Chapter 8:
8.1.

Cultural Resources

INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY OF FINDINGS
This Chapter considers the potential of the Proposed Project to affect cultural resources, which
include both archaeological and architectural (also referred to as historic) resources, on the Project
Site and in the surrounding area. Officially recognized historic resources (“known resources”)
include National Historic Landmarks (NHLs); resources previously listed on the State and
National Registers of Historic Places (S/NR) or formally determined eligible for such listing
(S/NR-eligible) or contained within a historic district listed on or formally determined eligible for
listing on the Registers; resources recommended by the New York State Board for listing on the
Registers; and resources locally designated by the White Plans Historic Preservation Commission
(WPHPC). Potential historic resources—i.e., resources that appear to meet the S/NR eligibility
criteria—are also identified and considered in this Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS).
Approximately 13 acres of the approximately 16-acre Project Site are located within the
boundaries of the Good Counsel Complex, which is S/NR-listed (see Figure 8-1). Nine of the
twelve buildings that occupy the Project Site are contributing to the historic significance of the
Good Counsel Complex. In addition, Mapleton building, which is a contributing building to the
Good Counsel Complex, is also individually S/NR-listed. As described in Chapter 2, “Project
Description,” the Proposed Project would involve removing seven contributing buildings to the
Good Counsel Complex, maintaining the Church of the Divine Compassion (the “Chapel”),
relocating Mapleton building, retaining the approximately 3-acre “front lawn” along North
Broadway (NYS Route 22) and introducing three new residential components—an assisted-living
facility, academic housing, and multi-family residential housing—within a campus-like setting.
8.1.1.

ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESOURCES
In a letter dated January 22, 2016, New York State Office of Parks, Recreation, and
Historic Preservation (NYS OPRHP) determined that it has no archaeological concerns
with regard to the Project Site (see Appendix E-1). Therefore, the Proposed Project
would not adversely impact archaeological resources.

8.1.2.

ARCHITECTURAL RESOURCES
The Proposed Project would retain the Project Site’s approximately 3-acre front lawn, the
Chapel, and Mapleton building, which would be relocated to another location on the
Project Site and restored. The Proposed Project would require the removal of seven
contributing buildings to the Good Counsel Complex, which would constitute an adverse
impact to historic resources under the New York State Environmental Quality Review Act
(SEQRA) and Section 14.09 of the New York State Historic Preservation Act (SHPA)
(Section 14.09). In addition, the relocation of Mapleton building would also adversely
impact the historic location and setting of this historic building. Therefore, the Applicant
undertook a feasibility study that evaluated the potential for avoiding the Adverse Impact
in a manner that would allow the Proposed Project to meet its purpose and need. This
feasibility study was prepared at the request of NYS OPRHP. As described in greater
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detail below, it is the Applicant’s opinion that there are no prudent and feasible
alternatives to retaining the seven historic buildings on the Good Counsel Complex. Their
reuse poses one or more constraints to the Proposed Project, including the physical
characteristics of the buildings that affect their adaptability for reuse as assisted-living,
academic housing, and multi-family residential purposes; the negative impact that
retention of these buildings would have on the site plan and the ability to locate the
Proposed Project components on the Project Site; and the cost-prohibitive nature of
alternatives, which would not allow the Applicant to gain a reasonable return on its
investment. In addition to the Applicant’s opinion that reuse of the historic buildings is
infeasible, other than the Chapel and Mapleton building, the 2003 Mother House
Feasibility Study, commissioned by the Sisters of the Divine Compassion (the “Sisters”),
also concluded that re-use of the Convent for residential-type purposes was not feasible.
As the Adverse Impact could not be avoided, mitigation measures developed in
consultation with NYS OPRHP would be set forth in a Letter of Resolution (LOR) to be
executed between the Applicant, the New York State Department of Environmental
Conservation (NYSDEC), and NYS OPRHP prior to construction of the Proposed
Project. Mitigation measures would include recordation of the Good Counsel Complex,
consultation with NYS OPRHP regarding moving Mapleton building, and development
and implementation of a Construction Protection Plan (CPP) to protect the Chapel and
other nearby resources during construction of the Proposed Project.

8.2.

METHODOLOGY
Because the Proposed Project requires the preparation of a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan
(SWPPP), the Proposed Project is subject to compliance with the January 2015 LOR executed
among NYSDEC and NYS OPRHP. Therefore, this analysis has been prepared in accordance
with SEQRA and Section 14.09. These laws and regulations require that state agencies consider
the impacts of their actions on historic properties. In addition, because the WPHPC has
expressed an interest in the Good Counsel Complex as a historic resource, consultation with the
WPHPC has also been undertaken.
8.2.1.

ARCHITECTURAL RESOURCES STUDY AREA DEFINITION
In general, potential impacts to architectural, or historic, resources can include both
direct physical impacts (e.g., demolition, alteration, or damage from construction on
nearby sites) and indirect contextual impacts, such as the isolation of a property from its
surrounding environment, or the introduction of visual, audible, or atmospheric elements
that are out of character with a property or that alter its setting. Therefore, a study area
for architectural resources has been defined to account for potential impacts that may
occur where proposed construction activities could physically alter architectural resources
or be close enough to them to potentially cause physical damage and also to account for
potential visual or contextual impacts. The study area for the Proposed Project includes the
area within approximately 400 feet of the Project Site (shown in Figure 8-2).

8.2.2.

IDENTIFICATION OF ARCHITECTURAL RESOURCES
NYS OPRHP’s Cultural Resource Information System (CRIS) was consulted to identify
S/NR-listed and S/NR-eligible properties on the Project Site and in the study area.
Information was also gathered about local historic resources officially designated by the
City of White Plains. Although no locally designated resources are located on the
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Project Site or in the study area, the WPHPC has recommended designating the Good
Counsel Complex as a local landmark.
In addition to identifying officially recognized, or “known,” architectural resources in the
study area (S/NR-listed and S/NR-eligible properties, and locally designated architectural
resources), an inventory was compiled of other buildings in the study area that could
warrant recognition as architectural resources (i.e., properties that could be eligible for
S/NR listing or for designation as local White Plains landmarks/historic districts) in
compliance with SHPA, SEQRA guidelines, and WPHPC criteria (“potential architectural
resources”). For the Proposed Project, potential architectural resources are those that
appear to meet one or more of the National Register criteria (described below). Potential
architectural resources were identified through a reconnaissance-level field survey of the
study area by an architectural historian who meets the Secretary of Interior’s Professional
Qualification Standards for Architectural Historians (36 CFR Part 61, Appendix A).
To provide a context for identifying and evaluating architectural resources, documentary
resources such as historic maps, local histories, newspaper and journal articles, and
historic photographs were consulted.
8.2.3.

STATE AND NATIONAL REGISTERS OF HISTORIC PLACES CRITERIA
Criteria for inclusion on the National Register are listed in the Code of Federal
Regulations, Title 36, Part 63. Districts, sites, buildings, structures, and objects are
eligible for the National Register if they possess integrity of location, design, setting,
materials, workmanship, feeling and association, and:
A. Are associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad
patterns of history;
B. Are associated with significant people;
C. Embody distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of construction,
represent the work of a master, possess high artistic value, or represent a significant
and distinguishable entity whose components may lack individual distinction; or
D. May yield archaeological information important in prehistory or history.
Properties that are less than 50 years of age are ordinarily not eligible, unless they have
achieved exceptional significance. Determinations of eligibility are made by NYS OPRHP.

8.2.4.

WHITE PLAINS LANDMARKS CRITERIA
Individual landmarks may be recommended for local landmark designation by the
WPHPC if the property:
A. Possesses special character, historic, aesthetic interest, or value as part of the
cultural, political, economic, or social history of the city, region, state, or nation; or
B. Derives its primary significance form architectural or artistic distinction or historical
importance; or
C. Identifies with persons or events significant in local, state, or national history; or
D. Is a cemetery that derives its primary importance from graves of a person of
transcendent importance, from age, from distinctive design features, or from
association with historic events; or
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E. Is the birthplace or grave of a historical figure of outstanding importance; or
F. Embodies the distinguishing characteristics of an architectural style; or
G. Is the work of a noted designer, architect, or builder; or
H. The property has yielded or may be likely to yield information important to the
study of the prehistory or history of the region, state, or nation.
Historic Districts may be recommended by WPHPC as a group of properties for
designation as a historic district if the majority of the properties contained therein meet
one or more of the criteria for designation as an individual landmark. Historic buildings,
structures, and sites must possess identified historic or architectural merit of a degree
warranting their preservation. Historic districts may be geographic or thematic.
8.2.5.

EVALUATION OF POTENTIAL IMPACTS ON HISTORIC RESOURCES
Once the architectural resources in the study area were identified, the potential impacts
of the Proposed Project on those resources were assessed. Proposed Project impacts on
architectural resources could include direct (i.e., physical) and indirect (i.e., contextual)
impacts. Direct impacts could include physical destruction, demolition, damage, or
alteration of an architectural resource. Indirect effects, such as changes in the appearance
of an architectural resource or in its setting—including introduction of incompatible
visual, audible, or atmospheric elements to a resource’s setting, or elimination of
publicly accessible views to the resource—are also considered.

8.3.

ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESOURCES
In a letter dated January 22, 2016, NYS OPRHP determined that it has no archaeological
concerns for the Project Site (see Appendix E-1). Therefore, the Proposed Project would not
adversely impact archaeological resources.
Despite this determination by NYS OPRHP, in response to community concerns regarding the
potential archaeological sensitivity of the Project Site related to the Site’s reputed location as an
area occupied by American troops during the Battle of White Plains in October 1776, an
Unanticipated Discoveries Plan (UDP) would be prepared concurrent with and as a condition of
the Environmental Findings for any future site plan review for the Proposed Project. The UDP
would describe the procedures to be implemented in the event that any unanticipated
archaeological resources—defined here as tangible evidence of Native American and/or historic
period occupation of the area—are encountered during construction of the Proposed Project. The
UDP would set forth the steps that would be followed, including establishing a chain of
command regarding notification of finds among the contractor, the Construction Manager, the
Applicant, the Applicant’s archaeological consultant, and NYS OPRHP, to ensure that
appropriate measures would be taken to investigate, document, and recover any uncovered
artifacts while minimizing disruption to the construction schedule. Potential archaeological
resources attributable to Native American use of the Site include shell heaps, wampum, pottery,
grinding stones, stone tools or projectile points, and stone flakes. Potential archaeological resources
attributable to use of the Site around the time of the Battle of White Plains include ordnance (e.g.,
musket and cannon balls), gun flints, whole or fragmented weapons, coat buttons, belt and shoe
buckles, leather objects, and personal objects and tools.
The balance of this Chapter focuses on the potential impacts to architectural, or historic,
resources from the Proposed Project.
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8.4.

DEVELOPMENT HISTORY OF THE GOOD COUNSEL PROPERTY
In the 1860s the Association for Befriending Children and Young Girls was founded in New
York City in association with St. Ann’s Church. Mary Caroline Dannat Starr was among the
founders, along with Father Thomas S. Preston. The Association provided social services and
housing to thousands of New York City’s poorest children. To ensure the continued work of the
program, Starr proposed “establishing a new religious order dedicated to the principles of the
Association for Befriending Children and Young Girls.” 1 The Order was founded in 1886 at St.
Ann’s Church. Starr was accepted into the religious order and became the first Superior of the
Order, taking the name and title of Mother Mary Veronica.
In 1890 Mother Veronica and Monsignor Preston sought a summer retreat outside of New York
City for members of the Order and the children under their care. The 5-acre property and former
residence of John M. Tilford (the “Tilford House,” built in 1856) in the City of White Plains
were purchased to meet this need. The deed for the property was signed on the Roman Catholic
Feast Day of Our Lady of Good Counsel, thereby providing a name for the Order’s new
property. At that time, the Tilford House, a two-story wood-frame house, was located at the site
of the current Chapel, which is described below.
The House of Nazareth was built in 1890–1891 as a school and was the first new building
constructed on the Good Counsel property for the Sisters. The Sisters bought the neighboring
property to the south that contains the Mapleton building, which then served as the convent for the
Order. The Chapel was the next building to be constructed on the property and was completed in
1897. Its site was selected because of its high elevation. To build the Chapel at this location, the
Tilford House was relocated approximately 700 feet to the east. The construction of the Convent,
sited south of the Chapel, began in 1897 with the building’s foundation. Construction of the north
wing of the Convent was completed in 1908 followed by the east, west, and south wings in 1923.
Also in 1923, the Good Counsel academic programs were expanded to include college-level
programs. The three-story Gothic-style Preston Hall was constructed in 1931 on what was then the
northern portion of the Good Counsel property, and which is now part of the Elisabeth Haub
School of Law at Pace University (“Pace Law School”) campus. Subsequent development on the
Good Counsel Complex includes the Carmody House (1955), the 1959 addition to the Convent,
the Kearney Sports Building in 1964 with a 1994 addition, and a Security Kiosk (1970s), none of
which are identified as contributing to the Good Counsel Complex.
In the 1970s, several changes occurred. The Good Counsel College became the College of White
Plains of Pace University, with a merger between the two institutions and ownership of the Good
Counsel property changed when the northern portion of the property was sold to Pace
University. Most recently, the Good Counsel Complex was used for both religious purposes and
as a school campus known as the Academy of our Lady of Good Counsel (“Good Counsel
School”), which included daycare, and elementary through high school facilities. The Good
Counsel School closed in 2015, prior to the acquisition of the Project Site by the Applicant.

8.5.

EXISTING CONDITIONS
The Project Site comprises an approximately 16-acre parcel on the east side of North Broadway,
a major north-south thoroughfare in the City of White Plains, which includes the approximately
1

Good Counsel Complex, White Plains, Westchester County, New York. United States Department of the
Interior, National Park Service, National Register of Historic Places Registration Form. OMB No.
1024-0018, NPS Form. January 1997.
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13-acre Good Counsel Complex (see Figure 8-1). Twelve buildings occupy the campus-like
Project Site, including nine buildings that are contributing to the historic significance of the
S/NR-listed Good Counsel Complex. In addition, Mapleton building, which is a contributing
building to the Good Counsel Complex, is also individually S/NR-listed. Ten of the twelve buildings
on the Project Site are vacant. Only the Chapel and Mapleton building are currently in use.
As described above, the study area for architectural resources has been defined to account for
potential impacts that may occur where proposed construction activities could physically alter
architectural resources or be close enough to them to potentially cause physical damage and also
to account for potential visual or contextual impacts. The study area for the Proposed Project is
shown in Figure 8-2.
8.5.1.

KNOWN ARCHITECTURAL RESOURCES ON THE PROJECT SITE
According to the 1997 Good Counsel Complex National Register of Historic Places
Registration Form, the Good Counsel Complex meets Criterion C for its “significance as
a distinguished example of a late 19th century religious/educational campus” and for its
architecture, including multiple buildings designed by architect Lawrence O’Conner.2
The complex is described as containing nine contributing buildings (the Carriage House
and Stable are counted together), three non-contributing buildings, 3 and the
approximately 13-acre parcel that has historically been associated with the Good
Counsel Complex (see Table 8-1). The contributing buildings are predominantly
institutional in scale and style, reflecting elements of the Romanesque Revival and
Mediterranean Revival styles that were popular in the late 19th and early 20th centuries.
In addition to the larger late 19th and early 20th century buildings in the complex,
including the Convent, Chapel, and House of Nazareth, the Good Counsel Complex also
includes several smaller buildings, such as the Cooking School and Infirmary, and a
former Carriage House and Stable. These smaller buildings also contribute to the Good
Counsel Complex’s architectural significance. The former residence of William Franklin
Dusenbury, known as Mapleton building, dates from 1867, is individually listed on the
S/NR, and is also a contributing building within the Good Counsel Complex. Mapleton
building is significant as an example of the “once numerous suburban villas that
symbolized the prosperity and cosmopolitan spirit of the successful businessmen who
turned lower Westchester County into a fashionable suburb by the mid-19th century.” 4
Most of the buildings in the Good Counsel Complex were developed between 1890 and
1923. However, the period of significance for the complex is 1856–1923, which
accounts for the two oldest buildings on the Site—Tilford House (1856) and Mapleton
building (1867)—through the completion of the Convent in 1923, as described below.

2

Good Counsel Complex, White Plains, Westchester County, New York. National Register of Historic
Places Registration Form. OMB No. 1024-0018, NPS Form. 1997.
3
One non-contributing building, the Band Stand, was previously demolished.
4
Mapleton building. National Register of Historic Places Inventory-Nomination Form. L.E. Gobrecht,
Historic Preservation Program Assistant, New York State Parks and Recreation, Division for Historic
Preservation, Albany, NY. 1976.
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Table 8-1
Good Counsel Complex1
Bldg no.
Building name
Year built
Contributing
No. of floors
1
Tilford House
1856
Yes
2
2
Mapleton building2
1867
Yes
3
3
House of Nazareth
1891
Yes
4, 1 & 1
4
Chapel
1897
Yes
1
5
Heating Plant and Workshop
1898
Yes
1
6
St. Ann’s Cottage
1901
Yes
2
7
Cooking School and Infirmary
1901–1902
Yes
1
8
Convent and Addition
1908/1923;1959
Yes
3&5
9
Carriage House and Stable
ca. 1910–1930
Yes
1&1
10
Carmody House3
1955
No
1
11
Kearney Sports Building3
1964; 1994
No
2
12
Security Kiosk3
1970s
No
1
N/A
Band Stand (demolished)3
N/A
N/A
N/A
Notes:
1 The buildings in the Good Counsel Complex are numbered according to their date of construction.
The property names are consistent with the names used in Good Counsel Complex, White
Plains, Westchester County, New York. United States Department of the Interior, National Park
Service, National Register of Historic Places Registration Form. OMB No. 1024-0018, NPS
Form. January 1997.
2 Mapleton building was also individually listed on the State and National Registers of Historic
Places in 1976.
3 The buildings shaded in gray are identified as “non-contributing” to the Good Counsel Complex.
Sources:
Good Counsel Complex, White Plains, Westchester County, New York. United States Department
of the Interior, National Park Service, National Register of Historic Places Registration Form.
OMB No. 1024-0018, NPS Form. January 1997.
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8.5.1.1.

Tilford House (1856)
The Tilford House is a two-story wood-frame house with a stone foundation
that was designed by architect Eugene T. Preudhomme and built in 1856 on
the site now occupied by the Chapel (see Figure 8-3). In 1890, Tilford House
was acquired by the Sisters for a summer retreat outside of New York City for
members of the Order and the children under their care. In anticipation of the
construction of the Chapel, the Tilford House was moved in 1895 by
approximately 700 feet, to its current location at the rear of the campus. At
that time, Tilford House was altered with additions to the building’s north and
south façades. The building was altered again in 1918 with a one-story
addition to the west façade and the removal of the first floor veranda. The
building’s windows are non-original, aluminum-frame installed in the 1990s.
The Tilford House was most recently used as an elementary school facility.

8.5.1.2.

Mapleton Building (1867)
Mapleton building was designed by architect John G. Prague and built in 1867
as a suburban villa for William Franklin Dusenbury, a carriage maker. In 1884
the house was sold to Nathan Hand, an entrepreneur known for the
manufacture of palm leaf hats and for introducing hydraulic mining tools. In
1894, Mapleton building was sold to Mother Veronica. From 1894 until 1925,
Mapleton building was used as the convent for the Sisters. Mapleton building
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underwent several subsequent changes in use, including as a dormitory and
library, and is currently used as administrative offices. Since 1894, Mapleton
building has served the operations of the Sisters. Mapleton building is a twoand-a-half-story house with Italianate and Second Empire elements including
a central west-facing entrance accessed by a central wood stair that leads to a
veranda (part of which has been enclosed). A central pavilion tower extends
past the Second Empire mansard roof. A secondary entrance is located at the
north façade. The building has vinyl cladding, non-original, double-hung
windows, and decorative scrolled brackets at the cornice (see Figure 8-4).
According to the 1976 Mapleton building National Register of Historic Places
Inventory—Nomination Form, when Hand purchased Mapleton building, the
property included a “stylish carriage house and informal period landscaping.”5
However, map research for the current project suggests that the “stylish
carriage house” associated with the original property owner is no longer
extant, as detailed below under “Carriage House and Stable.”

5

8.5.1.3.

House of Nazareth (1891)
The House of Nazareth was the first new building on the Good Counsel
property that was built for the Sisters. It was built as a school and is a four-story
brick building faced in stucco with a raised foundation. Designed by architect
Lawrence O’Conner, the building’s roof has broad overhanging eaves with
exposed rafters. The façades have rectangular window openings on the first,
second, and fourth floors, with round-arched window openings at the third floor.
The building’s primary entrance is from the west façade with paired wooden
doors set within a rounded archway (see Figure 8-5). At the rear of the building
are two attached outbuildings: a two-story square structure with a flat roof and a
one-story rectangular structure with a raised foundation and a hipped roof (see
Figure 8-5). This two-story structure’s footprint has been expanded over time.
The roof of the four-story House of Nazareth was replaced in circa 2011–2012;
the roof of the two-story attached outbuilding was replaced in the 1990s. The
building, including the outbuildings, has non-original, aluminum-framed
double-glazed windows that were installed in the 1980s. The House of Nazareth
was most recently used as the Good Counsel High School.

8.5.1.4.

Chapel (1897)
As noted above, the Chapel was constructed on a site that had previously been
occupied by the Tilford House. The site was selected by the Sisters because of
its raised elevation. To redevelop the site with the Chapel, the Tilford House
was relocated in 1895. The Chapel was designed by architect Lawrence
O’Conner in collaboration with Mother Veronica. This one-and-a-half-story
building has a cruciform plan, with a two-story engaged bell tower on its
south façade and a rounded apse at the east façade. The Chapel has a stone
foundation, ashlar stone-clad façades, and a gabled red slate shingled roof.
The Chapel’s primary entrance is from the west façade, which also contains

Mapleton building. National Register of Historic Places Inventory—Nomination Form. L.E. Gobrecht,
Historic Preservation Program Assistant, NYS Parks and Recreation, Division for Historic
Preservation, Albany, NY. 1976.
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three round-arched entrance bays. The entrance is recessed and accessed from a
low, wide stair. The Chapel has round-arched window openings with stained
glass panels that date from the early 20th century, replacing the original stained
glass. An 1895 rose window opens from the upper portion of the west façade.
The Chapel’s sanctuary seats 500 and an 1897 Odell tracker organ is located on
the balcony at the west end of the sanctuary. The sanctuary has an exposed
wood truss ceiling, wood wainscoting, terrazzo, and mosaic floors. Behind the
main altar is a semi-circular balcony that opens into the crypt area where the
remains of Mother Veronica and Father Preston are contained (see Figure 8-6).
8.5.1.5.

Heating Plant and Workshop (1898)
The Heating Plant and Workshop is a one-story wood-frame, brick-clad
building with a wide-gabled roof. A small, one-story wood-frame workshop
extends from the rear of the Heating Plant. The Heating Plant houses the
campus’s heating system equipment, much of which is outdated (see Figure 8-7).

8.5.1.6.

St. Ann’s Cottage (1901)
St. Ann’s Cottage is a two-story wood-frame Colonial Revival-style former
house with a large front-gabled gambrel roof, wood clapboarding, and an inset
front porch (see Figure 8-7). The building was most recently used as a residence.

8.5.1.7.

Cooking School and Infirmary (1901–1902)
The Cooking School and Infirmary are two small one-story buildings
connected by an enclosed corridor. The buildings have wood-frames, hipped
roofs, and single-glazed windows that are likely original to the buildings (see
Figure 8-8). The buildings have both original slate and non-original asphalt
shingles, the latter of which were installed circa 2013 due to prior storm damage.
The buildings were most recently used for school laboratories and storage.

8.5.1.8.

Convent (1908 and 1923, with a 1959 addition)
The three-story Convent was built in several phases. The foundation for the full
extent of the Convent was constructed by 1905, with the superstructure of the
north wing completed in 1908 and the east, west, and south wings completed in
1923. In 1959, a four-story addition and chapel were built. The 1908 and 1923
portions of the Convent were designed by architect Lawrence O’Conner in a
Mediterranean-influenced style including the use of stucco cladding, red slate
roof shingles (replaced in the mid-2000s due to storm damage), and exposed
wood rafters supporting the roof. The primary entrance is on the building’s
south façade with a stair leading to a veranda with a bellcote above the entrance
(see Figure 8-9). The Convent has a variety of window styles and forms,
including rectangular, round-ached, segmentally arched, and tri-partite.
The original Convent has an approximately 130 foot by 180 foot footprint and
is centered around two interior courtyards that are separated by a narrow
approximately 5-foot wide corridor at ground level, resulting in two
approximately 46 foot by 50 foot courtyards. The building has four wings,
with the north, east, and west wings approximately 28 feet wide and the south
wing approximately 38 feet wide. The building has exterior load bearing walls
and most interior walls are also load bearing—including corridor walls,
demising walls, and walls separating vertical circulation components.
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In 1959 the Convent was expanded with a rear addition, including a five-story
rectangular building and a small two-story square chapel facility (see
Figure 8-10). The addition, which was designed by architect George Hils
Ferrenz, is faced in buff-colored brick with modest decorative elements. The
Chapel extends from the north façade and has a low, bulky massing. Although
the 1959 addition is within the Good Counsel Complex, it is not architecturally
significant. It is described in the 1997 Good Counsel Complex National Register
of Historic Places Registration Form as a “sympathetic addition” to the
Convent. However, the period of significance for the Good Counsel Complex is
between 1856 and 1923, which excludes the 1959 addition.
8.5.1.9.

Carriage House and Stable (circa 1910–1930)
The one-and-a-half-story Carriage House is a wood-frame structure with a
stone foundation and a high-hipped roof. It is in use as a residence for the site
manager. Attached to the Carriage House’s east façade is a one-story Stable,
also of wood-frame construction, that was most recently used as a garage. The
Carriage House has a sealed arched opening at the second floor’s middle bay.
This originally opened into a hay loft. The building has small, non-original
window openings and doorways and is faced in vinyl siding. The one-story
Stable has garage entrances on the north façade, a low-pitched roof, and vinyl
siding (see Figure 8-10).
The 1976 Mapleton building National Register of Historic Places Inventory—
Nomination Form and the 1997 Good Counsel Complex National Register of
Historic Places Registration Form both identify a Carriage House and Stable
as having been originally part of Mapleton building. 6 However, historic map
research undertaken for the current project suggests that the current Carriage
House and Stable, which are located approximately 466 feet east of Mapleton
building, were either constructed or moved in the early 20th century from
elsewhere on the Good Counsel property to their current location. Historic
lithographs published by J. Thomas Scharf in 1886 and L. R. Burleigh in 1887
depict outbuildings east of Mapleton building that appear to be different from
the current Carriage House and Stable. The depicted buildings are consistent
with Joseph Rudolph Bien’s 1893 Atlas of Westchester County, New York that
shows a large barn or stable on the property northeast of Mapleton building,
which was then owned by Hand. No buildings are shown in the vicinity of the
current Carriage House and Stable. In 1894 when the Mapleton building
property was sold to the Sisters, the property included a grouping of
outbuildings northeast of Mapleton building. However, as shown on the 1894
Sanborn Map, no structures were located at the site of the current Carriage
House and Stable at that time. By 1905, the foundation for the new Convent
had been built northeast of Mapleton building partially in the area where the
grouping of outbuildings had been located. Presumably, those buildings were
demolished by the Sisters to allow for the construction of the Convent’s
foundation. The 1910 G.W. Bromley Atlas of Westchester County, New York

6

All maps referenced in this section are included in the “Resources, Maps Research” list at the end of this
Chapter.
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shows the approximate location of the current Carriage House and Stable
developed with two structures identified as wood-frame barns or stables.
However, historic maps suggest that these buildings pre-date the construction
of the current Carriage House and Stable, as the building footprints are modestly
different in size and location. The 1930 Sanborn map shows the Carriage House
and Stable at their current location, identified, respectively, as a wood-frame
structure with a shop in the basement and an auto house/private garage.
8.5.2.

POTENTIAL ARCHITECTURAL RESOURCES ON THE PROJECT SITE
As described in “Known Architectural Resources on the Project Site,” nine of the twelve
extant buildings on the Project Site are known architectural resources that are
contributing to the Good Counsel Complex. The remaining three buildings on the
Project Site are the Carmody House, the Kearny Sports Building, and the Security
Kiosk. The Carmody House is a 1955 two-story wood-frame house with a hipped
asphalt shingle roof, located in the southern part of the Good Counsel Complex. The
Kearney Sports Building, built in 1964 with a 1994 addition, is a large one- and twostory gymnasium/auditorium/cafeteria building located in the eastern part of the Good
Counsel Complex. The small Security Kiosk, built circa 1970, is located near the
entrance to the campus. Although these three buildings are within the boundaries of the
Good Counsel Complex, they are identified in the 1997 Good Counsel Complex
National Register of Historic Places Registration Form as non-contributing, and are
therefore, not known or potential architectural resources. The 1997 Good Counsel
Complex National Register of Historic Places Registration Form also identifies a noncontributing mid-20th century band stand located north of the Chapel that has since been
demolished. Therefore, as there are no other structures on the Project Site, there are no
potential architectural resources on the Project Site.

8.5.3.

KNOWN ARCHITECTURAL RESOURCES IN THE STUDY AREA
There are two known architectural resources located in the study area—the Presbyterian
Rest for Convalescents and the White Plains Fire Station No. 3.

DEIS

8.5.3.1.

Presbyterian Rest for Convalescents
The former Presbyterian Rest for Convalescents (S/NR) is located at 69 North
Broadway. Built in 1913, the three-and-a-half-story Tudor Revival-style building
has an H-plan. The building is faced in brick at the first and second floors, and
stucco and half timbering at the third floor and attic level (see Figure 8-11). The
building occupies the western, rear portion of the property, set away from North
Broadway beyond an addition that was built in 1972. According to the 2011
National Register of Historic Places Nomination Form, the 1972 addition does not
contribute to the significance of the original 1913 building. The building complex,
which includes both the 1913 and 1972 buildings, is part of the White Plains and
Central Westchester YWCA Residence complex.

8.5.3.2.

White Plains Fire Station No. 3
White Plains Fire Station No. 3 (S/NR-eligible) is located at 2 Terrace
Avenue. This two-story Arts and Crafts-style building was constructed
between 1901 and 1905. The building has a low-hipped roof with underlying
brackets. Decorative stone keystones highlight the front windows and fire
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truck entrances. An exterior covered metal stair on the south façade provides
second story access (see Figure 8-11).
8.5.4.

POTENTIAL ARCHITECTURAL RESOURCES IN THE STUDY AREA
The study area includes buildings reflecting the City of White Plains’ varied
development periods, including free-standing houses, apartment buildings, and religious
and institutional buildings, with most study area buildings dating from the mid-19th and
early 20th centuries. Four study area buildings appear to possess a high degree of
historic integrity, including two institutional buildings located on the Pace Law School
campus, an apartment building, and the White Plains Presbyterian Church and Cemetery
located across North Broadway from the Project Site. These four potential architectural
resources are described below.

7

8

8.5.4.1.

Preston Hall
Preston Hall is centrally located on the Pace University campus. This fourstory building was constructed in 1930–1931 as a dormitory on the northern
portion of what was then the Good Counsel College campus. The Collegiate
Gothic-style building retains much of its original character, as seen in
Figure 8-12, including ashlar stone-clad façades, central entrances on the
building’s east and west façades, projecting bays with pediments extending
beyond the roof, and a red tiled roof. 7 In the 1970s, Good Counsel College
became the College of White Plains of Pace University, through a merger
between the two institutions. In 1975, ownership of the Good Counsel
property changed when the northern portion of the property and several other
Good Counsel College buildings were separated and sold to Pace University.

8.5.4.2.

Joseph and Bessie Gerber Glass Law Center
Also on the Pace University campus is the five-story Brutalist-style Joseph
and Bessie Gerber Glass Law Center, located immediately north of the Good
Counsel Complex. This building was designed by Schofield and Colgan and
built in 1978 shortly after Good Counsel College sold the northern portion of
its campus to what was then the College of White Plains, Pace University’s
predecessor. The building is faced in both tooled and smooth concrete. The
south and west façades have five floors of symmetrical window openings that
allow natural light to enter the building. In contrast, the building’s eastern
portion is more enclosed, with rectangular panels oriented vertically and
horizontally, allowing light to reach the building’s interior. The eastern
portion of the building connects to Preston Hall by an arched enclosed
skybridge (see Figure 8-13). At the time of its construction, the size and
design of the Joseph and Bessie Gerber Glass Law Center were said to express
the high aims set for Pace Law School, with this building serving as the focal
point of the campus. 8

Good Counsel Complex, White Plains, Westchester County, New York. United States Department of the
Interior, National Park Service, National Register of Historic Places Registration Form. OMB No.
1024-0018, NPS Form. January 1997.
William Capshaw, “Architect Schultze Says Construction Completion Deadline Is Still Uncertain,” 2
Hearsay 11 (October 1978).
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8.5.4.3.

Chateau Condominiums
The Chateau Condominiums (formerly known as the Park View Gardens
Apartments) is located at 87 North Broadway northwest of the Project Site
across North Broadway (see Figure 8-14). The apartment complex was
designed by George A. Bagge & Sons and built in the 1920s by the Hermann
Contracting Company. 9 The three-story Tudor Revival-style complex is set
back from North Broadway by a grassy lawn, landscaping, and a horseshoeshaped driveway. The C-shaped complex has a central, landscaped courtyard
that opens toward North Broadway. At the time of its construction, the Park
View Gardens Apartments was one of the first large apartment developments
along this section of North Broadway.

8.5.4.4.

White Plains Presbyterian Church
The White Plains Presbyterian Church is located at 39 North Broadway,
diagonally southwest of the Project Site across North Broadway (see
Figure 8-15). Built during the 1850s, the Gothic Revival-style church is faced in
gray ashlar stone and is set away from North Broadway beyond a grassy yard.
An early 20th century addition was built at the church’s south (rear) façade. The
addition is predominately faced in gray ashlar stone, consistent with the main
church building, but also includes stucco and half timbering detailing. Another
rear addition, constructed circa 1963–1964, has stucco detailing, consistent with
the early 20th century addition, and stone cladding on the southernmost entrance.
Directly north of the church oriented along North Broadway is the church’s
cemetery, which includes several gravestones of soldiers who fought in the
Revolutionary War. Additionally, the cemetery includes the gravestones of
Jacob and Abigail Purdy, who had provided their home to George Washington
for use during the war. 10

8.6.

FUTURE WITHOUT THE PROPOSED PROJECT
8.6.1.

PROJECT SITE
Absent the Proposed Project, the Chapel and Mapleton building would continue to be
utilized by the Sisters. The former Good Counsel School, which closed in 2015 prior to
the acquisition of the property by the Applicant, would not reopen. The balance of the
Project Site would remain unoccupied with vacant buildings. In the long term, the
Project Site’s unoccupied buildings would continue to deteriorate. While the Applicant
would continue to make necessary repairs to buildings to prevent damage, building
systems, such as heating and plumbing, may be decommissioned.

8.6.2.

STUDY AREA
In the Future without the Proposed Project, the status of architectural resources could
change. S/NR-eligible resources could be listed on the Registers. Potential architectural

9

“The Park View Gardens Apartment” Building and Realty News. December 3, 1923, page 22. White
Plains Public Library.
10
Branch, Alfred. “White Plains Presbyterian Church Preps for 300th Anniversary Celebration Sunday.”
White Plains, NY Patch. May 13, 2014.
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resources could be determined eligible for listing on the Registers and/or for designation
as a White Plains Landmark. In addition, the condition of architectural resources in the
study area could change; resources could be altered, demolished or improved.
Architectural resources that are listed on the National Register or that have been found
eligible for listing are given a measure of protection from the effects of federally sponsored
or assisted projects under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. Although
preservation is not mandated, federal agencies must attempt to avoid Adverse Impacts on
such resources through a notice, review, and consultation process. Properties listed on the
State Register are similarly protected against impacts resulting from state-sponsored or
state-assisted projects under the SHPA. Private property owners using private funds can,
however, alter or demolish their properties without such a review process.
As described in Chapter 3, “Land Use, Zoning, and Public Policy,” there are a number
of pending and approved projects, and projects currently under construction proximate
to the Project Site that include residential and commercial uses. These projects
demonstrate the City of White Plains’ recent actions toward revitalizing existing vacant
and underperforming sites with mixed-use developments proximate to downtown.

8.7.

POTENTIAL IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT ON HISTORIC
RESOURCES
8.7.1.

PROJECT SITE
8.7.1.1.

Changes to the Project Site
The Proposed Project would result in the demolition of 10 buildings on the
Project Site, including seven that are contributing buildings to the Good
Counsel Complex. The Chapel would be maintained, Mapleton building
would be relocated, and the approximately 3-acre front lawn would be
retained. The Proposed Project would redevelop the Project Site with three
new residential components—an assisted-living facility, academic housing,
and multi-family residential housing—within a campus-like setting.
Assisted-Living Facility
The proposed two- and three-story approximately 93,000-gross square
feet (gsf) assisted-living facility in a landscaped setting would be set back
from North Broadway by approximately 250 feet, in close alignment with
the Chapel’s west façade. The building would have a modified cruciform
plan, with parking oriented away from North Broadway. The siting of the
facility would maintain the prominence of the Chapel at the front of the
campus. Further, because the assisted-living facility site slopes south and
east, the building’s north-facing portion would be two stories, while the
rear (east) elevation would be three stories. The roof height of both
building sections would be the same. The assisted-living facility would be
accessed from the Main Site Driveway via a dedicated curving drive
leading south to the building’s entrance.
Academic Housing
The proposed five-story, approximately 91,000-gsf academic housing
facility would be sited in the northern portion of the Project Site, east of
the Chapel and the relocated Mapleton building, and in close proximity
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to Pace Law School’s campus to the north with a quad area opening
toward the university campus. The size and location of the academic
housing beyond the Chapel and Mapleton building would limit its
visibility from North Broadway, thereby maintaining the visual
character of the Good Counsel Complex along North Broadway.
Multi-Family Housing
The third component of the Proposed Project is multi-family housing.
Two 10-story multi-family residential buildings would contain a total of
approximately 450,000 gsf. They would be sited at the eastern (rear)
portion of the Project Site, reducing their visibility from North Broadway
both due to distance and intervening buildings on the Project Site.
Further, locating the residential buildings on the eastern portion of the
Site would maximize the substantial elevation change at that location,
further reducing the visual perception of the buildings’ height and scale.
In addition to being located away from the North Broadway frontage,
the proposed residential buildings would be sited over 500 feet away
from the Chapel and the relocated Mapleton building, at the rear portion
of the Site. As such, the proposed residential buildings would have
limited visual or contextual effects on these two historic buildings.
Campus and Open Space
The proposed site plan has been developed to maintain over 9 acres of
lawn and trees across the Site, including the nearly 3 acres along the
North Broadway frontage and the Chapel and Mapleton building. The
proposed new buildings have been sited to maximize visual and
physical access to the open spaces across the Site. The circulation
through the Site would maintain elements of the Good Counsel
Complex’s existing meandering circulation routes, including the main
approach from North Broadway and the drive extending north and east
around the primary and north façades of the Chapel. Supplemental
roadways would be developed that would follow curving routes through
the eastern part of the campus, which would be consistent with the
character of the Good Counsel Complex’s circulation routes.
The Chapel and Mapleton Building
As described above, the site plan has been developed to maintain the
Project Site’s nearly 3-acre front lawn, the Chapel, and Mapleton
building. The Chapel and Mapleton building would remain on-Site and
would continue to be used in the same manner as at present.
Specifically, the Chapel would continue to be used for religious services
and would be maintained by the Applicant for the next 50 years. The
Chapel is subject to a Chapel Preservation Covenant that was recorded
by the Sisters against the property just prior to the closing with the
Applicant (see Appendix AA-2). The Covenant, which was recorded in
the Westchester County Land Records Office, binds all subsequent
owners, including the Applicant, for 50 years. Pursuant to the Covenant,
the Chapel building structure and the immediately surrounding grounds
cannot be altered or materially changed without the prior written
DEIS
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consent of the Sisters, except for compliance with any building or fire
codes. Similarly, and again except for compliance with any building or
fire codes, the internal statuary and religious symbols, the alter, the crypt,
the organ, and the stained glass windows in the Chapel may not be altered
or materially changed without the prior written consent of the Sisters.
With the Proposed Project, Mapleton building would be relocated from
the southern portion of the Project Site to the northern portion of the
Project Site, adjacent to the Chapel. Consideration was given to
maintaining Mapleton building at its current location. However, the
proposed site plan would locate the proposed assisted-living facility
partially at the Mapleton building site. As described above, the siting of
the assisted-living facility maximizes the change in elevation across the
Project Site, thereby allowing for a two- and three-story assisted-living
facility that appears as a two-story building along the Project Site’s
North Broadway frontage.
Therefore, the Applicant would relocate and restore Mapleton building
in accordance with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards. The siting,
relocation, and restoration of Mapleton building would be undertaken in
consultation with NYS OPRHP to ensure that the building’s historic and
architectural integrity are retained. While the re-location of the
Mapleton building automatically results in its removal from the S/NR, it
is the Applicant’s intention to work with NYS OPRHP so that Mapleton
building would remain on the S/NR both while being moved and once it
is in its new location, or if determined appropriate by NYS OPRHP, to
establish appropriate measures for re-listing Mapleton building on the
S/NR once the building has been relocated. Mapleton building would
continue to be used by the Sisters to house their offices and related
counseling services. By locating Mapleton building and the Chapel in
close proximity to each other, the Proposed Project would retain two
historic structures of the Good Counsel Complex that are in current use
and for which the Sisters have identified a continued use.
8.7.1.2.

11

Impacts Discussion
The seven contributing Good Counsel Complex buildings to be demolished are
the Tilford House, the House of Nazareth, the Heating Plant and Workshop, St.
Ann’s Cottage, the Cooking School and Infirmary, the Convent and Addition,
and the Carriage House and Stable. 11 Demolition of these buildings constitutes
an Adverse Impact pursuant to SEQRA and Section 14.09. In a comment letter
dated January 22, 2016, NYS OPRHP requested the preparation of a feasibility
analysis to evaluate the potential for retaining and reusing buildings on the
Project Site, in addition to the Chapel and Mapleton building (see Appendix E1). The Applicant undertook a feasibility study to explore all prudent and

The remaining three Project Site buildings to be demolished are non-contributing buildings within the
Good Counsel Complex—the Kearney Sports Building, the Carmody House, and the Security Kiosk.
The Band Stand, identified as a non-contributing to the Good Counsel Complex in the 1997 Good
Counsel Complex National Register of Historic Places Registration Form, was previously demolished.
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feasible alternatives to the demolition of the seven contributing buildings to
avoid the Adverse Impact while meeting the purpose and need of the Proposed
Project. This feasibility study, also known as an “Alternatives Analysis,”
contained in Appendix E-2, was prepared at the request of NYS OPRHP and is
summarized below. The analysis determined that, in the Applicant’s opinion, it
is infeasible to retain, adaptively reuse, or incorporate additional Good Counsel
Complex buildings, other than the Chapel, Mapleton building, and the
approximately 3-acre front lawn, into the Proposed Project while meeting the
purpose and need of the Proposed Project.
The Alternatives Analysis, summarized below, evaluated the feasibility of three
alternatives for the retention of more buildings on the Good Counsel Complex:
Alternative 1—Adaptive Reuse of the Convent
The adaptive reuse of the Convent for any of the three Project
components—an assisted-living facility, academic housing, or multifamily housing—would require substantial investments in the Convent
to bring into compliance the building’s existing deficiencies related to
code requirements, fire suppression and accessibility. In addition, the
adaptive reuse of the Convent would also need to be designed to meet
specific life safety, programming, and configuration requirements
appropriate to the new use.
Alternative 1, Option A—Assisted-Living Facility
A Sunrise Senior Living assisted-living community has specific
programming and life safety requirements that include, in addition to
residential units, common dining facilities and recreation rooms, staff
offices, housekeeping facilities, landscaped gardens, and walking paths.
Memory care units and associated space for nursing services need to be
located in a separate area of the building to ensure the safety and security
of its residents. These requirements could not be met within the existing
Convent building due to the building’s physical limitations, in particular,
building systems upgrades that would need to be undertaken to bring the
building into current code compliance. Any interventions to
accommodate an assisted-living facility within the Convent would
substantially compromise the Convent’s architectural integrity, in any
case (see Appendix E-2). Therefore, Alternative 1, Option A—AssistedLiving Facility, was determined infeasible by the Applicant as this
alternative would not meet the purpose and need of the Proposed Project.
Alternative 1, Option B—Academic Housing
The adaptive reuse of the Convent for academic housing would require
exterior modifications and interior alterations, including substantially
gutting the Convent’s interior. The alterations would require a
substantial financial investment to systems upgrades to bring the
building into current code compliance. Further, at approximately 37,200
gsf, the Convent could only accommodate approximately 29 units (or 49
beds), compared to the 70 units (120 beds) that would be developed
with the Proposed Project. Therefore, a large, approximately 53,800gross-square-foot (gsf) addition would need to be built adjacent to the
DEIS
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Convent to provide the 41 remaining academic housing units and would
include the approximately 35,000 gsf of required amenity space to meet
the purpose and need of the Proposed Project.
The costs and inefficiencies associated with adaptively reusing the
Convent for academic housing would not result in a reasonable return on
investment. In addition, the architectural integrity of the Convent would
be substantially altered to accommodate academic housing, with very
little original fabric remaining. The construction of an approximately
53,800-gsf addition adjacent to the existing Convent would result in either
a tall building with a smaller footprint or a low-scale building with a large
footprint. In both scenarios, a new structure would alter the context of the
Convent and would substantially limit where the proposed assisted-living
facility and multi-family housing could be located on the Project Site. The
siting limitations could result in these new facilities encroaching on the
front lawn, which would compromise the campus-like character of the
Project Site and would be inconsistent with the overall site plan and
adopted City of White Plains policy documents. Therefore, for these
reasons, Alternative 1, Option B—Academic Housing Facility was
determined infeasible by the Applicant as this alternative would not meet
the purpose and need of the Proposed Project.
Alternative 1, Option C—Multi-Family Housing
The adaptive reuse of the Convent for multi-family housing assumes
that the interior of the Convent would be gutted and entirely
reconfigured, maximizing efficiencies in space planning despite the
narrow footprints of the wings. This would remove much of the original
interior features of the Convent, such as public spaces and the corridors
located adjacent to the interior courtyards.
These alterations to the Convent would require a substantial financial
investment to upgrade the overall building systems to bring them into
current code compliance. Further, at approximately 37,200 gsf, the
Convent could only accommodate approximately 33 residential units,
compared to the 400 residential units that would be developed with the
Proposed Project and the 467 units permitted by the current RM-1.5
zoning. To meet the purpose and need of the Proposed Project, a large,
multistory approximately 412,800-gsf addition would need to be
constructed that would contain approximately 367 dwelling units and
approximately 35,000 gsf of amenity space. Although the addition
would attach to the rear of the Convent away from the Convent’s
primary west and south façades, the addition would be much larger
than, and would detract from, the Convent’s modest design visually
competing with the Convent, in part due to the substantial difference in
scale, massing and design and siting of the large new addition.
The costs and inefficiencies associated with adaptively reusing the
Convent for multi-family housing would not result in a reasonable
return on investment. In addition, the architectural integrity of the
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Convent would be substantially altered to accommodate the residential
housing, with very little original fabric remaining.
A new structure would also substantially limit where the proposed
assisted-living facility and academic housing could be located on the
Project Site. The siting limitations could result in these new facilities
encroaching on the front lawn, which would compromise the campuslike character of the Project Site and would be inconsistent with the
overall site plan and City of White Plains adopted policy documents.
Therefore, for these reasons, Alternative 1, Option C—Multi-Family
Housing was determined infeasible by the Applicant as this alternative
would not meet the purpose and need of the Proposed Project.
Alternative 2—Adaptive Reuse of Smaller Contributing Buildings to the
Good Counsel Complex
The adaptive reuse of smaller contributing buildings to the Good Counsel
Complex alternative considered adaptively reusing the six smaller
contributing buildings 12 to meet the purpose and need of the Proposed
Project. The six smaller contributing buildings, as separate structures,
would not meet the purpose and need of the Proposed Project as they
would not provide efficient square footages that could accommodate the
Proposed Project’s three components. Further, should some or all of the
smaller buildings be retained with the Proposed Project, the siting of the
four proposed structures would be constrained and could result in locating
the new buildings in closer proximity to the Chapel, the relocated
Mapleton building, or the front lawn along North Broadway. In addition,
if the existing smaller contributing buildings would remain on the Project
Site, the proposed residential facilities would need to be much taller
structures due to site constraints resulting from maintaining the existing
buildings. By retaining the small campus buildings, the potential for
retaining the campus-like setting of the Good Counsel Complex would
also be substantially compromised, as very little open space would
remain. Therefore, Alternative 2—Adaptive Reuse of Smaller
Contributing Buildings was determined infeasible by the Applicant as this
alternative would not meet the purpose and need of the Proposed Project.
Alternative 3—Demolition of the Convent and Site Redevelopment
(The Proposed Project—Feasible Alternative)
Alternative 3 proposes the demolition of seven contributing buildings to
the Good Counsel Complex, 13 maintaining the Chapel, relocating
Mapleton building, and retaining the approximately 3-acre front lawn,
while redeveloping the Project Site with three new residential components.

12

13

The six smaller contributing buildings are Tilford House, Carriage House and Stable, House of
Nazareth, the Heating Plant and Workshop, St. Ann’s Cottage, and the Cooking School and Infirmary.
The seven contributing buildings to the Good Counsel Complex that would be demolished are the
Tilford House, the House of Nazareth, the Heating Plant and Workshop, St. Ann’s Cottage, the
Cooking School and Infirmary, the Convent and Addition, and the Carriage House and Stable.
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As detailed in the Alternatives Analysis, the Applicant explored all
prudent and feasible alternatives to the demolition of the seven
contributing buildings to the Good Counsel Complex to avoid adversely
impacting the Good Counsel Complex, and determined it infeasible to
retain, adaptively reuse, or incorporate additional Good Counsel
Complex buildings, other than the Chapel, Mapleton building, and the
front lawn, into the Proposed Project. Therefore, for the reasons
established in the Alternatives Analysis, Alternative 3—Demolition of
the Convent and Site Redevelopment (Feasible Alternative) was
determined by the Applicant to be the only feasible alternative that
would meet the purpose and need of the Proposed Project.
8.7.1.3.

Additional Consultation with NYS OPRHP
In a letter dated December 12, 2017, NYS OPRHP commented on the November
2017 Alternatives Analysis and requested the evaluation of additional
alternatives that may result in less of an adverse impact on the Good Counsel
Complex, but that may also be “prudent and feasible” (see Appendix E-3).
Specifically, NYS ORPHP requested consideration of the following alternatives:
•
•

•
•

More selective demolition with “infill” construction;
Preserving the Chapel, Mapleton building, and Convent as a core of historic
buildings even “if demolition of some or all the ancillary historic buildings
could make [preservation of these three building] more feasible;”
Mothballing the Convent; and,
Retaining the exterior integrity of the Convent to preserve “more of the
historic campus setting and the historic relationship of the Convent to the
Chapel.”

The Applicant is currently developing these requested additional alternatives
and evaluating their feasibility. When complete, this additional analysis will be
provided to NYS OPRHP as part of the ongoing consultation under SEQRA and
Section 14.09, and also to the City of White Plains for their review.
In the same December 12, 2017 comment letter, NYS OPRHP requested the
Mother House Feasibility Study, prepared for the Sisters, and the 2016
Property Conditions Assessment, prepared for the Applicant. In a letter dated
January 17, 2018, the Applicant provided these documents, together with a
cover memorandum, to NYS OPRHP (see Appendix E-4).
The Mother House Feasibility Study, prepared for the Sisters more than a
decade prior to the Applicant’s purchase of the property, provides an overview
of five construction options for the Convent to meet the Sisters’ existing and
future needs. As stated in that document, it was the architect’s opinion that all
options, except full demolition of the original 1907–1908 Convent and 1959
addition, represented a “large investment in [an] aged building with limited
mechanical/electrical infrastructure and [an] aging exterior.” In addition, the
architect repeatedly notes that the “narrow wings of [the] existing buildings
yield narrow apartments” and limits the number of usable living facilities.
Options 1 through 3, summarized below, were previously rejected by the
Sisters due to the associated costs.
5/7/2018
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•

•

•

•

•

Option 1 would renovate the original 1907–1908 Convent and the 1959
addition at a cost of $28.82 million in 2017 dollars ($12.98 million in
2003), not including required mechanical/electrical infrastructure. The
architect notes that the “construction cost [for this option] should be
increased to reflect [the] need for mechanical/electrical infrastructure.”
Option 2 would demolish the 1907–1908 Convent, renovate the 1959
addition, and build a new structure at a cost of $22.95 million in 2017
dollars ($13.65 million in 2003). As with Option 1, the architect notes that
the “construction cost [for this option] should be increased to reflect [the]
need for mechanical/electrical infrastructure.”
Option 3 presented new construction to meet the Sisters’ needs at a cost of
$23.70 million in 2017 dollars ($14.09 million in 2003). The architect
notes that “new construction provides good value for investment.”
Option 4 would renovate a portion of the 1907–1908 Convent and the
1959 addition for a cost of $10.12 million in 2017 dollars ($6.02 million
in 2003). It is important to note that Option 4 was developed after the
Sisters determined that the construction cost associated with Options 1
through 3 was too great. The Sisters requested that an option be developed
for a “more modest program.” For this purpose, the architects
recommended concentrating renovations in the 1959 addition because of
its “non-combustible construction, unlike the Mother House [i.e., the
original 1907–1908 Convent].”
As such, Option 4 considered renovation of only the first floor of the
1907–1908 Convent. Option 4 did not consider or provide a cost estimate
for renovating the 1907–1908 Convent’s second and third floors and did
not propose any fire-proofing improvements to the building, which would
be essential to any residential-type reuse of the 1907–1908 Convent, if
such improvements were in fact feasible. After reviewing Option 4, the
Sisters remained concerned about the potential construction costs and
recommended cost reductions with respect to the proposed elevator and
stairs. The architect remained concerned that even this “more modest
program” would “invest significant capital into an aging building.” As
previously noted, this “significant investment” would still leave the 1907–
1908 Convent’s second and third floors in their existing condition,
including multiple rooms of single living quarters without any amenities
such as bathrooms or kitchens, and certain previously altered apartment
units. As such, the architect developed another option—Option 5—for the
Sisters’ consideration.
Option 5 would demolish the 1907–1908 Convent, place residential
functions in a new building and use the 1959 addition for administration,
support, retreat, and potential rental functions. Option 5—at an estimated
cost of $16.81 million in 2017 dollars ($10 million in 2003)—would
represent a “more modest investment in [an] aged building” (i.e., the 1959
addition). Option 5 would also result in a reduced building program.

The Property Conditions Assessment estimated the costs associated with
addressing deferred maintenance and existing physical deficiencies of the
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original 1907–1908 Convent building at $4.87 million in 2017 dollars ($4.53
million in 2016). These items include “potentially unsafe conditions, material
code violations, and items that require corrective work on a higher priority
than routine work.” As stated in the report, the plumbing, HVAC, and
electrical systems need to be replaced in their entirety. In addition, the 1907–
1908 Convent’s single existing elevator must be replaced, the existing
stairwells need to be modified to meet code requirements, and all windows
and restrooms need to be replaced. In addition, a new fire suppression system
(standpipe/sprinkler) needs to be installed throughout the building. As stated
in the report, “costs associated with interior work are excluded from the scope
of this report since they are speculative at this point, and may vary widely.”
As such, the $4.87 million estimate does not include associated costs of
renovations that would be required for adaptive reuse of the building, which
would likely include necessary improvements such as enhanced fire-proofing,
additional elevators and stairs, and alternate means of emergency egress.
Therefore, the costs presented in the Property Conditions Assessment would
be expected to substantially increase with an adaptive reuse program, if such
improvements were in fact feasible.
NYS OPRHP acknowledged receipt of the additional information in a
February 15, 2018 letter (see Appendix E-5). The letter also notes that, as
stated in the Applicant’s January 17, 2018 letter, that evaluation of the
additional alternatives suggested by NYS OPRHP has not yet been completed.
As previously stated, the Applicant is still developing those additional
alternatives and evaluating their feasibility.
8.7.1.4.

Summary of Impacts to the Good Counsel Complex
The demolition of the seven contributing buildings to the Good Counsel
Complex constitutes an Adverse Impact to historic resources under SEQRA
and Section 14.09. In addition, the relocation of Mapleton building would also
adversely impact this historic building’s integrity of location and setting.
Therefore, measures to mitigate the Adverse Impact would be developed in
consultation with NYS OPRHP and would be set forth in an LOR to be
executed among the Applicant, NYSDEC, and NYS OPRHP as described
further below. These measures would include recordation of the Good
Counsel Complex, coordinating with NYS OPRHP regarding the relocation
and restoration of Mapleton building, and development and implementation of
a CPP to protect the Chapel during construction of the Proposed Project.

8.7.1.5.

Direct Impacts
The proposed redevelopment of the Good Counsel Complex with three new
residential components, site modifications, and the relocation of Mapleton
building would not result in any direct effects to study area architectural
resources, as no study area architectural resources would be physically
destroyed, demolished, or altered with the Proposed Project.
Two potential architectural resources on the Pace University campus—Preston
Hall and the Joseph and Bessie Gerber Glass Law Center—are located within
100 feet of the Project Site. Should either or both potential architectural
resources be determined S/NR-eligible by NYS OPRHP prior to construction
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of the Proposed Project, these buildings would be included in a CPP that
would be prepared and implemented by the Applicant to ensure that
construction activities associated with the Proposed Project that would be
undertaken within 100 feet of these buildings would not cause inadvertent
physical impacts to these buildings. In all cases, however, the Proposed
Project would not be expected to have any direct construction period impacts
on these buildings, as described in Chapter 17, “Construction.”
No other known or potential architectural resources are located within 100 feet of
the Project Site, and therefore, these other architectural resources would not have
the potential to be directly affected by inadvertent construction-related impacts.
8.7.1.6.

Indirect Impacts
Due to their close proximity to the Project Site, the Proposed Project would
result in changes to the settings of two potential architectural resources on the
Pace University campus—Preston Hall and the Joseph and Bessie Gerber
Glass Law Center. As described above, Preston Hall was built as part of Good
Counsel College in 1930–1931. The property changed ownership and became
part of Pace University in the 1970s. Since that time, the Pace University
campus has undergone extensive changes, including the 1978 construction of
the Joseph and Bessie Gerber Glass Law Center. With the Proposed Project
relocating Mapleton building to a site north of the Chapel, certain aspects of
the setting between the two institutional campuses would change by bringing
Mapleton building closer to these two nearby potential architectural resources.
However, this change would not be considered adverse because the two
campuses have a historic relationship including numerous rounds of
development and institutional changes. Further, no publicly accessible views
to Preston Hall or the Joseph and Bessie Gerber Glass Law Center would be
eliminated with the Proposed Project.
Although the Proposed Project would result in the demolition of seven
contributing buildings to the Good Counsel Complex, these buildings—apart
from the Convent—are located away from the North Broadway frontage and
have limited visibility from nearby off-Site vantage points. Therefore, the
setting, views to, and historic character of the study area architectural
resources on the west side of North Broadway—the Chateau Condominiums,
the former Presbyterian Rest for Convalescents, and the White Plains
Presbyterian Church—would not be adversely impacted. The demolition of
the Convent and the redevelopment of that area of the Project Site with an
assisted-living facility would not adversely affect the setting of the known and
potential architectural resources in the study area as the assisted-living facility
would be of a scale and massing consistent with other nearby buildings, and
would not introduce incompatible visual, audible, or atmospheric elements to
the setting of these resources.
Mapleton building would be relocated north of the Chapel in close proximity to
the Chapel and Preston Hall on the Pace Law School campus, maintaining an
altered, though contextual relationship among these current and former Good
Counsel buildings. Further, no publicly accessible views of the Chapel, the
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Chateau Condominiums, the former Presbyterian Rest for Convalescents, or the
White Plains Presbyterian Church would be eliminated with the Proposed Project.
The academic housing would be located south of two potential architectural
resources, Preston Hall and the Joseph and Bessie Gerber Glass Law Center
on the Pace Law School campus. However, the introduction of new academic
housing would be consistent with the changes to the Pace Law School campus
that have occurred through time. Therefore, the academic housing would not
introduce any incompatible visual, audible, or atmospheric elements to the
setting of these two potential architectural resources. The academic housing
would not eliminate publicly accessible views to the study area’s known and
potential architectural resources.
With respect to the multi-family housing, this element of the Proposed Project
would be located at the east end of the Project Site, and has been designed to
make use of the elevation change to reduce the perceived height and scale of
the buildings in views from North Broadway. Due to their distance from the
known and potential architectural resources in the study area, they would not
constitute incompatible visual, audible, or atmospheric elements within the
setting of known or potential architectural resources in the study area. In
addition, the multi-family housing would not eliminate publicly accessible
views to the study area’s known and potential architectural resources.
White Plains Fire Station No. 3, located south of the Project Site and separated by
intervening streets and development, does not have an existing visual or
contextual relationship with the Good Counsel Complex. Therefore, the Proposed
Project would not change the relationship between this historic resource and the
Project Site and would therefore have no indirect impacts on this resource.

8.8.

MEASURES TO AVOID, MINIMIZE, AND MITIGATE POTENTIAL IMPACTS
TO HISTORIC RESOURCES
Measures to partially mitigate the Proposed Project’s Adverse Impacts on architectural resources
would be implemented in consultation with NYS OPRHP and would be set forth in an LOR
prior to construction of the Proposed Project. The mitigation measures would include:
•

•

•

Consultation with NYS OPRHP regarding the siting, relocation, and restoration of Mapleton
building to maintain—or re-list—Mapleton building on the S/NR and to ensure that the
building’s historic and architectural integrity are retained;
The recordation of the Good Counsel Complex, including the Chapel and Mapleton
building, prior to any demolition on the Project Site. Recordation would include interior and
exterior photographic documentation of the buildings’ existing conditions, historic
photographs of the buildings, reproducing historic plans (if available), and an accompanying
historical narrative; and
The development of a CPP in coordination with NYS OPRHP to be implemented in
consultation with a licensed professional engineer. The CPP would describe the measures to
be implemented to protect the Chapel, Preston Hall, and the Joseph and Bessie Gerber Glass
Law Center from inadvertent construction-related impacts, including pre-construction
inspections; monitoring for cracks, vibration, and settlement; installation of construction
barriers; and provision for stopping work as appropriate.
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Figure 8-2

6.27.17

East view to Tilford House’s primary façade

1

View west to Tilford House’s rear façade

2

Tilford House
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Figure 8-3

6.27.17

East view to Mapleton’s primary west façade

3

South view to Mapleton’s east and north façades

4

Mapleton Building
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Figure 8-4

6.27.17

East view to the House of Nazareth’s
primary west façade
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East view to the House of Nazareth’s
south and east façade

6

Northwest view to the east and south facades of the House
of Nazareth’s one-story outbuilding
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House of Nazareth
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Figure 8-5

6.27.17

Northeast view to the Chapel’s east and south façades

East view to the Chapel’s primary entrance

8

9

Chapel
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Figure 8-6

6.27.17

Northeast view to the Heating Plant’s south and west façades
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Southeast view to the primary façade of St. Ann’s Cottage
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Heating Plant/ Workshop and St. Ann’s Cottage
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Figure 8-7

6.27.17

Northeast view to the primary façade of the
Cooking School/Infirmary
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Northwest view to the rear façade of the
Cooking School/Infirmary
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Cooking School/Infirmary
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Figure 8-8

6.27.17

Northeast view to the Convent’s primary/west façade
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North view to the Convent’s primary/south entrance
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Convent
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Figure 8-9

6.27.17

1959 Addition

Southwest view of the 1959 addition
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Southeast view to the Carriage House and Stable’s west and north façades

17

Convent, 1959 Addition and the
Carriage House and Stable
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Figure 8-10

6.27.17

Presbyterian Rest for Convalescents, 69 North Broadway
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White Plains Fire Station No. 3, 2 Terrace Avenue
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Figure 8-11

6.27.17

Preston Hall, Pace University campus—west façade
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Preston Hall, Pace University campus—east façade
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Figure 8-12

6.27.17

Joseph and Bessie Gerber Glass Law Center, Pace University campus—south façade
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Joseph and Bessie Gerber Glass Law Center, Pace University campus—east façade
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Figure 8-13

6.27.17

Chateau Condominiums, 87 North Broadway—entrance driveway
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Chateau Condominiums, 87 North Broadway—courtyard
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Figure 8-14

6.27.17

White Plains Presbyterian Church, 39 North Broadway—Primary entrance
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White Plains Presbyterian Church, 39 North Broadway
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White Plains Presbyterian Church cemetery
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Figure 8-15

