City of Cape May Historic Preservation Commission

Meeting Minutes

Monday, July 23, 2012
Opening:
The regular meeting of the City of Cape May Historic Preservation Commission was called to order by Board Chairperson Warren Coupland at 6:30 PM. In Compliance with the Open Public Meetings Act, adequate notice of this meeting was provided.

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

Roll Call: 

Mr. Coupland,  Chairman          
Present
Mr. Fontaine, Vice Chairman

Absent - excused
Mr. Carroll



Present 

Mr. Clemans



Absent - excused
Mr. Cogswell



Present
Mr. Masemore



Present 



Mrs. Hartman



Absent - excused
Mr. Furlin

Alt. 1
      
Present
Mr. Connolly

Alt. 2

Present
Also Present: 
Edie Kopsitz, Secretary




Robert Fineberg, Esquire – Commission Solicitor
Absent:
Deanna Fiocca, Council Liaison
Minutes:   June 25, 2012

Motion made by Mr. Cogswell to approve the minutes of June 25, 2012.  Seconded by Mr. Furlin and carried 6-0. Those in favor: Mr. Carroll, Mr. Cogswell, Mr. Masemore, Mr. Furlin, Mr. Connolly and Mr. Coupland. Those opposed: None. Those abstaining: None.
Resolutions: 

Ocean Club Hotel C.M. LLC, 1035 Beach Avenue, 1101/2,3,4 Corrected Resolution #2012-21

Dreyfuss, 104 Trenton Avenue, 1131/19, Resolution #2012-24

Ternove, 719-721 Franklin Street, 1080/32, Resolution #2012-25

Hardin, 727 Beach Avenue, 1064/15, Resolution #2012-26

Motion made by Mr. Carroll to approve the Resolutions as presented.  Seconded by Mr. Masemore and carried 6-0. Those in favor: Mr. Carroll, Mr. Cogswell, Mr. Masemore, Mr. Furlin, Mr. Connolly and Mr. Coupland. Those opposed: None. Those abstaining: Mr. Cogswell on Ocean Club. 
Applications approved in Review:

Zigler, 624 Hughes Street, 1057/9, Contributing – HD, Roof

Swain’s Hardware, 305 Jackson Street, 1040/2.0, Contributing – HD, AC Units

Sardona, 302 Washington Street Mall, 1035/3, Contributing – HD, Windows

Chang/Vitale, 411 Washington Street Mall, 1043/2, Not in Survey/Not Rated – HD, Sign
Motion made by Mr. Cogswell to approve the Applications approved in review.  Seconded by Mr. Furlin and carried 6-0. Those in favor: Mr. Carroll, Mr. Cogswell, Mr. Masemore, Mr. Furlin, Mr. Connolly and Mr. Coupland. Those opposed: None. Those abstaining: None.
BUSINESS:

CATALDO/ILIOPULOS……………………………………….…..……1109 WASHINGTON STREET

FINAL – BLK 1080 LOT 32


         (NOT RATED, NOT IN SURVEY – HD)

Thomas Cataldo and Ioanne Iliopulos owners along with their professionals Susan Boehret, Architect and Chris McHugh, General Contractor were present. The application received demolition approval by Resolution #2012-10 and conceptual approval of new construction on April 23, 2012. The 2 ½ story Italianate style structure was described in detail by Ms. Boehret using her plan dated June 25, 2012 that addressed the Members previous concerns regarding the wider corner boards, double hung windows and standing seam metal roof. Ms. Boehret introduced a wood mahogany front door drawing that introduced an oval transom. Materials are denoted on plan, Roofing – Standing seam metal roof (copula, porch overhangs) and asphalt shingles(main), 4” Cement Board siding, Windows – wood double hung, Trim – Azek, composit decking and recessed lighting. 
Members were positive on the application and complimented the revised drawing. All were in unison that the front door should remain as originally presented with a rectangular transom. Discussion was entered regarding the details of the brackets and Members requested they be on the final plans. Mr. Carroll recommended shutters with the Architect and owner not in favor. He then recommended a finial with a lightning rod enclosed on top of the copula with the owner stating they will consider that recommendation.   
Motion made by Mr. Cogswell to approve the application as presented with keeping the door as drawn with the rectangular transom,  permission be granted for a final encasing a lightning rod and design for the brackets and other decretive features on the building detailed on the final drawing. Seconded by Mr. Masemore and carried 6-0. Those in favor: Mr. Carroll, Mr. Cogswell, Mr. Masemore, Mr. Furlin, Mr. Connolly and Mr. Coupland. Those opposed: None. Those abstaining: None.
KILLEEN…………………………………………………………………………214 JEFFERSON STREET

ADDITION/RENOVATIONS – BLK 1072 LOT 4

     (CONTRIBUTING – HD)

William and Barbara Killeen owners were present along with their professional Michael Went Schnoering, Architect and Matt Morgan, General Contractor Builder. Mr. Schnoering submitted four (4) additional sets of drawings, marked A-1 dated July 23, 2012 for the record and were displayed in sections for the members perusal. The proposed project involves the repairs/replacement in kind of existing features and an addition at the rear of the structure. He explained the addition will be decks and walkways that will provide improved access at the rear of the property extending the architecture of the original building and is configured to conform to the zoning requirements. The decks will have wood railings and balustrades, Roofing – Faux slate material (sample was distributed for the members perusal) and standing seam roofing, Facia – wood to match existing, Existing enclosed porch – windows (replacement of jalousies) – wood arch top, door – paneled Simpson, garage door – composite, driveway - brick pavers, patio – blue stone, Wood trellis and exterior lighting. 
Members were positive on the application complimenting the renovations. Member Carroll informed the applicant about Dr. Barab the previous owner and a brief review of history was discussed.  
Motion made by Mr. Carroll to approve the application as presented.  Seconded by Mr. Furlin and carried 6-0. Those in favor: Mr. Carroll, Mr. Cogswell, Mr. Masemore, Mr. Furlin, Mr. Connolly and Mr. Coupland. Those opposed: None. Those abstaining: None.
HARDIN….…………………………….…………………..……………………..…727 BEACH AVENUE

ROOF- BLK 1064 LOT 15





               (KEY – HD)

Member Cogswell recused himself from the application.

Louis Dwyer, Esquire representing the Owner along with professionals, Paul Kazlov of Global Home Improvement Company and Thomas Scofield, Architectural Historian, Planner for John Milner Architects clarified his credentials for the record. Mr. Dwyer explained the applicant is requesting to replace a cedar shake roof for a stone coated steel roofing system that resembles shake roof. The application was tabled on June 11, 2012 and denied on June 25, 2012.  He then highlighted the history of the Macomber Hotel, describing the Key shingle style Structure that encompassed a fire in 1951 that changed the roof (elimination of original roof, the addition of a floor and lower sloping roof pitch). Mr. Dwyer stated the current cedar shake roof was placed 15 years ago and has encountered several leaks over the past 5 years creating costly damages to the interior as well. He stated for the record the hardship his client has experienced and placing cedar shake back on with the pitch of the current roof is not practical.  Mr. Kazlov states that if his client replaced the roof with cedar shake there would be a limited warranty roof due to the pitch of the roofs. He then allowed the members hear a recording from Jim Toffin, CEO Shingle Bureau Institute who responded to his question regarding a pitch of 3/12 and the coverage, Mr. Toffin stated there is a criteria to install and warranty coverage that are two separate issues. Mr. Fineberg requested clarification on the Shingle Shake Bureau and Mr. Kazlov and Chairman Coupland responded it is a non- profit facility both in the United States and Canada that set the criteria for cedar shakes. Mr. Dwyer then stated a Permit would not be able to obtain for a cedar shake roof in its entirety because of the lack of warranty and Mr. Kazlov confirmed this statement because he had spoken to the City of Cape May Construction Official. Mr. Kazlov informed the members that the warranty if above 4 inch pitch is 1 year with a pro rating factor. He also referred to an e-mail received by Andrea Tingey, Principal Historic Preservation Specialist of the New Jersey Historic Preservation Office dated July 22, 2012 regarding wood cedar shingles and referred to a paragraph on the second page next to the last paragraph “Clearly wood shingles are a material which is still available. The issue appears to be whether it is reasonable to use them at this location based on roof pitch and warranty issues. If their continued use is deemed unreasonable then, selection of compatible substitute material is critical.” Mr. Dwyer stated the current situation is a hardship to his client and is requesting the Commission to deviate from the Design Standards and it will not be precedence setting. 
Mr. Dwyer then introduced the material being presented stone coated steel roofing system with a sample that was displayed for the Commission. He indicated this roof comes with a 50 year warranty and will replicate a wood shake roof. Mr. Scofield expounded on his historic Architectural, Construction and Planning knowledge with regards to Codes and stated the roof being presented would protect this commercial property. He firmly believes that the stone coated steel roofing system that is requested for this lodging facility is a decent compromise. Mr. Dwyer is requesting the Commission deviate from the Design Standards and referred to a book “A Field Guide to American Houses” by Virginia and Lee McAllister quoting a section verbatim labeled Victorian Houses - Shingled identifying features “wall cladding and roofing of continuous wood shingles, brackets, shingled wall may occur on the second story only; original wooden roofing now replaced by composition shingles on most examples. Mr. Scofield gave his opinion of the excerpt read by Mr. Dwyer deducting that a composition shingled roof would protect the structure that has historic significance. He believes the metal roof will blend in with the existing streetscape and will uphold to the elements on the beach front.
Members were allotted time for questions throughout the presentation. Discussion was lengthy that debated the proper pitch of the roof and significant debate regarding the proper installation of Cedar Shake. Members were not in agreement on the warranty issue and the life expectancy of a Cedar Shake roof that is properly installed. The Commission individually referred to the Design Standards and was confident Cedar Shake roofs when properly installed will last 40 years. They gave examples of other Key & Contributing structures in the area. They also commented on the excerpts being read and they firmly believe they have been taken out of context this would include the correspondence from Ms. Tingey that omitted the rest of the e-mail that would clarify the City of Cape May Design Standards page 54. They also explained the proper application of a cedar shake roof and the durability it has.  Members also stated that the roof of the Macomber Hotel has always been cedar shake and the proposed roof (stone coated steel shake style) would be detrimental to the historic integrity of the building as well as the District. Chairman Coupland referred to Web site WASCA located in Alaska warranty for cedar shakes and it was for 40 years.  He made it clear that there are several companies that give warranties and stated he feels what is being presented is inaccurate and cedar shake is not an inferior product. The Historic Preservation Commission of the City of Cape May believes it is the workmanship that was done on the Hotel Macomber that was inferior not the product. Mr. Dwyer stated the Hotel Macomber does not have the appropriate slope for a cedar shake roof. Members believe deviating from the Design Standard regarding a Key Structure would in fact be precedence setting.   Mr. Dwyer requested copies of the Web site Chairman Coupland referred to. 
Motion made by Mr. Carroll to approve the application as presented. Seconded by Mr. Connolly and was denied 5-0. Those in favor:  None.  Those opposed: Mr. Carroll, Mr. Masemore, Mr. Furlin, Mr. Connolly and Mr. Coupland.  Those abstaining: None.
Reasons voiced for the record Mr. Carroll’s statement verbatim:  That after three (3) hearings and looking at various products that would be possible substitutes for the Macomber Hotel the Board has found that none of them accurately represent the Cedar Shake appearance that would in any way duplicate the Historic appearance of the Macomber Hotel and with lively discussion between all parties there has really not been a willingness to consider any other well thought out research and ideas that have been presented by Board Members to look into the possibility of the durability and installation and other suggestions related to using wood Cedar Shakes. 
OPEN TO PUBLIC:  The meeting was open to the public at 8:25 pm with no others coming forward the public portion was closed. 
Motion to adjourn made by Mr. Cogswell seconded by Mr. Carroll with all in favor at 8:35 pm. 
          

A verbatim recording of said meeting is on file at the Construction/Zoning Office.

Respectfully submitted:  Edie Kopsitz – Secretary                                     
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