
 
 
 
 

 
CITY OF NEW YORK 

 

September 4, 2015 

 

Dear Colleagues: 

 

We write in regard to Int. 775, a proposed local law in relation to establishing a 

maximum period of time for the Landmarks Preservation Commission to take action on any item 

calendared for consideration, which is scheduled for a hearing on September 9, 2015 before the 

Land Use Committee. We have received a number of letters expressing serious concerns with the 

proposed language of this bill, and wanted to draw your attention to the sign-on letter from the 

Historic District Council and neighborhood landmark advocacy groups, the letter from the New 

York Landmarks Conservancy, and the letter from the American Institute of Architects. 

 

We share the goals of the sponsors of Int. 775 in fostering a more transparent and 

predictable landmarking process. However, as drafted, there are some significant concerns with 

the proposed legislation that we fear may undermine the City’s landmark designation process 

and we are eager to work with the sponsors and Council to address these.   

  

In summary, while we support predictable timelines and a process that prevents the 

accumulation of the multi-decades long backlog which the Landmarks Preservation Commission 

has been forced to address, we feel the timelines set forth in the proposed legislation are too 

restrictive and these timelines would have prevented the creation of historic districts in many of 

the City’s most historic areas (e.g. SoHo) as well as in many communities where historic 

preservation has too often been overlooked  (e.g. Bedford-Stuyvesant).  The proposed five year 

bar against reconsideration, even where a decision has not been reached on the merits, creates a 

situation where delay can end the landmarking process and tie the LPC’s hands into the future.  

Finally, the requirement that LPC clear its backlog within 18 months without process 

requirements runs contrary to the transparency and public process we are all working toward, as 

well as the LPC’s own effort to address the backlog.       

 

Below, outlined in greater detail, are our concerns: 

 

 The five year ban will serve to prevent landmarking and ties an agency’s hands 

in an unprecedented manner.  A five year arbitrary bar against reconsideration 

where no decision on the merits has been made is draconian and anti-

preservationist.  Under the proposed law the LPC loses its ability to do its job for five 

years, if something delays a decision. The ban would create incentives for delay and 

disruption of the clear and transparent process that is the underlying goal of this 

legislation. There is no other apparent example in New York City legislation where 

we would prevent an agency from fulfilling one of its stated core missions. If the goal 

is to prevent spurious, multiple requests, there are better ways to do that without 
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compromising the integrity or independence of the Landmarks Preservation 

Commission.  

 

 If the timelines outlined in the bill had been in place over the last 50 years, some 

of the City’s most prized landmark districts and districts in less affluent areas 

would never have been created. 27% of all our current historic districts would not 

have been designated. We would not have a Historic District for Mott Haven, 

Bedford- Stuyvesant, Park Slope, Hamilton Heights, Mount Morris Park, SoHo, or 

Jackson Heights. Not only are these some of our best districts, they represent a cross 

section of culture, ethnic and racial diversity, and architectural history for our city. 

Without these districts, we would have a serious equity problem in how we approach 

landmarking, purposefully leaving out the neighborhoods that are not as wealthy or 

organized. 

 

 The timelines are insufficient for the LPC to do its job moving forward if we are 

to ensure equal consideration to all communities who desire landmarking for 

their neighborhoods. While this administration has a demonstrated goal to do work 

in all communities and to do as much research up front prior to calendaring, as 

evidenced by the road to designation for a number of significant and varied historic 

districts and the current backlog, the Commission is not always able to do so.  

 

 Forcing LPC to clear its calendar in 18 months no matter what goes against 

goals of public input and transparency.  The last section of the proposed bill gives 

LPC 18 months to clear everything off its calendar and these items cannot be re-

calendared for 5 years.  There are no requirements for public hearings or any public 

process. The LPC has already presented a clear, fair, and efficient process for clearing 

its backlog, which it identifies as anything on the calendar for five years or more. 

This bill goes even further. The requirements of this bill would prevent it from 

clearing the backlog, and managing its current work load, in a public or transparent 

manner. 

 

 We encourage all members to attend the hearing on September 9
th

 as we present our 

concerns and share our ideas. Again, the goals of a transparent and timely process are shared 

ones and together we can find an appropriate solution. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

 
 

  
Gale A. Brewer 

Manhattan Borough President 

Council Member Stephen Levin 

33
rd

 District 

Council Member Inez Dickens 

9
th
 District 
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Council Member Mark Levine 

7
th
 District 

Council Member Helen Rosenthal 

6
th
 District 

Council Member Ben Kallos 

5
th
 District 

 

   

Council Member Corey Johnson 

3
rd

 District 

Council Member Rosie Mendez 

2
nd

 District 

Council Member Margaret Chin 

1
st
 District 

 

 

 



August26, 2015

Re: Intro. 775

Dear Council Member,

4

We write to express our serious concerns about Intro. 775. We share the desire for a
swift, predictable and transparent landmark designation process and have given
much consideration to how the current process could be improved to accomplish
those goals. However, the bill as currently written would achieve the exact
opposite. It would discourage the consideration of complicated or controversial
sites and encourage obstruction rather than designation. In fact, if the provisions of
Intro. 775 had been part of the Landmarks Law, some of our city’s most cherished and
valued landmarks and historic districts would not have been designated (see attached).
Furthermore, the Landmarks Preservation Commission (LPC) would have been
prohibited from considering them again for a period of five years, during which time they
would likely have been compromised or destroyed.

Intro. 775 is unnecessary.
The impetus for this bill appears to be the 95 sites currently on the LPC’s backlog which
were calendared more than five years ago without a final decision yet rendered by the
Commission. The LPC has committed to a plan to hear and make final decisions on all
of these sites by the end of 2016, thus making this bill superfluous.

Our research shows that the LPC has a solid track record of timely designation, if not
within the strict limits described by Intro, 775, then nonetheless within a reasonable
period of time

Intro. 775 makes an existing problem worse.
In the instances where LPC has failed to act within the proposed limits, this failure has
been in part a result of the Commission’s limited resources. Designations require heavy
investment of staff time towards extensive research, in-depth examination of
boundaries, a full airing of all information and viewpoints on a subject, and the
production of highly-detailed reports.

Intro. 775 would do nothing to expand the resources of the Commission, New York
City’s smallest agency charged with regulating more than 33,000 structures. Nor would
it make complicated designation proposals easier or less time-consuming to
vet. Instead, it would force LPC to make decisions about boundaries before they have
fully considered all issues. It would prevent LPC from dedicating adequate time to
complete the highly-detailed designation reports requested by property owners. At
minimum, it would force LPC to make decisions before all information has been
contemplated and all discussions have taken place. Far worse, LPC may simply avoid



considering sites with complicating factors that might not allow a final decision within the
prescribed timeframes.

Intro. 775 creates a new problem.
Intro. 775 would also encourage an owner who is strongly opposed to designation to
seek delays in the process in the hopes of “running out the clock” and avoiding
landmark designation. The owners of some of our city’s most prized landmarks ,from
Grand Central Terminal to the interior of Radio City Music Hall, opposed designation
and likely would have exploited this “do or die” timeframe.

In summary, Intro. 775 as currently written should not be approved because:

The bill imposes an unnecessary, unrealistic, and retroactive 18-month
timeframe in which to consider every property on its docket.

The proposed timeframes for hearings and final votes are not reasonable for all
cases, especially those which are complicated and controversial.

It provides no additional resources to ensure that LPC can consider calendared
sites or districts within the proposed timeframe.

It does not allow [PC the option of continuing to consider a landmark or historic
district after the deadline has been reached, regardless of the stage of
consideration, negotiation, or discussion, or if new information has been
introduced.

The five year moratorium on the reconsideration of landmarks and historic
districts would unduly hamper [PC and is not reflected in the regulatory
frameworks of other city agencies.

Sincerely,

Simeon Bankoff Kate Wood
Executive Director President
Historic Districts Council [andmark West!

Andrew Berman Tara Kelly
Executive Director Executive Director
Greenwich Village Society Friends of the Upper East Side
for Historic Preservation Historic Districts



(signed) LIST IN FORMATION

FRIENDS of the Upper East Side Historic Districts

Greenwich Village Society for Historic Preservation

Historic Districts Council

LANDMARK WEST!

Bay Improvement Group
Beachside Bungalows Preservation
Association
Citizens Emergency Committee to Preserve
Preservation
Coalition for a Livable West Side
Committee for Environmentally Sound
Development
Defenders of the Historic Upper East Side
East Harlem Preservation, Inc.
East Village Community Coalition
Four Borough Neighborhood Preservation
Alliance
Friends of Brook Park
Friends of Petrosino Square
Friends of Steinway Mansion
Friends of Terra Cotta

Greater Astoria Historical Society
Historic Park Avenue
Jackson Heights Garden City Society
Kew Gardens Civic Association
Morningside Heights Historic District
Committee
New York Preservation Alliance
Queens Preservation Council
Save Chelsea
Save Harlem Now!
Senator Street Historic District
Society for the Architecture of the City
Sunnyside Gardens Preservation Alliance.
Tribeca Trust
Victorian Society of New York
West End Preservation Society



Analysis of the Effects of Intro. 775 on Landmark Designation

As proposed, Intro. 775 mandates for the consideration of historic districts the LPC has:
e 12 months from a vote to calendar to hold a public hearing
• 12 months from the public hearing to vote to designate

or the district cannot be acted upon for five years.

While the City Council’s own dataset shows that only 20% of historic districts have
exceeded the thresholds proposed by Intro. 775 since 1998, a look back to the creation
of the Landmarks Law 50 years ago demonstrates that more than one third (38%) of all
districts would not have made it through the proposed timeline. Particularly troubling is
the breadth and diversity of the historic districts which would have been rejected — or, at
best, deferred for five years.

Under Intro, 775, the following historic districts could not have been designated
when originally proposed:

Bedford-Stuyvesant Grand Concourse Riverside Drive-West
/Expanded Stuyvesant Greenpoint 105th Street
Heights Greenwich Village Riverside Drive-West End

Bertine Block Hamilton Heights & Extensions I & II
Boerum Hill Henderson Place SoHo-Cast Iron
Carnegie Hill & Expansion Hunters Point South Street Seaport
Carroll Gardens Jackson Heights Extension
Central Park West - 76th Ladies’ Mile St. Mark’s & Extension

Street MacDougal-Sullivan Stuyvesant Heights
Central Ridgewood Gardens Tribeca East
Chelsea Morris Avenue Tribeca North
Clay Avenue Morris High School Tribeca South & Extension
Clinton Hill Mott Haven Tribeca West
Cobble Hill & Extension Mott Haven East Tudor City
Crown Heights North Mount Morris Park Upper East Side

Phase Ill Park Slope Upper West Side/Central
Fieldston Ridgewood South Park West
Fiske Terrace/Midwood Riverdale West 71st Street

Park Riverside Drive-West 80th- West End - Collegiate
Gramercy Park Extension 81st Street Extension

Further analysis suggests that larger, more expansive historic districts take the longest
for the LPC to consider for designation as they require more community education,
architectural research and consensus-building. These 53 historic districts
encompass more than 17,900 buildings, approximately 54% of the total number of
buildings currently protected by the Landmarks Law.

If Intro. 775 had been in effect since 1965, half of New York City’s landmark
properties would not be protected and New York City would be infinitely
poorer for it.
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August 13, 2015

The Honorable David G. Greenfield The Honorable Peter Koo
Chair, Land Use Committee Chair, Landmarks Subcommittee
New York City Council New York City Council
250 Broadway, 17th floor 250 Broadway, Suite 1847
New York, New York 10007 New York, New York 10007

Dear Councilmembers Greenfield and Koo:

Thank you again for seeking our input on Intro. 775. We share your interest in a landmarks
designation process that is transparent and predictable. We do have some suggestions that we
feel would achieve these goals while allowing the Landmarks Commission to have some
necessary flexibility.

We have no problem with timelines as such. Commissions in other cities have them. We do
think the deadlines in Intro. 775 may result in an equity problem in what the commission
chooses to pursue. While neighborhoods of all demographics across the City are interested in
historic district designation, some are able to raise funds to hire consultants to start the
extensive research process. Many other communities are not able to do this. So the
Commission may prioritize areas where this research has been done. Neighborhoods that are
not as wealthy or organized could fall back in the queue.

We would not have historic districts in Mott Haven, Bedford-Stuyvesant, Hamilton Heights or
Jackson Heights under the timelines proposed.

We suggest you consider adding at least a year to both individual and district deadlines.

We also suggest letting LPC use the time within the deadlines as they see fit—for instance
calendaring earlier and leaving more time for research and hearings.

We urge you to consider adding exceptions to the timelines due to unexpected circumstances:
more community outreach may be needed, a homeowner could fall ill, a new Councilmember
may want time to study the proposal, new architectural or historic details about the site could
emerge and require additional research, i.e. the discovery that a building was an underground
railroad site, another Superstorm Sandy may require LPC to put its resources into damage
assistance.
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The five year ban against reconsideration could create incentives for delay and disruption of the
clear and transparent process that is the underlying goal of this legislation. Additionally, there is
no other apparent example where the Council has prevented an agency from fulfilling one of its
stated core missions. In Los Angeles, the only other city we found with a moratorium, it is
aimed at advocates to prevent multiple requests where the Commission has already turned
down a building.

Finally, requiring LPC to clear its calendar in 18 months goes against goals of public input and
transparency. As you know, LPC has put forth a plan to hear and decide on all buildings
currently on the heard but not designated list for more than five years. We understand that LPC
going forward intends to insure that no building is left to linger on the list.

If timetines are instituted, this backlog cannot occur again. So we believe LPC should be able to
address however many buildings would remain after the initial 95 are cleared in the same
manner—again requiring hearings and public input.

We appreciate this opportunity to present our views and look forward to testifying in
September. Prior to the hearing, we plan on sharing our views with other members of the Land
Use Committee.

Thank you for your interest in the Landmarks Commission. We hope to be able to continue to
work with you as other issues arise.

Sincerely,

Pe-.8c’een
President



MEMORANDI. M

To: New York Cit Council Members and Interested Parties

From: Tomas Rossant AlA. 2015 AlA New York Chapter President

Date: August 20. 201 5

Re: Intro. 775 and Improving the Landmarks Process

Intro. 775, which will be heard in the coming vveeks, seeks to make broad
reforms to the processes and protocols that govern the City’s Landmarks
Preservation Commission. We applaud the bill’s intentions to seek procedural
changes to make the designation processes for individual buildings and districts
more efficient. consistent, and predictable in recognition that real estate
development and construction greatl contribute to the econom of our city
through new projects and adaptive reuse and restoration of historic structures.
However. vve believe that some of the provisions of the proposed legislation will
have grave and unintended consequences that will hinder the Commission from
properly upholding its mission to safeguard the very best of our communal
architectural heritage. The bill as written will compromise our City’s seminal
Landmarks Law that so greatly contributes to the uniqueness of our urban realm.
gives definition to communities, and increases the value of real estate.

We are s mpathetic to the desire of the Council to focus on the protocols of the
l.PC to ensure that this important regulator\ hod acts efficiently: however, we

would prefer ifthe LPC would propose and adopt reforms b its own volition
rather than through legislative action. We note that the LPC has recently put
forvvard a sensible and implernentable plan to address the backlogged properties
that have languished on the Commission’s agenda in response to popular
criticism, ‘1 his promising development makes us believe that the LPC is best
suited to propose and adopt other reforms unilateral1 While mindful that the
proposed bill represents a call for action. we hope that the Commission will pLit
forward its own reforms before intro. 775 reaches the Council floor,

Should legislative action be inevitable, we urge the Council to consider the
following changes to the bill to strike a proper balance between procedural
efficiency and keeping NYC’s architectural heritage preserved and alive:

• Remove moratoriums that prevent the Commission from exercising its
discretion:

• Consult vvith LPC to determine if the stipulated time limit on judgements is
reasonable. In many instances, the time limits proposed are too strict to allow
for the nuanced consideration. communitt engagement. and schoIarl
research necessary to properl\ make appropriate judgments:
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• Allo exceptions to the determined timelines of up to one :ear, as additional

research or outreach is often necessary. parlicularl\ in the review of Historic

District desiunations:

• At the end of the predetermined time limits, there should he an action on the

part of the Commission to designale. dc-calendar, or issue a no-action

determination. The cLit-off should not be used to stall potential designations:

• Under certain circumstances. LPC should be allowed to revisit projects that

were previously not designated within a reasonable tirnefrarne;

• If LPC is held to provide judgements more expeditiously, we urge that the

Council consider the work required. and, in consultation with LPC,
determine if more funding is necessary to achieve the goals of the bill;

• LPC should consider a special process (perhaps a staff-level review) for

expediting the least controversial projects. thereby freeing up the full
Commission to focus exclusively on the most challenging and pressing
applications.

We recognize that there are procedural difficulties at LPC and believe that the

designation process should be more efficient and consistent. If the above changes

are made to the bill, we think it would create legislation that does not diminish

the hallmark 1965 Landmarks Law (the 50” anniversary of which we celebrate

this year) and will preserve the Commission’s role as an essential force that

ensures the quality and character of our physical cit.

We are excited to work with the bill’s sponsors. Council Members Greenfield

and Koo. the Speaker, the full City Council. the Landmarks Preservation

Commission. and all other stakeholders on this important issue.

AJA2}’ is the 11(11101? 5 largest chapter of the •4,nerican institute of
Architects, representing ole!’ 5.200 registered architects and associated
design and construction p,’ojessionals. Our organi:ation is comprised ofa

diverse coalition that includes small and laige practitioners. interior

designers, architects, planners. i’eal estate developers, and others. Our
mission. as it i’eiates 10 legislation. is 10 advocate for laii’s that allow New
York Cliv to remain the premier global cl/i for architecture and an

exemplar otprogressit’e urbanism, while ensuring the economic welfare of
our professional class.


