face wall of the building. The support brackets wil] be through bolted with 127x 12°
backup plates 1o the interior of the wall.

4)The fire escapes will be primed with rust inhibitive primer and painted hfack. Any close-up
patching of interior wall not included. Permits and stamped drawings inctuded in the total cost of

this proposal

Cost: $ 112,000.00

[f contract is acceptable, piease sign and return one (| yone copy with purchase order and
50%depasit. Balance due upon completion,
Prices are valid for 30 days from date of estimate,

Rudd Realty

Jge b

Gregg Freid, Clark & Wilkine

IR

APR~16-2012 14:40 12125346799 93% P.001




THE COUNCIL
" THE CITY OF NEW YORK

A ppearance Card

'-.-‘:;ﬁ.f:i-l intend to appear and speak on Int: No. .Res. No, _._-_
T e p{n favor... -3 in opposition- :

Date:

o '- T o ( LEASE bﬂ T) -

L -.',Nnne E}D\) z€// " Ij\Q‘HD
' Addreu Q—(GO L’LL%-!— 5)4 d 74\]'6,. /Gb
. I represent: _- . %"

.. ds‘. . —

THECOUNCIL o

- THE CITY OF NEW YORK

» : Appearance Card /

I intend to appear and speak on Int. No. Res. No.
in favor ] in opposition

. Date: 7//5/20 /3
Name: PEDRG (PI-EA/SE % 77

Ndeow: 260 NEST ZNYAIE A "”';‘,fmg

1 represent:

Address:

-‘.-r_d".q._zm_"*"’!'-.f:.f sl

S o SRl g s s i

THE COUNCIL,
" THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card
I intend to appear and speak on Int.'No. M Res. No.

n favor {1 in opposition

Date:
(PLEASE PRINT)

Name: ’p\'\/\&f LA ()-b
Address:
I represent: N\'( \.AV\& M/t,; LaK&d\»\%.\

Address: __\ \NMA\—L kuu Y N kZDOd.’/

’ Please complete this card and r_eugrn to the Sergeant-qt-Arms ‘




koo

-

L

- -Lintend to appear and-spedk.on'Int. No. __ - _ Res. No- (u-» qf A Sl A}

. .Name:.

N;m.,; MAd )lffqu
. Address: lj ’ WA ,‘l’q M .

. I represent: __}{_4{/{‘/( LN \,V]' —BL)QQ() A')‘/M

. Please complete this card and return to'the Sergeant.at-Arms ‘

:::::

THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

I intend to appear and speak on Int. No. ﬂL Res. No.
g infavor [J in opposition

Date:

v NEAL. MISRRE™

Address: 260 WESTERD AVE #+(\B MYC NY
(0023

I represent:

Address: .

. Lﬁmiux&ﬁ-ﬂq .._a,_..‘-;:ac..,__.,, cws e

" THE COUNCIL
" THE CITY OF NEW YORK i

Appearance Card

in faver [ in opposition

. Date: / /5'/?-4/}
(PLEASE PRINT) - '
P[i h / 5.0! "y 1y . :

~ Address: - z 30 Wf‘f?z' ;2"‘ )’f\}/-a,}( '#'zf
. I.represent: Aff?m ﬁ/w MPM )—C’V Lf ‘4/.‘ B /(g;gw;léz

Addrew: e T Ao L
THE COUNCIL
- THE CITY OF NEW YORK -
| A ppéarance Card |
- I'intend to appear and speak onInt. No. __-_ .~ Res. No.
- enc o app 0 ll:l favor tE] in opposition L q19 - /2_7!3'

Date: I 1 {12

TP )

(PLEASE PRINT)

Address: '2‘5 D WA *'3/’:2—




THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

Iintend to appear and speak onInt. No. _____ Res. N O.M__
in favor  [J in opposition
Date: Q//’ %/f?
. (PLEASE PRINT) '
Name: /EDEo TS fryy
b1

a. &

Address:

I represent: /%f/ﬁ’ ¢ ‘Df%fr&/ ég:c-/
Adreag: _ Zﬁ g il J” /(/ /933?

THE COUNGIL,
THE CITY OF NEW YOR_K

Appearance Card

~ I'intend to appear and speak on Int. No. — = .- Res:No: 7&‘;242( 3 ‘

infavor . [ in opposnuon

| | Dase: 9/ (0l13
ST o, (PLEASE PHINT)
. .Name:. . @\A A!Q'C (L Léf C
. Address:. 'q { I/ 'i A/f - L
. .1 represent: (‘QMMUA;I l‘z/’ ’;»)AQO 4 //{//

;

e i B .

Addreu ‘ 7 3{) l/i 5‘41

“THE COUNCIL
' THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

- I intend to appear and.speak on Int. No. 4-1&201 Res. No. . .
3 . ;Z( in favor [J in opposition

pate: 171672017

(PLEASE PRINT)

| ddrew: 100 B 337 -
I represent: |\/},S S‘OP‘ r qu ”ab}
Address: 2030 Broadw 2y

’  Please complete this card and return to the Sergeant-at-Arms ‘



THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

: I mtend to appear and speak onlnt. No. _____ Res. No.
: V n favor [ in epposition

.‘a

THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Date: _
(PLEASE PRINT)
Name: ﬁL_ﬁ—) /J 6//’76%
Addrew: (4] T2 &‘
- I represent:
P e —— , o
= THE COUNCIL :
THE CITY OF NEW YORK
. . Appearance.,Card
- I intend to appear and speak on Int. N __-__L_ Res No.
[J in favor Xﬁn opposition /J é / 4?
(PLEASE PRINT) )
Name: - % U Al W ’//( ‘/ 1
. Address: | Al mf“«v\ (e /“V/Ub /Y
. .1 represent: . 74{ C'P‘Ué-‘*\/ Qt P(“"\/fj W
Address:

1

Appearance Card

I intend to appear and speak on Int. No. _Q./_Q Res. No.

O infavor [J in opposition

Date:

Z‘ {PLEASE PRINY)
Nante: | WXA- brhes

Address: 2172 & @&3 ‘4 [ 83DOZ

I represent: S:ﬁwa»ma M/ Ffe%"f Hxs.‘lL(/“
dren: PO Box > /BOZ

- ’ Please complete this card and return to'‘the Sergeant-at-Arms ‘




RIS O P L LIS R BRI PRI, ERTOR, et es s R ‘.?-:";:}— —-“_:-..Hfr-r— -.:‘“‘ - -:‘::ﬂ

THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

I intend to appear and speak on Int. No. —_q M Res. No.
in favor [] in opposition

Date:
{(PLEASE PRINT)

Name: ’Z-Ivea’a Eodlew iz
Addross: _ L Cendio St

I represent; Manhg Hx (EOVE\A:}JL\?%QS{M# Jes 5&14.,){;

Address:

5 1

~ THE COUNCIL~
“THE CITY OF NEW YORK -

Appearance Card

. I intend: to appear and speak en:Int-No. .. . Res. No..
~ in favor [ .in opposition

Date:
(PLEASE PRINT)

.NllmeA:. QL&JM&Q Uﬂ@/<

. . I represent: .

" THE COUNCIL,
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

I intend to appear and speak on Int. No. M_ Res. N
: [1 infavor  (J”in opposition v é!ll !I!6 0{ j
l

Date: 7//6// 3
(PLEASE PRINT)
Name: 5U~SU‘K\ kSl,'mJ’noW

Address: 300 U\) 72(‘\&( \Sf\-

I represent: 300 W, ,])f‘d; ,p} OW\S (\Q/{ﬁ
Address: %00 W /la)\f{ﬁ ﬁ-

. Please complete this card and return to the Sergeant-at-Arms ‘

l"l




e e atr © an e n P i b o Bk i e = e SRS

THE COUNCIL |
- "THE CITY OF NEW YORK -

A ppearance Card

‘Res. Nop .- -

~Lintend to. appear and speak on Int. No. .- /{5y
e \m favor - [ in opposmon

i //(f 1%

, . (PLEASE PRINT)
.. Name: . —{J-/UJ) / il E - “/

. Address: _ 4 AL {,()(?Q'r 72 <H' |
. - I represent: {)10“)! L # lj //Zﬂ/gmj/fﬁfﬁ/i

. Addren :

r—— e —

rntnv- ..... . /,,,..:—M e R . e o 2 PN Mo e I i

THE coi}NCIL T
" THE CITY OF NEW YORI% gb 7%

...zv'

Appearance Card ? / Oc
I intend to appear and speak on Int. No. ______ Res. No.
[J in favor ,a‘ in opposition S
Date:

(PLEASE PRINT)

N;me: P EG:G\/ MA"

Address: 2—’ H WELT 72/"” S -
I represent: MYSf—‘L—F

Address: Zf H WﬁS‘I’ 72 vy

P e e AR

v EE R B, 25 S

THE COUNCIL W’E‘;T"ﬁfvﬂ C 0 LLE&MQE
THE CITY OF NEW YORK 7"

Appearance Card ? /67 :

Fintend to appear and speak onInt. No. ______ Res. No.
‘[ in favor ’Q/m opposition
Date" ?b/é - /-2
_ (PLEASE PRINT)
Name: Z/CHA'W‘.O LOBﬁ{, _ -

Address: (o SHELDOA) LOoBFL P(
I represent: P = GG \/ M A
Address: Z“J Wf ST 72 Vadke ST

’ Please complete this card and return to the Sergeant-at-Arms ‘

— o y
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"THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

I intend to appear and speak on Int. No. _?L Res. N7
O in faver Bf in oppos:tlon ”D WW q Yfﬁ Zi\oﬁl’gat
Date: 7‘ / é { ?
(PLEASE PRINT) f

Neme: __PRJL M1 LBAED .
Addrow: 300 Uhot 32 St #4F ]
1 represents _ 300 Ulest 1 - Oovgn. .
Address: 500 W?? g'lL N“( /VY /Ud .)a

~  THE COUNCIL
' THE CITY OF NEW YORK -

Appearance Card

- Iintend to appear and.speak on Int. No. Res. No.
& in favor {J in epposition -

i KV A kg, s e ‘?//é/jg

te: :

(PLEASE PRINT) -

‘.._Nlme M&rthﬂ ’?)) fcﬂ(

. Address:. -
\“ -~
.I represent:. m : 5&% i

I

~ ..Address: :

" THE COUNCIL.
" THE CITY OF NEW YORK .~

Appearance Card ‘7 /&

B -d
L e Ty "SNP N

- +Lintend to appear and speak on Int. No. Res. No.

in favor [] in opposition
Il Cf/m [

ey PLEASE PRINT) . .. - .-~ _
. Name: | 0/6/, I/f/—ﬁ/ﬁﬂ co/f// 3
Addvewi 155 [5 Fyk S5 LY/ /00/4’

I represent: - j'/lflflqtéi OF ]L/M na{/ﬂix' LM/L §oé

Address:

" " Please complete this card and return to the Sergeant-at-Avms - ‘



w S T e - ettt e W s mem W Tes w e o s . e e e as e Y

THE COUNCIL
- THE CITY OF NEW YORK .

Appearance Card

.. I intend to appear arg/ﬁeak on Int. No. ‘Res. No. _

- in favor [ in opposition

. Date:.

e Seucly TU(PLEA&Z;V?& - -
 Addeoss: |G Lo [QyV” %{/PPQL L
I.represent: ﬂ/p(/m/ YOVV %6/# %M&MLP 29,4\/ @,Qfl((()t

.,Addren o~

B T—

By —
" THE CITY OFNEWY.ORK i h

Appearance Card |

. Tintend to. appear g(:speak on.Int. No. Res. No: .

in favor [J in opposition “ b / QO B

Date:

(PLy\se PRINT). - -

e @ n\/ 0y
Addrens: . 4D \NCST W3 ST . NY N\\/ {003
LANDMARY. WEST

. .- I represent:

Address: . _

ST UMHE couNaL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card N /57

S mtend to appear and speak-on Int.:No. Res.No. - ... . |
T [J in favor ».[) in opposition - .

- Date:.

, o P fASf PRINT). ..
."_A;:;.. 200 Tvesl— md M

- I represent: _

. .Address.

: ’ ERRN Please complete this card and return to the Ser geant-at Arnu I ‘ ]



THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

Iintend to appear and speak on Int. No.
0 in favor J in opposition

e Michsel™rEm

Address: Q——E 5 WQ/%"' %“ ﬂl)NE/

I represent: %

Res. No.

l

.. ___Address: _
R il = Ao ’ o M L i A = et e

-~ .. THE CITY OF NEW YORK =~ = -

Appearance Card. -

~ . I'intend to appear and speak .on- Int.:No.. Res. No: ﬁ_IB_

infavor (J in opposmon -

oo - ) Dale %OZL /6 (}10/{

(PLEASE PRINT)

,.Nume : -\10'\1 w \/ d'ﬁ' s
Addrosn: 2D W(L{ﬂ‘ Gr) vl . K0 A
I represént: _ }TC’ \ - e

: ‘Addrcss / 2, \’\}F,- 4

T E COUNGIL
" THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

I intend to appear and speak on Int. No.
" [ in faver & in opposition

Date; _;3 ' ‘b’ I %
(PLEASE PRINT)

Name: MATEL EINTE M OREZ
Address: 26D \NWJITEAST &N fPfVC VA

I represent: (LED ?7 \/O—sz m P\/é- 2 l A

Address:

Res. No.

’ (;; Pjame complete this card and return to the Sergeant-at-Arms ‘
SR ey — —




THE CITY OF NEW YORK

 Appearance Card

,_:[_mtend to appear and speak on Int. No. _[ﬂ_L_ Res. No.

3 infavor [J in opposition

Date: _
LEASE PRINT)

P
Name: 5(/\50;/1 6(;
Addrow: &S50 D et ﬁna/ /42

I represent: K W (’5!6ﬂﬂ> TUJP =
_'__Addrm gé% . UJPS”}' Ln &/

T S N e o I VR e vyt e

. THE COUNCIL
- THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card
9/E

Iintend to appear and speak on Int. No. ____ ' Res. No.
infavor [J in opposition

D ) o
/[ 7

Name. Joi M L (PLEASE PRINT)
270 u85] 50 AE R0

1 represent:

J Address:

B THE CIT YAOF NEW YORK

Cmemei] [

R | mtend to appear andspeak onInt. No. __. ... -Res..No. .
: S JE: in faver ' .. in opposition. . .
. - : Date: _ { Uo [ L 3
rr (PLEASE PRINT)-:: ;
- ...Name: ﬁ C,('A(Q VYJQ t: Me 1.
.. Address: . 5

e s7 5)\3 ' ; =
I represent:. _ZVE)Q$( C:/\)‘ / D (OO Z}C
. Address: / s J I @S‘QV\/cUha/g cb@ (QF

Please complete this card and return to :he Qergeam t-Arms - ‘
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THE COUN(CIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

I intend to appear and speak on Int. No. _.OI_L Res. No.

[ in faver [Q‘xm opposmon
Date: / ) 3
SE PRINT)
Name: 6" C C(’
Address:
I represent: 2 S+ LWeoye  Tel /AVK.Q

.. Address: _

 THE COUNCIL -
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card ﬁ’ / ?’ |

I intend to appear alyeak on Int. No. Res. No.

infavor [ in opposmo
| Date: / Cv / / \?

(PLEASE PRINT)
Name: AO !r§ /{/l >‘) / T /’/-
Address: Lé 0 /,FJKSf EA)) Aﬁc /W2.5

1 represent:

Address:

T S s s P B s e A,

" THE COUNCIL
* THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card : \

{ 7-gl£es.sz..- SN,

SR | mtend to appear and- speak on Int. No U'- -

/I;‘ﬁ faver - [ in opposmon
. e Date: _
PLEASE. PRINT) ,°
. . Name: Ef)( IS/A 077@;( ) _
 Addeew: AT WL e .
- I represent: COAL’(T_,QN F‘Q@. A L’l\/%@é
- Address: . _ /F O @K Z;m_T/? %‘ '}/gb/ .

. . © < Please.complete thu card and return to tbe Sergeant-at-Arms : ‘ . J




