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The City of New York

Manhattan Community Board 8
Landmarks Committee, July 18, 2011 – 6:30PM

Hunter College, 68th Street and Lexington Avenue, West Building, Lecture Hall Rm 615

Present:  Jane Parshall, Teri Slater, Elizabeth Ashby, Marco Tamayo, Susan Evans, Michele Birnbaum, David Helpern, David Liston, Joie Anderson 

Absent Excused:   Christina Davis, Kenneth Austin, 

1. 163 East 73rd Street (Lexington and Third Avenues)-- INDIVIDUAL LANDMARK – Upper East Historic District -- Mr. Charles Calcagni, Architect – Application is to construct a rooftop addition and  to reconstruct the rear façade.

THIS APPLICATION IS DIVIDED INTO TWO PARTS:  Part 1:  Rooftop addition and Part 2:  Reconstruction of rear elevation

Part 1: Rooftop addition 

WHEREAS 163 East 73rd Street is a late Romanesque Revival carriage house designed by Thomas Rae and constructed in 1896-1897.

WHEREAS 163 East 73rd Street is one of two individually landmarked carriage houses on 73rd Street; 161 East 73rd Street is the other. 
WHEREAS 161 East 73rd Street, the twin, has an existing rooftop addition.

WHEREAS the rooftop addition will be set back approx. 17’ 8” at the front and set back approx. 18’ 1/4th “at the rear.

WHEREAS the addition has sloping roofs which minimize the roof profile especially at the rear. 

WHEREAS the overall height of the addition is 9’ from the top of the cornice; the overall height of the carriage house will now be 40’7” – the existing overall height to the cornice is 31’.

WHEREAS all mechanicals are to be located at the basement level. 
THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that Part 1 of this application – the rooftop addition -- is approved as presented.

VOTE: 6 in favor (Ashby, Evans, Helpern, Parshall, Slater, Tamayo), 2 against (Anderson, Birnbaum)
Part 2 – Reconstruction of the rear elevation

WHEREAS at the rear there are window openings that were put in subsequent to the original construction of the carriage house. 

WHEREAS these windows are non-historic aluminum windows and include a large window 10’8” high x 18’ wide that was added sometime in the 1980s.  

WHEREAS the applicant proposes two new aluminum windows set within the brick wall of the rear elevation at the first and second floor:  at the first floor an opening 10’8” high and approx. 14 ½’ wide and at the second floor an opening 7’ high and approx. 14 ½’ wide. 

WHEREAS the division between the two floors would be in limestone; the limestone division would be 4’ high.

WHEREAS there are no existing drawings or photographs of the original rear elevation.

WHEREAS East 73rd Street between Lexington and Third Avenues is a block of particularly fine carriage houses.

WHEREAS the proposed new rear elevation is heavily glazed; there is no reference to the front elevation.

WHEREAS the proposed new rear elevation presents as too institutional and too modern with too much glazing – and thus is out of character with the historic design of the carriage house.
THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that Part 2 of this application -- the reconstruction of the rear elevation -- is disapproved as presented.
VOTE: 6 in favor (Anderson, Ashby, Birnbaum, Evans, Parshall, Slater),   2 against (Helpern, Tamayo)

2. 124 East 62nd Street (Park and Lexington Avenues)– Upper East Side Historic District – Mr. Bill Higgins, Higgins Quasebarth & Partners,   Application is to legalize a Landmarks Preservation Commission violation for the illegal installation of an areaway fence.
WHEREAS 124 East 62nd Street is an Italinate-style brownstone house designed by Robert Mook and constructed in 1869-70.

WHEREAS 124 East 62nd Street is referred to as a “no style” building in the District designation report.

WHEREAS the current owners did not install the areaway fence -- the current owners inherited the fence when they purchased the property. 
WHEREAS at the beginning of the 20th century, row houses of this style were often renovated to simplify the façade – a taller fence is in keeping with the vocabulary of this style of converted house.

WHEREAS the 1940s tax photo indicates a lower railing and at the time of the historic district designation the fence was probably 3 to 3 ½’ high

WHEREAS the current fence is approx. 6 ½’ high and about 5’ out from the front of the house

WHEREAS there is no documentation available as to when the fence was originally installed.

WHEREAS while the height of the fence stands out on the block and in the historic district, the current owners were not responsible for its installation.

THEFORE BE IT RESOLVED that this application is approved as presented.

VOTE:  8 in favor (Anderson, Ashby, Birnbaum, Evans, Helpern, Parshall, Slater, Tamayo)

3. 32 East 74th Street  (between Park Avenue and Madison Avenue) – Upper East Side Historic District – Higgens Quasebarth & Partner.   Application is for façade restoration (including stucco repairs and steel window restoration on the front and rear elevations), a minimally visible rooftop addition and a rear yard extension.

WHEREAS 32 East 74th Street is an international style residence that William Lescaze designed and built in 1934-35.

WHEREAS THIS APPLICATION IS DIVIDED INTO THREE PARTS:  Part 1: Rearyard Extension; Part 2: Rooftop Addition; and Part 3: Movement of the Front Door.

Part 1: Rearyard Extension

WHEREAS the rearyard presently includes a hardscape that covers nearly all of the ground in the rearyard other than plantings on the perimeters; the applicant proposes to remove 40% of the hardscape and create a lover level family room and gym room separated by a courtyard over which a small bridge will be set.

WHEREAS the applicant proposes to extend the height of the party wall on the West side of the rearyard by 3’6” while the height of the party wall on the East side of the rearyard will remain the same.

WHEREAS the proposed rearyard extension will result in a below grade interior space and is in keeping with the current design of the building.
THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the proposed rearyard extension is approved as presented.

VOTE:  7 in favor (Ashby, Birnbaum, Evans, Helpern, Liston, Parshall, Tamayo), 2 against (Anderson, Slater)

Part 2: Rooftop addition 

WHEREAS the applicant proposes to construct a rooftop addition that will include two chimney extensions - one for the boiler flue and the other for an existing chimney in order to be Code compliant - and a penthouse with a 9’ ceiling height, 12 feet overall height above the existing roof, set back 19 ½ feet from the front facade, and set back 6 feet from the back facade, and will include stucco in the front, brick in the back with a transom made of glass and metal.  

WHEREAS the proposed rooftop addition is consistent with the architect’s original design as per prior drawings and is consistent with the current character and configuration of the building.
THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the proposed rearyard extension is approved as presented.

VOTE:  8 in favor (Ashby, Birnbaum, Evans, Helpern, Liston, Parshall, Slater, Tamayo), 1 against (Anderson)

Part 3: Movement of the Front Door

WHEREAS the applicant proposes to move the front door from its existing location forward by five feet.

WHEREAS the proposed movement of the front door will result in the front door being relocated to a position consistent with the original design of the building and at a plane at which two different materials meet and is therefore appropriate for the character and configuration of the building.
THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the proposed movement of the front door is approved as presented.

VOTE:  5 in favor (Evans, Helpern, Parshall, Slater, Tamayo), 4 against (Anderson, Ashby, Birnbaum, Liston)

4. 14 East 90th Street (Fifth and Madison Avenues) – Carnegie Hill Historic District – Hamilton Air Company   Application is to install through-the-wall air conditioning units.

WHEREAS 14 East 90th Street is a neo-Renaissance style apartment building, that J.E.R. Carpenter designed and built in 1928-29.

WHEREAS the applicant wishes to install two through-the-wall air condition units 27” wide and 16 3/4” high through the exterior wall of a fourth floor apartment between the arches below the windows of the apartment.

WHEREAS the proposed installation of air conditioning units would have a deleterious effect on the arches and ornamentation below the applicant’s apartment, 
THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that this application is disapproved as presented.

VOTE:  8 in favor (Anderson, Ashby, Birnbaum, Evans, Helpern, Liston, Parshall, Tamayo), 1 abstention (Slater).

5. 822 Madison Avenue (68th and 69th Streets) – Upper East Side Historic District – Mr. William Fellows, Architect.   Application is to modify the window openings in the two-story retail base.

WHEREAS 822 Madison is a neo-Grec style rowhouse designed by Charles Buek and constructed in 1881-82 and altered both in the early 20th century and in the mid-20th century.

WHEREAS there is now a single entry to both the retail space at the first and second floors and the residential space above.

WHEREAS the applicant proposes to raise the retail window by 12” and widen the retail window from 6’8” to 7’9”.

WHEREAS within the new proposed 7’9” glass window the applicant proposes a 3’ wide door for the retail space; the existing door will only service the residential apartments.

WHEREAS the new glass door (using part of the new higher window to be created) is at grade.

WHEREAS because of the increase in the height of the glazing at the ground level to create the at-grade door to the retail space, the height of the windows at the 2nd floor are now 11’ shorter.  

WHEREAS the applicant proposes to retain all of the original ornamentation around the windows.
THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that this application is approved as presented.

VOTE:  9 in favor (Anderson, Ashby, Birnbaum, Evans, Helpern, Liston, Parshall, Slater, Tamayo)

6. 815 Madison Avenue (68th Street) – Upper East Side Historic District – Mr. William Fellows, Architect.   Application is to replace the existing storefront.

WHEREAS 815 Madison Avenue is a rowhouse built in 1881-82, re-designed in the neo-Georgian style by Walter B. Chambers in 1926. 

WHEREAS the current storefront is not in keeping with original design and materials of the building and the applicant proposes to remove the two external display cases and move the existing doors and replace them with two aligned doors both recessed 6’ from the front of the building.

WHEREAS the proposed changes present a clear solution to the current configuration which is presently at odds with the original character of the building and preserves protected and distinctive architectural elements.
THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that this application is approved as presented.
VOTE:  9 in favor (Anderson, Ashby, Birnbaum, Evans, Helpern, Liston, Parshall, Slater, Tamayo)
7. 116 East 78th Street (Park and Lexington Avenues) – Upper East Side Historic District – Mr. Lee H. Harris, Architect.  Application is to replace the windows and the doors and to alter the façade and the rooftop.

WHEREAS 116 East 78th Street is a neo-Georgian style residence constructed in 1866 and altered in 1909-10 by Rouse & Goldstone.

WHEREAS 116 East 78th Street has a brick and limestone façade, a rusticated stone first story with brick above; a parlor floor with full length windows each with an iron balcony with a center window distinguished by a broken-arch pediment with a cartouche supported on carved console brackets. The cornice has been removed and the fifth floor is set back of the cornice line and now presents as a plaster mass.
WHEREAS at the front, the applicant proposes to replace all the windows with in-kind wood windows and restore all of the existing iron-work.

WHEREAS at the top of the house, the applicant proposes restoring the original entablature including the balustrade with a mansard dormered roof above.  The roof will be made of a lead-coated copper.

WHEREAS at the rear, there is a complicated series of additions, including an addition that is raised up on columns or pillars so that it provides a cover for a patio at the ground level and presents as a cantilever over the ground level.  The applicant’s intent is to capture some of the elements of the front elevation and reinterpret them at the rear.

WHEREAS the applicant proposes to lower the bulkheads at the roof and thus lower the roof by 2 ½’ and pull back the rear elevation by 1’ so that the rear yard increases from 19’ 2” to a deeper 20’3”.  The masonry of the rear elevation will continue down to the ground level, thus removing the cantilevered aspect of the house.

WHEREAS also at the rear, the applicant proposes pulling back the 5th floor by approx. 7 ½’

WHEREAS at the roof, the stair bulkhead (now 12’ x 8’) will be removed so that the projections for the mechanicals on the roof will be decreased by approx. 96 sq. ft.  

WHEREAS the brick proposed for the rear elevation will match the brick at the front elevation; the window surrounds at the rear will be made of limestone and there will be julliet balconies at some of the windows at the 2nd and 3rd floors.

WHEREAS the windows at the rear elevation will be similar to a “Hopes” window and will have steel frames.
WHEREAS at the rear, the applicant is not trying to create a “historicist” elevation, but rather an elevation that does have a few of the elements of the front elevation but not entirely mimicking the front.

WHEREAS at the front of the house, the applicant proposes to install a fence and projecting gates that were part of the original drawings for the house but never executed.  The motifs/elements on the existing grillwork for the doors and windows that are being restored at the ground level will be repeated in the new fence and gates.  The new fence and projecting gates will be 29” high and will align with the existing front steps.

WHEREAS the applicant proposes to restore the original character to the house with an appropriate and elegant design.

WHEREAS the applicant proposes to reduce the overall mass of the building.

THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that this application is approved as presented.

VOTE:  9 in favor (Anderson, Ashby, Birnbaum, Evans, Helpern, Liston, Parshall, Slater, Tamayo)  

8. 900 Fifth Avenue (71st and 72nd Streets) – Upper East Side Historic District – Mr. David Fratianne, Architect.  Application is to alter the canopy and the entry.

WHEREAS 900 Fifth Avenue is a modern style apartment building designed by Sylvan Bien and built in 1958. 
WHEREAS the applicant proposes to install new storefront steel frame windows with metal mullions and frameless glass doors in an existing opening at the front entrance facade. 
WHEREAS the applicant proposes to install a painted steel frame and glass canopy awning with columns that are more tubular than the columns of the existing canopy which is comprised of canvas and stainless steel. 
WHEREAS the above-mentioned steel and glass canopy will be 8' wide and 9' high, replacing the existing canopy which is 17 1/2 feet wide, 9' high at one point, and up to 12' at another point. 
WHEREAS the proposed steel and glass canopy and the proposed changes to the entrance facade are will be more consistent with the design of the building than that which is currently in place. 

THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that this application is approved. 

VOTE: 8 in favor (Anderson, Ashby, Birnbaum, Evans, Helpern, Liston, Slater, Tamayo) 1 abstention (Parshall).

9. 140 East 63rd Street (aka 136-146 East 63rd Street, 813-817 Lexington Avenue [Barbizon Hotel] 
Discussion of a resolution in support of a Landmarks Preservation Commission proposal.
WHEREAS The Friends of the Upper East Side Historic Districts submitted the request for evaluation of 140 East 63rd Street.

WHEREAS 140 East 63rd Street was designed in the North Italian Renaissance style with eclectic detailing by Murgatroyd and Ogden and constructed in 1927-28.

WHEREAS 140 East 63rd Street was listed on the National Register of Historic Places in 1982.

WHEREAS 140 East 563rd Street was built as a residence for single women who at that time were increasingly attending college and seeking professional careers.

WHEREAS the 23-story Barbizon is an excellent representative of the 1920s apartment hotel building type with step-back massing that reflects the influence of the 1916 zoning code while the detailing of the lower stories and upper rooflines display a mastery of the eclectic ornamentation popular at the time of the building’s construction.

WHEREAS the Barbizon, which retains a high degree of architectural integrity since it was constructed, has not just contributed to the architectural history of this great city but to its social history as well by providing, at the time, inexpensive housing for single women.  Many of the residents of the Barbizon were famous actresses, models, authors, and artists and included Alice Sachs who was an editor at Crown Books and for many years the co-chair of the Landmarks Committee of Community Board 8.
THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that this Committee supports giving an individual Landmarks designation to 140 East 63rd Street. 

VOTE:  8 in favor (Anderson, Ashby, Birnbaum, Evans, Liston, Parshall, Slater, Tamayo), 1 recusing (Helpern)

10. Borough board resolution - Please see attached.
The Landmarks Committee adopted the resolution as presented.  
VOTE: 9 in favor (Anderson, Ashby, Birnbaum, Evans, Helpern, Liston, Parshall, Slater, Tamayo). 
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