Protect the Village Historic District

www.ProtectTheVillage.org 

Below are some ideas you might want to include in your comments for the July 15th meeting:

Basic Objections:

1. O'TOOLE MUST BE PRESERVED. The O'Toole building is a distinguished building by a noted architect and makes an important contribution to the historic district and its neighborhood. It could easily be adapted for use as a hotel, a school or for other purposes. On May 6, 2008, every Landmarks Preservation Commissioner stated that this building was important and must be preserved. Its historic significance is also recognized by state and federal commissions. St. Vincent's bought the O'Toole Building knowing that it was subject to the restrictions set forth in the Landmarks Preservation Law. The purchase price reflected this. They should continue to be bound by those restrictions. 

2. ST. VINCENT'S HAS NOT PROVED HARDSHIP. The law says that any finding of hardship is contingent on the absence of any alternatives. This is not the case. St. Vincent's has not shown that it cannot modernize its facilities by reusing (or by demolishing and rebuilding) Coleman, Link and Cronin. Such demolition could be staged and the newly vacated Cabrini hospital buildings used as a temporary substitute. This is an obvious solution, as no landmarked buildings would be demolished and the up-zoning that the hospital received in 1980 because it served a public purpose would be retained by the hospital, not given to Rudin.

3. There are Alternatives to this Plan. There are other, more suitable places for St. Vincent's to build that will enable St. Vincent's to continue to serve the neighborhood without destroying the character and fabric of the Historic District. Beyond the potential East Campus solution, alternative sites exist on the West Side within St. Vincent's catchment area. These include the Sixth Avenue site, which can be enlarged through purchase.

4. ST. VINCENT'S PROPOSAL DOES NOT BEST SERVE THE COMMUNITY. St. Vincent's is selling off 85% of its current campus and boxing itself in to a tiny footprint. When the hospital next needs to modernize, where will it go? Will it claim hardship on the triangle? Or move to an alternate location and leave the outdated hospital to be turned another massive residential building?

5. THE PROPOSED HOSPITAL BUILDING IS TOO BIG AND TOO DENSE. It would be completely out of keeping with and would overwhelm the Historic District. The Greenwich Village Historic District is no place for a skyscraper. 

6. THE EAST SIDE PROPOSAL (RUDIN) REMAINS TOO TALL AND TOO DENSE. Reiss should be preserved, which will preserve the continuity of the older brick buildings on 12th Street. The wraparound retail is inappropriate, as is the fourth parking garage on 12th Street, whose construction would threaten the older buildings on this block.

7. GREENWICH VILLAGE HAS FACED DOWN THE DEVELOPERS BEFORE. Since the 1960s developers, planners, and politicians have called for such "essential and vital" improvements as a road through Washington Square and square-block demolition urban renewal projects. Those who fought for The Village were called "elitist snobs." But these projects were defeated, and it has since become clear that NOT ONE of these projects that would have destroyed The Village was "essential and vital." The current St. Vincent's/Rudin proposal is the same old brew in the same old package.
