
Town of New Paltz Historic Preservation Commission Meeting 
Wednesday April 15th  2015  7:30PM - 9:30PM at the Community Center 

  
 
Commissioners attending: John Orfitelli (Chair), Caryn Sobel and Dave Gilmour.   
 
Also attending:  
 
Mohonk CoA Representatives: 
 

Peter Karis, Director of Land Protection and Stewardship, Mohonk Preserve 
Glenn Hoagland, Executive Director, Mohonk Preserve 
Ron Knapp, Member Board of Directors, Mohonk Preserve 
Eric Roth, Manager of Grants and Organizational Funding, Mohonk Preserve 
Mike Moriello, Attorney, Land Use Specialist 
Carl Sterns, Preservation Architect from Syracuse New York 

 
 
Roughly 20 Members of the Community including the following who provided comments: 
 
Harry Ellis 
William Rhodes 
Stacy Delarede, Building Inspector, Town of New Paltz 
Susan Stegan 
Jack Zand 
Don Casalone 
 
 
Agenda                                                   

1. Public Comment 
2. CoA from Mohonk Preserve 
3. HPC Landmark Incentives 
4. Recruitment for Commission Seat 
5. Review and approve minutes from August and January 

 
 

Minutes 
  
Public Hearing was called to order at 7:35pm by John Orfitelli followed by the Pledge of Allegiance.       
  

1. Public Comment: The meeting was opened for public comments following the CoA presentation 
by Mohonk Preserve.  Those comments have been summarized below.   
 

2. CoA from Mohonk Preserve: Peter Karis, Director of Land Protection and Stewardship, Mohonk 
Preserve, presented the Certificate of Appropriateness application for changes to the Gate House 
structure located within the Mohonk Testimonial Gateway, a locally designated historic landmark. 
Supporting materials included: 
 

• Local Historic Landmark Designation Documentation 
• Mohonk Testimonial Gateway Condition Study 
• Stabilization & Restoration Plans for the Mohonk Preserve Testimonial Gateway 
• Property Survey 
• Window and Door Type Drawings  

 

Peter Karis provided detailed descriptions of the work being proposed for the Gate House 
structure as outlined in the CoA, namely,  



• Repair and maintenance of the clay tile roof, copper flashing, and trim. 
• Repair and maintenance of masonry mortar pointing 
• Repair and/or replacement of windows and exterior doors 

 

Carl Stearns, Preservation Architect from Syracuse New York who helped prepare the Conditions 
Study for Mohonk Preserve, addressed technical details of the roof materials, windows, and 
masonry including samples of the new tile and example window.  Here are notes from the 
recorded meeting transcript:  

A postcard from 1919, which shows the original window pane pattern, will be used as the model 
for the new windows. One original window was found that also matches the pattern from the 
postcard.   

Masonry around the windows and jams was Rosendale cement, a naturally hydraulic cement, 
which, if still available, will be used in replacement and pointing work. 

William Rhodes, Professor Emeritus of History at SUNY New Paltz: stated that the proposals 
provided by Mohonk are excellent and he strongly supports their efforts.   

Harry Ellis, resident on Butterville Road, is very much in favor of restoration.   

Sue Stegan, resident on High Pasture, strongly supports renovation.. asked about impact of work 
on the area.. Mohonk will create a construction zone and pedestrian bypass to allow for safe 
travel around the site.  Work is expected to take roughly two months to complete.. with a start in 
mid-summer work should be completed in the Fall.  

The stone used to construct the Mohonk Mountain House may be similar to that used for the 
Tower, however, since dates for the structures range from 1919 (Tower) to 1921 (Mountain 
House), it is likely that the materials and technology developed over that period resulted in 
significant difference.  

Dave Gilmour asked if Rosendale cement will be specified for the mortar. Mohonk will specify and 
attempt to secure, however, in the event that Rosendale cement is simply not available, a 
chemically equivalent material which has been defined by a qualified professional will be used. 
Mike Moriello stated that he has a client who specializes in historic restorations and who is 
interested in purchasing a local mine that could produce Rosendale cement.  

Dave Gilmour asked if lightning rods will be included as part of the restoration. Mohonk will be 
including the lightning arresting equipment as identified in the Conditions Study.  The CoA will be 
updated to include corresponding references.         

Don Casalone asked if the Lenape Lane Bridge over Buttervlle will be part of this project.  
Mohonk explained the relationship between the Tower and the 1923 bridge which will not be part 
of this CoA. The Site Plan review for the Mohonk Preserve Foothills Project by the Planning 
Board (Lead Agency) will address modifications to the bridge decking.  The Town HPC will need 
to create a separate CoA and corresponding Decision for the Town Planning Board regarding 
changes proposed by the Foothills Project.    

Ron Knapp, Member Board of Directors, Mohonk Preserve, asked for insight into the project cost. 
Glenn Hoagland stated that the cost for stabilization of the Tower as outlined in the CoA was 
initially estimated to be $250K.  Based on findings from tests for toxicity which included radon, 
asbestos, PCBs, and mold, along with tile replacement costs, and more authentic window 
detailing, the estimated cost is now closer to $300K.  There is no State or Federal funding being 



provided for this project. Funding is being provided through a Foundation Grant and private 
individuals. 

Dave Gilmour, requested clarification on stabilization role of windows.  Mohonk explained 
windows primarily serve to keep structure weather tight and mitigate water damage. Roof is most 
critical area, however, and prioritized accordingly.  

Dave Gilmour asked about the condition of the monument plaque.  Mohonk stated that the plaque 
is stable and secure. 

Mohonk explained that the window frame will be aluminum clad wood. Color specified is medium 
bronze.  

Jack Zand, resident on High Pasture Road, asked if the interior would be renovated as part of this 
project.  Mohonk explained that the project is limited to exterior restorations. The interior will be 
gutted as part of the stabilization. The interior would eventually be restored for use by Mohonk 
staff in its original form as a three bedroom residence.  The additional cost of restoring the interior 
would push the total estimated to over $1M.   

Dave Gilmour asked if changes to window and door designs were consistent with the standards 
set forth by the Secretary of the Interior.  Mohonk stated that yes, design changes are in 
accordance to the standards set forth by the Secretary of the Interior.  

Mohonk clarified that the interior historic elements including, for example, four original doors and 
three original casings will be set aside for use in the future restoration of the interior.  Also, as the 
structure becomes weather tight, it will become necessary to monitor moisture and possibly add 
equipment or methods to mitigate moisture build up on the interior.  

William Rhodes described the Gatehouse structure as an excellent example of the Richardsonian 
Romanesque Revival architectural style popular at the time, as one of a variety of Victorian-era 
revival styles in architecture. The building is of large blocks of stone, irregularly and roughly cut, 
with buttressing and narrow, recessed windows giving the impression of heavy massing that 
characterizes this style. The top floor of the tower is an open observation area, with medieval-
inspired stone balconies on each side. Romanesque-revival style incorporated medieval and 
Mediterranean influences, and these are visible here in the strong proportions of the cornice 
stone work, rounded arches, and supporting elements of the balconies and roofs. Doorways, 
stairwells, and windows are deeply recessed. 

As stated in our meeting minutes from March, it was believed that a SEQR Environmental Impact 
Assessment was not required since the changes outlined in the CoA did not result in any ground 
disturbance.  Attorney Mike Moriello representing Mohonk Preserve provided his assessment of 
the SEQR criteria which supported our prior understanding (attached).  

However, since the letter from Mike Moriello dated April 14th was distributed the morning of our 
meeting, the Commission was not prepared to fully sanction a SEQR position and instead chose 
to request a judgement from Town Attorney George Lithco.  John Orfitelli agreed to contact 
George Lithco to discuss the CoA and request a determination on SEQR for this project.              

As requested by John Orfitelli, the CoA was updated to include references to specific sections of 
the Mohonk Testimonial Gateway Condition Study that correspond to each of the changes.  The 
Condition Study and window/door specifications will be made part of the CoA. 
 
Mohonk Preserve and the Commission competed the CoA prerequisites outlined below.   
 

1. Public Hearing Notice, New Paltz Times, April 2nd edition: Resp: John Orfitelli 



2. Signage for Posting of CoA Pending Action, April 3rd :  Resp: Mohonk Preserve 
3. Abutter Notification of Public Hearing and CoA Action, April 2nd:  Resp Mohonk Preserve 
4. CoA Materials available at the Town Clerks Office, April 2nd: Resp: John Orfitelli     

 

The Public Hearing Notice as published in the New Paltz Times is attached along with the 
Affidavit of Mailings and Notices. 

The following article by Frances Marion and published in the New Paltz Times on April 23rd 
provides an excellent summary of the meeting. 
 

Asbestos Abatement Jacks Up Costs of Mohonk Testimonial Gatehouse Renovation 
 

As anyone can attest who has attended a meeting of any of New Paltz’s municipal boards 
and commissions recently, such gatherings typically offer an excuse for disgruntled residents 
to vent their unhappiness over one issue or another. It’s rare to find one where the audience 
seems almost unanimous in its approval of the proceedings. But that happened on the New 
Paltz Community Center on Wednesday evening, April 15, when the town’s Historic 
Preservation Commission (HPC) concluded a calm and orderly public hearing on the Mohonk 
Preserve’s application for a Certificate of Appropriateness (CoA) for proposed exterior 
renovations to the Mohonk Testimonial Gateway at 1 Gatehouse Road. Neighbors conferred 
their blessings on the project and urged that the landmark 1907 stone building on the Flats be 
renovated as soon as possible. 

 
Perhaps the lack of rancor expressed at the meeting can be attributed to the fact that the 
controversial components of the Gatehouse restoration project — the parts subject to State 
Environmental Quality Review (SEQR) and currently under scrutiny by the New Paltz 
Planning Board, with impacts on traffic flow, creation of new parking lots and so on — do not 
come under the HPC’s purview. Under SEQRA, explained town attorney Mike Moriello, only 
development that involves “physical changes to land” requires an Environmental Impact 
Statement. The HPC’s discretionary role applies only to the proposed changes to the building 
itself, since it is a designated historic landmark structure. 
 
The good news is that the Mohonk Preserve is committed to exterior restoration of the 
Gatehouse as a “historical artifact” and “part of the experience of arriving at Mohonk,” as 
Glen Hoagland put it. The Preserve’s executive director said that a $100,000 grant had 
already been secured for the project from the Fidelity Foundation of Boston, and that $17,000 
in local support had been raised toward the required one-to-one match. The bad news, 
Hoagland said, is that the original $250,000 pricetag of the restoration project would likely fall 
far short of the funding actually needed. 
 
The problem that has arisen is what architect and planning consultant Carl D. Stearns of 
Crawford & Stearns called a “hazardous materials mitigation issue.” While the conditions 
study done in 2013 to support the application for Local Historic Landmark Designation for the 
Testimonial Gateway posited that many original building materials could be reused, a more 
recent toxics report revealed that the structure’s red clay roof tiles will have to be replaced 
with identical tiles completely, not just the broken ones. According to Hoagland, an “asbestos-
based subbase material” in the roofing must be entirely removed, and the tiles themselves 
are contaminated. The company that manufactured the original tiles no longer exists, 
according to the Local Historic Landmark Designation Nomination document. 
 
In addition, said Hoagland, the toxics report identified lead, radon and mold as potential 
problems in the building, which has sustained heavy water damage due to broken tiles, rotted 
copper flashing, broken window glazing and leading and a wood-and-metal roof hatch that 
has completely rotted through. Groundwater also infiltrates the basement level. Architectural 
historian Bill Rhoads, who termed himself a “longtime admirer of the Testimonial Gateway,” 
delicately described the condition of the building’s interior as “disheveled, to say the least.” 



But the Preserve’s director of land preservation and stewardship, Peter Karis, was blunter: 
“It’s a train wreck inside. It’s bad, bad, bad.” 
 
Hoagland agreed that, although it had been occupied as recently as 2010, the interior space 
is now uninhabitable. “Our goal is to gut the building,” he said, adding that this is a “low 
priority, as a land preservation organization.” He estimated the cost of a full interior 
restoration as “probably over a million dollars.” 
 
For the near term, the Preserve proposes only to “arrest deterioration,” stabilize the building 
and make it “weathertight,” according to Hoagland. That more achievable goal consists 
primarily of replacing the leaky roof and windows and repointing the mortar, which is cracked 
and seamed in many places. A couple of interestingly shaped and reasonably intact original 
windows will be restored with historically accurate materials, but most of the others will be 
replaced with energy-efficient thermopane casement windows manufactured by Marvin. They 
will have frames and muntins made of wood like the originals, but with a weather-resistant 
aluminum cladding in a bronze color that “we think is a very good match for the surviving 
window,” and the leading will be decorative only, according to Stearns. 
 
Efforts to utilize historical materials where possible will require further analysis — particularly 
of the mortars used on the building’s massive “raw masonry” façade, which Rhoads said was 
typical of the Richardsonian Romanesque style. The 2013 conditions study took note of the 
fact that two shades of mortar occur, perhaps suggesting that different mixtures were used 
for the original construction and later patching and pointing. Taking note of hints that the 
original mortar may have been made from Rosendale cement, HPC member Dave Gilmour 
urged that every effort be made to utilize the authentic material. “This is our Washington 
Monument, in a sense,” he said. 
 
Because the HPC’s authority over the project is “ministerial” rather than discretionary, said 
Moriello, “I don’t think you have that authority at all” to specify materials. “They may not be 
able to secure Rosendale cement in a timely manner. If they can’t, they’ll try to secure 
something equivalent.” “They’re making it again,” noted Stearns, and Moriello promised to 
give Hoagland contact information for someone who is currently mining small quantities of 
Rosendale cement for a niche market. 
 
After determining next steps that included amendments to the CoA application to reflect the 
results of the toxics study and the submission of more detailed specifications on proposed 
materials before the certification can be awarded, the HPC voted to close the public hearing. 
“I’m pleasantly surprised that there is not a lot of controversy,” Moriello marveled. “There is 
no hue and cry from the public. People want to see the stabilization and restoration done.” 
While Gatehouse neighbor Sue Stegen said that she was “concerned” about potential traffic 
impacts of the larger Mohonk Foothills project, she expressed strong support for the iconic 
building’s exterior renovation, at least. “After 100 years, it deserves a new roof,” she 
declared. 

 
 

Motion to close the public hearing and review final materials along with the SEQR judgement from 
George Lithco and Draft Decision document at our meeting in May was made by Caryn Sobel, 
seconded by John Orfitelli. All voted to close. Motion carried. Public Hearing was closed at 8:50pm.  

Remaining Agenda Items 3-5 were not addressed since the meeting ended after the Public Hearing 
was closed.  A special HPC work session meeting will be scheduled in April.  No actions will be taken 
at that meeting but rather deferred to our next regularly scheduled meeting on May 20th .   

  



 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 



 



 

Public Hearing Notice published 4/2/2015 in New Paltz Times 

 



 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 



 

 


