CITY OF ITHACA
108 E. Green St. — Third Floor Ithaca, NY 14850-5690
DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING, BUILDING, ZONING, & ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT
Division of Planning & Economic Development
Telephone: Planning & Development – 607-274-6550
E-Mail: dgrunder@cityofithaca.org

Community Development/IURA – 607-274-6559

ITHACA LANDMARKS PRESERVATION COMMISSION (ILPC)
NOTICE OF MEETING & AGENDA
The regular monthly meeting of the ITHACA LANDMARKS PRESERVATION COMMISSION will be held at
5:30 p.m., Tuesday, August 8, 2017, in Common Council Chambers, Third Floor, City Hall, 108 E. Green
Street, Ithaca, NY.
I.

PUBLIC HEARINGS
A. Proposed Historic Landmark Designation – The Chacona Block at 411-415 College Ave.
B. 112-114 Ferris Pl., East Hill Historic District ― Proposal to Replace Concrete Walkway and Steps
with Stone
C. 106 The Knoll, Cornell Heights Historic District – Proposal to Install a Basement-Level
Entrance, Stone Patio, Concrete Walkways, Stone Retaining Walls, Stone Steps and Metal
Guardrails, and Re-grade a Portion of the West Lawn
D. 310 W. State St., Downtown West Historic District – Consideration of an Economic Hardship
Application

II.

PUBLIC COMMENT ON MATTERS OF INTEREST

III.

OLD BUSINESS


IV.

NEW BUSINESS


V.

[If any]

311 College Ave, The Nines – Request for Comments from the Planning and Development
Board

APPROVAL OF MINUTES


6/13/17 (Regular)*



7/11/17 (Regular)*


VI.

7/26/17 (Special)*
*Under separate cover
ADMINISTRATIVE MATTERS


VII.

ADJOURNMENT

If you have a disability and would like specific accommodation in order to participate, please contact the City Clerk’s Office at 274-6570
by 12:00 p.m., no later than 2 days (not including weekends and holidays) before the meeting.

ILPC Meeting 08/08/17
Resolution – RA-1
RE:

Local Designation of 411-415 College Avenue- Lead Agency

RESOLUTION:

Moved by XXX, seconded by XXX.

WHEREAS, State Law and Section 176.6 of the City Code require that a lead agency be
established for conducting environmental review of projects in accordance with
local and state environmental law, and
WHEREAS, State Law specifies that for actions governed by local environmental review, the
lead agency shall be that local agency which has primary responsibility for
approving and funding or carrying out the action, and
WHEREAS, the proposed designation of the Chacona Block at 411-415 College Avenue is a
"Type II Action" pursuant to the New York State Environmental Quality Review
Act and is an "Unlisted Action" under the City of Ithaca Environmental Quality
Review Ordinance, now, therefore, be it
RESOLVED, that the Ithaca Landmarks Preservation Commission does hereby declare itself lead
agency for the environmental review of the proposed designation of the Chacona
Block at 411-415 College Avenue.

RECORD OF VOTE:
Moved by:
Seconded by:
In Favor:
Against:
Abstain:
Absent:
Vacancies:

0
0
0
0
0
0
0

ILPC Meeting 08/08/17
Resolution – RA-2
RE:

Proposed Local Designation of the Chacona Block at 411-415 College Avenue Environmental Determination

RESOLUTION:

Moved by xxx, seconded by xxx.

WHEREAS,

the Ithaca Landmarks Preservation Commission is considering a
recommendation to Common Councel the local historic landmark
designation of the Chacona Block at 411-415 College Avenue, and

WHEREAS,

appropriate environmental review for the designation of the Chacona
Block at 411-415 College Ave been conducted, including the preparation
of a Short Environmental Assessment Form (SEAF), and submitted for
review to the Conservation Advisory Council, and

WHEREAS,

the proposed action is a "Type II Action" under the New York State
Environmental Quality Review Act (Sec. 617.5(C)(30) and an "Unlisted
Action" under the City Environmental Quality Review Ordinance, (CEQR
Sec. 176-2), and

WHEREAS,

the Ithaca Landmarks Preservation Commission, acting as Lead Agency,
has reviewed the SEAF, dated May 3, 2017 and supplemental information,
and has determined that designation of the individual landmark will not
have a significant effect on the environment and that further
environmental review is unnecessary, now, therefore, be it

RESOLVED,

that this resolution constitutes notice of this negative declaration and that
the City Clerk is hereby directed to file a copy of the same, together with
any attachments, in the City Clerk’s Office, and forward the same to any
other parties as required by law.

RECORD OF VOTE:
Moved by:
0
Seconded by:
0
In favor:
0
Against:
0
Abstain:
0
Absent:
0
Vacancies:
0

ILPC Meeting – 08/08/17
Resolution – RA-3
RE:

Local Landmark Designation of the Chacona Block, 411-415 College Avenue

RESOLUTION:
WHEREAS, as set forth in Section 228-3 of the Municipal Code, the Ithaca Landmarks Preservation
Commission (ILPC) may recommend to Common Council the designation landmarks
and districts of historic and cultural significance, and
WHEREAS,

the public hearing opened on Tuesday, July 11, 2017 for the purpose of considering a
proposal to designate the Chacona Block at 411-415 College Ave as a City of Ithaca
landmark has been concluded on August 8, 2017, and

WHEREAS,

the ILPC has reviewed the New York State Building & Structure Inventory Form
dated August 1, 2012, including the Narrative Description of Property and the Narrative
Description of Significance prepared by the Secretary of the Commission, L. Truame, based
on materials submitted to the ILPC in 2012 by Sara Johnson and Kristen Olsen of
Historic Ithaca, Inc., with Mary Raddant Tomlan, City Historian, and

WHEREAS,

the proposal is a Type II action under the NYS Environmental Quality Review Act
and the City Environmental Quality Review Ordinance and as such requires no further
environmental review, and

WHEREAS,

consideration of the Chacona Block as an historic resource was introduced in a report
prepared by Mary Tomlan and John Schroeder on June 14, 2009 entitled Collegetown
Historic Resources Worthy of Detailed Research: Icons of Collegetown, Individual
Buildings, Architectural Ensembles and Landscape Features, and

WHEREAS,

the Collegetown Urban Plan & Conceptual Design Guidelines, endorsed by Common Council
in August, 2009, recommends that “historically significant resources within the entire
Collegetown Planning Area which merit designation as local landmarks, but which
currently have no such protection, should be identified by the Ithaca Landmarks
Preservation Commission and designated by Common Council,” and

WHEREAS,

based on the information provided in the Collegetown Historic Resources Worthy of
Detailed Research: Icons of Collegetown, Individual Buildings, Architectural
Ensembles and Landscape Features document and the recommendation from the
Collegetown Urban Plan & Conceptual Design Guidelines, the ILPC conducted an intensivelevel survey of twelve properties within the Collegetown Planning Area that appeared
to meet the eligibility requirements for local designation as set forth in Section 228-3B
of the Municipal Code in 2012 , and

WHEREAS,

the New York State Historic Resource Inventory Form, which is being used as the
basis for considering this recommended designation, was prepared as part of the
aforementioned intensive-level survey, and

WHEREAS,

Section 228-3 of the Municipal Code defines the criteria for designation of an
individual landmark as follows:
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1. Possesses special character or historic or aesthetic interest or value as part of the
cultural, political, economic, or social history of the locality, region, state, or nation; or
2. Is identified with historically significant person(s) or event(s); or
3. Embodies the distinguishing characteristics of an architectural style; or
4. Is the work of a designer whose work has significantly influenced an age; or
5. Represents an established and familiar visual feature of the community by virtue of
its unique location or singular physical characteristics.
RESOLVED, that the Commission adopts as its own, the documentation and information more
fully set forth in the expanded New York State Building Structure Inventory Form
dated August 1, 2012, and be it further
RESOLVED, that the Commission has made the following findings of fact concerning the
proposed designation.
As described in the Narrative Description of Significance portion of the New York State
Historic Resource Inventory Form prepared by L. Truame and dated August 1, 2012,
the Chacona Block and the adjacent areas that are identified as tax parcel #64.-2-1, is
a structure deemed worthy of preservation, by reason of its value to the city as
enumerated below:
Per criterion 1, the Chacona Block possesses special historical and aesthetic
interest as a part of the development, heritage and cultural characteristics of
the City of Ithaca through its close association with the development and growth of
Cornell University, as an example of the early-twentieth century response to the
changing housing needs and preferences of those seeking housing in close proximity
to Cornell University, and for its role in the development of Collegetown as an urban
neighborhood separate from downtown Ithaca and with its own distinct character.
As described in the Narrative Description of Significance, Cornell University
offered few lodging opportunities for its students, faculty and staff when it
open in 1868. As a result, boarding and rooming houses as well as many
student-oriented service industries were established in close proximity to the
university starting in the 1870s and 1880s. By the first two decades of the
20th century, preference in the rental housing market in Ithaca, particularly
among the faculty and staff living in the area that would become known as
Collegetown, had shifted away from single-room rentals like those found in
the boarding and rooming houses to flat-style apartments—a urban-housing
mode that contained kitchen, bathroom and living areas in one private unit.
Built between 1911 and 1912, the Chacona Block was one of the first mixed2
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use mercantile-residential buildings to be constructed near the University to
meet this demand. Its three ground-floor commercial spaces housed
businesses that catered to the ever growing student population while the
upper-story flats provided independent housing opportunities for
professionals living in Collegetown.
The Narrative Description of Significance further notes that “the construction of
the Chacona Block was a key part of [Collegetown’s] transformation from an
extension of the downtown housing and services to a vibrant neighborhood
with a distinct identity.” As one of the first mixed-use commercial-style
buildings on College Avenue, the construction of the Chacona Block marked
the beginning of the gradual urbanization of the 400 block of that street, a
process that allowed the street to become the commercial and housing center
of a neighborhood centered on the needs of students.
Per criterion 2, the Chacona Block is identified with historically significant
person(s) or event(s) through its association with the Chacona family, the
proprietors of a chain of successful confectionery and ice cream shops in Ithaca and
beyond in the late nineteenth- and early-twentieth centuries, and John N. Chacona,
specifically.
As noted in the Narrative Description of Significance, John N. Chacona, was an
active and influential member of the Greek-American business community in
Ithaca at the turn of the 20th century. John N. Chacona was born in Sparta,
Greece in 1884 and immigrated to the United States at the age of nine. He
settled in the Ithaca area in 1899 and worked at the Chacona Candy
Company on East State Street with his cousin, John P. Chacona. John P.
Chacona was known as “Big John” and John N. Chacona was known as
“Little John”. The two operated successful confectionary stores together and
independently, not only in Ithaca but also in Buffalo and Syracuse. When
their partnership dissolved, John N. opened several independent
confectionary shops, the first being at 416 Eddy St. He also operated the
Sugar Bowl restaurant, a business he purchased from John P. Chacona. John
N. commissioned the Chacona block in 1912 and opened another
confectionary shop in the storefront at 415 College Ave. With its close
proximity to Cornell University, this shop and John N. Chacona, himself,
became important parts of the social lives of Cornell University students
Per criterion 3, the Chacona Block embodies the distinguishing characteristics
of an architectural style.
As noted in the Narrative Description of Significance, the Chacona Block is a
good local example of the commercial form of the Renaissance-Revival Style.
The building’s architecture also represents a community-supported
3
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movement to make the buildings in Collegetown more fire resistant in the
early-20th century. The building was designed to be “fire proof,” and was
constructed of fire-resistant materials, heated with steam, and illuminated
with electric lights to reduce the danger of fire. Furthermore, the building
derives additional significance from its unique architectural features that
reflect the heritage of the family that commissioned it. Positioned between
the windows on fourth story, the lion’s head and Greek cross decorative
plaques denote the Chacona family’s Greek origins.
Per criterion 4, the Chacona Block is the work of a designer whose work has
significantly influenced an age.
As noted in the Narrative Description of Significance, the building’s designer, John
M. Wilgus, was a locally well-known architect in the late-nineteenth and earlytwentieth centuries. He was responsible for the design of several Collegetownarea mercantile-residential buildings, including the McAllister Block at the
corner of Eddy and Williams Streets (1907), the John J Gainey Block
(demolished) at the corner of College Avenue and Dryden Rd (1899), and
another Gainey Block at 315-317 College Avenue (1908). He also designed the
brick commercial building at 114-118 South Cayuga Street and several
downtown residences, many of them located in National Register Historic
Districts. Wilgus’s pragmatic designs ranged widely in terms of architectural
style and programmatic use, and reflected the functional and economic needs
of his clients.
Per criterion 5, The Chacona Block represents an established and familiar visual
feature of the community by virtue of its unique location or singular physical
characteristics.
Located at the corner of College and Oak Avenues and opposite the stone
bridge over Cascadilla Creek, the Chacona Block at 411-415 College Ave has
served as a gateway buildings into the Collegetown neighborhood from Cornell
University since its construction in 1912. As noted in the Narrative the
Description of Significance, this prominently located property was sought after as
a business location by the early 1900s and its development, including
marketing and sale of the property, design and construction of the building,
and the appearance and amenities of the completed building, were well
documented in numerous local and regional publication.
RESOLVED, that the Ithaca Landmarks Preservation Commission, determines that based on the
findings set forth above, the Chacona Block at 411-415 College Avenue meets criterion
1, 2, 3, 4, and 5 defining a Local Landmark as set forth in Section 228-4 of the
Municipal Code, Landmarks Preservation, and be it further
4

Ithaca Landmarks Preservation Commission
Meeting Held Tuesday, July 11, 2017
Chacona Block

RESOLVED, that the Commission hereby recommends the designation of the Chacona Block at
411-415 College Avenue as a City of Ithaca local historic landmark.

RECORD OF VOTE:
Moved by:
Seconded by:
In Favor:
Against:
Abstain:
Absent:
Vacancies:

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
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RESOLUTION: Moved by XXX, seconded by XXX.
WHEREAS,

112-114 Ferris Pl is located in the East Hill Historic District, as designated under
Section 228-3 of the City of Ithaca Municipal Code in 1988, and as listed on the
New York State and National Registers of Historic Places in 1986, and

WHEREAS,

as set forth in Section 228-4 of the Municipal Code, an Application for a
Certificate of Appropriateness, dated July 18, 2017, was submitted for review to
the Ithaca Landmarks Preservation Commission (ILPC) by property owner
Timothy Hollenbeck, including the following: (1) two narratives respectively
titled Description of Proposed Change(s) and Reasons for Changes(s); (2) a
sketch of the proposed alteration titled “Proposed Layout;” (3) a sheet titled
“Examples of Proposed Finished Project;” (4) two photographs showing the
original conditions; (5) two photographs showing the current conditions, and

WHEREAS,

the ILPC has also reviewed the New York State Building-Structure Inventory
Form for 112-114 Ferris Pl, and the City of Ithaca’s East Hill Historic District
Summary Statement, and

WHEREAS,

as stated in the narrative Description of Proposed Change(s), the project involves
the replacement of deteriorated poured-in-place concrete landscape steps and
walkways with “bluestone”-faced steps and walkways, and

WHEREAS,

the issuance of a Certificate of Appropriateness is a Type II Action under the
New York State Environmental Quality Review Act and the City Environmental
Quality Review Ordinance for which no further environmental review is
required, and

WHEREAS,

the applicant (has/has not) provided sufficient documentation and information
to evaluate impacts of the proposal on the subject property and surrounding
properties, and

WHEREAS,

a Public Hearing for the purpose of considering approval of the Application for
a Certificate of Appropriateness was conducted at the regularly scheduled ILPC
meeting on August 8, 2017, now therefore be it

RESOLVED, that the ILPC has made the following findings of fact concerning the property
and the proposal:
As identified in the City of Ithaca’s East Hill Historic District Summary
Statement, the period of significance for the area now known as the East Hill
Historic District is 1830-1932.
As indicated in the New York State Building-Structure Inventory Form, the
Colonial Revival duplex at 112-114 Ferris Pl was constructed in ca. 1905.

1
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Constructed within the period of significance of the East Hill Historic District
and possessing a high level of integrity, the property is a contributing element of
the East Hill Historic District.
In consideration of this and all approvals of proposals for alterations, new
construction, or demolition in historic districts, the ILPC must determine
that the proposed exterior work will not have a substantial adverse effect
on the aesthetic, historical, or architectural significance and value of either
the landmark or, if the improvement is within a district, of the
neighboring improvements in such district. In considering architectural
and cultural value, the Commission shall consider whether the proposed
change is consistent with the historic value and the spirit of the
architectural style of the landmark or district in accordance with Section
228-6 of the Municipal Code. In making this determination, the
Commission is guided by the principles set forth in Section 228-6B of the
Municipal Code, as further elaborated in Section 228-6C, and by the
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation, and in this case
specifically the following principles and Standards:
Principle #2 The historic features of a property located within, and
contributing to the significance of, an historic district shall be altered as
little as possible and any alterations made shall be compatible with both
the historic character of the individual property and the character of the
district as a whole.
Standard #2 The historic character of a property will be retained and
preserved. The removal of distinctive materials or alteration of features
and spaces that characterize a property will be avoided.
Standard #9
New additions, exterior alterations, or related new
construction shall not destroy historic materials that characterize the
property. The new work shall be differentiated from the old and shall be
compatible with the massing, size, scale, and architectural features to
protect the historic integrity of the property and its environment.
With respect to Principle #2, Standard #2, and Standard #9, the replacement of
concrete steps and walkways with stone-faced steps and walkways (will/will not)
remove distinctive materials (but will/and will not) alter features and spaces
that characterize the property.
Also with respect to Principle #2, and Standard #9, the proposed “bluestone”
material (is/is not) compatible with the massing, size, scale, and architectural
features of the property and its environment.
RESOLVED, that, based on the findings set forth above, the proposal (will/will not) have a
substantial adverse effect on the aesthetic, historical, or architectural significance
of the 112-114 Ferris Pl and the East Hill Historic District, as set forth in Section
228-6, and be it further,
2
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RESOLVED, that the Ithaca Landmarks Preservation Commission determines that the
proposal (meets/does not meet) criteria for approval under Section 228-6 of
the Municipal Code, and be it further
RESOLVED, that the ILPC (approves/denies) the Application for a Certificate of
Appropriateness.
RECORD OF VOTE:
Moved by:
0
Seconded by: 0
In Favor:
0
Against:
0
Abstain:
0
Absent:
0
Vacancies:
0
Notice: Failure on the part of the owner or the owner’s representative to bring to the
attention of the ILPC staff any deviation from the approved plans, including but not
limited to changes required by other involved agencies or that result from unforeseen
circumstances as construction progresses, may result in the issuance by the Building
Department of a stop work order or revocation of the building permit.

3
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RESOLUTION: Moved by XXX, seconded by XXX.
WHEREAS,

106 The Knoll is located within the Cornell Heights Historic District, as
designated under Section 228-3 of the City of Ithaca Municipal Code in 1989,
and as listed on the New York State and National Registers of Historic Places in
1989, and

WHEREAS,

as set forth in Section 228-4 of the Municipal Code, an Application for a
Certificate of Appropriateness, dated July 12, 2017, was submitted for review to
the Ithaca Landmarks Preservation Commission (ILPC) by Noah Demarest on
behalf of Paul Martorano, representative of Phi Delta Sigma, Inc., including the
following: (1) two narratives respectively titled Description of Proposed
Change(s) and Reasons for Changes(s); (2) two photographs documenting
existing conditions, (3) three renderings illustrating the proposed changes from
multiple angles; (4) two site plans, one showing existing conditions and other the
proposed alterations, and

WHEREAS,

the ILPC has reviewed the New York State Building-Structure Inventory Form
for 106 The Knoll, and the City of Ithaca’s Cornell Heights Historic District
Summary Statement, and

WHEREAS,

as stated in the narrative Description of Proposed Change(s), the project involves
the installation of two doors in the basement level of the southernmost bay of
the southwest elevation, and modifications to the landscape to accommodate the
installation of these doors, including the installation of two retaining walls
constructed of ~12”x24” limestone “Seneca Stone” quarry blocks, a set of stone
steps constructed of 6”x12” pieces of the same stone, a “flag” stone patio, a
concrete walkway, and metal guardrails; the project also involves re-grading a
30’x90’ section of the west lawn, and

WHEREAS,

the issuance of a Certificate of Appropriateness is a Type II Action under the
New York State Environmental Quality Review Act and the City Environmental
Quality Review Ordinance for which no further environmental review is
required, and

WHEREAS,

the applicant (has/has not) provided sufficient documentation and information
to evaluate impacts of the proposal on the subject property and surrounding
properties, and

WHEREAS,

a Public Hearing for the purpose of considering approval of the Application for
a Certificate of Appropriateness was conducted at the regularly scheduled ILPC
meeting on August 8, 2017, now therefore be it

RESOLVED, that the ILPC has made the following findings of fact concerning the property
and the proposal:

1

ILPC Meeting – 08/08/17
Resolution – RD
As identified in the City of Ithaca’s Cornell Heights Historic District Summary
Statement, the period of significance for the area now known as the Cornell
Heights Historic District is 1898-1937.
As indicated in the New York State Building-Structure Inventory Form, the
Colonial-Revival Style residence at 106 The Knoll was constructed between
15899 and 1900 for John Tanner, professor of mathematics at Cornell
University. The residence was designed by the Cornell University’s first student
of architecture and locally prominent architect, William Henry Miller.
Constructed within the period of significance of the Cornell Heights Historic
District and possessing a high level of integrity, the property is a contributing
element of the Cornell Heights Historic District.
In consideration of this and all approvals of proposals for alterations, new
construction, or demolition in historic districts, the ILPC must determine
that the proposed exterior work will not have a substantial adverse effect
on the aesthetic, historical, or architectural significance and value of either
the landmark or, if the improvement is within a district, of the
neighboring improvements in such district. In considering architectural
and cultural value, the Commission shall consider whether the proposed
change is consistent with the historic value and the spirit of the
architectural style of the landmark or district in accordance with Section
228-6 of the Municipal Code. In making this determination, the
Commission is guided by the principles set forth in Section 228-6B of the
Municipal Code, as further elaborated in Section 228-6C, and by the
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation, and in this case
specifically the following principles and Standards:
Principle #2 The historic features of a property located within, and
contributing to the significance of, an historic district shall be altered as
little as possible and any alterations made shall be compatible with both
the historic character of the individual property and the character of the
district as a whole.
Standard #2 The historic character of a property will be retained and
preserved. The removal of distinctive materials or alteration of features
and spaces that characterize a property will be avoided.
Standard #9 New additions, exterior alterations, or related new
construction shall not destroy historic materials that characterize the
property. The new work shall be differentiated from the old and shall be
compatible with the massing, size, scale, and architectural features to
protect the historic integrity of the property and its environment.
Standard #10 New additions and adjacent or related new construction
shall be undertaken in such a manner that, if removed in the future, the
2
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essential form and integrity of the historic property and its environment
would be unimpaired.
With respect to Principle #2, Standard #2, and Standard #9, the installation of
two basement doors and the associated site work, and re-grading the lawn
(will/will not) remove distinctive materials (but will/and will not) alter
features and spaces that characterize the property. Proposed additional
language: The ILPC notes that the proposed doors will occupy two existing
basement-level window openings. These small openings will be enlarged to
accommodate the doors, but as the openings do not need to be widened, the
proposal allows for the retention of the original stone lintels, which are visible
above grade. The original window openings were infilled with non-historic
materials at the time the Cornell Heights Historic District was designated and the
original window sashes for these openings are no longer extant.
Also with respect to Principle #2, and Standard #9, the proposed fiberglass
reinforced polyester (FRP) door, quarry block, concrete and “flag stones”
(are/are not) compatible with the massing, size, scale, and architectural features
of the property and its environment. Proposed additional language: In
evaluating the appropriateness of the fiberglass reinforced polyester door, the
ILPC considered the doors’ location below grade and their low visibility from the
public way.
With respect to Standard #10, the two basement-level doors and associated site
work (can/cannot) be removed in the future without impairment of the
essential form and integrity of the historic property and its environment. [if
“cannot”, describe why it cannot]
RESOLVED, that, based on the findings set forth above, the proposal (will/will not) have a
substantial adverse effect on the aesthetic, historical, or architectural significance
of the Cornell Heights Historic District, as set forth in Section 228-6, and be it
further,
RESOLVED, that the Ithaca Landmarks Preservation Commission determines that the
proposal (meets/does not meet) criteria for approval under Section 228-6 of
the Municipal Code, and be it further
RESOLVED, that the ILPC (approves/denies) the Application for a Certificate of
Appropriateness with the following conditions:


The style of the fiberglass reinforced polyester (FRP) door shall be reviewed
and approved by ILPC staff.

3
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RECORD OF VOTE:
Moved by:
0
Seconded by: 0
In Favor:
0
Against:
0
Abstain:
0
Absent:
0
Vacancies:
0
Notice: Failure on the part of the owner or the owner’s representative to bring to the
attention of the ILPC staff any deviation from the approved plans, including but not
limited to changes required by other involved agencies or that result from unforeseen
circumstances as construction progresses, may result in the issuance by the Building
Department of a stop work order or revocation of the building permit.
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APPLICATION FOR CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS

NOTE: You can complete
this form electronically, but it
will still require an original
handwritten signature.

Ithaca Landmarks Preservation Commission (ILPC)
Planning & Economic Development Division
City of Ithaca, 108 E. Green St., 3rd Floor, Ithaca, NY 14850
Bryan McCracken | Ph: 607‐274‐6555 | bmccracken@cityofithaca.org
www.cityofithaca.org/boardscommittees/ilpc/index.cfm

PLEASE PRINT OR TYPE

Date:

07/12/2017

Applicant’s Name:

Building Permit Application # (REQUIRED):
Noah Demarest on behalf of Paul Martorano

Applicant’s E‐Mail address (REQUIRED):
Property Address:

Phone:

607.216.8802

noah@streamcolab.com

106 The Knoll, Ithaca, NY 14850

Owner’s Name (if different from Applicant):
Owner’s Mailing Address:

Phi Delta Sigma Inc

410 E Upland Rd, Ithaca NY 14851

Proposed Work Includes (check all that apply):




✔

New Construction
Addition
Accessory Structure
ALTERATION: Primary Structure

 Site Changes (paving, fencing, patios, etc.)
✔
 Signage
 Demolition
 ALTERATION: Accessory Structure

Submittal Requirements
All documents are to be sent to the attention of Bryan McCracken at the above address.

STAFF‐LEVEL REVIEW:
Submit one (1) hardcopy and one (1) electronic copy of application and attachments. See City of Ithaca Historic
District & Landmark Design Guidelines for a description of work that is eligible for this expedited review
process.

ILPC REVIEW:
Submit eleven (11) hardcopies and (1) one electronic copy of application form and all attachments. Complete
applications must be received by 4:00 p.m. on the last Tuesday of the month, 14 days prior to the regular ILPC
meeting at which the application will be reviewed. ILPC meetings are held the second Tuesday of each month.
Applications must be accompanied by thorough documentation of existing conditions and proposed changes,
including (as applicable): photographs of existing conditions; site plans showing location and dimensions of
proposed change; drawings or sketches showing proposed changes on each affected elevation; description of
design details and materials to be used (manufacturer’s data sheets may be used); samples of proposed
materials; scale drawings of any proposed signs including colors, typeface, and illumination details; historic
photographs, if the intention of the project is to return a property to a documented prior condition; and a
statement from a qualified contractor or design professional attesting to the physical condition of any element
that is proposed for replacement due to deterioration.
Page 1 of 3

ELECTRONIC SUBMISSIONS: You must provide electronic versions of ALL submitted documents. LARGE FILES: Incoming e-mails to
the City must be under 10 MB in size (incl. message envelope), so either provide CD-ROM, flash/thumb drive, use a free file-sharing web
site, like: www.hightail.com, www.dropbox.com, www.google.com/drive, etc., or split documents into smaller parts and send multiple emails/files to: cpyott@cityofithaca.org and/or bmccracken@cityofithaca.org

Description of Proposed Changes (use additional sheets if necessary):

The project involves the creation of an accessible walkway from the existing driveway to the basement
level. The basement includes areas where the students like to congregate but the means of egress for
that space is not conforming with modern building codes. Two existing basement windows will be
modified to become glass doors. The doors will be made of fiberglass reinforced polyester (FRP) to
provide the most durability and resistance to corrosion or rot. A color will be selected to coordinate with
the house colors.
The existing stone lintels will remain and minor areas of exposed foundation stonework will be
re-pointed and restored as feasible or covered with a cement parge coat.
A series of new limestone quarry block retaining walls will flank the new entry. The height of the wall is
approximately 6 feet below existing grade and then tapers off to nothing at the driveway. The length of
the curved wall is dictated by the length of the ramp to maintain a slope of less than 5%. The courses
will be 12"+/- tall and step back about 3". Areas where the wall is greater than 30" high will receive a
black metal pipe guard rail with no more than 4" openings between rails. A 4 foot wide set of stone
steps will be provided to give uninterrupted access from the basement to the back side of the house.
Planting beds will be defined with new plantings selected to soften the stone and metal guardrails.
An area approximately 30 ft x 90 ft to the west of the new walkway will be re-graded to provide a more
level location for setting up an event tent and for recreation such as volleyball or badminton.
Because the new ramp involves a cut into the earth it will be largely invisible from the public right of
way. The railings will be the most visible but the black color is a proven choice for making railings and
fencing disappear into the shadows of a densely planted landscape. The choice of materials are
consistent with other non-contributing metal and stone elements on the existing building and
throughout the historic district.
Reasons for Proposed Changes (use additional sheets if necessary):

These changes are proposed in order to bring provide a means of basement egress that conforms to
modern building codes.

Page 2 of 3

— REQUIRED PUBLIC NOTIFICATION —
Upon application for a Certificate of Appropriateness, a public notice of the proposal must be posted by the
owner or owner’s representative on the property for a minimum of 10 days. This notice must remain in place
until a decision to approve or deny the Certificate of Appropriateness has been made. The notice must be
placed at or near the property line in the front yard, so it is plainly visible from the street, and, in cases where a
property has frontage on more than one street, an additional sign must be placed at or near the property line
on any additional street frontage.
Standard signs for this purpose are available for purchase from the City of Ithaca, Division of Planning and
Economic Development, at a cost of $10.50 each. Alternatively, an applicant may create their own signs, as
long as the following required content is included and the signs have dimensions of at least 18”x23”:
PROPOSED EXTERIOR OR SITE ALTERATIONS TO THIS PROPERTY WILL BE
REVIEWED BY THE ITHACA LANDMARKS PRESERVATION COMMISSION ON
[INSERT DATE], BEGINNING AT 5:30 p.m. IN [INSERT LOCATION OF MEETING]. PUBLIC
COMMENT MAY BE SUBMITTED IN ADVANCE OF, OR DURING, THE ABOVE‐
REFERENCED PUBLIC HEARING. FOR MORE INFORMATION CONTACT:
BMcCRACKEN@CITYOFITHACA.ORG, 607‐274‐6555.

Applicant’s Statement:
I understand incomplete applications cannot be processed and will result in delay. This application is complete
to the best of my knowledge and includes the following attachments (check all that apply):
 photographs of existing conditions
 site plans showing location and dimensions of proposed change
 drawings or sketches showing proposed changes on each affected elevation
 description of design details and materials to be used
 samples of proposed materials
 scale drawings of any proposed signs, including colors, typeface, and illumination details
 historic photographs, if the intention of the project is to return a property to a documented prior
condition
 statement from a qualified contractor or design professional attesting to the physical condition of any
element proposed for replacement due to deterioration
 other (specify): _______________________________________________________________________________

Applicant’s Signature (REQUIRED):

Date:

STAFF USE ONLY:
Date Received:
Staff Review:  yes  no
ILPC Review:  yes  no
Date of Public Hearing:

Approved:  yes  no
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Referred to ILPC:  yes  no
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LIMESTONE "SENECA STONE" QUARRY BLOCKS 12"
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1-1/2" O.D. POWDER COATED STEEL PIPE
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NEW GLASS DOOR

FLAG STONE PAVERS AT
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SCORED CONCRETE RAMP

VIEW OF RAMP AND ENTRANCE

VIEW FROM DRIVEWAY - EXISTING

VIEW FROM DRIVEWAY - PROPOSED

VIEW FROM LAWN - EXISTING
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123 S. Cayuga St Suite 201
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ph: 607.216.8802
www.streamcolab.com
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ILPC Meeting – 08/08/17
Resolution – RD
RESOLUTION:
WHEREAS, 310 W. State St. is located in the Downtown West Historic District, as designated
under Section 228-3of the Municipal Code in 2015, and
WHEREAS, at the regular meeting held on Tuesday, April 11, 2017, the Ithaca Landmarks
Preservation Commission (ILPC) denied the Application for a Certificate of
Appropriateness submitted by property owner Fei Qi to replace sections of
deteriorated slate roof with asphalt shingles, finding that because the proposal
would have a substantial adverse effect on the aesthetic, historical, or architectural
significance of the property and the Downtown West Historic District as stated in
Section 228-4 E. (1) (a) of the Municipal Code, the proposal does not meet criteria
for approval of a Certificate of Appropriateness, and and
WHEREAS, as set forth in Section 228-11 of the Municipal Code, an appeal of the denial of a
Certificate of Appropriateness by the ILPC has been submitted by applicant Fei
Qi on the grounds that the denial by the Commission will prevent the owner from
earning a reasonable return on the property, and
WHEREAS, the project is a Type II Action under the New York State Environmental Quality
Review Act and the City Environmental Quality Review Ordinance for which no
further environmental review is required, and
WHEREAS, in consideration of this Economic Hardship Appeal, the ILPC has reviewed the
following documentation submitted by the applicant: (1) a narrative titled
Economic Hardship Application; (2)a quote from LS Roofing, LLC for the
replacement of the entire roof with asphalt shingles; (3) an email to the applicant
from Steven Gibian, RA dated August 24, 2017; (4) a quote from FW Dennis for
the in-kind replacement of the sections of slate roof and other proposals; (5) a
brief statement of FW Dennis’s qualifications as a slate roof specialist; (6) a quote
from Leelands Slate Roof Repair for the in-kind replacement of the sections of
slate roof and other proposals; (7) a brief statement of Leelands Slate Roof
Repair’s qualifications as a slate roof specialist; (8) a quote from JD Ferro for the
replacement of the sections of composite shingles and the flat roof; (9) a quote
from EnviroTech for the abatement of the asbestos-composite roof material; (10)
two contractor budgets for the rehabilitation of the house for two different uses
from Joel Crispin and Carlos Gonzales; (11) a pro forma operating statement for
those two uses; and (12) a spreadsheet of comparable home sales in the
neighborhood, and
WHEREAS, the applicant (has/has not) provided sufficient documentation and information to
evaluate the Request for a Finding of Economic Hardship on the grounds that the
denial by the Commission will prevent the owner from earning a reasonable return
on the property, and

ILPC Meeting –7/13/10
Resolution – RA

WHEREAS, the applicant (has/has not) provided sufficient documentation and information to
allow the Secretary of the Commission to calculate the rates of return for the
following two scenarios: (1) the rate of return with the historic improvement
alternative; and (2) the rate of return with the non-historic improvement
alternative; and

WHEREAS, the ILPC has made the following findings of fact concerning the appeal:
The hardship appeal is based on the owner’s inability to earn a reasonable return
on the property as a result of the Commission’s decision that the proposed asphalt
shingles are not an appropriate replacement for the original slate roofing material.
The hardship appeal is not solely based on the comparison of the upfront project
cost of the asphalt shingle and slate shingle alternatives but is based on the
owner’s ability to earn a reasonable return on the property.
With respect to the cooperative housing use proposal, the rates of return achieved
under the two scenarios calculated by the Secretary of the Commission, show that
the rate of return of 6.9% under the historic improvement scenario [is/is not] a
reasonable rate of return when compared to the rate of return of 7.1% under the
non-historic alternative.
With respect to the apartment building use proposal, the rates of return achieved
under the two scenarios calculated by the Secretary of the Commission, show that
the rate of return of 6.4% under the historic improvement scenario [is/is not] a
reasonable rate of return when compared to the rate of return of 6.6% under the
non-historic alternative
The Commission has also considered the 30 year life expectancy of the asphalt
shingle alternative in comparison to the 75 year life expectancy of the slate
shingle alternative when evaluating the difference in the 6.9% and 7.1% rates of
return for the cooperative housing use proposal and the difference between 6.4 %
and 6.6% rates of return for the apartment building using proposal, now, therefore,
be it
WHEREAS, the applicant (has/has not) demonstrated that the historic improvement
alternative, the in-kind replacement of the sections of slate roof, will prevent the
owner from earning a reasonable return on the property, now, therefore, be it
RESOLVED, that the Ithaca Landmarks Commission finds that denial of the application to
replace original slate material with asphalt shingle (does/does not) meet criteria
for a finding of Economic Hardship under Section 228-11 of the Municipal Code,
and be it further
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ILPC Meeting –7/13/10
Resolution – RA

RESOLVED, that the Commission (approves/denies) the application to replace the original slate
roof material with asphalt shingles.
RECORD OF VOTE
Moved by:
Seconded by:
In favor:
Against:
Abstain:
Recused:
Vacancies:

0
0
0
0
0
S. Gibian
0
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Preservation Law Educational Materials . . .
ASSESSING ECONOMIC HARDSHIP CLAIMS
UNDER HISTORIC PRESERVATION
ORDINANCES
Historic preservation ordinances in effect around the country often include a process for
administrative relief from preservation restrictions in situations of “economic hardship.” Under
typical economic hardship procedures, an applicant may apply for a “certificate of economic
hardship” after a preservation commission has denied his or her request to alter or demolish a
historic property protected under a preservation ordinance. In support of an application for relief
on economic hardship grounds, the applicant must submit evidence sufficient to enable the
decisionmaking body to render a decision. The type of evidence required is generally spelled out
in preservation ordinances or interpreting regulations. The burden of proof is on the applicant.
The exact meaning of the term “economic hardship” depends on how the standard is defined in
the ordinance. Under many preservation ordinances economic hardship is defined as consistent
with the legal standard for an unconstitutional regulatory taking, which requires a property
owner to establish that he or she has been denied all reasonable beneficial use or return on the
property as a result of the commission’s denial of a permit for alteration or demolition.
Requests for relief on economic hardship grounds are usually decided by historic preservation
commissions, although some preservation ordinances allow the commission's decision to be
appealed to the city council. In some jurisdictions, the commission may be assisted by a hearing
officer. A few localities have established a special economic review panel, comprised of members
representing both the development and preservation community.

Economic Impact
In acting upon an application for a certificate of economic hardship, a commission is required to
determine whether the economic impact of a historic preservation law, as applied to the property
owner, has risen to the level of economic hardship. Thus, the first and most critical step in
understanding economic hardship is to understand how to evaluate economic impact.
Commissions should look at a variety of factors in evaluating the economic impact of a proposed
action on a particular property. Consideration of expenditures alone will not provide a complete
or accurate picture of economic impact, whether income-producing property or owner-occupied
residential property. Revenue, vacancy rates, operating expenses, financing, tax incentives, and
other issues are all relevant considerations. With respect to income-producing property,
economic impact is generally measured by looking at the effect of a particular course of action on
a property’s overall value or return. This approach allows a commission to focus on the “bottom
line” of the transaction rather than on individual expenditures.
In addition to economic impact, the Supreme Court has said that “reasonable” or “beneficial use”
of the property is also an important factor. Thus, in evaluating an economic hardship claim based
© 2009 National Trust for Historic Preservation. All Rights Reserved.
1785 Massachusetts Avenue, NW Washington, DC 20036
P 202.588.6035
F 202.588.6272
E law@nthp.org
WWW.PRESERVATIONNATION.ORG

on the constitutional standard for a regulatory taking, commissions will need to consider an
owner’s ability to continue to carry out the traditional use of the property, or whether another
viable use for the property remains. In Penn Central Transportation Co. v. City of New York, 438 U.S.
104 (1978), the landmark decision upholding the use of preservation ordinances to regulate
historic property, the Supreme Court found that a taking did not arise because the owner could
continue to use its property as a railroad station.
The Supreme Court has also said that the applicant’s “reasonable investment-backed
expectations” should be taken into consideration. Although the meaning of this phrase has not
been delineated with precision, it is clear that “reasonable” expectations do not include those that
are contrary to law. Thus, an applicant’s expectation of demolishing a historic property subject to
a preservation ordinance at the time of purchase, or likely to be subject to a preservation
ordinance, would not be “reasonable.” Also pertinent is whether the owner’s objectives were
realistic given the condition of the property at the time of purchase, or whether the owner simply
overpaid for the property. Under takings law, government is not required to compensate
property owners for bad business decisions. Nor is the government required to guarantee a
return on a speculative investment.
Commissions may also be able to take into account whether the alleged hardship is “self
created.” Clearly relevant is whether the value of the property declined or rehabilitation expenses
increased because the owner allowed the building to deteriorate.
Application of the takings standard in the context of investment or income-producing property is
usually fairly straightforward. The issue can be more complex, however, in situations involving
hardship claims raised by homeowners. In the context of home-ownership, it is extremely
difficult for an applicant to meet the standard for a regulatory taking, that is, to establish that he
or she has been denied all reasonable use of the property. Even if a commission insists that
houses be painted rather than covered with vinyl siding, and windows be repaired rather than
replaced, the applicant can still live in the house. The fact that these repairs may be more costly is
not enough. Even if extensive rehabilitation is required, the applicant must show that the house
cannot be sold “as is,” or that the fair market value of the property in its current condition plus
rehabilitation expenditures will exceed the fair market value of the house upon rehabilitation. See
City of Pittsburgh v. Weinberg, 676 A.2d 207 (Pa. 1996). It is also important to note that
“investment-backed expectations” are different in the context of home ownership; owners often
invest in home improvements or renovations without the expectation of recouping the full cost of
the improvement in the form of increased property value.
In addressing hardship claims involving historic homes, commissions must be careful to be
objective and consistent in their approach. Otherwise, a commission may undermine the integrity
of its preservation program and raise due process concerns as well. Ideally, grant money, tax
relief, and other programs should be made available to historic homeowners who need financial
assistance.
Special standards for economic hardship may apply to nonprofit organizations. Because these
entities serve charitable rather than commercial purposes, it is appropriate to focus on the
beneficial use of their property, rather than rate of return, taking into account the particular
circumstances of the owner (i.e., the obligation to serve a charitable purpose.) In such situations,
hardship analysis generally entails looking at a distinct set of questions, such as: the
organization’s charitable purpose; whether the regulation interferes with the organization’s
ability to carry out its charitable purpose; the condition of the building and the need and cost for
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repairs; and whether the organization can afford to pay for the repairs, if required? (Note,
however, that while consideration of financial impact may be appropriate, a non-profit
organization is not entitled to relief simply on the basis that it could raise or retain more money
without the restriction.)

The Proceeding
Under a typical hardship process, the applicant will be required to submit specific evidence in
support of his or her claim. Once a completed application has been filed, a hearing will be
scheduled, at which time the applicant generally presents expert testimony in support of the
economic hardship claim on issues such as the structural integrity of the historic building,
estimated costs of rehabilitation, and the projected market value of the property after
rehabilitation. Once the applicant has presented its case, parties in opposition or others may then
present their own evidence. The commission may also bring in its own expert witnesses to testify.
As noted above, the burden of proof rests on the property owner.
In hearing economic hardship matters, commissions must be prepared to make a legally
defensible decision based on all the evidence presented. In the event of conflicting expert
testimony, which is often the case in economic hardship proceedings, the commission must be
prepared to weigh the evidence, making specific findings on the relative credibility or
competency of expert witnesses.
In evaluating the evidence, the commission should ask itself five distinct questions:
1) Is the evidence sufficient? Does the commission have all the information it needs to
understand the entire picture, or is something missing. The application is not complete
unless all the required information has been submitted. If additional information is
needed, ask for it.
2) Is the evidence relevant? Weed out any information that is not relevant to the issue of
economic hardship in the case before you. Commissions may be given more information
than they need or information on issues that are not germane to the issue, such as how
much money the project could make if the historic property were demolished. The
property owner is not entitled to the highest and best use of the property.
3) Is the evidence competent? Make an assessment as to whether the evidence
establishes what it purports to show.
4) Is the evidence credible? Consider whether the evidence is believable. For example,
ask whether the figures make sense. A commission will need to take into consideration
the source of the evidence and its reliability. (If the evidence is based on expert
testimony, the commission should determine whether the expert is biased or qualified on
the issue being addressed. For example, it may matter whether a contractor testifying on
rehabilitation expenditures actually has experience in doing historic rehabilitations.)
5) Is the evidence consistent? Look for inconsistencies in the testimony or the evidence
submitted. Request that inconsistencies be explained. If there is contradictory evidence,
the commission needs to determine which evidence is credible and why.
In many instances the applicant’s own evidence will fail to establish economic hardship.
However, in some situations, the question may be less clear. The participation of preservation
organizations in economic hardship proceedings can be helpful in developing the record.
Commissions should also be prepared to hire or obtain experts of their own. For example, if a
PRESERVATION LAW EDUCATIONAL MATERIALS
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property owner submits evidence from a structural engineer that the property is structurally
unsound, the commission may need to make an independent determination, through the use of a
governmental engineer or other qualified expert, as to the accuracy of that information. It may be
impossible to evaluate the credibility or competency of information submitted without expert
advice.
The record as a whole becomes exceedingly important if the case goes to court. Under most
standards of judicial review, a decision will be upheld if it is supported by substantial evidence.
Thus, in conducting administrative proceedings, it is important that evidence provides a true and
accurate story of the facts and circumstances and that the commission’s decision is based directly
on that evidence.

EVIDENTIARY CHECKLIST
The following checklist is a useful tool for local commissions and other regulatory agencies
considering economic hardship claims:
1.

Current level of economic return
·

Amount paid for the property, date of purchase, party from whom purchased, and
relationship between the owner of record, the applicant, and person from whom
property was purchased;

·

Annual gross and net income from the property for the previous three years; itemized
operating and maintenance expenses for the previous three years, and depreciation
deduction and annual cash flow before and after debt service, if any, during the same
period;

·

Remaining balance on the mortgage or other financing secured by the property and
annual debt-service, if any, during the prior three years;

·

Real estate taxes for the previous four years and assessed value of the property according
to the two most recent assessed valuations;

·

All appraisals obtained within the last two years by the owner or applicant in connection
with the purchase, financing, or ownership of the property;

·

Form of ownership or operation of the property, whether sole proprietorship, for-profit
or not-for-profit corporation, limited partnership, joint venture, or other;

·

Any state or federal income tax returns relating to the property for the last two years.

2.

Any listing of property for sale or rent, price asked, and offers received, if any,
within the previous two years, including testimony and relevant documents
regarding:
·

Any real estate broker or firm engaged to sell or lease the property;

·

Reasonableness of price or rent sought by the applicant;

·

Any advertisements placed for the sale or rent of the property.

3.

Feasibility of alternative uses for the property that could earn a reasonable
economic return:
·
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Report from a licensed engineer or architect with experience in rehabilitation as to the

structural soundness of any buildings on the property and their suitability for
rehabilitation;
·

Cost estimates for the proposed construction, alteration, demolition, or removal, and an
estimate of any additional cost that would be incurred to comply with the requirements
for a certificate of appropriateness;

·

Estimated market value of the property: (a) in its current condition; (b) after completion
of the proposed alteration or demolition; and (c) after renovation of the existing property
for continued use;

·

Expert testimony or opinion on the feasibility of rehabilitation or reuse of the existing
structure by an architect, developer, real estate consultant, appraiser, and/or other real
estate professional experienced in historic properties and rehabilitation.

4.

Any evidence of self-created hardship through deliberate neglect or
inadequate maintenance of the property.

5.

Knowledge of landmark designation or potential designation at time of
acquisition.

6.

Economic incentives and/or funding available to the applicant through federal,
state, city, or private programs.

PRESERVATION LAW EDUCATIONAL MATERIALS
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Worksheet for Application for a Finding of Economic Hardship
310 W State St - Sections of Slate Roof Replacement - Coop
Total Project Costs
eg.: Replace Roof with Asphalt Architectural Shingles
Item
Cost
remove existing roofing
$5,509.00
remove deteriorated sheathing
material cost, new sheathing
material cost, new shingles
$10,714.00
labor to install new shingles
design costs
permitting costs
contingency
(add other items as appropriate)

Total Project Costs
eg.: Replace Roof with Natural Slate
Item
Cost
remove existing roofing
$5,509.00
remove deteriorated sheathing
material cost, new sheathing
material cost, new shingles
$27,650.00
labor to install new shingles
design costs
permitting costs
contingency
(add other items as appropriate)

Total Project Costs
eg. Replace Roof with Synthetic Slate
Item
Cost
remove existing roofing
remove deteriorated sheathing
material cost, new sheathing
material cost, new shingles
labor to install new shingles
design costs
permitting costs
contingency
(add other items as appropriate)

Total

Total

Total

$16,223.00

Anticipated useful life of new shingles:

Rate of Return Analysis
Income
Rents
Other (laundry, fees, etc.)
Total
Expenses
Taxes
Insurance
Maintenance
Management fees
Utilities
Other
Total
Net Operating Income
Investment Cost*
Rate of Return

30 years

Anticipated useful life of new shingles:

9,250.00
2,400.00
3,180.00
6,360.00
2,000.00
900.00
24,090.00

Rate of Return Analysis
Income
Rents
Other (laundry, fees, etc.)
Total
Expenses
Taxes
Insurance
Maintenance
Management fees
Utilities
Other
Total

39,510.00
555625.83
7.1%

Net Operating Income
Investment Cost*
Rate of Return

63,600.00
63,600.00

*initial investment, plus cost of improvement

$33,159.00
100 years

Anticipated useful life of new shingles:

9,250.00
2,400.00
3,180.00
6,360.00
2,000.00
900.00
24,090.00

Rate of Return Analysis
Income
Rents
Other (laundry, fees, etc.)
Total
Expenses
Taxes
Insurance
Maintenance
Management fees
Utilities
Other
Total

39,510.00
576611.24
6.9%

Net Operating Income
Investment Cost*
Rate of Return

63,600.00
63,600.00

*initial investment, plus cost of improvement

$0.00

0.00

0.00
0.00
#DIV/0!

*initial investment, plus cost of improvement

NOTES: Numbers in spreadsheet taken from Joel Crispin project budget and pro forma prepared by Fei Qi. Estimated cost of the replacement of the slate sections of roof with asphalt
shingle were calculated using the LS Roofing quote (which is the only quote for the total replacement with asphalt) and the roof square footage diagram submitted by Fei Qi.

(# years)

Worksheet for Application for a Finding of Economic Hardship
310 W State St - Sections of Slate Roof Replacement - 4 1-bedroom apartments
Total Project Costs
Total Project Costs
eg.: Replace Roof with Asphalt Architectural Shingles
eg.: Replace Roof with Natural Slate
Item
Cost
Item
Cost
remove existing roofing
$5,509.00
remove existing roofing
$5,509.00
remove deteriorated sheathing
remove deteriorated sheathing
material cost, new sheathing
material cost, new sheathing
material cost, new shingles
$10,714.00
material cost, new shingles
$27,650.00
labor to install new shingles
labor to install new shingles
design costs
design costs
permitting costs
permitting costs
contingency
contingency
(add other items as appropriate)
(add other items as appropriate)

Total Project Costs
eg. Replace Roof with Synthetic Slate
Item
Cost
remove existing roofing
remove deteriorated sheathing
material cost, new sheathing
material cost, new shingles
labor to install new shingles
design costs
permitting costs
contingency
(add other items as appropriate)

Total

Total

$16,223.00

Anticipated useful life of new shingles:

Rate of Return Analysis
Income
Rents
Other (laundry, fees, etc.)
Total
Expenses
Taxes
Insurance
Maintenance
Management fees
Utilities
Other
Total
Net Operating Income
Investment Cost*
Rate of Return

63,600.00
63,600.00
9,250.00
2,400.00
3,180.00
6,360.00
2,000.00
900.00
24,090.00
$39,510.00
$598,268.25
6.6%

*initial investment, plus cost of improvement

Total
30 years

$33,159.00

Anticipated useful life of new shingles:

Rate of Return Analysis
Income
Rents
Other (laundry, fees, etc.)
Total
Expenses
Taxes
Insurance
Maintenance
Management fees
Utilities
Other
Total
Net Operating Income
Investment Cost*
Rate of Return

100 years

Anticipated useful life of new shingles:

9,250.00
2,400.00
3,180.00
6,360.00
2,000.00
900.00
24,090.00

Rate of Return Analysis
Income
Rents
Other (laundry, fees, etc.)
Total
Expenses
Taxes
Insurance
Maintenance
Management fees
Utilities
Other
Total

39,510.00
619253.66
6.4%

Net Operating Income
Investment Cost*
Rate of Return

63,600.00
63,600.00

*initial investment, plus cost of improvement

$0.00

0.00

0.00
0.00
#DIV/0!

*initial investment, plus cost of improvement

(# years)

