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The Late Unpleasantness:
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Perey Preston |

‘ ~ hen the Rev, Thomas Dix Bowers was called as rectonr of

St. Bartholomew's Church in 1978, the parish thac awaned him
was primanily elderlv and stable, but one that sponsored o com-
munity club for voung adudts with over one thousand members,
According 1o the responses to asurvey sent to the TURT parishio-
ners in September TO78035.5% were age sintv-hve o1 over.and

!

another 2909 were between age filtv and sists-lour Tnoterms of

tenure, 32,70 reported that they had been amember of the pan-
ish for twentv-one vears or more: 26019 said thenr association
was between ten and twenny \(';ll‘s.' Once known for s wealthy,
socially prominent congregation. the parish was living off 1s 1en-
million-dollar endowment while retaining some customs, such as
anumber ol vented pews, from an carlicr cras One conple sull
arvived on Sundavs i then Rolls-Rovee, but the popular percep-
tion of the pavish was of a place where this ady and genteman
were the rules notan exception,

In 1078 annual giving was S5 L.000 throm 163 donors). By
1980, under Bowerss leadershipo this would more than double
10 S277.75 0 But expenses were also inereasing. at o faster pace.

For 1979, St. Bartholomew's posted an operatmg deticit ol

“Stinnoy ol Parish Questionnaire: Resporses™ St Bartholomew’s Chianche ned

fauthon s collectiony,
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St. Bartholomew’s Church

Park Ave. and 50th St., New York City
Photo credit: Christopher Little, 1997

S631T.0007 Part of the increase in expenses was driven by the
rector’s desire lTor new programs, especially ones serving the
wrban poor and homeless. 'To Bowers, people who professed and
called themselves Christian could not sit comfortably in their
church while less fortunate souls outside were going without
tood or sheler. The "Churchiis the Body of Christ. it is not a
building™ was the credo Bowers preached with cloquence and
verve throughout his ministrys He also said “la] magnificent
structure like this [St Bartholomew's| ought to he magnificent in
terms of love and caring and outreach.™ In the face of much

1L Pecrs Brewen nesurer o the parshioners of St Bartholomew's Chnoch, 17
November T9s00se Bartholomew's Chovdh, Parish Arehives (SBCAY Income o all

sotrces totaled S2 001000 TO79hut expenses were 2,655 0060

SN Yk Lo o NYT TO November TOST sec, B 1
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ST. BARTHOLOMEW'S CHURCH ST

obloquy and criticisim over the next ten vears. he did not wanver
in this beliel.

But programs were not the only cause of budgetary pressure,
In 1977-78 the parish had been obliged to spend approsimateh
S200.000 repairing the dome. Given the size and age ol the
building, further expenses of this magnitude were anticipated.

By 1980, the New York City commercial veal estate market
had recovered from the shump of the 19705 when the ey fliveed
with bankrupiey. Between 1978 and 1980, the vacaney rate in
midtown would decline from 80 1o 2700 and the average
askimg rent would vise [rom STL37 10 33233 per square (oot
The inevitable result was pressure on developers to hring more
space to market and competition for building sites.

The overall economic picture was not as favorable. The coun-
oy emerged from a recession i July 1980 the unemplovment
rate for the second quarter was 7.6% natnonwide. During 1979,
the consumer price imdex had visen 1539 and 1980 would see
another double-digit increase. The prime rate stood at 12" cin
September 1980, The Dow Jones Indusirial Average, which had
closed over 1000 in September 19760 would not elose at that
level agaim until November 1986,

The vestry sought to devise a plan to accomplish two goals:
increase the amount ol space avatlable for chureh programs and
maintain the sacred fabrics Tn carly TOSO, a small avoup of vesory-
men beagan quietly to explore the possibility of taking advantage
ol the real estate market to develop the site occupied by the com-
utunity house adjacent to the charch,

In 1970, Mare Haas, then the senior warden of the pavishosold
his stamp collection for approximately 511 million.” I'he nest
vear. he gave one million of the proceeds 1o St Bartholomew's as
an addition to the endowment. For a time, theve was talk of using
his gilt o spark a capital campaign. and a goal of ST2 million was
under discussion. But the vestry concluded that sach o goal was

not viable, and the proposed campaign was shelved.

e Gowdon Officr Mot Bepos £ Janmniny 1986

TNYTOO Angust 1070 wee 20
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In the face of double-digit inflation., a stagnant stock market,
the parish’s current income not keeping up with current
expenses. the ikelihood of further Targe CXPENses 1o maintain
the butlding and no immediate prospect ol a capital campaign,
the vesory fele compelled o explorve the real estate option, espe-
crallv i view of the strong market,

Rumors hegan arrculating that St Bartholomew’s might he “in
plav™ and the story leaked o the press. Tebroke on 19 Septem-
ber TOR0. with the force of the thunderclap: a page one. above-
the-told phiotograph and story in the New Yok Times. The story
veported that the vestry had recetved an offer of S100 million
from an unnamed corporation for the entire site. As an alterna-
tve. sale of the community house was also under consideration.
Mare Haas, spokesman for the pavish, was quoted as saving "no
decision would be reached by the chureh “for three to six
months” and that the church was not ‘woing to rush into this™
Later he said we will give very caretul thought to major prob-
lems such as the relocation of the parish i we sell.™

[aas had amassed a considerable fortune through shrewd
mvestments on Wall Street and through real estate. He had
plaved a major vole inatracting Bowers to St. Burtholomew's in
LO7S and would remain a staunch supporeer until his death in
1990, Not one to brook opposttion, he had litde talent for public
relations and once publicly mvited parishioners who were uncom-
fortuble with Bowers's sivle ol leadership to find another church,

Vhe Tomes article speculated tha the sourcee of the $100 mil-
lion “offer™ was the First Boston Corporation, but they denied
that they were involved " In point of fact. there never was a seri-
ous offer for the entire site: the S100 million figure was
mentioned i an hvpothetical conversation about what the prop-
erty might bring ina sale.

On the Sunday afterv the story broke. a Times reporter
attended the mornimg service at St Bartholomew's. By chance,

the congregation sang a bivimn that included the lines:

CHowever Fost Boston had subinied the outline of o proposal for the developiment
of the community hoose site, Tetter dated 5 September Tast, SBOA

—

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.




ST. BARTHOLOMEW'S CHURCH SO

Foursquare on this loundation
The Church of Christ remains.,
A house to stand unshaken

By floods or winds or rains.”

The ardcle quoted Mare Taas as saving 77 This s gomg 1o geta
long think.”™ The author continued, “Te [Haas| was plaimhy
hopelul that the process miught st the chureh’s imembers and
large corporate netghbors to greater giving.” Quoting Haas
agam, v e re hoping that some people will come forwanrd,
[t]hat would make a difference i our considerations.”™™ T thea
was indeed Haas's strategy — to motivate people into greater giv-
g via a threatened sale of the chureh = 1t certamiy backhired.

People were lefowith the impression — rightly or wrongly -
that the survival of the church building itself was in doubt and
the shock waves reverberated throughout the parish and the

city. Opposition was not long in getting organized,

FHE COMMUNITY REACTTON

A group of parishioners formed an organizaton called " The
Committee to Preserve St Bartholomew™s Church™ with . Sin-
claiv Armstrong as chairman.” Armstrone’s family had a long
association with the parish. where he had been baptized and
confirmed. A Lnwyer and banker by profession, he held o num-
her of governmental positions in the Eisenhower

administration, icluding the chairmanship of the Securities

Hvenn #2055 M Mmool 1932
TNV 22 September TOSH e T3

" The incorporators were Armsirong. johun Chappelland Donald Cliappetl The ongi-
nal how d of divectors inchuded Flizabeth WoBristol and Maorie Ao Browinand the thiee
incorporators. Robert o Morvise Jiowas the tieasirer: Letier from Minsionz o the
author 31 Jul 2000
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and Exchange Commission. Active in charch allans throughout
his Hife, he had for a time been a warden at St Mark's in the
Bowervand plaved a major vole in the rebuilding of the church
following a hire in 19780 Armstrong was well connected in New
York philanthropic and socral cireles. Under different circums-
stances he could have been helpful i rarsing funds Tor St
Bartholomew™s. Recognizing this, Bowers tried to enlist his
support carly in the building controversy. !

he reaction within the parish coudd be traced, i part, 1o the
fact that many people were sull getting used o the stvle and pri-
orities of the rector. St Bartholomew’s had long been known for
the quahiy of s music and preachimg. For decades prior to Bow-
crs’s arrival in 1978, the services had followed an immutable
pattern very much in the Tow-church tradition. Money was sel-
dom mentioned. Yetr on Bowers's first Sunday as rector,
parishioners fonnd the new praver hook in the pews, television
cameras in the churchy different vestments on the clergy and
were asked to exchange the "peace™ for the fivst ume. Although
the changes had been discussed with the vestrys who had given
Bowers o mandate to revitahlize the parvish litde effort had been
made to prepare the congregation. Many people found the
changes jarring. But by 1980, parishioners had become move
accepting. New people were joining the parish tand some had
dhrifted awavy. but there was not a great reservoir of trust and
goodwill between rector vestry and flock to draw onin the face
of i monumentalissue such as the building.

St. Bartholomew™s Church was founded in 1835 in lower
Manhattan. In 1872 the parish moved to a new church at the
corner ol Madison Avenue and L ich Street. David Greer, rector
from 1888 10 1904 and subscequently hishop of New York,

Brent CoBvaling L Baitle of o Bea's o oNew York, TOSS) 71 85, Usetul for the color-
ful description of many parts of the conroversv, Brolin's book appered belore the 1S,
Distiicr Cowrt ruled onthe chureh's petition. Fathermeore, although Sinclaie Armisirong,

and ather members of the Committee oave Brolin then tull co-operation. the recton aned

vestiy rctused o e amvthime 1o do with hin,
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mspired the pavish i aomajor outreach eflort to mmigrant Linni-
lies Iiving in tencments. With the support of the Vanderbilis, o
Large parish house was built on 120d Soreet in which aorange ol
programs were ofleved. For atime. the parish even opervated g
simall hospital, By the Tate 192050 changes e the neighborhood
had obviated the need for such an msututon and the parish
house was sold " The procecds were used to hutld the commu-
nity house adjacent to the church on Park Avenue and S0th
Street to which the parish had moved i TOTS When Bowers
arrived m 19780 the partsh’s outreach effort locused ona com-
munty club lor voung professionals,

Ata meeting attended by several hundved parishioners on 9
October 19800 the treasurer pamted a bleak picture of the futare
ol the parish without signihcant addittonal vevenue. The veson
voted on B October o to sell the church, but to explore devel-
opment of the community house sites Tnoa letter to the panish,
the rector sard the vestey agreed that “Jals a matter of policy, we
will accept no otfer. however bigs enticing, or seeming 1o he the
quick answer” 1o our growing nanaal needs: that woulkd m any
wav harm ot world-renowned chureh or detract from us dedi-
cated missions in God's name.”™'-

In Novemberowhen the vestry Tearned that people were
donating money to the committee thinking the funds would be
used o restore the church they brought suttm New York State
Supreme Court to stop the committee rom calling irselt o com-
mittee to preserve the church, Subsequently the committee
changed s name to 7he Committee to Oppose the Sale ol St
Bartholomew's Church.” This proved to be the fivstm a long
series of litigation between the vestry and the conmittee, but the
only case m which the vestry was the plamtfl At the same e,

Armstrong and his colleagues obtaimed enough signatures on

Ol Clowes Chonless Hie Conterosed Thisteny of SCBeythodcomies s Clicde o the Copyoi No
Yol 1N35-TO55 privinels printed O30 TOS=21T AT0-016

e Rev, Thomas DL Bowers 1o his parishioners: H Octoher TOSOCSBCA
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petitions to put themselves forward as candidates for the vestry
at the annual election m January, However, when Armstrong was
denied isting as he failed to mecet the gqualification of heing a
contributor of record to the parish during the twelve months
prior to the election, he petitioned the court claiming that a
check Tor S50 given in connection with the parish dinner in Jan-
uary 1980 constituted support. As he had not attended the
dinner the judge found that the funds did qualify him as a con-
tributor of record and ordered the vestry o prepare and
distribute new ballots isting Armstrong’s name.

In the January 1981 election, Armstrong and his collcagues
were all defeated, winnimg between 156 1o 199 votes cach, 1o 365 1o
ISt cach for the candidates supporting the rector, A vear later, the

commitiee again contested the vestry election winning between
B

201 1o 295 votes for their slate 1o 333 1o 410 for the rector’s.,

The election set the tone of the frequently acrimonions debate
between the committee and the vestoy over the next decade. The
committee tenaciously resisted the efforts of the VSTV Lo
develop part of its property through contesting parochial elee-
tons, filing actions in state court, a complaint 1o the bishop.
letter-writing campaigns and skillful use of media to influence
public opiion. They also filed a derivative action naming thirty-
one present and former vestry members as defendants, claiming
they had breached their hduciary duty and wasted the parish’s
assets i pursuit of the building project. Although the vesiry
would Jose some skirmishes along the wav. in the end the vestry
prevatled mall the state court actions,

Preservation of historic or architecturally important buildings
is asubject that enjovs wide support in New York Cicy. The land-
marks Law was enacted to prevent further acts of cultural
vandalism such as the destruction of the old Pennsyhvania Sta-
tion and. as the law had been upheld by the United States
Supreme Court ina case involving Grand Central Station, 't the

V' Records ol parochial elecions, st Bartholomew™s Church, SBCAL Although the

Committee would contest several more elections, thenr candidates were alwavs defeated.

M Penn. Conal Trams. Coov Cin of New York, 158 1S, 101 (1078,

—
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preservation community saw the threa to St Bartholomew’s ts a
call to arms. Several prominent residents, Mrs, Vincent Astor,
Jacqueline Kennedy Onassis, Brendan Gill and Philip Johnson,
veterans of the Grand Central strugele, oveanized an mformal
group to oppose the vestes. Notie had any formal relationship o
the parish. The preservationist organizations, led by the Munici-
pal Art Sociery, were not slow to make then opposition known.
Mrs. Onassis hosted a luncheon ar her apartment with 4 number
ol editors and promment New Yorkers to huild support for the
presevvation of the chureh.™ Having someone of her promi-
nence aligned on one side of the argument helped give visibilin
to the struggle. Paul Moore, . the bishop of New York. was one
of the very lew people of amy prominence willing 1o speak up for
St Bartholomew's.,

The press reaction ranged from skepuical 1o negative. The
Noew Yok Times covered the storv as important lacal news with a
total of fifty articles and no less than five editoriads over a decade.
The New York Post was the fivst to comment editorially ton 20
September T980) with a barb thar concluded. “The clders of St
Bartholomew™s do not need forty davs and forty nighis to tind
ther answer, Tois written {for them m the New Testament, [ 1
limothy, Chapter 6:10: "For the love of money is the root ol all
evil.™ The issue generated a small blizzard ol leters 1o the edi-
tor, op-cd preces. avticles i a wide range of publications re.g. in
FOST. New York would run a cover storv under the headline
“Holvy War on Park Avenue™ and. i 1988, a book. Brent Bro-
ho's The Batlle of SNto Bari's. On 26 October 19830, with the
controversy little more than a month old, Ada Louise Huxtable.
the Palitzer Prize-winning architectural eritic, wrote a scathing
Sunday Week in Review picee under the headline “The Sell-Off
at St Bartholomew's™,

I Faust exchanged his soul for immortality, the tempiation of
St Bartholomew's is the more pragmatce lure of financial

U New Yk 1 December TONL
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sccurity.The trials of conscrence that have sent saints mto
poverty and the desert have delivered St Barts mio the
hands of the real estate brokers.../That the heauty of the St
Bartholomew's block contributes to the spivitual weltare of the
city and all of 1ts people 1s not part of the veckoning. The qual-
iy ol the church's art and architecture are well-known. but
the serenmty and public avarlabiliey ot its sun-filled and flower-
ing garden i the congested commercial heart of the city are a
particular gift of grace to New York City. Onlv in o culture
wheve commeraal values have vanquished spiritual vatues
would such a church and its setting not be considered a legacy
bevond price from the past o the })1‘(‘5('111."'

In this artidle, Huxtable framed the debate as perceived by many
people in New York,

St. Bartholomew’s Church was designed by Bertram Grosve-
nor Goodhue and built between 1916 and 1918 incorporating
Stanford White's triple povtal from the carlier church. The
dome and much of the interior decoration were added in 1930.
Although Goodhue described Sto Bartholomew's in his private
correspondence as “a strange abervation m Ttalan Romanesque
of sorts,” he succeeded in blending 2 number of historical forms
imto a butlding that convevs the mmianence ol God. provides a
worship space scating 1250 i which evervone could see and
hear the preachern and is vichly decorated with biblical scenes in
marble. mosaic, bronze, stained glass and painting.' Following
Goodhue's death in 1924 the community house was constructed
in 1927 by hits successor firm. Through careful use of simikar
brick o the western tacade of the community house the viewer,
especially from the south-west, saw a single. unified composition.

Admired as an oasis of beauty and light on one of the busiest

PN 26 October TOSO sec 1 p. s,

P Ricdhard Oliver, Bevtraom Crosoenor Goodhie . (Cambridge, TOR5) LR See also

Chesune Smche SEBarthaloseas Clisoel on the City of N York 0N ew York, TOSR) for the
building histors and diseussion of the historical sources.
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thoroughfares in the city, St Bartholomew's was also the oldest
building on its part ol the avenue and valued for the continuy it
represented. Any proposed change in it was regarded as an
assault on the very fabric—social and physical—of the an. I'he
argument put forward by the rector that the tenets of Christian-
ity obliged the parish to use its real estate to support IS mission,
was grected with skepticism in the press.

In December TOROL i an interview with a Virginia newspaper.

Bowers expanded on his beliefs:

[ every place God has given us some theological issue. THere.
as 1see it the issue is between architectural idolany versus the
mission ol the chureh, We've finallv got an issue that cuts
through the life of the parish and people have to think about
what the church means.
In Atlanta the question was whether the poor could be cared
for by the church or whether it was a haven just for people
who are like-minded. THere the question is what is the place of
buildings. some sav itis sacrosanct and we cannot change one
sStone.
1t Christ has called me to be the curator ol a muscum. a care-
taker of buildings. if that's really perecived as my major pur-
pose i His name. then I'mowasting v time and - His
TOeSOUTCES.
That picce of property [St Bartholomew’s) can be used o
translorm the entive Episcopal ministry in this diocese. to help
the sultering seminaries, to infuse new life immto churches that
are about 1o die, v

As he implicd i the mterview. Bowers was no stranger to con-
troversy. In his previous parishes he had confronted issues he
(eIt stronghy about head-on and prevailed i the face of resis-
ance. AUSG Patrick’s Church in Washington. DC during the

1960s the issue was the racial integration of the pavish. At St

P For example, see Wadl Steet forrnal .24 fanany TOS6. 26

YU e Pilod. Ledger-Sto, 28 December 1980 secs G
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Luke's in Atlanta a decade Later i was feeding and shelterving the
poor and homeless. But both of those matters could be
addressed with a degree of moval clarity that did not obtain with
the preservation issue.

In Junc 1981, the vestry sought to present its view and move
the debate onto theological ground by publishing "\ 'Theology
for the Mumstey of St Bartholomew’s Parish™ T discussing the
role ol rehigion in society, the statement pointed out that “the
purposce of most major religions is to bring people into a rela-
tnonship with God. a relattonship that gives meaning and
purposc to ther lives.” 'The Christian credo was summanrtzed in
words tamilian to every Episcopalian: “Yhou shalt love the Lord
thy God with adl dhiv hiearts and with all thy soull and with all thy
mind. This is the first and grcat commandment. And the second
is like unto e Thou shalt tove thy neighbor as thyself, On these
two commandments hang all the Law and the Prophets.”

I'he statement acknowledged that "Beautiful buildings. par-
tcularly churches. have been helpful in bringing people into a
relationship and lile with God by Lifting thew spivits, inspirving
their imaginations, sensitizing them to the mysterious and holy
presence of Godoand by simplyv being the place in which the
community of faithtul gathers. .7 Tt went on o pledge that St
Bartholomew’s would strive 1o use hifty percent of the annual
meome recenved rom a development of'its property outside the
pavish. Lo concluded with the beliet that theve was @ moral and
Christian imperative (o 1ake advantage ot the opportunity
offered. "To do less would he blasphemy because it would be
idolatrous.” The statement was signed by the rector and all
members of the vestey, When it appeared as a full-page adver-
usement m the Tomes, 1t imcluded the endorsements ol nineteen
religions leaders from a varicty of faiths = Eventually, another
sixteen would add then signatres.

As theology. the statement may have seemed sound, but it
appearcd nine months into the controversy and St. Barcho-

RS YA DN Jume TUST see, B2
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~1

lomew’s was never able to detime the debate on s terms.
Brendan Gill the New Yorker writer and chairman ol the New
yYork Landmarks Conservaney, responded to the accusiation of
idolatry in an op-cd piece m TOS4L He wrote that after scarching
lis conscience as o whether he had stepped over aline hetween
admiring architecture and worshiping it am convineed that
mv feelings in respect to architeciure remain. like Ben Johnson's
[eelings in respect to Shakespeare, “on this side Jof] idolany 7!
Clearhy the suggestion that they might be violating the second
comnundment did not deflect people mthe Preservation move-
ment from their goal of preserving St Bartholomew's Chureh
and community house mtact.

In October T981. the vestry prepared and sent 1o all parishio-
ners 4 thick volume entitled “Sccuring the Puture of St
Bartholomew s Church and its Ministey™. Inaddition to the
theological statement. the book included a history ol the parishs
outrcach to the community, an explanation of why the veston felt
the existing space within the commumity lowuse was imadequate
to the parish’s needs.achist ol necded repairs and mprovements
to the phyvsical plant preparved by the chureh's architects esti-
mated 1o cost $7.697.000, aundited fimancial statements toy the
period 1976 o TO80 and fimancial projections prepared by the
treasurer estimating the parish’s income and expenses for the
next ten vears, Fhe projections indicated that by TORS the parish
would have o cumulative net operating loss of STH265.000 and
would have completely exhausted its endowment.” (What the
vestry could not anticipate. of course. was the bull marker in
cquities that began in 1982 and.m the manner of a rising tde
lifting all hoats. would maimtain the solvency of the parishy)

Included in the book was background information about the
decision of the New York Landmarks Preservation Commission

1o award imndmank status 1o St Bartholomew’s Church and com-

TNYVLUR Janteas TONEID

USBOA
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munity house m 19670 A that time. the then vector and vesim
were reluctant to accept such designation fearing that funre cir-
cumstances might oblige the parish to modily 1ts building or
even move. They negotated some qualifving language with the
commission that was included in the designation report. One
sentence read T by this designation of the Landmark and Land-
mark site. 1t 1 not mtended to {reeze the structures i their
present state or o prevent the alteration ol existing structures or
the crection of other structures necded to mecet the Church's
requirenients m the fature.” "

Although the church accepred the designation in good faith,
the commission would Later maintain that this qualifving lan-
guage was only precatory.

To mollity feelings within the pavish, in TOST the vestry
adopted a change to its by-laws to require a vote by the tull par-
ish prior to any sale or lease of the real estate located at Park
Avenue and 50th Street. Such a byv-law (first urged by Avrm-
strong) was contrary to both the canons of the Episcopal church
and New York State Jaw, which recogmyzed the vestry as the body
corporate of the pavish with sole authority to make such deci-
stons. Notwithstanding this. once on the books the courts would
maintain that the vestry had to obey the byv-Law.

In December 1981, the parish voted on the proposal to build
a hifty-nine story otlice tower on the site of the community house.
A vote hield a month caonhier had been blocked by court order
obtaimed by the committec, Onee the ballots had been cast, the
baltor box was transported downtown to the comrthouse where
the votes were counted under the supervision of the judge. The
vote, 575 m favor to 350 against. was announced from the

21

beneh.

S handmarks Preservanon Commission designation report #LP-0275 16 March 1967,

UYL Decembey TUST 30
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FHE PROPOSED BUTLDINGS

‘To help sort through proposals from competing developers,
the vestry engaged Landauer Assoctated. o frm with wide expe-
rience m the New York commercial real estate market. Dean
Robert Geddes of the Princeton University School of Avchitee-
ture agreed to xerve as consultant on acsthetic matters. to help
ensure any new structure would be as compatible as possible
with the church,

Beginning with nine developers ancluding Donald Trump)
who expressed mrerest, the Tist was reduced to three and the ves-
try then selected Howard Ronson. a British developer starnng to
make his mack in New York. Not only did Ronson otfer the hest
deal fimancially, but also Dean Geddes Hiked his design bese ot all,
Ronson’s architect, Peter Capone of Edward Durell Stone Associ-
ates, had designed a filtvenime story, glass-sheathed tower
containing 760,000 square feet of space. Within the building. the
chureh would Tave use of a0 75,000 square-loot condonmnunm con-
taining a theater swimming pool. gvin. calé, meeting rooms,
oflices, lounges and public arcas, much of which would be below
erade. This would he an merease of approximately bifty percent in
available space over the existing community house. The deal was
structured as @ [00-vear ground lease. with the church retaiming
ownership of the land. A the end ol the T00-vewr term. ownership
of the tower would pass to the church. The church wouald receive
rent of 9.5 million per vear for the fisst ten vears alter construe-
tion was complete. and higher rents in subsequent vears.™

Inan effort to leave the terrace and garden mtact, and o pre-
serve the view of the chureh Trom Park Avenue, the footprint of
the proposed building would have been the same as that of the
community house. The western facade of the community house
would be mcorporated into the new building. However part ol
the tower would be cantilevered over the apse ol the church.

Once the desigu was made public it was excortated by Paul

Goldberger m a front-page appraisal i the New bk Tones. He

“Anthony P Maoshall to the vestrn, T Novernber JOR5 with enclosunes, SBCA
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called it the wrong building in the wrong place™ and said “[1]he
architects are trving to save St Bartholomew's with mirrors, and
itis agross and awkward solution,™"

he next (wo vears were taken up with obtaiming the neces-
sary approvals of the bishop and the standing committee of the
diocese, negotiating with Ronson and skirmishing with the com-
mittee. The conract to lease was hnally signed on 8 December
1985, and the vestry submitted an application wo the Landmarks
Preservation Comuuission for a Certificate ol Appropriatencess on
12 December. The contract included a commitment by the
church to pursuce all egal avenues up to the United Staies
Supreme Court if necessary,

The Landmarks Preservanon Commission’s hearing was a
very full divoimclnding a presentation by the architect about the
proposed building, testimony about the needs ol the parish, an
cndorsement ot the project by Bishop Moore and objections
from the preservaton community. On 12 June 19814 the com-
mission vored X 1o 0 to deny the request. In part, their leter
stated that “the proposed new butlding competes with, mini-
mizes and trivializes the landmark through its massing. size and
location relaiive to the church by its Tack of harmony m terms of
materials. and through its destruction of the relationship
between the churchy the community house and the terraces and
gardens.

The vestry and the developer opted to try again with a new
design thatwould. they hoped, address the concerns of the com-
misstoners expressed at the hearing, The second building was
designed to have oo masonry exterior, be fortv-seven stories high
and encompass 313871 square feet. The pavish would have use
ot a 60,000 square-foot area within the building. Unlike the fust
design. this was an as-of-right huilding so no wuanicipal approv-
als other than that ot the Tandmarks panel were needed. The

CNYLO0 Ocaobher 1O

S Gene AN ornan, drarman, Landimar ks Presenation Commmission, 1o the Res. § ho-
ns D Dovers vecton 21 bane TOSE SPBO AL
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annual rental to be received by the parish would he S35 million,
or approxintteh one-third the amount in the first deal.™™ This
second design would be submitted to a vaote of the parish. hut
not until 1986 and then under court orders when it was
approved 103 1o 2 107" At the time of the vote on the second
building, Bishop Moore again urged parishioners to vore im
avor, writing "1 uphold vour view ol the Church as @ center of
compassion. an instrument of justice and a place ol worship.
rather than mervely an esthetcally pleasing monument.” "

Paul Goldberger, writing in the fimes, allowed that the "new
design seems carnesthy o o to velate to the comples and ditti-
cult site on which the community house now stands...” But he
clearly had reservations about imserting any building into the
bBlock and concluded “Is]o this buildimyg is havdlv there vet,
chimged though icis. ™!

While the commission was considering the second apphication,
the Times ran an editorial wrging City Hall to broker accompro-
mise between the parties. Tesuggested that one way out would be
for the indmarks Lov to be amended 1o allow nonprohit owners
to sell their development vights Cair vighis™ over a much
arcater distance than is now allowed. ~

On 9 July 1985, the Landmarks Preservation Commission
unanimoush rejected the second proposed building. They
“found that the proposed demolition of the community house
and terraced gardens and the proposed design for the new
building and plaza do not protect or enhance the exterior arehi-

tectural features which caase the Tandmark to possess i spec 1al

T Real batate Development Commttee of the vestiy 1o parshioners of S Baitho
lomenw™s Church, 19 December TOS ESBCA

SUNYLO2E Seprember TORG secs B3

U he Re Res. Paul Moore, 1o the vecor wardens and vesiny of St Bartholomen's
Churche b Seprember FOs6.SBOA

FNYL28 December TOS L sec B

CNYLO2S NLuch TONDL 22,
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acsthetic and historic interest and value.™ Convinced that no

building that could be designed tor the site would be approved

by the commission, the vestry then made plans to apply for relief

under the hardship provision of the landmarks law by making

an Tapplication for a certilicate ol appropriateness on ground off

isuthicient return.” Ha charviey could successfully demonstrate
that mamtenance ol then lindmark property either physically or
fmancially prevented or seriously interfered with carrving out
their charitable purpose. then the lindmark designation could

he vorded.

THE HARDSHIP APPLICNTTION

In connection with this application, the vestry commissioned
O Brien-Krentzberg & Associates, Inc. to prepare a detailed sur-
vey ol the condition of the church and community house and
estimates of the cost of restoring both to first-class condition,
mcluding upgrading the building svstems, Their estimates,
mcluding contimgencies and fees, came to $5.339.273 for the
church.and 85,673,360 for the community house. totaling
STHOG2.633.

Furthermore. to substantiate the clam that the parish lacked
sutficient space for its programs. a space analysis of the commu-
nity house was prepared by Walker Associations, Ine. They
fornd that the community house contained gross arca of 51,6:49
square feeto but only 33,325 square leet of usable space (spreacd
over seven levelsy due to the amount of space occupied by build-
g svstems, an shatts, thick masonrey walls, elevators and the

staircase. Walker also analvzed cach of the programs and deter-

minced that they requived an aggregate of 46,981 square feet. Of

that amount, 5521 were available o the church, leaving 41,160

needed m the community house. The vesult was a shortfall of

8185 square {eet.

Gene ACNormang chamrman. andmarks Presersation Commmission. to the Rev, Tho
mas D Bosserssrecton 26 Ananst 1985, SBCAL
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The parish's accounting firm. KMG Maimn Hurdman. pre-
pared detailed reports of the income and expenses recorded
over the past ten yvears to substantiate the veson's posttion that
the parish could not hoth conduct 1ts ministey and maint:un the
building. One particularly telling schedule showed the fund bal-
ance of the endowment as of 31 October 1967 twhen the parish's
fiscal vear then endedy at $9.237.021 On 31 December TOS 1
the end of the Tast hiscal vears the endowment had a value of
STOOR4L.2402. But. as reflected on the schedule it the higures
were adjusted for the inorease v the consumer price mdex for
the New York arca. then the T981 higure would amount 1o onls
S3.623.966. In other words, the endowment had lost two-thivds
ol its value inreal terms over seventeen vears due 1o imfation. R

The parish took a number of painful steps to reduce the
annual operating deficit during 19310\ dozen stadl menmbers
were let o, the number of Sunday sevvices reduced, the main
hody of the church was kept shat during the week talthough the
chapel remained open), the Sunday afternoon music program
curtailed, the amounts budgeted Tor mamtenance and adverts-
ing reduced and the diocesan assessment withheld. ™ The
Landmarks Comumission and the press were quick to point out,
however, that thronghout the period when the pavish was plead-
ing havdship the rector and his wile contimued 1o reside in a
twelve-room apartment at 860 Park Avenae,

In December, while the havdship application was before the
Commission, the vestry's eredibilitn was damaged when Ronald
B Alexander undl April aomember of the vesory and charman
ol the building project committee. publichy questioned the aceu-
racy ol the parish’s Iimancial presentation. Specaifically, he stated
that much more of the endowment fund could legallv bhe spent
than the vestry had claimed for the past four vears: This cansed

T he relerenced documents are i the aanchives of S Boartholomew’s Choneh aned the
Landimoks Preservanion Commisston anchives

T lhe Rev Thomas DL Bowers o the panshioners of St Bartholomen's Chureh, 10
Janary TOS1SBCAL
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something ol a sensation. and the Zones splashed the SLOTY ACTOSS
the ront page of us Metropolitan Report with the headline “Ex-
(rustee Savs Church Aides Lied at Tower Hearing, ™
Alexander’s pomt about the expendability of Tunds had merit.
The vestry had stated in the 1981 "Securing the Future”™ docu-
ment that ol the STL735.708 on hand at 31 August 1981, 95.5%
was "notavailable for the general uses and purposes of the
church, buc only income devived therefrom mayv bhe expended
for such purposes.” However, this statement was not grounded
ona detaled analvsis of the terms attached o the various funds
given o1 bequeatlied to St Bartholomew™s over the vears.
Incarly TO8S. the vestry. prompred by Alexander. commis-
stoned KMG Main Hurdman to investigate thoroughly the
sowrce of all funds in the endowment and determine which were
restricted by action of the donor. The result of their analysis was
mcorporated into a schedule forming part of the andited stare
ment for 1934 which was distributed to the pavish i Julv 1985
and submitted to the commission. The report reflecred
SEOIS 342 donor-restricted funds. Another $2.107.618 rep-
resented net realized gain on endowment funds that could be
expended moaccordance with donor restrictions. A further
STER2 162 vepresented the gain on endowment funds that
could be expended as the vestry saw fit The report also found
S729.196 in funds restricted by donors for specilic purposcs,
with the balance subject only to vestry-imposed restrictions.™
The commission held public hearvings on three davs, public
CXCCUIVEe sessions on live occasions and made a site visit to the
church. Thev received engineering and architectural reports
from Polonia Restoration Company, retained by the commission
to comment on the condition of the church and community
house. that undercut the hardship claim. Secondlv, the commis-
ston received reports from the city's Department of General
TNV Decombor TOSS sl B

The Ress Thomas [ Boswers o the parishioners of St Bartholomew's Chueh, 6
December TSI endlosig letter rom KMG Mo Hordman, 26 \ngast TORS SROA

—
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Services on the buildimg svstems and from an accountant
retained to evaluate the parish's financial reports. The vesiry was
not permitted (o respond to this post-hearing testimony. ™ Polo-
nia and DGS found that the church and commumiy house could
he put in good repan for approsimately 3 million or less than
one-third the higure estimated by O'Brien-Kreizberg. ™ Tnissu-
mg its 102-page reports the commission dissected the appheation
and concluded that St Bartholomew's had faled to establish that
the community house was inadequate for carrving out the
church’s programs'. They also concluded “that the grosshy
mlated deseription ol the proposed work in the O'Brien-Kre-
izberg Report has overstated the necessary work for the next
two vears by factor inexcess ol five 1o one M Notsurprisinghy,

the apphication was denied.

THE FEDERAL LAWSUTT

In April T986 St Bartholomew’s filed suit against the City of
New York and the Landmarks Preservation Commission ol the
City of New York in the United States Distriet Courts Inan edito-
rial entitled “"The Hole m Landmarks Law ™. the Thmes said that 1t
was Just as well that the issue was headed Tor court as “[tlhe civ's
Landmarks Preservation Commission has shown i this and
other cases that 1 Jacks both the standards and standing 1o
resolve a conflict between architectural quality and the socral or
religious ambitions of a nonprofit ageney.” =
Based on recent court cases involving other landmarks in

New York City, the vestory fel it had some chance for success. For

S lulo & Zuccolti Gitornesys representmg chorchy o Gene X Novman, i Febiman
[ORG. SBCA

il . . .
Landmarks Preservation Connmission. ™ Determmmation of apphaation for acceribioae
of appropriateness o alier designaned buaildings imappropriatel on ground of instdicient
retirn”, 240 February TOSG, TPCSG-0345, 15, SBCAL

M hid., 53, e S
T hid., N7,

N2 Al TOS6, sec AL B
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mstance, i case brought by the Lutheran Church over a
former mansion converted to offices. the Lutherans were able to
prove that the building was now completely inadequate for thenr
charitable purposes. Therefore the laindmark designation was
voided by the New York Court <)lﬂ\]>])(';11.\'.l"' But in case immvolv-
mg the Ethical Culture Society, the court held that the desire of'a
charity to tear down its landmark simply to ervect a tower that
would generate more mcome was not sufficient justification to
rescind the landmark desienation. !

In the celebrated case mvolving Grand Central Station that
resulted m the United States Supreme Court upholding the con-
stitutionality of the Tandimarks Taw. the facts were very different.
As a commercial property there were no First Amendment
isstes. Second, the ratlroad that owned the terminal also owned
other properties that were contiguous and 1o which the develop-
ment vights of the station could be transterred. This enabled the
court to timesse the Fitth Amendment gquestion of taking prop-
criv without compensation.

In essence the chureh's suit alleged fivst, that by telling aorehi-
gious entity what its priovities ought to be, the indmarks law
mterfered with the free exercise ol rehigion and therefore vio-
lated the First Amendment of the UL S, Constitution: secon,
that the Tandmarks Law mvolved a taking ol property without
Just compensation in violation of the Fifth Amendment and,
third, by sening different standards for hardship relict for com-
mercial and non-profic property, the landmark Law violated the
cqual protection clause ot the Fourteenth Amendment. o

Lor tactical reasons, the anv and the church agreed 1o a non-
Jury trad on the record as submited to the Landmanrks Preserva-

Pndieran Chanrch in Amencay Cin of New York, 35 NOY 2 1210316 N1 2l 300,
SHONYS 2d T 19T

socien tor Ethical Calture . Splats S TNYC 2 BRI NG 20220458 NS, 2d
U2 TOS,

T amplamt. S April Fas6 hiled i U0S Districe Courte Souathern District of New York,

SBCA Tosiress the theological basis of the chuvdh's argument. the complame quoted Mai-

thew 25001 16 and John 130310 35
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tion Commission. By avoiding the time and expense associated
with a trial with live witnesses. the hope was to obtain a decision
sooner. But when the judge issued his thiviv-cight page opimion
in December 1989, he swept aside the vestry's arguinents and
found for the city, Basically, he found that the vesory had not
proved that the communinge house was so small or i such poor
condition as to prevent the parish from carving out its religions
mission. e accepred that the much Tower cost estimates
embraced by the Landmarks panel were reasonable and tound
that the vestry had failed 1o show that it could notafford to pay
for the necessary repairs to the chureh and community house.
He found that the indoark Taw did notinterfere with thie First
Amendment as it did not coerce individuals into violatng their
religions beliefs nor was there any excessive entanglement
between chureh and state over the inquiry imto the parish's
finances during the hardship application heaving. Finallvo the
judge said that treating commercial and chavitable property dil-
ferenthy under the landmark Taw was perfectly reasonable and
not unconstitutional. The judge pointed out that although St
Bartholomew s would have more space in the proposed building
than in the community house. much of the space would be below
arade and hence less desivable. In his opmion the judge did
acknowledge that the United States Supreme Court had not
addressed the specific question of whether a limdmark law could
constitutionally be applied 1o a church. "

The vestry appealed this decision to the UoSo Conrt ol
Appeals for the Sccond Cireudt. In doing so. the Roman Catholic
Archdiocese of New York and the Diocese of Brooklvn, the
Council on Religious Freedom, the New York State Interfaith
Commission of Landmarking of Religious Propertv, et al. and
the Church of St Paul and St Andrew G Methodist churchv on
Manhattan's west side engaged inits own fight over the Tand-

SO

marks law) filed supporting briefs. The Municipal At Society.

FTON B Supp. UOS S DUNOYL TONGS

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



,

108 ANGLICAN AND EPISCOPAL HISTORY

the Navonal Trust for Historvie Preservation. of al. and the Com-
mittee to Oppose the Sale of St Bartholomew's Church filed
bricts in supportof the ciry. Although Bishop Moore had person-
ally been very supportive of St Bartholomew's throughout the
light. the Episcopal Diocese of New York did not file a brief. '

After the federal Court of Appeals vuled against the chureh in
September 19900 the vestry prepared an appeal 1o the UL S,
Supreme Court.™ In this effort, the parish was supported by
many of the same organizations and by the national L piscopal
churchowhich filed an amicus curae brief.

However in March 1991 the court declined 1o hear an appeal.
thereby bringing the matter to a close. Paul Goldberger hailed
the news with an avticle in the Times that suggested people
should be “dancing in the streets, ™

Inan article published in Historic Preservation later in the |
vear, Fletcher Hodges TTL o warden in the parish, admitted that |
“people who are cultured and educated about the past” had "a i
deep sense of concern about the o erdevelopment of the mid-
town arca and the indifference ol developers...to personal and
human values. And for a church to come in and trumpet the
necds of the poor without any sceming relationship to the needs
ol society as o whole scemed like a very reacherous thing o do.
avery unteeling. very stupid thing to do. There was a fecling
that 1t was unnccessary and destructive to human values,”™ "

COSTS

St Bavtholomew's spent approximately S2.180,000 (net of
reimbursement from the developer) in attempting 1o develop
part ofits propertv. The funds were paid to five law firms. and
anarray ol public relations consultants, architects, engincers.

Fhe relerenced docomments are in the archives of St Bartholomes™s Chureh,
PO 2d 3R 2d Cie 10901 see also NYL 13 September 1990, see, B 1L
PINYLT M T99T e FLL G,

it Pieercalion . September Ocoher 199160,
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accountants and expert witniesses. Of this sun. ;xppl‘n\inl;llch
$485.000 was charged against the Haas Fund with M Haas's
consent. Aside from some gifts made to help defray the cost of
the federal lawsuit. the balance came out of the general funds of
the |);11‘ish.‘>'1 The committee spent at least 3250.000 1 opposing
the \'(‘hll'l\'.f':

The indirect costs are incaleutable. The rector stadi and vestm
devoted cnormous amounts of time to the case. time that could
have been put to other uses. Although the pattern ol services
and outreach programs continued, the controversy had an ener-
vating cffect. Other opportunities for capital fund raising were
not explored, some people drifted away or simply did not join
the parish. One prominent defector was Walter Hoving, retred
chairman of Tiflany & Co., who resigned as honorary warden m
the parish in October 1980,

New people who supported the rector’s position joimed St
Bartholomew's throughout the controversy. Many of them are
now leaders of the parish. But the attendance hgures show a
parish not realizing its potential. In 1979, the fivst full vear of
Bowers's rectorate. the average Sunday attendance (excluding
Faster) was 400 at the eleven o'clock service and 120 at the nime
o'clock. But in 1991, the vear the issue ended. the attendance
figures were 250 and 125, respectively. Pledging by parishioners
had risen to around S150.000 by 1991, (But by 1999, four vears
alter the institution ol a new rector and with many new people in

b

the parish, pledging was almost $1.9 nullion.)

RECONCILINTION AND RENEWAL

Followed the Supreme Court's rejection. the wardens reached
out 1o Sinclair Armstrong and Robert E. Morris, Jr. the leaders

Y he Revs Thomas D2 Bowers 1o the parishioners of St Bartholomew's Chuarch, 11
Atgust LOR6 with attachments SBCA

 nformation courtesy of Robert . Moryis, i

S Figares for atendance and annual giving are from records of SE Bartholomew's
Church,
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of the committee. The last mtra-mural lawsuit, Morris vs. Serib-
ner, was settled with the church’s insurance company making a
pavinent to the committee and the committee giving 560,000 to
the endowment of the church. Two members of the commitiee
were clected to the vestry inan unopposed election. A service of
reconcihiation using the 1928 Praver Book was conducted on a
Sunday morning.

In June F991 the Municipal Art Society held its annual meet-
ing in St. Bartholomew’s with Mrs. Onassis and Brendan Gill in
attendance. Kent Barwick. the head of the Society, was later
quoted m Historic Preservaton as saving “it s gratifving to have
the courts now hnally establish bevond the shadow of a doubt that
it 1s not a violation of the First Amendment to regulate the prop-
erty of churches. Just because the regulations are valid, however,
doesn’t mean that over the long haul the buildings will survive.™!

Mr Bowers retired in February 1993 when he reached sixuy-
five vears ol ageand Bishop Moore came out of retivement to
serve as terim pastor for five months, The Reverend William
McD. Tully became rector in September 19942 he saw the build-
ing and its location as a tremendous asset and at his service of
mstitution the program boldly stated “the reattirmation of the
mission and ministry of St. Bartholomew’s Church in this place.”
Seven vears later, a person entering the church for the first time
would have little reason to suspect that the parish was once riven
by a bitter dispure. Although there are many parishioners with
vivid memories of the “late unpleasantiess”™. a number of the
principal actors have died. others have drifted awayv, and the
leadership has changed completely through rotation. Some
activities, such as the athletic facility in the community house,
have been curtatled, but new programs and services are attract-
mg people i increasing numbers. The St Bart's Calé on the
terrace serves hundreds of meals daily during fair weather and is
emblematic of both the parish’s openness and its commitment to
the neighborhood.

S stone Presercation. September October 199158,
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As the controversy receded. organizations such as the New
York Landmarks Conservaney and the Vineent Astor Founda-
tion hecame supportive as have a tew of the corporate neighbors.
In 2000, the parish’s operating budget was halanced for the first
time in decades. Although the parish has before it the challenge
of raising the funds needed 1o restore the building (1o say noth-
ing of rebuilding the endowment). it can face the Tuture with
conlidence. In 2001, St Bartholomew’s was identified as one ol
the outstanding Protestant congregations in the <‘(>111111 \.‘“‘5’

The words of the old hvmn sung by the congregation on that
Sundav in 1980 were prophetic: St. Bartholonew's was certaimnly

hulfeted. but remaied “foursquare on this foundation.”

Percy Preston, Jr. is an Honorary Warden, St. Bartholomew’s
Church

CWilkes, Pk Faelent Protestard Congresations: The Grude to Best Plecos and Proctices
(Lowsville, 2007 258
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