February 16, 2018

Greenwich
Village
Society for
Historic
Preservation

Hon. Meenakshi Srinivasan
Chair, NYC Landmarks Preservation Commission
One Centre Street, 9th floor
New York, NY 10007
Re: Inaccurate and Misleading Images in Approved Application for 538-544
Hudson Street, Manhattan

232 East 11th Street

New York, New York 10003

Dear Chair Srinivasan,

(212) 475-9585
www.gvshp.org

Executive Director
Andrew Berman

Board of Trustees

I write to call attention to the inaccurate and misleading images included in the
application for a new building at this address, which was recently approved by the
Commission. We have recently been made aware that this application contains
numerous skewed and incorrect images which make the proposed new building look
smaller in relation to surrounding buildings and its context than it actually would be.

President
Arthur Levin

Vice President
Justine Leguizamo

Vice President
Trevor Stewart

Secretary /Treasurer
Allan G. Sperling

Trustees
Mary Ann Arisman
Tom Birchard
Richard Blodgett
Kyung Choi Bordes
Tom Cooper
Jessica Davis

Cassie Glover

Given the importance of judging a proposed new building in context and in relation to its
surroundings, this is a serious and troubling discovery. As you know, the question of the
appropriateness of this proposed building’s size and relationship to its surroundings was
one which was raised by many in public testimony on the application, including the
Greenwich Village Society for Historic Preservation, and by the Commissioners
themselves. In fact, the Commission directed the applicant to reduce the height of the
building to address some of these concerns, which was done.
However, apparently both the old and the new application materials consistently showed
the proposed building as being smaller, less prominent, and less visible in relation to its
context and surroundings than it would actually be (see attached materials). Given that
this was the basis upon which the public and the Commission judged, commented upon,
and debated the proposed design’s appropriateness, this is a significant problem.
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I am sure you will agree that upholding the integrity of the application and review
process for changes to historic districts is of the utmost importance. Maintaining an
appropriate scale and relationship among buildings in a historic district like the
Greenwich Village Historic District is also especially important, given the key role that
such factors play in defining that district’s character and sense of place.
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These failings in this application call into question the integrity and suitability of the
approvals it received. I urge you to consider these substantive flaws in the process and
consider an appropriate remedy which would maintain the reliability of the process and
discourage other applicants from providing similar skewed and inaccurate material.
I look forward to your response.
Sincerely,

Andrew Berman
Executive Director

Cc: Mayor de Blasio
Members of the Landmarks Preservation Commission
City Council Speaker Corey Johnson
Manhattan Borough President Gale Brewer
State Senator Brad Hoylman
Assemblymember Deborah Glick
Community Board #2, Manhattan
Municipal Art Society
New York Landmarks Conservancy
Historic Districts Council

Application shows building at 552-556 Hudson
Street as approximately the same height as
parapet of proposed building.
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In fact, 552-556 Hudson Street is actually about 40% shorter than parapet height of proposed building, as
illustrated by this photograph showing its height relative to 550 Hudson Street.

The buildings to the
left and right of the
rendering of the
proposed building
are in true
perspective.
In the “previous”
rendering the
cornice line should
be higher than the
parapet of the
building to the right,
and in the “updated”
rendering
(approved) it should
be the same height
as the parapet of the
building to the right.
But the rendering
actually shrinks the
proposed building as
it extends to the
right, making it
appear smaller than
it is in relation to the
building to the right.
The top of the
cornice should, for
example, line up
with the dotted red
line in the “updated”
image.
As is also visible with
the yellow line
drawn from the true
perspective of the
windows on the
building to the left,
the proposed
building as rendered
shrinks down as it
moves to the right
out of proportion
with the surrounding
buildings, making it
appear smaller than
it would be in
comparison to the
building to the right.

As in other images from the application, you can see from the true perspective of the actual buildings in
these images that the renderings of the proposed building shows it shrinking relative to other buildings
around it, making it appear smaller than it actually would in context.

