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Recommendation of the Parish Committee to the Membership      April 2009 

Parish Committee Summary and Recommendation to the 
Membership 
 
In January 2007 the Parish Committee appointed an Organ Task Force to study the condition of our 

church organ, built by Joseph Alley in 1834, and to determine the options for preserving this priceless 

asset of the First Religious Society. Members of the task force included Ann Bardeen, Frances 

Burmeister (ex officio), Lindsay Cavanaugh, Walter Clay, Bill Heenehan, Ben Labaree, Martin 

Madden, and Ed Metcalf. During the spring and summer of 2007 the task force reviewed the report of 

the organ’s condition prepared by organ consultant Mark Brombaugh, of Norwalk, CT, in 2005. It 

also reviewed preliminary work done by Barbara Owen and Frances Burmeister and met with several 

organ-builders. The Task Force concluded that the instrument is in serious danger of failing and in 

need of significant maintenance and repair. The Task Force considered several possible solutions 

ranging from minimal ―as needed‖ repair to replacement with a new instrument. In October 2007 the 

Parish Committee approved the task force’s recommendation of a middle course of action, namely, 

renovation and limited enhancement of the organ’s capability (See Appendix 5 for the original Organ 

Task Force Report). 

 

Members Bardeen, Clay, Heenehan, Labaree, and Madden, with Burmeister and Owen as consultants, 

comprised a new task force, asked by the Parish Committee to prepare a plan of action and to find the 

best available organ-builder to do the work. To assist them in this second phase they hired Mr. 

Brombaugh who, after discussions with the task force and its volunteer consultants, drew up the 

specifications which were the core of a request for proposal (RFP). The RFP went out to six potential 

bidders in April 2008, of whom three submitted proposals. During the summer and fall members of 

the task force visited these builders, discussed the project with them in detail, listened to organs they 

had rebuilt, and solicited letters and telephone interviews with numerous references.  

 

All three bidders were fully capable of meeting the requirements. After thorough discussion the task 

force unanimously agreed that one, Scot L. Huntington of Stonington, CT, was the best fit for our 

project in terms of philosophy, musical orientation and emphasis on historical sensitivity. Mr. 

Huntington’s proposal also had the added benefit of being the lowest cost bid. The Parish Committee 

approved this choice at its January 2009 meeting.  

 

The recommended approach will maintain all that remains of the organ’s truly historical aspects. The 

mechanical aspects of the instrument will be fully renovated. The project will take approximately 12-

18 months during which time the organ will be removed to the Huntington organ workshop. The cost 

of the project, including a 5% contingency allowance, is estimated to be $289,900. 

 

Our organ is a valuable and historic instrument. It represents a major component of the spiritual 

experience we share at the First Religious Society. For these reasons we are duty bound to preserve it. 

The last extensive repair of the instrument was completed over 35 years ago. The instrument does not 

appear to be in imminent danger of failure and opinions differ about whether a failure might ever 

occur. There is, however, no disagreement that the instrument is badly in need of repair. Putting off 

its renovation to ―another time‖ is risky precisely because of its deteriorated condition. If the organ 

were to fail suddenly, we will have lost control over the process. By moving now, we will secure a 

planned undertaking rather than letting fate dictate our timing. 

 

Therefore the Parish Committee recommends that the membership authorize the Parish Committee to 

form a steering committee to raise the necessary funds to renovate the organ and to manage the 

project through to completion. 



Background & Proposal Summary 
 

 
Organ Task Force Report March 2009 Page 4 of 25 

   
In January 2007 the Parish Committee of the First Religious Society authorized the  formation of an 

Organ Task Force to coordinate a study of the condition of the organ, to research the options for 

restoration, and to provide a list of advantages and disadvantages for each option.  The following FRS 

members and friends comprised he initial Organ Task Force:  

 

 Ann Bardeen     Bill Heenehan 

 Frances Burmeister (ex officio)   Ben Labaree 

 Lindsay Cavanaugh    Lark Madden 

 Walter Clay     Ed Metcalf 

      

Prior to the first meeting of the Task Force, which took place in May, a great deal of preliminary 

work had been undertaken by France Burmeister working with independent consultant Mark 

Brombaugh to evaluate the current status of the instrument and to provide insight into various options 

available. She also consulted with Barbara Owen, former FRS Director of Church Music, organ 

historian, and church member. Barbara prepared a commentary and set of recommendations. Frances 

also solicited information and preliminary proposals from several organ builders, including the  

Andover Organ Co., (Methuen, MA); A. David Moore, (No. Pomfret, VT); Fisk Organ Co. 

(Gloucester, MA), and Noack Organ Co., (Georgetown, MA). 

 

During the spring and summer of 2007 the Task Force conducted an extensive review of this work 

and the materials resulting from it. In addition, its members made field trips to several of the above-

mentioned organ-builders to view their shops and to review with company personnel various options 

for FRS. They also visited several organs renovated by these builders.  In subsequent meetings the 

Task Force reached a consensus on the following points: 

 

¶ Because our organ has undergone three distinct phases in its life (originally built by Joseph 

Alley in 1834, expanded by George Hutchings in 1889, and renovated by Charles Fisk of 

Andover Organ Co. in 1957)  it is no longer a single historic instrument and therefore not a 

likely candidate for restoration in the strict sense of the word. Yet it remains important to 

maintain as many of the historic characteristics as possible. 

¶ All experts we consulted agreed that the current instrument is in need of significant repairs 

and maintenance. The instrument does not appear to be in imminent danger of failure and 

opinions differ about whether a failure might ever occur. Putting off its renovation to 

―another time‖ is risky precisely because of its deteriorated condition. If the organ were to 

fail suddenly, we will have lost control over the process. 

¶ In its present state the organ is inadequate to support current and future music programs in 

several ways, including the difficulty of being heard by choristers and instrumentalists, 

¶ There exist malfunctioning and inappropriate stops, a limited capability for supporting 20
th
 

century organ literature, and according to some organists, a rather ―heavy, cumbersome 

action.‖  

 

 

Chronology and Considerations 
 
The Task Force then turned its attention to a range of possible solutions to the organ problem. It 

identified four possible approaches in order of the least to the most extensive (and expensive): 

 

1. maintain current instrument ―as is,‖ making needed repairs as they arise 

2. renovate current instrument, replacing components only as necessary to ―make the current 

organ a versatile service-playing instrument‖ 
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3. renovate as in #2 and enhance by making substantive changes and additions 

4. replace the current organ with a new instrument..  

       

After devoting several weeks considering the pros and cons of each approach the task force reached a 

consensus decision to eliminate both the first (―repair only‖) and last (―buy a new instrument‖) and to 

recommend to the Parish Committee that it consider combining the second and third approaches 

(renovate the current instrument and add a selected few enhancements),  

 

At its meeting of October 2007 the Parish Committee voted to adopt the recommendation of the 

Organ Task Force. It then voted to appoint five members of the earlier committee – Ann Bardeen, 

Walter Clay, Bill Heenehan, Ben Labaree (chair), and Lark Madden – to draw up the specifications 

necessary for carrying out the renovation and possible enhancement of the instrument and to 

recommend an organ-builder to do the work.  In addition the Parish Committee invited Frances 

Burmeister and Barbara Owen to serve as consultants when asked by the Organ Task Force. 

 

At its meeting on 1 November 2007 the new task force engaged as a paid consultant Mark 

Brombaugh, organist of the United Church on the Green in New Haven, CT and a well known 

consultant in the field. Mark was already familiar with our organ inasmuch as he had examined its 

condition in 2005. Mark agreed to draw up a detailed list of specifications for the repair, renovation, 

and enhancements as necessary to fulfill the needs of the parish’s music program for many years into 

the future. While Mark was preparing his report, the task force sought and received advice from both 

of our volunteer consultants - Barbara Owen and Frances Burmeister. Each of them contributed many 

hours to sharing with us the benefit of her long experience as organist, music director, and as 

consultant to other churches. We are greatly indebted to their generosity.  

 

Mark submitted his preliminary report to the task force in early April 2008, along with a list of organ-

builders who he thought might be interested in bidding on the project. With Mark’s advice the 

committee drew a final document of specifications. By the deadline in late May three organ-builders 

submitted bids: Andover Organ Co., S.L. Huntington, and A. David Moore, each with its own 

suggested variations to our specifications. Their base prices ranged from a low of $206,500 

(Huntington) to a high of about $300,000 (Andover).  Meanwhile, as we were considering these bids, 

we learned from Mark Brombaugh that he was moving to Tacoma WA.   

 

The committee then decided to focus on identifying the bidder whose ideas and philosophy matched 

our own most closely and therefore began a series of trips through the summer and fall to meet with 

our bidders, to visit their shops, and to hear several organs that each had rebuilt or renovated..  Our 

final effort, completed just before Christmas, focused on checking the references given us by each of 

the bidders by email and phone. This process revealed high praise for each builder from his 

customers, confirming the opinion of our former consultant, Mark Brombaugh, that we could not go 

wrong with any one of the three bidders.  

 

Selection 
 
The task force met on December 2 for an exchange of views concerning each bidder. After a twenty-

minute discussion it became apparent that Scot Huntington, of S.L. Huntington & Co., Stonington, 

CT,  was our unanimous choice. We then voted to recommend to the Parish Committee that it invite 

Scot to undertake our project. His Plan B bid for the project (lowest of the three) ranges between 

$213,000 and $238,000, depending on final specifications.  Scot runs his organ-building business in 

part of an old linen mill on the outskirts of downtown Stonington, CT, where two of our task force 

members visited him in mid-November 2008. He builds organs and harpsichords from scratch with 

the help of three assistants, one of whom is a retired organ-builder in his own right. Like most people 
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in his line of work Scot also rebuilds and repairs older organs, re-voices pipes, refurbishes cabinets 

and other components, and does on-site maintenance and tuning of organs throughout New England 

and beyond.  Equally important is the fact that Scot is himself an excellent church organist, serving 

the First Parish Church in Stonington, CT.  Scot’s careful approach to the challenge of rebuilding our 

organ is evidenced by the document entitled ―The Pipework,‖ included in this report as Appendix I.  

 

We first learned of Scot Huntington through Mark, who included him on his list of potential re-

builders through a previous acquaintanceship.  Scot immediately attracted our attention when he 

submitted an unusually thoughtful and detailed proposal (available at the FRS website). It is clear 

from its four-page historical preface that he is impressed, describing the organ built in 1834 by Joseph 

Alley as:  ―... a the work of a talented and gifted local craftsman ... a significant instrument that 

compared favorably with even the largest efforts from similarly talented builders during the same 

era.‖   The committee favors Scot’s Plan B, which he describes as: 

      

―An approach that still does not attempt to return the organ to any previous 

condition ... but selectively seeks to restore additional elements of the 1889 

condition as an end to achieving the church’s goals for the organ musically..... 

From my personal standpoint of a church organist needing flexibility of choral 

anthem accompaniment as a priority before the ability of an antique organ to play 

organ literature, I personally find the 1889 Hutchings stop-list to be more 

liturgically useful than the present tonal configuration.‖ 

 

The likely time-frame for the project is 12-18 months from the time of contract-signing. The organ 

will have to be dismantled and shipped to the shop where the work will be done.  The gallery floor 

under the organ will probably need to be leveled and quite possibly reinforced. A realistic budget for 

the entire project, including ―Plan B‖ renovation, gallery carpentry, supervision, and a 5 percent 

contingency allowance,  is $289,900.  
 

 

Actions to be taken by area of the instrument 
 

PEDAL BOARD  
 

Condition: Satisfactory 
 

Proposal:  Retain present flat 30-note pedal board. 
 

CASE 
      

Condition:  Indications are that the casework has been stripped of its original shellac finish. 

Present color is significantly lighter than normal for antique mahogany  
 

Proposal: The restorer will consult with furniture restoration specialists to determine the 

authenticity of the present case finish. If original, it will remain unaltered and only 

a protective coating of restoration-grade wax will be applied. If it can be 

definitively determined the case finish is not original, the advice of furniture 

restoration professionals will be sought to determine the best course of action 

regarding any case treatment. 
 

SWELL BOX 
 

Condition:  Choir has difficulty hearing the enclosed Swell division under certain conditions. 

Proposal: Replace the back panels with a second set of shutters independently controllable by 

their own Swell pedal. When closed the Swell would function with a solid 
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reflective back, as in 1834 or 1889. When open would allow sound to exit with the 

rear wall as a reflective sounding board. 

 

PITCH AND TEMPERAMENT  
 

Condition: Present Hutchings pitch (A435) unquestionably the least invasive solution. 

 

Proposal:  Retain present pitch. Experiment during reinstallation to decide on the most 

desirable tuning system 

 

CONSOLE 
 

Condition:  

 

Proposal:  New terraced stop jambs would be constructed in the style of Hutchings, with 

oblique-shaped ebony stop knobs and engraved stop faces. The stop knob solenoids 

would be by Harris Precision Products, the best component of its type on the 

market. 

 

STOP ACTION  
 

Condition:  The 1957 pneumatic slider motors need replacement. 

 

Proposal:  Install new European electro-magnetic solenoid motors that are compact, silent and 

fast.  Also a new multi-memory solid-state combination with a piston and toe-stud 

complement is an additional option. 

 As an option, and at about the same cost as a new electrical system, an entirely 

mechanical stop action could be constructed which would be stylistically in 

keeping with the design and approach utilized by Hutchings in 1889.   

 

KEY ACTION  
 

Condition:  The keyboards have considerable play and rattle. Other parts (key fronts, guide 

pins, couplers, trackers, etc) show signs of considerable wear. 

 

Proposal:  Original keyboards will be fully restored to eliminate play and rattle, missing 

keyfronts or ivories replaced, guide pins rebushed or replaced. Couplers will be 

refurbished, and wooden trackers replaced with new ones of straight, close-grained 

cedar. Supply-house squares to be replaced with either modern wooden or brass 

squares with Teflon bearings and snap-on connectors. The key action will then be 

regulated to provide the lightest and most crisp response allowed by the historic 

design.  

 

PEDAL DIVISION  
 

Condition:  Requires some rebuilding. 

 

Proposal: The 1889 windchests operating the two original pedal stops were converted to an 

electric playing action in 1958. The present electric key action would be replaced 

with a reconstruction of the original 1889 direct-mechanical key action to the two 

historic pedal windchests. The feasibility of providing additional pedal stops 
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which, because of the cramped confines of the historic case, would require electric 

key action and will be determined through additional study. 

 

WIND CHESTS 
 

Condition:   Only minor repairs are necessary. 

 

Proposal: Loose sponsels to be repaired or in some cases replaced. All pallets to be 

recovered. All slider seals checked and repaired as necessary, new pull-down wires 

and linkages installed. All springs regulated for evenness of resistance, and all 

gasket material replaced with new leather. 

  

WIND SYSTEM 
 

Condition:  Original reservoir needs releathering. Blower turbine is noisy. 

 

Proposal:  Reservoir will be releathered, and original feeder bellows, though no longer used, 

will be retained for historical reasons. Blower will be modified with a static 

reservoir to prevent transmission of turbine noise to the organ and audience. New 

wind trunks will replace those installed in 1957. Either the original Hutchings 

tremolo or a new tremulant will be installed. 

 

PIPE WORK  
 

Condition: See Appendix I – which is a must read 

 

Proposal: Return the instrument to a state more closely resembling the historic 1889 

condition with the stop list as follows: 
 

GREAT 
 

First Open Diapason 8’ 

 

Second Open Diapason (t.c.) 8’ RESTORED, or 

Clarabella (t.c.) 8’ NEW 

 

Stopt Diapason treble (t.c.) 8’ 

Stopt Diapason bass 8’ 

Dulciana (t.c.) 8’ RESTORED 

Principal 4’ 

Flute 4’ 

Twelfth 2 2/3’ 

Fifteenth 2’ 

Tierce 1 3/5’ RESTORED 

Mixture III REBUILT 

Trumpet 8’ 

Cremona (t.c.) 8’ RESTORED 

 

SWELL 

 

Bourdon treble 16’ RESTORED 

Bourdon bass 16’ RESTORED 
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Open Diapason 8’ 

Salicional 8’ 

Vox Coelestis (t.c.) 8’ 

Stopt Diapason 8’ 

Principal 4’ 

Violina 4’ NEW, RECREATED 

Flute 4’ 

Flautino 2’ NEW 

Sesquialtera treble (t.c. or t.f.) II REBUILT 

Oboe treble 8’ RESTORED 

Bassoon bass 8’ RESTORED 

Tremulant  NEW or RESTORED 

 

PEDAL either 27 or 30 notes, mechanical action 

 

Open Diapason 16’ 

Bourdon 16’ 

 

First option for three additional pedal stops on electric action: 

 

Octave 8’ NEW if Alley pipes are 

   returned to the Great, 

  otherwise rebuilt 

Stopt Bass 8’ Pipes retained from 1957  

  rebuild 

Octave 4’ extension of 8’ 

 

Second option, space restrictions permit this option only in lieu of the above three-

stop option: 

 

Posaune 16’ NEW 

Trumpet 8’ extension of 16’  

 

COUPLERS 

Swell to Great 

Great to Pedal 

Swell to Pedal 

 

EXPRESSION 

 

Swell, front shades 

Swell, rear shades  NEW 
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Appendices 
 

The following are background and supporting materials used by the Task Force during the 

course of their work. 

 

 
 Name Description Page Reference 
    

Appendix I The Pipework An essay written by Scot Huntington 

which places the intended work in an 

historical context. 

11 – 13 

 

    

Appendix II References Quotations from references, both 

written and verbal, for Scot 

Huntington 

14 – 15 

 

    

Appendix III RFP Specification – April 

2008 

This specification was the core of the 

Request for Proposal which was sent 

to potential bidders in April 2008. 

16 – 20 

 

    

Appendix IV Report of the Original 

Organ Task Force – 

September 2007 

A report which describes the options 

considered by the original task force 

21 – 25 
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The following is an essay written by the selected builder, Scot L. Huntington 

 
Of all the attributes an historic instrument may possess, none is more highly prized than the pipework. 

It is the pipes after all, which give every organ its own distinctive sound. Each and every pipe in an 

organ must be handcrafted—exactly the same way today as they were five centuries ago.  Once the 

pipes are assembled, each pipe must be carefully brought to voice by an organbuilder specially 

trained in this field (not every builder of organs or organ components possesses these two vitally 

important skills).  Individually, organ pipes are not much more than whistles. Collectively, it is the 

whole ensemble of wind-blown pipes which elevates an inanimate machine to a work of art. While an 

antique case and components are intrinsic parts of the whole, it is the pipework which is to an organ 

what the delicately shaped wooden body of a Stradavarius is to a violin.  It is truly the sound which 

separates one organ from another, and a priceless artistically voiced antique from an ordinary 

instrument. 

 

The rare and historic pipe organ owned by the First Religious Society of Newburyport contains 

pipework from three distinct periods.  The pipes dating from the original 1834 Joseph Alley 

instrument are of extreme historic importance, being some of the oldest native-built pipes still in 

existence in New England. In fact, over half the antique pipework still in use in the present instrument 

dates from the work of Mr. Alley.  In 1889, the organ was thoroughly modernized by George 

Hutchings of Boston to bring it more in line with the up-to-date musical trends of the day. At a time 

when it was more common to replace an antique organ outright with a new instrument, Hutchings to 

his credit, was willing to rebuild older instruments when they were of a high caliber. He was 

conspicuously more respectful of old work than the majority of his competitors. The fact that the 

church opted to rebuild rather than replace their venerable old organ, and that Mr. Hutchings 

creatively reused the original pipework almost in its entirety, speaks not only to the quality of the 

original material but the esteem in which it was held by both the church members and Mr. Hutchings. 

 

While somewhat uncommon in this country, the Victorian Englishman had a veneration for old cases, 

pipework, and wooden mechanisms, believing them to be superior to new materials in the way they 

became mellowed by the hand of time. Even when the British would typically rebuild an old organ 

beyond all recognition, they believed the old components imbued the organ’s tone with an air of 

antiquity and nobility that was impossible to replicate with new material.  

 

In 1889, George Hutchings added several stops that were considered essential for modern musical 

interpretation but which hadn’t even been invented in 1834.  The 1834 Alley organ was designed to 

play the limited musical repertoire common in America at that time. The fact that the organ was 

comparable to the largest and most comprehensive ―city‖ organs of Boston, New York, and 

Philadelphia is indicative of the wealth and prestige of Newburyport and the desire of its citizens to 

acquire a cultural landmark of the first order and one as complete as possible. It was really quite 

extraordinary to find an instrument of this size and caliber outside of a capital city.  

 

By 1889, musical taste had grown to embrace an international range of compositional styles and 

epochs. The old organ was limited in the range of its musical expression and an upgrade was clearly 

desirable.  George Hutchings was ranked as one of the two best organbuilders in Boston at the time, 

and the workmanship of his instruments was first class. With his opus 187 Hutchings artistically 

wedded the new with the old to forge a modern instrument which retained much of the beloved 

character of the old organ. 

 

While he modified a number of the original stops to work compatibly within his new design, the 

original character of the Alley pipes was not entirely eradicated, and did indeed add a mellowness to 

the rebuilt ensemble that was atypical of Hutchings’s new organs. The flute stops by their general 
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construction did not lend themselves to severe alteration, and these stops still speak today with an 

authenticity close to their original sound. 

 

During the mid-1950s, a small group of dedicated individuals led by none other than Barbara Owen, 

began to raise an awareness in this country toward the irreplaceable cultural heritage antique organs 

represented.  The very oldest of these instruments were under particular threat and their numbers had 

been reduced to a mere handful. The 1834 Alley organ was recognized as a unique survivor and at the 

time it was thought the 1889 rebuild had masked more of the organ’s original character than was 

thought desirable at that time. The 1957 rebuild attempted to bring the 1889 instrument closer to its 

authentic 1834 tone by undoing all but five of the 1889 alterations, but no attempt was made to 

reverse the changes completely, thereby (perhaps unintentionally) resulting in a second layer of 

alteration to the original pipework. A contemporary description of the rebuild stated: ―This rebuild is 

not intended as a restoration, first because too little is known of the original organ, and second, it is 

felt that as rule, early 19
th
-century American organs are incapable of tonal improvement. The intent 

was to make this the finest possible modern instrument within the limits set by the funds available.‖   

 

Several nineteenth-century stops were radically altered, and the various ranks were moved around to 

create an instrument similar in spirit if not in sound to a modern baroque organ, but removed one step 

further from either of the organ’s authentic nineteenth-century incarnations.  One stop composed of 

high-sounding harmonic pitches was added that was antithetical to a nineteenth-century ensemble.  

An original 1834 stop was removed from the manual division where it had been used by both Alley 

and Hutchings, and was moved to the Pedal where it was wired electrically to play at four different 

pitches. An original 1834 stop which was used on the bottom keyboard by both Alley and Hutchings 

was moved to the top keyboard—this change of acoustical location slightly altering its  tone quality, 

and the Hutchings stop it replaced was moved to the bottom keyboard, also altering its acoustical 

effect. 

 

Hutchings had moved a set of original 1834 pipes to the upper windchest to serve a different tonal 

function, but the tone of these pipes was left as Alley had made them. Unfortunately, this set of 

original pipes was discarded in 1957 and replaced with another set of high-sounding harmonic pipes, 

largely second-hand and not original to this instrument.   

 

Mr. Hutchings had raised the wind pressure in order to give the gentle organ more vigor. The wind 

pressure was lowered in the 1957 rebuilding to approximate that of the original Alley organ in order 

to try and recapture the original 1834 sound quality.  This would also have made the organ easier to 

play. The wind pressure was subsequently raised slightly to give the organ tone a bit more body. 

Since the windpressure is extremely influential on the tone quality, in-depth analysis should be done 

on the existing historic pipework to determine exactly what alterations occurred at which point in 

time, and what the optimum wind pressure should be to allow the pipes to sound in their most 

authentic manner. 

 

The 1957 rebuild would under our present definitions be considered subtractive—i.e. taking 

something away or making large changes. While we would not now make the sort of changes that 

were made in the 1957 rebuild, those responsible cannot be faulted for doing what they thought best 

at a time when the making of improvements to old organs was not only condoned, but encouraged. 

This was not a case of making changes to a pristine historic monument– it was simply seen as making 

further changes to an instrument already altered. 

 

Since the Hutchings work of 1889 did make subtle alterations to the pipes in order to modify their 

tone, the absolute originality of the 1834 pipework was lost and could not now be recovered with 

100% accuracy.  Since the 1889 condition and 1957 tonal changes are documented, it would be 
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possible to reverse most of the 1957 tonal alterations to an authentic 1889 condition which would 

recapture the organ’s intrinsic nineteenth-century character.  

 

Due to the extremely gentle nature of the original 1834 organ and the questions surrounding its 

design, it would not be advisable to attempt a complete reversal of the pipework alterations to 

replicate the 1834 tone.  Since the exact nature of the original organ is not yet known, there are too 

many unknown variables which preclude attempting an historically exact recreation.   

 

While the tonal conception of the present instrument is not without its charm, it does have musical 

disadvantages. In as much as the 1957 rebuilding added another layer of change, original material was 

altered even further. Since some of the changes to the 1834 pipework cannot be reversed without 

significant alteration to the historic pipes, it is advisable now to make alterations additive, rather than 

subtractive. In this way, we can add back pipe metal that was cut away in 1957 or recreate missing 

pipes thereby returning the organ to its 1889 state—a condition of historic authenticity that can be 

documented. By so doing, the nineteenth-century character of the organ as it was interpreted by 

George Hutchings would be recaptured, and the exceptional Alley material would once again be only 

one step removed from original condition rather than two.  

 

Since so many early instruments were replaced once changes in fashion had worn them out, there are 

very few remaining in anything which resembles original condition. What is even more exceptional, 

is the existence of an old instrument that was sensitively modernized later in the century—in a sense 

representing the best of two eras. The First Religious Society organ is just such an instrument.  A 

significant amount of 1834 pipe material is preserved, creatively reworked in 1889 to better serve the 

needs of a subsequent generation. Through this rebuilding, original material was preserved that might 

otherwise have been discarded. The goal of the 1957 work was not to turn back the clock from 1889 

to 1834, but to unapologetically produce a contemporary instrument reusing old components of high 

pedigree.  

 

The unceasing progression of changing fashion now allows us once again to look back at the three 

incarnations of this organ from a fresh perspective of time and distance.  Having lived with the 

instrument fifty years since the last rebuild, its successes and shortcomings can be analyzed without 

bias. In the intervening years, we have gained a renewed appreciation for the 1889 condition which 

has taken decades to develop. With intensive analysis of the old pipe material and a thoughtful 

reconsideration of the historic 1889 condition, there is great potential for recapturing the nineteenth-

century essence of this historic instrument.  There is within this extraordinary case, an organ of subtle 

beauty and one which musically spanned the nineteenth century’s beginning and end, waiting to be 

rediscovered. 
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A check of several of Scot Huntington’s references include the following quotations: 

 
St Francisô Church, East Haven, CT 

[Hook & Hastings, 1874: Relocated, detailed restoration, facade redecorated, organ layout modified] 

 

 I have cared for the organ for more than 40 years.... It was I who suggested Scot do 

the moving and restoration of the instrument. Because I love that instrument so, and 

was not about to put it into the hands of someone I didnôt know, Scot was a natural 

choice.... Because of his ministrations, hard work, sweat, vision and loyalty, that 

organ has a new home .... Thanks to Scot, this one escaped the Grim Reaper. For my 

part, his personality and affection are a permanent part of this instrumentôs history.   

You could not do better than Scot for your project. óNuff said.ò 

 

 Joseph Dzeda,  A. Thompson-Allen Co. [caretakers of Yale University’s 15 organs] 

 

 

St Andrewôs Episcopal Church, Valparaiso, IN 

[Hook & Hastings, 1889: Relocated, detailed restoration, 3 stops added, case restored (2007)] 

 

 From what I have seen and observed in his work for Valparaiso, I have no 

reservations to recommend him highly for your project.  I played the instrument 

[again] in October [2008], and the tuning stability was excellent, as it had not been 

tuned since the dedication a year earlier. Even the reeds did not need a touch up. 

When this is the case, we are talking about very good quality in workmanship. 

 

 Prof Wolfgang Rubsam, University of Music, Saar, Germany 

 

 

First Unitarian Church, New Bedford, MA  

[D. A. Flentrop, 1966: 30-year refurbishment, instrument tonally refinished to adapt it to carpeted 

acoustics] 

 

 I have only praise for Scot Huntingtonôs work..... [Our church] has a fantastic 2-

manual mechanical-action organ .... [After major roof repairs the organ was ready 

for a pipe bath]. Mr. Huntington oversaw this procedure, in which congregation 

members helped ïto save expense. He then revoiced the pipes. Everyone was pleased 

with his work. The organ sounds very nice and has had no problems.  Scot organized 

and used his time efficiently. He is a particularly thoughtful, careful, meticulous 

planner. I believe his interest in older pipe organs and his experience with them is 

irreproachable. I recommend him to you without any reservations. 

  

 Ms. Judy Brownell, former organist and music director, responsible for the project -- 

First Unitarian Church, New Bedford, MA. 
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United Methodist Church, Warehouse Point, CT  

[Johnson & Son, 1874: move and rebuild of second-hand ca. 1838 instrument] 

 

 ñWork quality very high.ò ñReally knows what heôs doing. Goes above and beyond 

what one would expect.ò ñNotices things that no one else has.ò ñMade changes in 

the voicing that blew [our] minds!ò  ï  

 

 Chris King, former organist, United Methodist Church, Warehouse Pt, CT 

 

 ñWorks with his heart through his fingers. Loves his work. Nothing left half-done.ò  

 

 Sandra Hitchcock, community leader, from family of multi-generational church 

members 
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The following is the specification sent to the prospective bidders in April 2008 as part of the 

Request for Proposal. The organ builders responded to this specification, providing their own 

interpretations and recommendations. 

Specifications for Renovating the Organ 

Joseph Alley, 1834  -  George S. Hutchings, 1889  -  Andover (Charles B. Fisk), 1957 

 

1. Clean Organ 

 Casework, all pipes and mechanism 

2. Casework and foundation 

Thoroughly repair and level the floor within the case 

Repair any broken parts  

Provide new façade pipes appropriate to the architecture of the case made of tin-lead alloy 

 OPTION A: new façade pipes of high quality zinc 

3. Windchests 

a.  Alley and Hutchings manual slider windchests: 

Repair cracks around pallet seating areas (loose sponsels at pallet tail and cracks where bars meet 

the outer frame) with appropriate permanent means. Specify repair method. Pictures of 

defects are on the enclosed CD. 

 Check slider and slider seal system for correct alignment and adequate toehole size 

Replace pulldown wires and connections 

Install pallet guide pins on Swell windchest of adequate length to prevent overshooting 

Re-cover pallets 

b. Pedal  

Construct new slider windchests for pedal stops, designed for good access to inside of organ 

 Extension stops may be either mechanical or through unification within windchest 

  Specify preferred method 

Construct new ventil chest for Diapason 16’ 

OPTION B: provide pneumatic or electro-pneumatic action for Diapason 16’ 

4. Wind System 

Install silencing system with new wind trunk for blower  

Releather reservoir with present double-rise construction 

Design and install new wooden windtrunks 

Tremolo: provide tremolo to Swell. The existing Hutchings tremolo may be employed. 
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5. Key Action 

Manual key action 

 Restore keyboards 

  Rebush center and front pins as necessary 

  Releather coupler surfaces 

  Replace missing and split keyplates and fronts 

  Regulate for corrent key dip 

 Restore rollerboards 

  Rebush end pins as necessary 

  Replace posts on GT rollerboard with new design 

   Eliminate splitting problem and provide secure alignment 

 Restore squarerails 

  Repair / replace broken and loose squares 

  Rebush axles as necessary 

 Replace trackers, providing proper connections  

 OPTION C: Design and install new Swell to Great coupler using backfall action 

  to enable a lighter coupling action 

Pedal key action 

Design and provide new mechanical action 

Repair and adjust pedalboard 

Adjust pedal couplers 

6. Console 

Design and install new stop drawstop jambs in Hutchings style 

 New electric drawstop units (Harris or equivalent) 

Install multi-level solid-state combination action 

 10-12 general, 5-8 each division pistons 

 General pistons duplicated on toe studs. 

 Pedal pistons on toe studs 

 GT/PD and SW/PD thumb piston reversibles duplicated by toe studs 

7. Stop Action 

Design and install new stop action with solenoid slider motors 

 Provide adequate DC rectifier 

Provide solenoid actuators for couplers 

8. Swellbox 

Add swell shades on both sides of present swell box 

Move six largest wood offset pipes to rear sides of box to allow tonal egress from new side 

shades. Miter relocated pipes as necessary. 

Design new linkage to make possible connecting at least two of the rear doors to the swell 

 pedal if needed for good tonal egress (choir audibility of Swell division) 

9. Pipework 

All pipes, flue and reed, cleaned, repaired, voiced and regulated to as-new condition. 

Straighten and resolder broken or damaged pipes and resonators 

Replace slide tuners as necessary 

Repair splits in wood pipes 

Repack loose stoppers on wood pipes 
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Provide adequate racking for large pipes 

 Especially SW Clarinet and GT Trumpet basses 

Regulate all voicing 

Tune 

 Pitch: a’ = 435Hz 

 Temperament: to be determined. Prefer mild unequal temperament such as Lehman Bach. 

 

The organ today ï Documented May 2005 

Notation of origin refers to when the function, component or stop became a part of the organ as follows: 

1 ï Joseph Alley, 1834 

2 ï George S. Hutchings, 1889 

3 ï Andover Organ Company (Charles B. Fisk), 1957 

 
 

Case 1 

Wind System 1,2,3 

Manual key action 2, except GT rollerboard, 1 

Pedal electric key action 3; pedal couplers and pedalboard, Darron Wissinger 

Electric stop action 3 

 

GREAT ï 56 notes – windchest 1 (retabled with plywood tables and slider seals, 1974 by C. B. Fisk) 

 

Bourdon 16  2, 3 moved from Swell (1-12 elec) 56 w 

Diapason 8  1 (1-12 electric action) 56 m 

Stopped Diapason 8  1 56 w&m 

Octave 4 1, 2 56  m 

Chimney Flute 4 1 56 w&m 

Twelfth 2-2/3 1 56 m 

Fifteenth 2 1 56 m 

Flautino 2 2 (cut down from Dulciana) 56 m 

Tierce 1-3/5 2 (was in Mixture) 56 m 

Mixture IV 1-1/3 2, 3 224 m 

Cimbel II 3 112 m 

Trumpet 8 2 56 m 

 

SWELL ï 56 notes – windchest 2 – enclosed, swell box 2 (retabled as GT in 1974) 

 

Diapason 8  1 44 m (1-12 common w/St 

Diapason 8) 

Stopped Diapason 8  1 56 w&m 

Salicional 8 2 56 m (1-12 stopped 

Quintadena pipes) 

Voix Celeste 8 2 (was Aeoline) 44 m (1-12 common  

   w/Salicional 8) 

Principal 4 1 56 m 

Flute 4 1 56  w&m 

Octave 2 2 56 m 
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Larigot 1-1/3 2 (was in Cornet) 56 m (1-12, 2/3’) 

Sesquialtera II 2 (was in Cornet) 112 m (1-12, ??) 

Oboe 8 2 56 m 

Clarinet 8 tc 1,2 44 m 

Tremolo not functioning, 5/05 

 

PEDAL ï 30 notes – electric action, windchests 2,3 

 

Diapason 16  1,2,3 30  w 

Bourdon 16  2,3 27 w (28-30 from  

   Diapason 16) 

Octave 8 1 (was GT 2nd Diapason) 23 m (1-7 common  

   w/GT Diapason 8) 

Gedackt 8 3 (Harry Hall pipes) 30 w 

Quinte 5-1/3  - (from Octave 8) 

Fifteenth 4  12 m (ext Octave 8) 

Gedackt 4  12 w (ext Gedackt 8) 

Twenty-Second  12 m (ext Octave 8) 

Information from Organ Historical Society Organ Handbook 1987 

 

Suggested Disposition after Renovation 
 

This was the specification to which the bidders responded. 

 
GREAT ï 56 notes – windchest 1 

 

Bourdon 16  2 56 w 

Diapason 8  1, new façade pipes 56 m 

Stopped Diapason 8  1 56 w&m 

Open Flute 8 new, on Tierce slide, bass fr SD8 44 w (preferably  

   Clarabella style) 

Dulciana 8 restored, on Flautino slide 56 m (restore 2’ Flautino  

   to Dulciana) 

Octave 4 1, 2 56  m 

Chimney Flute 4 1 56 w&m 

Twelfth 2-2/3 1 56 m 

Fifteenth 2 1 56 m 

Tierce 1-3/5 2, moved to Cimbel slide 56 m 

Mixture IV 1-1/3 2, 3, revoiced 224 m 

Trumpet 8 2 56 m 

 

 

SWELL – 56 notes – windchest 2 – enclosed, swell box 2 

 

Diapason 8  1 44 m (1-12 common  

   w/St Diapason 8) 

Stopped Diapason 8  1 56 w&m 
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Salicional 8 2 56 m (1-12 stopped  

   Quintadena pipes) 

Voix Celeste 8 2 (was Aeoline) 44 m (1-12 common  

   w/Salicional 8) 

Principal 4 1 56 m 

Flute 4 1 56  w&m 

Octave 2 2 56 m 

Nineteenth 1-1/3 2 (1-1/3 throughout) 56 m (new bass pipes) 

Sesquialtera II 2 (recomposed in bass) 112 m (new bass pipes) 

Oboe 8 2 56 m 

Clarinet 8 1,2, new 1-12 56 m 

Tremolo     

 

PEDAL ï 30 notes  

 

Diapason 16  1,2, new 28-30 30  w 

Bourdon 16  2,3, new 28-30 30 w  

Octave 8 1, restored with new metal bass 23 m (1-7 common  

   w/GT Diapason 8 ?) 

Gedackt 8 new, or suitable old pipes 12 w (ext Bourdon 16) 

Octave 4 1, restored 12 m (ext Octave 8) 

Trombone 16 new 30 w or m  

Trumpet 8 new 12 w or m  (ext  

   Trombone 16) 

 

OPTIONS 

1. PD delete Trombone 16-8 if space is inadequate for this new stop. 
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FRS Organ Task Force  
Final Report  
 

 

Background 
 
In January of 2007 the Parish Committee of the First Religious Society authorized the formation of a task 

force to: 

 

Coordinate a study of the condition of the organ and then research all of the options 

for restoration, and provide a list of advantages and disadvantages for each option. 

 

The following FRS members and friends were members of the Task Force: 

 

Anne Bardeen 

Lindsay Cavanaugh 

Walter Clay 

Bill Heenehan 

Ben Labaree 

Lark Madden 

Ed Metcalf 

Frances Burmeister (ex-officio) 

 

Prior to the first meeting of the Task Force, which took place in May, a great deal of preliminary work 

had been undertaken by Frances Burmeister. This included: 

 

¶ Work with an independent organ consultant, Mark Brombaugh, to evaluate the current instrument 

and provide insight into the options available to the church 

¶ Review of the work of the consultant with Barbara Owen and preparation by her of a commentary 

and set of recommendations 

¶ Solicitation of information and preliminary proposals from 5 organ builders. Four of these 

builders are among the top ten organ builders in the world, and the fifth is a highly respected 

individual builder who is very familiar with our instrument, having worked extensively on it over 

the last several years. All but Klop are local firms: 

 

o Andover Organ Company – Methuen, MA 

o A. David Moore – N. Pomfret, VT 

o Noack Organ Company – Georgetown, MA 

o Klop Keyboard Instruments – The Netherlands 

o The Fisk Organ Company – Gloucester, MA 

 

The Task Force conducted an extensive review of this work and the materials which resulted from it. In 

addition, the Task Force conducted field trips to: 

 

¶ The Noack Organ Company to view the workshop in Georgetown, see an organ under 

construction and review with company personnel various options for the FRS 

¶ The Andover Organ Company to attend an open house at which a newly completed instrument 

was being showcased prior to being shipped to its new owner 
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¶ The Unitarian/Universalist church in Gloucester to meet with representatives of the Fisk Organ 

Company and to hear a historic Hutchings organ which is most similar to what our organ would 

have been prior to the 1957 renovation. We also visited St John’s church in which a small Fisk 

Organ built recently is installed 

 

Our report is based on the review and visits described above, as well as 3 meetings in which we reached 

consensus on what we have learned and what it means for the FRS. 

 

 

Findings 
 
During our work we confronted a number of issues which have been the subject of some debate among 

members of the church, current and former church staff members and organ experts we consulted. 

Although there was not unanimity among these people, a clear consensus emerged on the following three 

issues: 

 

¶ Our organ has many historic characteristics and components dating from its origins as an 

organ built by Joseph Alley in 1834 and the substantial expansion done by George Hutchings 

in 1889. It reflects those origins as well as the significant renovation carried out by the 

Andover Organ Company, under the direction of Charles Fisk, in 1957. As such, it is not a 

single historic instrument and would not likely be a candidate for restoration in the strict 

sense of the word. This fact in no way lessens the importance of maintaining as many of the 

historic characteristics as possible as the FRS moves forward. 

¶ Our organ is seriously ill. All experts consulted agree that the current instrument is in need of 

significant maintenance and repairs and some believe it is in considerable danger of failing. 

There is disagreement about when, or even if, a failure will occur, as well as the form and 

extent that failure might take. Therefore there is some disagreement about the immediacy of 

the requirements for maintenance and repair. 

¶ The current instrument is inadequate to support the current and likely future music program 

in some important ways: 

o It does not accompany the choir, and both vocal and instrumental soloists, well due to 

the fact that it can not be heard by those musicians 

o A number of stops in the current organ are not playable either because the pipes and 

mechanisms which support those stops are in need of substantial repair or they are 

not pleasant to the listener and performers 

o Even if all stops were functioning and pleasant, the instrument has a limited range of 

capability and would not support either recital quality performances or a repertoire 

which includes French composers and those of the 20
th
 century 

o The lack of adequate funding for the 1957 renovation resulted in mechanical 

limitations and may ultimately be the explanation for what some organists who have 

played the instrument describe as heavy and cumbersome action and an instrument 

which plays unevenly 
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Other Considerations 
 

Scope of work vs. a budget 
 

A number of the organ builders who submitted preliminary proposals did so with a statement something 

like ―once we know what your budget is we can refine our proposal.‖ While ultimately the reality of 

what’s possible from a financial standpoint will be introduced, we did not see our charter as including this 

consideration. Our work was to assess the current instrument and come up with a range of possible 

actions. We also firmly believe that, at this early stage of the process, the FRS has to be focused on 

clearly stating its requirements and on understanding and doing the right things with respect to the 

historic aspects of the current instrument. 
 

How would whatever path is chosen be paid for? 

 

We explicitly did not take this question into consideration in preparing our report, believing that it fell 

outside our charge. Those who read Appendix A will note that, as individuals, we speculated on things 

like the availability of outside grants and the ease or difficulty of raising the money. These individual 

musings should be treated a pure speculation and establishing the facts and plans for raising the money to 

pay for the defined requirements would be future work. 

 

How does any project involving the organ fit in the prioritization of all church needs? 

 

This was clearly outside our charge as a Task Force. While we each have individual opinions, some of 

which are expressed in Appendix A, the Task Force makes no recommendations in this area. 

 

Do the four courses of action presented represent the full range of options available to the FRS? 

 

No. In fact they do not even represent all of the possibilities we considered. With something as complex 

as a pipe organ, in particular our organ, and the variety of opinions and approaches around, we could 

easily have studied the possibilities for a year or more. Some of the things which did come up, but didn’t 

make the report included: 

 

¶ Replace the current organ with an electronic one. While technology has progressed a long 

way, none of the Task Force members would associate themselves with serious 

consideration of such an option for our church. 

¶ Replace the current organ with a used instrument. While used instruments are 

surprisingly plentiful, if replacement is the path chosen, new vs. used is a decision that 

could be considered. 

¶ Late in the process one of the builders verbally floated an unusual ―restoration‖ option. 

What we understand of this option is that it would involve restoring the original Alley 

organ as ―an organ within an organ‖. We also understand that the cost of this option 

could approach 2X the cost of the highest replacement cost, or $1.8 million. Such an 

approach could be explored further if one of the ―renovate‖ paths is chosen. 

 

We believe that the attached chart represents the synthesis of the best thinking about main options 

available and that additional options or ideas would fall within one of the four. 
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Options for Addressing the Organ Issues We Face 

 Maintain Current Instrument  Renovate Current Instrument 

Renovate and Enhance 

Current Instrument  

Replace Current Instrument with 

Smaller, Enhanced or Larger 

Instrument  

Characteristics ¶ Make repairs as issues arise ¶ Clean, replace components as 

necessary to ―make the 

current organ a versatile 

service-playing instrument‖ 

¶ Do it all at once, or as part of 

a multi-year master plan 

¶ Clean, replace components as 

necessary and correct all 

technical and tonal problems  

¶ Enhance by addressing most 

significant inadequacies (e.g. 

choir  and soloist 

accompaniment) 

¶ Instrument would likely 

require more space than the 

current organ case 

¶ Historic components retained 

¶ This would essentially be a 

whole new instrument, within 

and beyond the current case 

¶ Unclear how much, if any of the  

historic aspects of the current 

instrument could be retained 

Smaller Instrument – would likely 

meet only basic requirements of 

choir accompaniment and hymn 

playing 

Enhanced Instrument – would likely 

address all of the inadequacies of 

the current instrument, and provide 

some additional range of capability 

Larger Instrument – would likely be 

a highly versatile, ―show piece‖ 

instrument 

Approximate 

Cost 
¶ $5,000 - $15,000 for each 

individual repair 

¶ Sum of repairs = ? 

¶ $200,000 - $300,000  

 

¶ $250,000 - $500,000+ ¶ $600,000 - $925,000+ 

Estimated 

Timeframe 
¶ Ongoing and unknown ¶ 1 year elapsed time if done all 

at once. Most could not start 

the project for 2-3 years 

¶ 3-5 years if done as part of a 

master plan 

¶ 1 year elapsed time if done 

all at once. Most could not 

start the project for 2-3 years 

¶ 1 - 2 years elapsed time. Most 

could not start the project for 2-3 

years 

¶ Current instrument would be 

maintained by builder until new 

instrument is ready for 

installation 
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Pros ¶ Presumably the least 

expensive option 

¶ Needs are easy to explain, 

and theoretically get funded 

¶ Done all at once 

¶ Makes instrument reliable 

¶ Corrects technical problems 

¶ Retains historical 

aspects/pieces of the organ 

where possible 

¶ Updated instrument of higher 

musical quality, suitable for a 

broader range of uses than 

the current instrument 

¶ Retains historical 

aspects/pieces of the organ 

where possible 

¶ New instrument, of recital 

quality, which meets all of an 

expanded set of requirements 

¶ Warrantee by builders ensures 

low-to-no maintenance costs for 

up to 10 years 

Cons ¶ Inability to plan either the 

work or the costs effectively 

¶ Fails to address the principal 

deficiencies of the current 

instrument 

¶ Uncertainty for the music 

program of an unreliable 

instrument 

¶ Certain stops would remain 

undesirable and would likely 

not be played 

¶ Addresses none of the major 

inadequacies of the current 

instrument 

¶ Multiple disruptions if done 

as part of a multi-year plan 

¶ Possible architectural 

changes required to 

accommodate larger 

instrument 

¶ Possible architectural changes 

required to accommodate larger 

instrument 

 

Other 

Comments 
¶ Failure of the wind reservoir, 

were it to occur, will be the 

problem which will trigger 

significant dismantling, and 

therefore cost and time 

   


