
September 10, 2015 

Hon. David Greenfield, Chair 

New York City Council Land Use Committee 

4424 16th Avenue 

Brooklyn, New York 11204  

Re: Intro. 775 

Dear Councilmember Greenfield, 

I write to follow up on yesterday’s hearing regarding Intro. 775 and your solicitation of 

feedback regarding potential changes to the bill which would address the concerns we 

and others raised.   I appreciate the opportunity to speak at yesterday’s hearing and 

your willingness to engage in a dialogue about these issues and concerns.  

Firstly, the Greenwich Village Society for Historic Preservation continues to strongly 

believe that this bill is unnecessary and would do more harm than good.  The number 

of items which fall under the landmarks “backlog” is less than 0.3% of all items ever 

considered for designation by the Landmarks Preservation Commission (LPC), and the 

Commission has now put in place a system to address them.  Clearly the existing 

system of checks and balances and oversight has worked, and this comparatively small 

issue is being addressed satisfactorily. The bill, with its sweeping changes to the 

existing system, swats a fly with a sledgehammer, and would potentially have an 

enormously damaging effect upon the ability for many landmark designations to move 

ahead. 

To the degree to which standards should be put in place to prevent such situations like 

the one now being resolved from occurring in the future, we agree with the 

Commission that this would best be done by the rule-making process of the agency.  

Agency rules allow more flexibility and would be more nimble in their ability to 

respond to changes as needed.  I would urge the Council to take the Commission up on 

its offer of working with the agency to promulgate such rules. 

However, should you and the Council move ahead with Intro. 775, I believe it is 

absolutely essential that following changes be made: 

 the proposed moratorium on reconsideration of items which have not 

met the required timeframes should be eliminated, and  

 the timeframes for consideration for landmark designation should allow 

the option of the Commission voting to continue to consider a building, 

site or district for designation 

The moratorium serves no constructive purpose and is particularly pernicious in that it 

would apply to those sites which have not been found to be unworthy of landmark 

designation, but which merely failed to meet the deadline for consideration.  A 



moratorium would only afford opportunities for those seeking to avoid landmarking 

with a way to wait out the process if possible and then the freedom to secure 

demolition permits, without an actual evaluation of the merits of the property for 

landmark designation taking place. 

Regarding timeframes, we have clearly seen that while most designations move along 

at a fairly swift pace, some take longer, oftentimes for good reason.  A much more 

reasonable solution would be to require the Commission to hold a hearing and a vote 

on proposed designations within a certain timeframe, but allow the LPC the option of 

voting to landmark, not to landmark (and remove it from the calendar), or to continue 

consideration of the site or district for designation.  Such a requirement that the 

Commission must come back before the public and take a vote on any calendared item 

could be recurring, i.e. every year or two years or more, with the same options of yes, 

no, or continued consideration.   

On the one hand, forcing the LPC to take some sort of affirmative public action would 

put tremendous pressure on the agency not to simply ignore items which have been 

calendared without a final determination, and require them to provide some 

justification or rationale for continued consideration.  This would make baseless and 

ongoing delays difficult and embarrassing for the Commission, and shine a spotlight on 

such inaction.   

On the other hand, by allowing the Commission the option of voting to continue to 

consider a site, it would allow in those cases where there is a rational basis for 

continued consideration of a site for the Commission to be able do so.   

While this might not provide a 100% guarantee against a backlog being created in the 

future, I think you would agree it would significantly increase the pressure on the 

Commission to avoid such situations, and allow the public, property owners, and 

elected officials significantly increased leverage and opportunity to push the 

Commission to come to a final decision, or justify why they have not.  At the same 

time, it would avoid situations where, solely because of an artificially-imposed 

timeframe, a worthy site or district is automatically denied landmark status. 

I appreciate your solicitation of this feedback, and hope that I will have the 

opportunity to continue this dialogue with you and the other sponsors of Intro. 775 

before the bill moves forward. 

Sincerely, 

 

 

 

Andrew Berman 

Executive Director 



 

Cc:  Mayor Bill de Blasio 

       City Council Speaker Melissa Mark Viverito 

       City Council Landmarks Subcommittee Chair Peter Koo 

       Members of the City Council 

       Manhattan Borough President Gale Brewer  

       State Senator Brad Hoylman 

       State Assemblymember Deborah Glick 

       State Assemblymember Joann Simon 

       Municipal Art Society 

       New York Landmarks Conservancy 

       Historic Districts Council 

       Landmark West! 

       Friends of the Upper East Side Historic Districts 

       East Village Community Coalition 

       Save Harlem Now! 

       Brooklyn Heights Association 

       Park Slope Civic Council 

       Bedford Stuyvesant Society for Historic Preservation 

       American Institute of Architects NY 

       American Planning Association NYC 

       Michael Henry Adams 

       Save Chelsea 

       Tribeca Trust 

       Raju Mann, Director, City Council Land Use Division 


