Historic District Review Board

Regular Session Agenda

September 18, 2012
4:30 P.M.
2 Plum Street, Cape Charles, VA

1. Call to Order; Roll Call
2. Invocation and Pledge of Allegiance
_ 3. Consent Agenda

A. Approval of Agenda Format
B. Approval of Minutes

4, New Business
A. 235 Mason Avenue — Hotel Cape Charles Balcony Modification

5. Old Business
A. None

6. Announcements

7. Adjourn




DRAFT

HISTORIC DISTRICT REVIEW BOARD
Regular Meeting
Town Hall
August 21,2012
4:30 p.m.

At approximately 4:30 p.m. Chairman Russ Dunton, having established a quorum, called to order
the Regular Meeting of the Historic District Review Board. In addition to Chairman Duntoen, present
were Dianne Davis and Jan Neville. Bob Sellers arrived at approximately 4:35 p.m. Russ Dunton
stated that there was one vacancy on the Beard. Also in attendancq.{;gﬁé%% Town Planner Tom
Bonadeo and Assistant Town Clerk Amanda Hurley as well as Bill Ma@'ﬁthg, contractor for the roof
modifications on 615 Jefferson Avenue.
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Dianne Davis gave the invocation followed by the recitation o} &hxé%gledge of
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CONSENT AGENDA: e :
Motion made by Dianne Davis, seconded by Jan N‘g@yg, and unanimously approved to accept
the agenda as presented. SR &\ &

s :
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The Board reviewed the minutes of the July 17, 2012 Regulal

.
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Dianne Davis stated that “Elementary SchodltiBh: age two (2) of *‘:;é:%g;;itffutes should be capitalized.
, S -

Russ Dunton made note that the old Cape "¢l léji,%ﬂl mentary School is not the old Rosenwald
. . . . i = hg iy n

School which is what it was referred to in tha}; same patagis h.She also noted that the word “to

was unnecessary on page two (2) in the second%ﬁ{lﬁgﬁ%arag@;p .

nded by Bob Sellers, to approve the minutes of the July
ed. The mo’itg%;};was unanimously approved.
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NEW BUSINESS:

55 :
A. 615 ]eﬁ”@gg@f%?ﬁ Ven %ngﬂl e

0.
Tom Bonadeo introduged cont actorsBill Manning, Tom Bonadeo informed the Board that an

alei%é‘ggon was receiveg j'\tg modify the roofline on a “craftsman” style house at 615 Jefferson

A\’?enue@?@;k}s dormer stﬂ%ﬁmodificatlon would create extra floor space in the existing attic. This

additioﬁ*‘%@uld be put i i:g;vi?he center of the house, raising only a portion of the existing roof
without maldiig, the footBtint larger. The neighborhood boasted multiple rooflines as well as
heights and this; %gtlgufar roofline modification would not raise the roof higher than either of
the neighboring%@@%‘}és. Tom Bonadeo referred to the book titled “A Field Guide to American

Houses” to demogﬁrate that many “craftsman” style homes had a combination of rooflines.

Tom Bonadeo informed the Board that the house is 932 square feet which is actually smaller
than what was allowed at 950 square feet. However, this house was a contributing structure to
the Historic District and the modifications would not substantially alter the appearance. He
explained that the addition needed to be complimentary but shown separate from the rest of
the house. Russ Dunton was in agreement with his statement that additions should appear
different from the rest of the house because they should not look like they had been there all
along. They should not match the original structure because one should be able to distinguish
what era each addition or alteration was constructed.

Tom Bonadeo noted that the octagonal vent that is in the rear of the house would be replaced
with a window as a safety feature as an egress in case of a fire to meet building code.
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Also noted was that the second floor exterior would have a different siding than the rest of the
house. If approved, scalloped cedar shake shingles would be added to the second floor exterior,
not lap siding as the plans showed. Also discussed was the change in roofing material for the
addition which would be cream colored metal roofing.

Russ Dunton asked the Board if there were any other questions or concerns and went on to
state that the Town Planner recommended approval of the application, with the stipulation, that
the sheathing on the addition be covered in a shake material.

Tom Bonadeo remarked that staff's recommendation was that the addition was substantially in
accordance with the ordinance rather than approval.

Motion made by Bob Sellers, seconded by Jan Neville, to approve the*applxcatlon to modify
the roofline of the house at 615 Jefferson Avenue. The motion wasfaﬁproVed by majority vote
with Dianne Davis abstaining stating that she was not comfortableLWIth the idea even though
she understood what the owners were trying to do.

Tom Bonadeo pointed out that he discussed a few changes Vi h won the application.
The application indicated that the square footage of t &’structure was 8 E,‘éHe corrected this
number to be 932 square feet as a result of a couple of¢losed in additions that Wef&;l’lﬁt accounted
for. Tom Bonadeo’s calculations were based on the, jor dlmb\i;}smns of the llviﬁg space where
Bill Manning's calculations were based on the actual h ; hlczﬁ‘ “eXeluded additions that were on
the back of the house. He stated that this was importantifsthe apphcant was adding any square
footage to the footprint.

::u.dll“e{:f%,-“5 i e ;x’% ‘comment to Blll Manning who
$Soff he wq‘(ﬁd check for numbers to determine if
Bob Sellers that the house could be a kit house

stated that he had not been in the attic an
explained that when they started pulhng thera

it

it was a package house. Blll“Mﬂthﬁu\ agreed wit
fha

ek,
ﬂ,

OLD BUSINESS:
There was n

ANNOUNG@ENTS.

é‘%"w%\ X . S
Tom Bonaciéé\@%nounced th t‘:ﬁe had met with historic restoration consultant, Paige Pollard who
provided hlm‘éﬂt‘%ss to the Sa;iborn Maps website. He learned what the codes meant on the maps and

'tlonal%lgaaps that were not in the inventory.

- 0‘;5;“‘

In addition, Tom Bona o noted that he had had two (2) conferences with the owners of the Hotel Cape

Charles regarding the'railing which was not in conformance with what the Historic District Review

Board had previously approved. Therefore, he had not signed off yet on the Certificate of Occupancy. He

explained that Mr. Gammino would be bringing a modification back to the Board that he had been
working on with the architect. The ordinance stated that the applicant and the Board could agree or
disagree on modifications. If the Board did not agree, the applicant had the right to appeal to the Town
Council. Russ Dunton pointed out that he thought the railing was supposed to go in front of the glass
partitions as a safety feature. Tom Bonadeo replied that that was what was originally approved. Russ

Dunton remarked that the construction should have been stopped at the time it was being done when it
was realized that it did not conform with what was approved. Russ Dunton went on to explain that for a

historic district, it had too modern of a look and felt that wrought iron railing would change the
appearance completely. Tom Bonadeo reassured the Board that Mr, Gammino would be bringing a
revised application to them to review.



Tom Bonadeo informed the Board that there was an applicant for Historic District Review Board and an

interview would be conducted in the next few weeks.

Motion made by Dianne Davis, seconded by Bob Sellers, to adjourn the Historic District

Review Board Regular Meeting. The motion was unanimously approved.

Chairman Russ Dunton

Asst. Town Clerk
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Historic District Review Board Staff Report

From: Tom Bonadeo
Date: September 13, 2012
ltem: 4A — 235 Mason Avenue — Hotel Cape Charles Balcony Modification

Attachments: Applications, correspondence, plans and pictures

Application Specifics

A complete application has been received for a modification to the original Certificate of
Appropriateness for the Hotel Cape Charles. The Board reviewed and approved this project in
March and April of 2011 and the approved plan is attached. The applicant has provided an
application and letter to modify the original plan.

During the last week of construction the railings were installed and the final building inspection
was completed. The Zoning Administrator did not sign the final inspection and CO therefore only
a temporary CO was issued. The owner was notified that the front of the building was not
completed in accordance with the approved plans. Mr. Gammino and the Zoning Administrator
have discussed the situation on multiple occasions and Mr. Gammino has submitted this
application for your review.

The Board may permit modifications of original proposals if such modifications are formally
acknowledged, clearly described and recorded in the records of the case (Section 8.19). In all
cases the decisions of the Zoning Administrator may be appealed to the Historic Review Board,
the decisions of the Historic Review Board may be appealed to the Town Couneil, and the final
decisions of the Town Council may be appealed to the Circuit Court of Northampton County.

Discussion

The Applicant has submitted the attached modified front elevation for review. The modification
consists of the railing treatment on the front of the building.

1. The first floor iron work was fo have decorative brackets installed in the upper corner of
each bay. These have not been installed at this time. The modification shows a simpler
bracket to be installed in each bay. .

a. The first floor modification is nearly the same as the approved design.

2. The second floor iron work was to be a continuous horizontal railing and vertical metal
railing at each balcony only. The modification shows no additional iron railing on the
second floor.

a. This floor is the most different from the approved design to the modified design.
b. The horizontal rail is not there and the individual vertical rails are not there. The
glass rails meet the building code requirement for protection.

3. The third floor iron work was to have a continuous horizontal railing and vertical metal
raining across the front of the building. No additional horizontal or vertical railings are
shown in the modification,

a. The third floor modification appears to make the balcony disappear. The addition
of railing on this floor would add little to the look and feel of the building.




The current construction does not meet the design that was submitted. The applicant has offered a
modification to the design. The Board should discuss the modification, possibly consult
architectural assistance, review the value of the modification in relation to the value of the
business to the Town of Cape Charles and negotiate a modified solution to the original plan.

Recommendation

Review the plans and picture and discuss the application. Staff recommends discussion of the
Boards agreement with or objections to the modified application. Request a final plan to meet the
Boards requirements. -
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MUNICIPAL QORPDRATION OF CAPE CHARLES, VIRGINIA. -
Apphmtmn for Historic District Review

Date: Kw 28~ 2.0 7 2 Permit Nout... P ] /7

* (Attachi plans)

Applicant: At Gromupmnlo signature; X s \ 2
Address;, 23S 7nOseon VEAE | CapeCharles, VA 23310
Telephone: _ Boef 2.4 —4fb tfet Call; ~—.... T )

Owrner(s): (aPes dﬁf@ﬂgs %&EJ . \ o
Adldress: /:?2-&: ALTEEM A 7 rﬂﬁ;w&’&/&w/@ St,ahc Vfﬂ- Tips 2T 2y

Contractor: _C;/ U B & : —
Addvess: /726 M@wm/f ﬁ/é:?(,!t;y &;gym@_, State: me Zip: s B0
Telephone: s FOH 2L - 4G LI4E cell: e

Town License Noi . : State License No.

Liocation of Intprovement: JZQ@{E{_@&?‘;W v’ Eﬁ&ﬂﬂ
Lot NoabZ 3~ b2LRlock Nos __——=  LotSize: R xssto 1 . ,
Type ol’lmpravcment._ Eﬂé@-ﬁ’f‘f dff 0L Efﬁf‘??:- E..J e
Propascd Use: b et -
Estimatad Constr ucL[on Costs:

Dimension of Stiucture or Imprgvement; _
W:d!.h' 3’ i? ! _I?gth_:

——

N from front property line

7] .. from side property line

e fiom side properiy ling on carner Jot
N o Prom rear property linc

from alley

Town Water Permit:, Town Sewer -i-’ﬁ_éifij_ﬁl;_’: _

CERTIFICATION OF APPLICANT

1 her eby cerlily that [ have the authority to make the foregoing application, that the information

glvr:n is true and corrcct ;md that thc construction or :mpravements will conform to the

vii Oirdinances, including fire,
:acm,r and water mdinances, a: puvate hm!tling 1estt wl:ians, |F any, wh; may be Imposed on the
praperty by deed. Furtherwioig, | certify that the chatiges to the tinprovement before ob durlng
construction will be provided to the Zoning Administrator and Building Offictal before such changes
ave cohstructed. o

Signiature of Qwher/Agorit: .X‘




September 11, 2012

Ton Bonadeo, Town Planner
Town of Cape Charles

2 Plum Street

Cape Charles, Virginia 23110

Re: Historic Review Hotel Cape Charles Modification
235 Mason Avenue

Dear Mr. Bonadeo:

Thank you for the opportunity to request maodification of the application for historic review for the
above-captioned property. Attached, you will find the elevations which reflect the existing conditicns for
which we seek approval as well as the proposed, additional ornamental metal work on the existing steel
porch system. We seek this modification to obtain approval of the structure as constructed with the
additional elements which we propose to install during the December-February closed season.

| also offer for the Board’s consideration an explanation related to the deviation from the original
submission. First, please accept our regret that the building does not comport to the original elevations.
The basis of the change relates to a rapidly changing husiness plan, which evolved from our original
intent when the building was first purchased. The initial plan to do a light remodel and reopen the Hotel
changed markedly once we had done additional due diligence on the state of the property. We came to
the conclusion that reopening the Hotel in its existing configuration would be a disservice to the Town of
Cape Charles and limit the Hotel’s demographic appeat. Thus, facing the prospect of a significantly
greater investment, we decided to “double-down” and build a property which would have the very real
potential to become a destination draw.

Most decisions regarding the building’s facade were made while construction was progressing at a very
rapid pace as we focused upon trying to finish for the summer 2012 season. We started this renovation
in earnest in fall, 2011 and had approximately 9 months to complete. As the existing structure and
fagade had only the original brick pilasters, | felt that in maintaining those masonry elements we would
he adhering to the National Park Service and Secretary of Interior’s Guidelines for historic rehabilitation.

None of the elements we replaced from the recent renovation {circa 2005) were in any respect historic.
Rather, cheap modern replications of incongruent historic elements were layered upon a new fagade
with vinyl windows. Based upon my previous historic tax credit rehabilitation project experience and
knowledge of those standards, | recognized that replacing those recently installed elements with higher
quality historic replicated material would not make this building historic in any sense of the word.

Thus, we determined that a contextually appropriate modern aesthetic, retaining and highlighting the
vertical masonry lines as well as the steel perch system would be most appropriate. We sought to
accomplish this through the use of transparent glass and natural woods.

In retrospect, | should have consulted with Town officials on these changes. My assumptions regarding
historic guidelines are informed by many historic tax credit projects, but they are clearly inaccurate with
respect to the Town standards. For this, | accept responsibility and apologize.




f hope the Historic Review Board will accept these modifications and approve what is in the opinion of
most, a simply beautiful and unique property. We have invested approximately 2.4MM in the hope of

creating a one of a kind destination in Cape Charles.

Thank you for your kind consideration of this request.

David Gammino
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Historic District Review Board Staff Report

From: Tom Bonadeo
Date: March 15, 2011
Item: 4B — 235 Mason Avenue — Renovation of Cape Charies Hotel

Attachments: Plans, pictures and application

Application Specifics

A complete application has been received for the renovation of the Cape Charles Hotel located at
235 Mason Avenue. This building was renovated in about 2004 and 2005. There appears to have
been no review by the Historic Review Board as some worlk on the project may have been started
prior to the formation of the Board and it was allowed to be “grandfathered”. The first owner lost
the property to the bank and the current owner plans to totally remodel the inside and make some
- modification to the outside. The outside modifications are shown in the attached prints and
pictures.

Discussion

The front of the hotel has been changed extensively since the early 1900°s. The only feature left is
the brick columns on the front of the building. During the last renovation, only a few years ago,
square windows were installed to let light in the first floor. These windows did not match the
historic character of the building,

The original building was a wooden structure which burned and was replace by an all brick
building. This is the building most often shown in the old post cards. The current building has
several modifications that do not meet the Historic Guidelines:
1. The copper mansard rcof is unlike any in the historic district.
2. The square windows on the first floor, without divided lights are not found in the district.
3. The first floor doors with imitation stained glass are also not representative of the period.
4. The railings without any ornamentation are not common,

The drawings for the renovation show numerous changes to the existing structure.
1. The mansard roof has been removed so that the porch will not be covered.
2. The doors have been replaced with full light doors.
3. The small square windows on the first floor have been replaced with full transoms more
representative of the period.
4. The iron work for the porch and balcony will remain but some ornamentation has been
added.
5. The roof has been removed and a second porch has been added with no roof. This porch
is below the roof line and is an observation platform only.
The access to the new porch is through a new doorway in the center of the building.
A terrace is being added to the rear of the building at the second floor level.
The Hardi Plank siding is being replaced with Hardi Panel and vertical battens. This
siding will be painted along with the trim of the building.
9. The doors and windows on the building are wood that will be clad or painted. They are
not proposed to aluminum or fiberglass.

el




Historic District Review Board Staff Report

From: Tom Bonadeo
Date: April 19, 2011
ftem: 4A — 235 Mason Avenue — Renovation of Cape Charles Hotel

Attachments: Plans and pictures

Application Specifics

A complete application has heen received for the renovation of the Cape Charles Hotel located at
235 Mason Avenue. This building was renovated in about 2004 and 2005, There appears to have

been no review by the Historic Review Board as some work on the project may have been started
prior to the formation of the Board and it was allowed to be “grandfathered”.

Last month the review of the application resulted in approval of the first two floors of the hotel
with the preservation of the first floor arched door and window surround. The Board also asked
the applicant to create a cornice as required by our Ordinance, consider an alternative to the
vertical siding and make the fagade more compatible with the rest of Mason Avenue storefronts.

Discussion

The Applicant has submitted the attached alternative front elevation for review. The new drawing
includes the modifications requested by the Board.

1. The first floor brick is maintained around the front door.

The cornice is redesigned per the ordinance with three successively larger steps and a
continuous cornice across the entire building. This will be built to the original parapet
height.

3. The applicant has reduced the vertical lines on the upper siding. The Plan still uses Hardi
Panel siding only with vertical battens at window edges and panel scams.

4, The iron work on the first floor is in keeping with other iron work of the period.

5. The doors on the second floor have been rearranged to be more regular and symmetrical
also in keeping with other buildings of the period.

Demolition is nearly complete and interior reconstruction is ready to get under way. Staff has
included a picture of the current state of the building fagade to show the amount of demolition.

Recommendation

Review the plans and picture and discuss the application. Staff recommends approval of the
revised facade in accordance with the Board’s earlier request.




Recommendation

Review the plans and pictures and discuss the application. Staff recommends approval of the
application in general. The third floor door is an area for review and discussion.
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