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GUEST HOUSE ADAPTIVE REUSE
CHAPPAQUA CROSSING
MFPD PDCP/EAST VILLAGE SITE PLAN
SG Chappaqua A & B, LLC and its contract vendee, Toll Brothers Inc. (collectively the
“Applicant”) propose to provide a clubhouse building for use by East Village residents that would
include a fitness room, gathering and social spaces and locker rooms to support an adjacent
outdoor pool. As part of the Site Development Plan review process, Toll Brothers, Inc. (Toll) has
studied the existing former Readers Digest Association’s (RDA) Guest House for use as a part of
the resident clubhouse facility. As shown on Figure 1, Guest House Adaptive Reuse, Toll proposes
to adaptively reuse the original mid-nineteenth century portion of the Guest House as a gathering
space to be connected to a new resident clubhouse building housing a fitness area, gaming room
and locker rooms. The later two additions constructed by RDA would be demolished.
As an alternative to the proposed adaptive reuse of the existing Guest House, the structure would
remain in its current unoccupied state. The building’s exterior envelope, mechanical, structural
and accessibility issues would remain as described in the enclosed Guest House Structural
Condition Report and Building Code & Accessibility Report.
Proposed Adaptive Reuse
In order to adaptively reuse the Guest House, Toll would remove the carriage house and northern
addition and construct a new resident clubhouse building housing a fitness area, gaming room and
locker rooms adjacent to the main portion of the Guest House. The new building would be a
single-story structure connected to the original main portion of the Guest House through a
breezeway or enclosed hallway. As shown on Figures PG1 and PG2, Elevations, the proposed
adaptive reuse preserves the historical features of the existing guest house structure, while utilizing
its interior as a clubroom for the new facility. The orientation creates a shared exterior courtyard
between the two structures, and “hyphen” or interior bridge connect the two together. The
planned construction is intended to bring a renewed vitality to the site, while still respecting the
historical nature of the guest house. Proposed materials, including brick, horizontal clapboard
siding, traditional window grid patterns and trim details on the exterior, serve to tie together the
guest house with the proposed architecture for the amenity center and townhomes. The new
addition would be constructed consistent with preservation standards for new additions, and the
existing original main structure would remain in the foreground as viewed from the Chappaqua
Crossing east entry drive.
Previous Renovations and Modifications to the Guest House
Readers Digest Association (RDA) purchased the Chappaqua Crossing property in 1934 and
began making extensive changes to the site and the former Thomas Wright House, which was to
provide overnight accommodations for RDA’s corporate guests. A site inspection and review of
historical aerial photographs by the Applicant’s historic consultant, Hudson Valley Cultural
Resource Consultants (HVCRC) identified extensive modifications that were made to the Guest
House (see Tab I). Other modifications were identified during a meeting held between Town

Development Department staff, the Town Historian and the Applicant. Many of the renovations
and modifications resulted in the removal or alteration of original materials.
Exterior Modifications
• Carriage house, dormers and porch pillars were added (1926-1940)
• The side entrance to the port cochere was added when the carriage house was
constructed
• Northern addition was constructed (1956-1960)
• Original roofing was removed and replaced with asphalt shingles
Interior Modifications
• Removal of all but one of the original fireplaces
• Removal of original wooden interior window shutters
• Typical nineteenth century wooden wall paneling on the lower half of the wall or
underneath windows has been almost entirely removed. Twentieth century radiators
have replaced paneling beneath the windows,
• Original floors were replaced
• Original trim was replaced, likely as a result of communication line installation
• Crown molding on the first level was modified to match that added to a rear
conference room in the northern addition
• A commercial kitchen with dropped ceilings and tile flooring was added within the
main portion of the guest house extending into the northern addition
• All original doors have been replaced with mid-twentieth century-style doors
• Original lighting fixtures, such as wall sconces and candelabras were removed
• Second level room configuration was changed to accommodate installation of
bathrooms
• Nearly all of the interior spaces on the third level were renovated and show midtwentieth century construction materials, with no visible elements indicative of the
nineteenth century
• The cellar of the main structure was partitioned off for storage and laundry
Existing Guest House Condition
Toll’s structural consultant Structural Workshop LLC completed an evaluation of the structural
condition of the Guest House (see Tab II) and concluded that while the structure is generally in
good condition, there were observable signs of roof and exterior deterioration and water
infiltration. The analysis concludes that extensive removal of interior finishes and additional
framing may be required to address deficiencies or structural damage.
Toll’s architect, KTGY Architecture and Planning, reviewed the existing layout of the Guest
House with regards to the structure’s accessibility and building code compliance. KTGY’s report
(see Tab III) concluded that as currently configured the existing Guest House could not be utilized
for the resident clubhouse due to several reasons, including:
•
•
•

Stairways leading to second and third floor are too narrow and steep, and therefore are
considered inaccessible
Handrails are not high enough
Hallways and corridors within the structure are too narrow

•
•

•
•
•
•

Existing bathrooms are too small to provide property clearance and turning radii to
meet code and ADA accessibility compliance
Existing ceiling height are too low to meet the building code and accommodate life
safety requirements (sprinkler system, rated assembly) for a proposed resident
clubhouse
Sloping floors were observed throughout the structure and transitions between a
majority of the rooms were too high (up to 2-inches in some cases)
The building lacks ADA accessible entrances and routes
Existing thermal envelope (roof, windows, thermal breaks) will not meet current
building code requirements and need to be improved or replaced
The existing commercial kitchen and dropped ceilings will need to be removed
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ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS READER’S DIGEST GUEST HOUSE
A. INTRODUCTION
In October of 2019, Hudson Valley Cultural Resource Consultants (HVCRC) was retained by Divney Tung
Schwalbe to complete an Alternatives Analysis for the Reader’s Digest Guest House located at 480 Bedford
Road, Town of New Castle, Westchester County, New York. In June of 2016 the Office of Parks, Recreation
and Historic Preservation (OPRHP) determined that this structure was eligible for listing on the National
Register of Historic Places, as a contributing resource to the Reader’s Digest Corporate Headquarters. The
Chappaqua Crossing Project includes constructing a community clubhouse in the location of the Guest House.
Toll Brothers, the project builder, has explored a variety of alternatives to adaptively reuse the existing Guest
House structure. As this building has been evaluated as Eligible for Listing in the National Register any impacts,
including demolition, would be considered to have an Adverse Effect. Therefore, this Alternative Analysis was
completed to explore all prudent and feasible options for adaptive reuse.
The Alternatives Analysis will document the existing conditions of the National Register Eligible building and
will include all feasible alternatives explored for the project by the development team. This report was
completed following the specifications of the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards and Guidelines for
Archeology and Historic Preservation (Federal Register United States Department of the Interior 1983), the
Standards for Cultural Resource Investigations and the Curation of Archeological Collections published by the
New York Archeological Council (NYAC) and recommended for use by New York State Office of Parks,
Recreation and Historic Preservation (OPRHP).

B. PROJECT DESCRIPTION
Toll Brothers is working with Summit Development to construct a community clubhouse within the
Chappaqua Crossing Development. In 2016, the Summit Development project plan included retaining the
existing structure in its current state. The project builder, Toll Brothers, and the project architect KTGY
Architecture and Planning (KTGY) have determined that there are no viable options for reusing the structure
as it currently stands. This is due to the fact that the goals of the Chappaqua Crossing Clubhouse includes
creating a structure that features bathrooms and locker rooms that are in close proximity to a proposed
swimming pool. In addition, the goals of the clubhouse include creating community, fitness and recreational
spaces.
The proposed siting of the Chappaqua Crossing Clubhouse, would require the removal of, or the alteration of,
the existing Reader’s Digest Guest House. This structure, built in the mid-nineteenth century, features two
additions added by Readers Digest, a two story carriage house added in the early twentieth century and a rear
(northern) addition added in the mid-twentieth century, which includes a large ballroom, conference room and
commercial kitchen.
The Guest House consists of the original mid-nineteenth century structure, referred to throughout this report
as the Wright House, the Carriage House, that is connected to the Wright House by porte cochere, and the rear
or northern addition that consists of an enclosed breezeway or hallway, a commercial kitchen, conference room
and small ballroom. The historic aerial images show that the Carriage House and third story dormers were
added to the building between 1926 and 1940 and the rear addition was added between 1956 and 1960 (Figures
4-7). At the time of each renovation, the landscape around the house was redesigned.
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Guest House

Figure 1: 1979 USGS Topographical Map. Chappaqua, NY 7.5 Minute Series. (Source: USGS.gov.) Scale
1”=1000’.
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Figure 2: 2018 Aerial Image. Chappaqua, NY. (Source: Google Earth.) Scale 1”=165’.
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Figure 3: Preferred Reader’s Digest Guest House/ Chappaqua Crossing Clubhouse Site Layout. Not to scale.
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Photo 1: View to the north of the Reader’s Digest Guest House and the attached carriage house.

Photo 2: View to the southeast of the Guest House. The rear addition and the carriage house are seen
on the northern and western sides of the Wright House (original structure).
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Photo 3: View to the northeast of the carriage house and Wright House.

Photo 4: An enclosed hallway connects the kitchen addition to the northern side of the Wright House.
View to the west.

READER’S DIGEST GUEST HOUSE, CHAPPAQUA CROSSING, WESTCHESTER COUNTY, NY | 6

Photo 5: View to the south of the northern addition, which includes a ballroom, conference room and
commercial kitchen.

Photo 6: View to the southeast of the Guest House. The northern addition is to the left and the carriage
house is to the right.
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C. THE HISTORY OF THE READER’S DIGEST COMPLEX
During the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries the land that is now occupied by the Reader’s Digest complex
was owned by the Cowdin and Wright families. These two families farmed the land along Bedford Road with
Wright reportedly owning hundreds of acres of land on either side of the road (Gruber 1981:21). By 1851 the
land that includes the Reader’s Digest Complex had been subdivided, and was owned by the Carey and
Carpenter families in addition to the Wright family. By the late nineteenth century the farms along Bedford
Road had been further divided, and many other families had established their farmsteads along this roadway.
In 1928 and 1929 the property that includes the Reader’s Digest Complex was purchased by the Lawrence
family, who bought over 1000 acres of land along Bedford Road. This tract of land spanned Bedford Road
from the edge of Chappaqua to the outskirts of Mount Kisco, and from the New Haven and Harlem railroad
to Bedford Road. The Lawrence family, founders of Sarah Lawrence College, planned to build a ninety acre
village center to be known as the Lawrence Farms Village, the estates of Lawrence Farms East, Lawrence Farms
South and Lawrence Farms West (Risley 1988). The plan included the extension of the Railroad along Roaring
Brook Road to Bedford Road. The planned development included the subdivision of the 100 acre tract into
smaller estates, planned to ensure that these grand estates would be shielded from the heavy traffic on county
roads. This plan which was developed over the course of a year, was put together by a commission made up
of Thomas Adams, the Director of Regional Planning for the State of New York and its Environs, Penrose V.
Stout, Architect, and Dudley B Lawrence Senior (Risley 1988).
In 1929 Dudley B. Lawrence Jr. and William V. Lawrence, who were cousins, had joined their fathers in the
development of Lawrence Farms. However, due to the onset of the Great Depression in 1929, the planned
village would not be built.
In 1922, DeWitt and Lila Acheson Wallace founded the Reader’s Digest Company. The magazine was
conceptualized by DeWitt Wallace, the son of a Greek and Latin scholar and minister. The idea stemmed from
DeWitt Wallace’s time as a convalescent. He clipped, condensed and rewrote articles as he recovered from
shrapnel wounds sustained in World War I. The deeply conservative Mr. Wallace culled articles from the
booming world of magazine publishing, mostly for rural readers who didn’t have access to newsstands (Segal
2009). The Wallace’s began the production of the magazine themselves. Working out of the basement of a
Greenwich Village Speakeasy, and marketing it by direct mail, the couple published and distributed their first
issue in February of 1922, with an initial run of 1,500 copies.
The emphasis of the Reader’s Digest publication was patriotism (“The End of Socialism in Russia”), health
remedies, some tending toward quackery (“Found: A One Day Cure for Syphilis”), animal stories (“The Life
of the Bee”) and parental guides (“Marijuana - Assassin of Youth”), plus inspirational tales about regular people
(Segal 2009).
The Wallace’s commissioned the construction of this complex after purchasing the land from the Wright family
in 1934. They relocated the Reader’s Digest Company to the site shortly after the administration building was
completed. This extensive complex included the administrative offices, the production buildings, site
maintenance, office buildings and guest houses for the various artists and authors who worked with Reader’s
Digest during the latter portion of the twentieth century
After the death of Lila and DeWitt Wallace, the company began to diversify. In 1990 the company went public,
hoping to expand and to generate new growth. The pitch to investors was that Reader’s Digest was a prestige
brand that had figured out the secret to direct-mail marketing.
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Over a period of seven decades the Reader’s Digest became the world’s most widely circulated magazine and
numerous associated businesses were established under the Digest umbrella. In the mid-twentieth century, the
company expanded its office space in Chappaqua to include nearly 700,000 square feet, while extensively
landscaping the surrounding campus. The Wallace’s wanted the Digest to be a part of the greater Chappaqua
community and often held local functions at the campus, a tradition that has been continued by the new owners
(Chappaqua Crossing.com).
The company stock price would triple in the twentieth century to just under $60 a share, but in 2001 there were
two disasters. The first was the anthrax scare after the 9/11 attacks, which hurt any business that relied on the
postal system. The second would be an agreement that the Reader’s Digest signed with more than 30 attorneys
general, who had long threatened litigation over the allegedly misleading “you-might-be-a-winner” sweepstakes
letters the company mass-mailed to drum up business. The Reader’s Digest subsequently phased out
sweepstakes mailings in the United States (Segal 2009).
An investment group led by the private equity firm Ripplewood Holdings agreed to buy Reader’s Digest in
2006 for $1.6 billion. Ripplewood’s business plan was to mesh the Reader’s Digest with its other media
holdings, such as Time Life Books and the Weekly Reader. When the Reader’s Digest Association filed for
bankruptcy protection in 2009, it was weighed down by far too much debt in part brought on by the
Ripplewood deal (Ovide 2011). The Reader’s Digest Complex was sold as part of the Chapter 11 proceedings,
and the company relocated to Manhattan, with satellite offices in White Plains (Lombardi 2011). The Reader’s
Digest magazine now operates under the umbrella of Trusted Media Brands, with a reduction in the number
of printed magazines it distributes.
In 2016, Summit Development was approved to construct, Chappaqua Crossing, a mixed use community
development featuring apartments and townhomes, stores, fitness and health centers, office and medical space,
along with a wide array of amenities including a free-standing community arts center. The development
commenced in 2017.

D. STRUCTURAL CONDITION OF THE GUEST HOUSE
In September of 2019, Structural Workshop LLC completed a Condition Report of the Guest House (Appendix
B). The report concludes that the structure is generally in good condition, but noticed deterioration of the roof
and exterior, and signs of continuous water infiltration. The structure report has documented uneven floors
and cracking in the walls associated with the uneven settlement of the structure. This report concludes that
extensive removal of interior finishes and additional framing may be needed to address any deficiencies or
structural damage. The various modifications needed to rehabilitate the structure will require a significant time
and cost.
In the fall of 2019, the Town Historian Gray Williams submitted information regarding the history of the
Reader’s Digest Guest House and its significance, to the project sponsor and the Town of New Castle planning
Board. Mr. Williams’s position is that the structure is significant due to its connection with the Thomas Wright
family, one of the earliest families to settle in Chappaqua. Mr. Williams’ research has revealed that the Federal
Style residence was built in the mid-nineteenth century, and was completed by 1860 when Thomas Wright and
his family were living in this location. Mr. Williams states that the columns on the front of the house were
added by the Wright’s near the turn of the century, however the 1926 aerial shows a small porch on the southern
side of the house. Mr. Williams has written a description of the structure from a historical perspective
(Appendix C), however his focus is entirely on the original Wright structure, rather than any of the additions
constructed by Reader’s Digest.
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KTGY Architecture and Planning reviewed the structural report and the existing layout of the building as part
the planning and design of the proposed clubhouse structure (Appendix D). KTGY prepared a report on the
accessibility and building code compliance of the existing structure. The KTGY team concluded that it is not
feasible to use the structure as a clubhouse, as it does not have the space or the structural feasibility to be
utilized for that purpose. The following are a list of key reasons that that Reader’s Digest Guest House cannot
be adaptively reused, as it currently stands.










The stairways leading to the second and third story are too narrow and steep, and therefore
are considered inaccessible
The hallways within the structure are too narrow
The existing bathrooms are too small to meet code or ADA compliance within a commercial
or public structure
Sloping floors were noted throughout the structure
The eight foot ceilings are too low, and do not meet the building code for the proposed
clubhouse.
The commercial kitchen will need to be removed, along with the drop ceilings in that part of
the addition
There are no ADA accessible entrances, nor accessible routes to public spaces
All the windows will need to be replaced to meet the appropriate building codes
The insulation within the walls will need to be improved or replaced to meet building codes

E. RENOVATIONS, ADDITIONS AND CHANGES TO THE READER’S DIGEST GUEST HOUSE
In 1934, the Reader’s Digest Corporation purchased the property and began making extensive changes to the
property and the Guest House. The historical aerials provide details regarding the changes to the exterior of
the structure. These images show that that the carriage house was added between 1926 and 1940, likely at the
same time the third story dormers and porch pillars were added, and the northern addition was constructed
between 1956 and 1960. It is likely during this latter renovation that the roof was recovered with asphalt
shingles. These images indicate that during each phase of construction, the landscape around the structure was
reconfigured to add parking and driveways.
The interior of the structure was also changed and rehabilitated during these renovations. The renovations to
the interior consisted of a variety of changes, including removing all but one of the original fireplaces. The
original wooden interior window shutters have been removed, likely in the early twentieth century when the
windows were replaced. The original kitchen space has been modified, creating a modern commercial kitchen.
In the nineteenth century kitchens were generally located at the back of the house, near the cellar and exterior
well. Throughout the structure, the typical nineteenth century wooden wall paneling, generally located on the
lower half of the wall or underneath the windows, has been almost entirely removed. Twentieth century
radiators have replaced this paneling underneath the windows. Mr. Williams indicated to the project team
during an onsite meeting, that the original floors have been replaced.
Throughout the Wright House the original trim has been replaced, likely as a result of the installation of
electricity, telephone and cable lines throughout the structure. The crown molding on the first level has been
modified to match that added to the conference room in the rear addition. The side entrance, out to the porte
cochere, was added when the carriage house was constructed. Throughout the house, all the original interior
doors have been replaced with mid-twentieth century style doors. Any original lighting fixtures, such as wall
sconces or candelabras have been removed.
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On the second level, the configuration of the rooms was changed to accommodate the installation of
bathrooms. Interior plumbing became common in New York City by the end of the nineteenth century, but it
is unclear when the interior plumbing was added to Wright House. Based on the style of the bathroom tiles
and fixtures, these spaces were likely constructed during the mid-twentieth century. On the third level, nearly
all of the interior space has been renovated. The dormers were added to the building prior to 1940. These
rooms show mid-twentieth century construction materials, with no visible elements indicative of the nineteenth
century.
The cellar underneath the main structure has been partitioned off for storage and laundry. The numerous
pipes, some of cast iron, indicate that a coal furnace was likely installed in the early twentieth century. The
heating system was upgraded throughout the twentieth century. The radiators currently present in the rooms
indicate that at least one upgrade took place in the mid-nineteenth century, likely when the rear addition was
built.

F. GUEST HOUSE POTENTIAL ADAPTIVE REUSE & RENOVATIONS
KTGY Architect and Planning and Toll Brothers have contributed to the development of the following
alternatives for the Readers Digest Guest House.
ALTERNATIVE 1: NO CHANGES
The Guest House is currently vacant and is not in use. The most recent tenants moved out of the building in
2018. The project team has determined that there is a limited range of uses for the structure given the low
ceilings, narrow hallways, lack of an elevator and outdated utilities. The structure will need significant alterations
for use as commercial space, such as an office or restaurant. Any publicly accessible building would need to be
renovated to be in compliance with local building and Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) codes.
The location of the structure, within a large commercial plaza and at the intersection of a two highly travelled
roadways is a less than an ideal setting for use as a residence. The large commercial kitchen would also detract
from its compatibility as a home.
Absent any viable alternatives for reuse in its current condition, the structure would remain vacant and become
derelict in the absence of proper maintenance measures.
ALTERNATIVE 2: DEMOLITION
The Project Sponsor has considered demolishing the structure. However, in addition to being National Register
Eligible, this building is considered to be representative of the earliest farm settlements in Chappaqua.
Demolition would only be considered as a last resort, absent any other viable options.
ALTERNATIVE 3: REMOVAL OF ADDITIONS
In order to adaptively reuse the Reader’s Digest Guest House, the Project Sponsor is proposing to remove the
early and mid-twentieth century additions (carriage house & rear addition) and incorporate the original Federal
period structure into the new clubhouse design (Figure 3). This design would include the addition of a building
that would have the needed locker room space, the fitness and recreational spaces, in close proximity to a
swimming pool. The interior of the Wright House would be modified to create community spaces in a way
that would not adversely impact the character of the exterior of the building. The project team is exploring
plans to create an accessible, single story, open congregation space within the interior, that integrates significant
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architectural elements (mantels, crown molding, lighting etc.) where feasible. Exterior structural elements
(window frames, siding, trim etc. ) that are in poor condition will be replaced with in kind, while retaining the
historic integrity of the building. The stability of the structure’s foundation will need to be further assessed to
evaluate what improvements can be made to the interior of the structure.
The proposed clubhouse addition to the Wright House, is consistent with preservation standards for new
additions. The proposed addition consists of a single story building on the western side of the structure, in the
vicinity of the carriage house. This addition will connect to the Wright House through a breezeway, enclosed
hallway or similar style “hyphen.” The pool will be constructed on the northern side of the Wright House.
The landscape between the Wright House and addition will contain a patio adjacent to the pool deck. As the
Wright House is three stories tall, and the proposed clubhouse will remain as a single story, the new addition is
not expected to overwhelm the historic structure in terms of scale. In addition, the hyphen connection will
make the addition removable, without any impacts to the original historic structure.

G. SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Toll Brothers is seeking to redevelop the Reader’s Digest Guest House, located at 480 Bedford Road in the
Town of New Castle, Westchester County, New York. These structures were evaluated in 2019 by KTGY
Architecture and Planning, and determined to be noncompliant with current ADA and safety building codes.
Toll Brothers is proposing to adaptively reuse the original mid-nineteenth century structure, constructed by the
Wright family. To create the clubhouse, Toll Brothers is planning to remove the early and mid-twentieth
century additions, and build a new addition that feature the needed clubhouse spaces. The original Wright
House will be retained and rehabilitated for community use.
It is HVCRC’s recommendation that a plan to mitigate any Adverse Effects associated with removing the later,
Reader’s Digest era additions be developed in consultation with OPRHP.
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Figure 4: 1926 Aerial Image. Chappaqua, NY. (Source: Westchester County Archives) Scale 1”=160’.
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Carriage House

Wright House

Figure 5: 1940 Aerial Image. Chappaqua, NY. (Source: Westchester County Archive) Scale 1”=200’.

READER’S DIGEST GUEST HOUSE, CHAPPAQUA CROSSING, WESTCHESTER COUNTY, NY | 14

Northern Addition

Carriage House
Wright House

Figure 6: 1956 Aerial Image. Chappaqua, NY. (Source: Westchester County Archive) Scale 1”=285’.
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Northern Addition

Carriage House
Wright House

Figure 7: 1960 Aerial Image. Chappaqua, NY. (Source: Westchester County Archive) Scale 1”=250’.
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LIST OF PHOTOGRAPHS (CONTINUED)
Photo 7:

View to the northeast of the southern elevation of the carriage house.

Photo 8:

View to the east of the western elevation.

Photo 9:

View to the southeast of the northern elevation and rear patio.

Photo 10:

View to the northeast of the porte cochere that connects the carriage house to the Wright
house.

Photo 11:

View to the north of the carriage house.

Photo 12:

The addition on the northern side of the Wright house. The white door leads to a commercial
kitchen.

Photo 13:

View to the carriage house, inside the porte cocherre.

Photo 14:

View of the conference room in the northern addition.

Photo 15:

The conference room opens to the patio on the northern side of the structure.

Photo 16:

The conference room is accessed from an entrance on the western side of the northern
structure addition.

Photo 17:

A kitchen is located in the northern addition.

Photo 18:

A hallway parallels the kitchen on the eastern side of the addition.

Photo 19:

A stairwell leads to the upper level in the main house.

Photo 20:

View to the southwest of the rooms on the southern side of the Wright House.

Photo 21:

View of the room located on the western side of the entrance to the Wright House. Entrance
is through the doorway to the right, kitchen is through the doorway to the left.

Photo 22:

View of the main entry way. View north.

Photo 23:

View down the stairwell from the second floor of the main house.

Photo 24:

View along the hallway on the second floor.

Photo 25:

Room in the southwestern corner of the main structure.

Photo 26:

Bathroom on the second floor, eastern side of the building.

Photo 27:

Bedroom on the upper story, southwestern corner.

Photo 28:

View up the stairs to the third level.

Photo 29:

Hallway on the third level.

Photo 30:

Bedroom on the upper level, dormers were added in the mid twentieth century.

Photo 31:

Bedroom on the upper story.

Photo 32:

View along hallway on second floor.

Photo 33:

Garage in the carriage house.

Photo 34:

Office on the first level of the carriage house.

Photo 35:

Stairs to the upper level in the carriage house.
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Photo 36:

Stairway to the second floor in the carriage house.

Photo 37:

Apartment on the second level of the carriage house.

Photo 38:

Bedroom on the second level of the carriage house.

Photo 39:

Entrance to the cellar, on the western side of the Wright House.

Photo 40:

View of the east side of the cellar.

Photo 41:

View to the cellar entrance from within the basement.
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Photo 7: View to the northeast of the southern elevation of the carriage house.

Photo 8: View to the east of the western elevation.
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Photo 9: View to the southeast of the northern elevation and rear patio.

Photo 10: View to the northeast of the porte cochere that connects the carriage house to the Wright
house.
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Photo 11: View to the north of the carriage house.

Photo 12: The addition on the northern side of the Wright house. The white door leads to a
commercial kitchen.
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Photo 13: View to the carriage house, inside the porte cocherre.

Photo 14: View of the conference room in the northern addition.
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Photo 15: The conference room opens to the patio on the northern side of the structure.

Photo 16: The conference room is accessed from an entrance on the western side of the northern
structure addition.
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Photo 17: A kitchen is located in the northern addition.

Photo 18: A hallway parallels the kitchen on the eastern side of the addition.
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Photo 19: A stairwell leads to the upper level in the main house.

Photo 20: View to the southwest of the rooms on the southern side of the Wright House.
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Photo 21: View of the room located on the western side of the entrance to the Wright House. Entrance
is through the doorway to the right, kitchen is through the doorway to the left.

Photo 22: View of the main entry way. View north.
APPENDIX A: ADDITIONAL PHOTOGRAPHS| 11

Photo 23: View down the stairwell from the second floor of the main house.

Photo 24: View along the hallway on the second floor.
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Photo 25: Room in the southwestern corner of the main structure.

Photo 26: Bathroom on the second floor, eastern side of the building.
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Photo 27: Bedroom on the upper story, southwestern corner.

Photo 28: View up the stairs to the third level.
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Photo 29: Hallway on the third level.

Photo 30: Bedroom on the upper level, dormers were added in the mid twentieth century.
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Photo 31: Bedroom on the upper story.

Photo 32: View along hallway on second floor.
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Photo 33: Garage in the carriage house.

Photo 34: Office on the first level of the carriage house.
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Photo 35: Stairs to the upper level in the carriage house.

Photo 36: Stairway to the second floor in the carriage house.
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Photo 37: Apartment on the second level of the carriage house.

Photo 38: Bedroom on the second level of the carriage house.
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Photo 39: Entrance to the cellar, on the western side of the Wright House.

Photo 40: View of the east side of the cellar.
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Photo 41: View to the cellar entrance from within the basement.
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APPENDIX B: GUEST HOUSE CONDITION REPORT
(PREPARED BY STRUCTURAL WORKSHOP, SEPTEMBER 2019)

Physical description of the Thomas V. Wright house
(Reader’s Digest Guest House)
This is a typical two-story center-hall house of the kind built in the Federal period after
the Revolutionary War. Houses in the Federal style continued to be built almost to the
beginning of the Civil War, although partly displaced by those in the more ornate Gothic
Revival, Italianate, and Greek Revival styles from the 1830s on. The distinguishing
features of the Federal style are simplicity, symmetry, and graceful proportion.
Ornamental details such as the corner pilasters and the window lintels are Classically
inspired, but only in a general, attenuated way (in contrast with Greek Revival, which is
based upon actual Classical models). The double-story pillared front porch is a later
addition, and probably replaced a one-story veranda.
The house was undoubtedly larger than most when it was built. Its interior rooms are
generously proportioned, and each is nearly square. There are four on each floor, with a
floor-through center hall between each pair. Since there are four chimneys, there may
have been a fireplace or stove opening in each room, but most of these are now blocked
off.
Most of the interior doors are modern, but some are old. The old ones are relatively thin,
with tenons on their horizontal sills and lintels that completely penetrate the vertical
jambs, and panels that are raised on one side and flush on the other. The front door is
probably a reproduction, although its style is traditional. The simple sidelights, though,
are just enough out of plumb to attest to their antiquity. At least a few of their panes
appear to be hand-blown. The glazing of the windows is also generally modern, but the
window frames and sashes themselves appear to be antique. The upper sashes are fixed,
and only the lower sashes can be moved. There are no pulleys or counterweights, and
the whole weight of the lower sashes has to be lifted to open them. Latches embedded in
the jambs on each side were used to hold the sashes open, and most of these still
survive.
The central hall retains its original steep, narrow stairway, with simple banisters and
balusters terminating in a heavy, turned newel post. In general, the interiors are not
original, but reproduced in a tasteful and appropriate fashion. The broad floorboards,
for example, have been recycled and refinished, and fastened directly to the joists with
visible, large-headed nails. Since the Reader’s Digest used the house primarily for
entertaining, the northwest room on the first floor has been reconstructed as a modern,
commercial-grade, stainless-steel kitchen.
As usual, the largely unfinished basement provides the best evidence of the history of
the house. It is, of course, a post-and-beam structure. Virtually all its original
foundation posts have been replaced, but the joists and other horizontal beams
supporting the first floor are still clearly visible. As might be expected, these beams are
hand-hewn – although saw mills in this area were in operation during the 18th century,
heavy, hardwood timbers were customarily hewn by hand as late as the 1850s, when
post-and-beam construction was supplanted by so-called balloon framing. The framing
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here is consistent in form and style throughout, indicating that the house was built all at
once, and not (like many others of the period) in stages.
The smoothly mortared stone foundation and concrete floor date back no earlier than
the turn of the 2oth century. But the large size of some of the stones used suggest that
they were recycled from the original dry-stone walls.
The attic is largely finished, and there is only very limited visual access to the roof. What
can be seen confirms the evidence of the basement. The rafters are roughly hewn and
spaced more widely than the 16” that is standard today. There is, nonetheless, little or
no sign of sagging.
The only clearly visible evidence of structural weakness appears in the front columns,
which, as noted above, are relatively modern. They are composed of paired machinesawed timbers boxed in with equally standard boards. Since they were installed without
spacers to separate them from the masonry floor of the front porch, water has been
absorbed into them, and their bases have become seriously rotted.
The house as a whole seems sound and well preserved – far more so than most others of
its age in the community. The Wallaces – and Lila Acheson Wallace in particular -devoted much effort and expense to restoring and maintaining the building, and it
reflects their determination to make the house a symbol of the traditional American
values that they venerated. It may now need to be repurposed, but if it is properly looked
out for, it seems likely to survive for many years to come.

History of the Thomas V. Wright House
(Reader’s Digest Guest House)
Until the beginning of the twentieth century, The section of Roaring Brook Road that is now
called Reader’s Digest Road extended in a straight line from Bedford Road, down the hill and
across to the opposite hillside, where Roaring Brook cascaded onto the marshy plain. Over the
millennia, the descending water had carved a relatively low pass through the steep ridge of the
Chappaqua Hills, and from Colonial times to the end of the horse-drawn era, Roaring Brook
Road was a major east-west highway.1 And from the middle of the nineteenth century, this
house has served as a sentinel marking the intersection with Bedford Road.
Its history begins well before the house itself was built. The land originally belonged to the
members of the Fowler family, Quaker pioneers in Chappaqua since the early eighteenth
century. Among the earliest documents for this site is a pair of deeds of 1808 and 1818 from
John Fowler to his son and heir, William Fowler, in which William received half the rights to
the family farm.2 The property was a roughly rectangular tract of some 100 acres, bounded on
three sides by Bedford, Roaring Brook, and Old Roaring Brook Roads. The family home and
barn were located at the northeast corner, about where the entrance to Cowdin Road is now.
Neither of these buildings still exists. The adjacent neighbor on the fourth side was Oliver
Green, whose house at 514 Bedford Road does still exist, and has been designated a New Castle
Landmark.3
No house or other building is mentioned in these deeds, except a schoolhouse that is said to
have formerly occupied the corner of Bedford and Roaring Brook Roads. William Fowler
purchased an adjoining farm of 10 acres in 1829, but its previous owner, a “lunatic,” had
burned down the house and barn, and they were apparently never rebuilt.4 There is in fact no
evidence of any further construction on the property until the 1850s.
The Fowler farm unfortunately did not prosper. The main reason seems to have been a
disagreement within the family. William and Hannah Fowler had two children: a son, Josiah
Q., and a daughter, Mary S. The Fowler parents evidently hoped that the children would inherit
the farm jointly and keep it intact. But when Josiah became an adult, he moved to the town of
Greenburgh, and made it clear that he never intended to be a farmer. In 1841 he purchased
about half of the property, 50 acres, in the area next to Roaring Brook Road, for $3,600. He
then almost immediately sold his purchase to David Hoag for $4200.5
By contrast, daughter Mary and her husband, Jacob S. Brouwer, were determined to keep the
farm going, probably as much for her parents’ sake as for their own. The Brouwers sold their
home in Pleasantville in 1846 and moved to the family homestead.6 Soon after, Jacob Brouwer
bought back the 50 acres sold to David Hoag, and turned over the property to his father-in-law,
restoring the farm to its original size.7
However, Jacob Brouwer didn’t have enough cash to buy back the 50-acre tract outright. He
mortgaged it to David Hoag for part of the purchase price. Within a couple of years, neither he
nor the Fowlers proved able to repay the mortgage, and David Hoag foreclosed on the property.
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In 1849, it was sold at a sheriff’s auction to Joseph M. Wright, and passed out of Fowler hands
forever.8
At that time, the Wright family was among the most prosperous in New Castle. The Wrights
owned properties on both sides of Bedford Road, extending from Roaring Brook Road to
Whippoorwill Road and beyond. Joseph M. Wright, the head of the family in the midnineteenth century, was not only a successful farmer, but had accumulated enough capital to
serve as an informal banker at a time when there were few real banks in the area. When he died
in 1870, the inventory of his possessions shows that he was “holding notes” for friends,
neighbors, and fellow citizens all over town.9
Joseph Wright and his wife, Elizabeth Vail Wright, had two children: Thomas Vail, born in
1831, and Phebe Jane, born in 1835.10 They were still teenagers when their father bought the 50
acres of the Fowler farm in 1848, but he was already planning for their future. Phebe would
inherit the bulk of the family properties on the southwest side of Roaring Brook Road, and
Thomas would receive the former Fowler acres on the northwest side.11
And then, at some time in the 1850s, Joseph built this house for his son. It was a
straightforward center-hall farmhouse, with four rooms on each floor. It would not yet have its
dramatic two-story pillared portico, but almost certainly had a single-story front veranda. The
architectural style is what we now often call Colonial, but is in fact Federal, with harmonious
proportions and minimal ornamentation. In the 1850s, the house would have been considered
traditional, perhaps somewhat old-fashioned, but it was nonetheless still quite typical of this
rural community.
Its structure, too, is quite traditional. The framing is sturdy post-and-beam, composed of
heavy, hand-hewn hardwood lumber. But what makes the house unusual is its size. For
example, the two already existing dwellings on the Wright farm – one on either side of Bedford
Road near the intersection with Whippoorwill Road12 -- had been built much earlier in the
nineteenth century and were quite modest in size. The new house was designed and built on a
grander scale, and its siting on a knoll overlooking the highway assured its visual prominence.
The house was clearly meant to be a showpiece, and it may have reflected the increased
prosperity of New Castle in this period. Once the New York and Harlem Railroad reached
Chappaqua in 1846, it became possible to ship agricultural produce on a daily basis to New
York City. There was a shift from subsistence farming to market farming that was profitable for
all, but especially for those with enough land to raise the area’s most common products – milk
and apples. One of these was Joseph Wright, whose farm was among the most valuable in the
community.13
The house was completed by 1860, when the Federal Census records Thomas, his wife,
Adelaide, and their four-month-old son, Joseph, in residence there. It remained Thomas’s
home until his death in 1908. He was buried in the family graveyard on Bedford Road, together
with his parents, his grandparents, his sister, Phebe, and her husband, S.L. Barnum.
During Thomas’s residence, the distinctive two-story columned portico was added to the front
of the house. It may have been inspired by two earlier houses with columned porticos on
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Bedford Road, the Moses and Reuben Haight house at 350 Bedford, near the entrance to
Lawrence Farms South, and the Wright-Weeks house at 384 Bedford, near the intersection
with North Way. The portico is constructed of conventional milled lumber, and unfortunately
contains no spacers at the bases of its columns. As a result, the bases have absorbed water and
rotted – the only sign of serious decay in an otherwise quite sound and well-preserved
structure.
In the 1920s, the property, along with tracts on the other side of Roaring Brook Road that had
belonged to sister Phebe, came into the possession of the Lawrence family realty firm. It is
probable that Roaring Brook Road was rerouted at this time. The Lawrences had ambitious
plans for a new community there – Lawrence Farms Village -complete with its own railroad station.14 The Depression put an end to these ambitions, and in
1938 the property was sold to the Reader’s Digest Association.15
The imposing Georgian Revival Digest headquarters building was completed in 1939, largely
under the direction of Lila Acheson Wallace. Mrs. Wallace also carefully preserved remnants of
the site’s history. The central drive followed the original line of Roaring Brook Road, and the
headquarters building was placed so as not to disturb two ancient white oaks that had grown
up on the roadside. Even more important, Mrs. Wallace supervised the painstaking
stabilization and restoration of Thomas Wright’s farmhouse. For several decades it served as
the Digest guest house, elegantly furnished with American antiques.16
The Thomas V. Wright house is an important historic landmark in our community, for a
number of reasons. The first and foremost is its rarity. Houses of this age and in such good
condition are uncommon, and those that survive deserve preservation for that reason alone.
Almost as important is the quality of its architecture. The Federal style, with its emphasis upon
simplicity, symmetry, and graceful proportion, has long been popular in this country – it is the
chief inspiration of the so-called “Colonial” style which is still widely favored. This house is a
particularly fine and representative example. In terms of local history, it commemorates two
important early families in New Castle, the Fowlers and the Wrights. The heritage of the
Wrights is particularly significant. Because their properties remained undivided for so long,
they were large enough to provide the sites of both the Reader’s Digest and the Horace Greeley
High School. In more recent times, the house reflects Lila Acheson Wallace’s devotion to
American history and the arts. And, finally, the house has long been a handsome and highly
visible feature in our community, and its loss would be sorely felt.
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APPENDIX C: HISTORY AND BUILDING DESCRIPTION
(COMPLETED BY MR. GRAY WILLIAMS, TOWN OF NEW CASTLE HISTORIAN)

September 9, 2019
Casey M. Devlin, PE
Director of Land Development
Toll Brothers, Inc.
42 Old Ridgebury Road, 2nd Floor
Danbury, CT 06810
RE: GUEST HOUSE CONDITION REPORT - DRAFT
CHAPPAQUA CROSSING – CHAPPAQUA, NY
PROJECT NUMBER: E-7134
Dear Casey:
Structural Workshop, LLC, conducted a visual observation of the readily visible and
accessible structural components of the interior and exterior of the guest house and
carriage house at the above referenced property on September 5th, 2019. The
purpose of the visit was to determine the feasibility of salvaging the existing structures
for future use, as well as any additional concerns noted during our visit. Our comments
reflect the existing conditions of the overall building as found on the date of the
evaluation and are in addition to our previously generated letter dated July 13, 2017. It
appears that overall the guest house has been added on to and modified since its
original construction multiple times. The carriage house appears to have been modified
since its original construction as well.
Comments on the Overall Condition
1. Overall, the building structure appears to consist of residential style structure
consisting of wood framed construction with exterior bearing walls and interior
bearing lines. It appears that the building structure is largely abandoned and not
in use currently. We suspect that the building systems are either not properly
functioning or have been abandoned and/or winterized due to the vacant nature of
the residence.
2. We were not provided any building plans or prior designs to any of the
modifications to the building that were likely conducted at a prior date. As of the
time of this report, we did not review any reports or soil investigations regarding
any environmental concerns or hazardous materials that may be present in the
building structure. It is not known at this time whether materials or substances
consistent with asbestos, mold or lead are present within the building. Typically,
buildings of this age and construction type exhibits signs of these concerns due
to their age.
3. We noted signs of significant deterioration with the exterior building envelope and
finishes surrounding the building. We noted signs of rot within multiple finishes
and signs of vegetation in direct contact with the building at its perimeter.
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4. We noted signs of deteriorated roofing, as well as signs of clogged gutters and
vegetation growing out of gutters.
5. We noted signs of rot at the finishes at the bases of the exterior columns at the
front overhang. It is not clear whether the structural columns within these finishes
also exhibit deterioration. Considering the age and noted deterioration, it is likely
that rot is present within these members.
6. Signs of significant and prolonged water infiltration are present throughout the
interior of the building. We noted signs of deteriorated paint, as well as rusted
metal lath at the finishes. We noted signs of active water infiltration near the rear
chimney. As indicated above, we also noted signs of substances consistent with
what may be mold throughout the interior of the building in conjunction with water
infiltration.
7. We noted signs of prolonged prior water infiltration within the basement. The
basement foundation walls are largely grouted rubble stones consistent with the
presumed age of the building. The grouted level stones are painted, although
they exhibit signs of prior and prolonged water infiltration.
8. We noted signs of rusting at the base of the steel columns in the basement. The
rusting in the steel columns is consistent with the significant water infiltration
noted above. Considering the rusting in the steel columns, it is likely that
additional rusting within the interior of the steel column walls is also present
beyond what we were able to observe.
9. We noted sloping within the floors throughout the building. In addition, we also
noted cracking within the interior finishes in some locations. The cracking in these
locations is consistent with significant settlement within the floors. At these
locations, the floor structures have settled, and the wall structures supported by
the floor structures above have subsequently shifted and led to cracking within
the finishes.
10. In the exposed areas of the basement, we noted signs of wood framing that
exhibits what appears to be prior wood destroying insect damage, as well
prior improperly made modifications. These items have likely exacerbated to the
sagging and movement in the floors above
11. We noted prior vegetation and signs of insect and rodent infestation within
interior areas of the building structure. As noted previously due to the exterior
rot concerns, it is likely that a lack of sealed building envelope exists within the
residence that has allowed entrance of wildlife, water and moisture over an
extended period of time.
12. We noted within the interior, a commercial kitchen is present and appears
newer with respect to the building structure. That being said, we suspect that
the commercial kitchen was likely added without properly evaluating the structure
for the required loading for the commercial kitchen equipment and subsequent
change in use. Considering the age of the structure, an analysis of the floor
structure supporting the kitchen will likely yield significant repairs to be required
and reinforcing in conjunction with the items noted above.
13. The exterior roofing appears to be very old and has exceeded its useful life.
There are also signs of significant vegetative growth on the roof.
In conclusion, considering our original and subsequent site visits and the areas of
concern noted above, significant efforts to rehabilitate the structure at the interior and
exterior will be required. The cost to rehabilitate the building envelope and definitively
investigate and address any structural concerns and possible environment hazards within
the interior as a result of the prolonged water infiltration will incur significant and
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extensive time and costs to complete. It is likely that extensive removal of finishes at the
interior will be required to address any possible environmental hazards. Additional framing
deficiencies are likely to be observed upon removal of finishes as well. That being said,
any change in use of the existing building structure to incur additional loading will likely
also require extensive reinforcing efforts to complete. The various modifications and
expansions to the building will make these efforts more difficult to complete. It is likely
that significant deficiencies beyond what we were able to observe due to the placement
of finishes are likely present considering the signs of extensive noted water infiltration.
We suspect that the costs to properly repair and rehabilitate the structure will likely
exceed the cost of demolishing and reconstructing it.
Best Regards,

Ryan Scullion, PE
Structural Workshop, LLC
RS:lcp
Att: Appendix A – Partial Site Plan
Att: Appendix B – Photos
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APPENDIX D: GUEST HOUSE BUILDING CODE & ACCESSIBILITY REPORT
(COMPLETED BY KTGY ARCHITECTURE & PLANNING, SEPTEMBER 2019)

October 7, 2019
Casey M. Devlin, PE
Director of Land Development
Toll Brothers, Inc.
42 Old Ridgebury Road, 2nd Floor
Danbury, CT 06810
RE: GUEST HOUSE BUILDING CODE & ACCESSIBILITY REPORT – DRAFT
CHAPPAQUA CROSSING (480 Bedford Road) – CHAPPAQUA, NY
PROJECT NUMBER: 20171029.06
Dear Casey:
KTGY Architecture + Planning, conducted a visual observation of the visible and accessible building
components of the interior and exterior of the guest house and carriage house of the above referenced
property on September 23, 2019. The purpose of the visit was to identify any potential building code and
accessibility issues to be addressed in order to salvage the existing structures for future use as a
community clubhouse (A-3: recreational assembly use group). Photographs were taken to document the
existing condition of the exterior façade and interior spaces. Measurement data was collected throughout
the interior to map out the existing building layout using a combination of a laser measuring device, tape
measure, and photographs.
Existing Layout & Functionality
Refer to exhibit A – Existing Building Diagrams
The existing guest house is a two-story residential-style building with a habitable attic space on the third
floor, and an attached one-story wing at the rear accessible via a hallway alongside a common central
courtyard space. A shared porte cochere joins the guest house to the adjacent two-story carriage house. A
covered porch at the main entrance of the guest house opens to a long foyer leading to a staircase to the
second floor.
From the main foyer entrance, doorways lead to separate individual rooms, as well as a basement access.
The kitchen may be accessed from only one of the rooms, which also contains an exit to the exterior
(beneath the porte cochere). The kitchen provides another exterior door in the rear. Another room,
containing a fireplace, attaches to a second room through which the courtyard may be accessed through a
single door. At the rear of the foyer is an opening to a single bathroom, and a hallway leading to additional
rooms. The hallway also provides access to the courtyard and the kitchen.
On the second floor there is a narrow hallway leading to an enclosed corridor with access to two rooms and
a single bathroom. There is an additional room with a private bathroom and access to a separate room. The
hallway staircase leads to a third story, which contains a habitable attic space and two finished rooms within
the roof structure and dormers.
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Existing Code & Life Safety Concerns
1. Stairways & Egress
1.1 Stair #1 and Stair #2 are under 36 inches wide.

IBC 1011.2 The required capacity of stairways shall be determined as specified in Section 1005.1, but
the minimum width shall be not less than 44 inches.

(Stair #1 – refer to Exhibit A for dimensions)
1.2 Height of railing in Hallway #2 is 31 inches.
IBC 1014.2 Handrail height, measured above stair tread nosings, or finish surface of ramp slope, shall
be uniform, not less than 34 inches and not more than 38 inches.

(Hallway #2 – refer to Exhibit A for dimensions)
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1.3 Headroom at Stair #1 up to the second floor is approximately 65 inches measured to the underside of
Stair #2 above.
IBC 1011.3 Stairways shall have a headroom clearance of not less than 80 inches measured vertically
from a line connecting the edge of the nosings.

(Stair #1 – refer to Exhibit A)

(Stair #1 – refer to Exhibit A)

1.4 Corridor width at Bath #1 is approximately 36”. Corridor width of Hallway #3 is approximately 37”.
IBC Table 1020.2 Minimum width 44”

(Bath #1 – refer to Exhibit A for dimensions)
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2. Accessibility
2.1 No accessible entrance. A ramp has been provided at the rear entrance to Foyer #2, but the step at
the door exceeds ½”. All other exterior doors have a step greater than 3” down to a stoop or porch leading
to more steps to grade.
IBC 1105.1 Public entrances

(Entrance at Foyer #1 – refer to Exhibit A)

(Exterior Door at Kitchen – refer to Exhibit A)

2.2 Transitions between majority of the rooms are over ½”, and as high as 2” in some cases.
IBC 1104.1 An accessible entrance, route to all interior spaces to be used by the public.

(Threshold at Room #2 – refer to Exhibit A)

(Threshold at Hall #1 – refer to Exhibit A)

4

2.3 Ground floor bath is not accessible.
IBC 1109.1 Accessible building features and facilities shall be provided in accordance with Sections 1109.2
through 1109.15.

(Corridor to Bath #1 – refer to Exhibit A for dimensions)
2.4 Proper fixture clearances and turning radius not provided in any of the restrooms.
IBC 1109.1 Accessible building features and facilities shall be provided in accordance with Sections 1109.2
through 1109.15.

(Bath #1 – refer to Exhibit A for dimensions)

5

2.4 No accessible route to upper levels is provided.
IBC 1104.1 An accessible entrance, route to all interior spaces to be used by the public.

(Hall #2 at Stair #2 – refer to Exhibit A for plans & dimensions)
2.5 No accessible route provided to exterior courtyard
IBC 1104.1 An accessible entrance, route to all interior spaces to be used by the public.

(View of Courtyard – refer to Exhibit A)
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2.6 Most interior doors are under 34” wide
IBC 1104.1 All accessible interior doors to have a minimum 34” clear opening
Refer to dimensions provided on Exhibit A - Plan Diagrams

(Door to kitchen – refer to Exhibit A)
3. Materials & Structure
3.1 Sloping within the flooring throughout the building

(Bath #2 – refer to Exhibit A)

(Room #3 – refer to Exhibit A)
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3.2 Water infiltration observed with potential development of mold

(Room #9 – refer to Exhibit A)
3.3 Many windows damaged and in poor condition

(Room #8 – refer to Exhibit A)
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3.4 Cracking in the flooring and walls throughout the building

(Room #7 – refer to Exhibit A)
3.5 Paint is peeling in multiple locations. Concern regarding age of paint and potential for lead.

(Room #4 – refer to Exhibit A)
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3.6 Walls and other interior finishes are in disrepair

(Entry to Carriage House – refer to Exhibit A)

(Carriage House – refer to Exhibit A)
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Programmatic Analysis
Refer to exhibit A – Existing Building Diagrams
The existing layout of the guest and carriage house cannot properly function as a community clubhouse or
amenity center without extensive architectural and structural modifications. The first-floor ceiling height at
eight feet is too low for a clubroom whose purposes include hosting large community gatherings
and providing a fully-equipped exercise facility. The walls along the stair corridor, which appear to be
bearing/structural walls, would need to be relocated in order to maximize the square footage, which is
currently distributed among small and closed-off rooms that are not on an accessible route. Additionally,
proper restroom facilities would need to be constructed. Currently, there is one bathroom on the first
floor, which is not large enough to support future use, and does not meet accessibility requirements.
In order for the building to function as a clubhouse, the entry should open up to a large gathering space,
kitchen, game room and fitness area. The rear of the building needs to be converted into a women’s and
men’s locker room facility with the required fixture count and showers to support the use of the community
pool. The current outdoor space in the courtyard would not have direct views or access to the pool deck.
The additional stories (second and third floor) are superfluous to serve the purpose of the facility, and
thus create additional complications with respect to sprinkler, egress, and accessibility requirements. The
ceiling height of the third floor is under eight feet and can no longer be designated as usable space.
Building Code Analysis
Refer to exhibit A – Existing Building Diagrams
In order to comply with current building code and accessibility requirements, the existing guest and carriage
house would need to undergo extensive structural alterations, including but not limited to (1) shifting interior
bearing/structural walls, (2) raising ceiling heights, (3) altering floor framing, (4) replacing existing stairs to
the second floor, (5) providing an additional set of stairs for egress from the second floor, (6) providing an
accessible route to the second floor if it is to be used by the public, (7) enclosing both stairways in a 1-hour
fire rated assembly, (8) installing a required sprinkler system, and (9) providing space in the floor/ceiling
assembly in order to install the required sprinkler system.
Location

New Castle, NY

Applicable Codes

IBC 2015 as adopted by New York State, w/2017 amendments
2015 IMC (International Mechanical Code)
2015 IPC (International Plumbing Code)
2015 IFC (International Fire Code)
2015 IECC (International Energy Code)
2015 IFGC (International Fuel Gas Code)

Use Group
IBC 303.4

Proposed Community Clubhouse / Amenity Center
A-3: Recreational Assembly

Sprinkler Required
IBC 903.2.10 and 903.3.1.2

Not currently sprinkled

IBC table 504.4

Sprinkled per NFPA 13
Stories: Max Allowable = 1 Actual = 3
Not sprinklered 1 story maximum, Sprinklered 2 stories
maximum.
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In order to use the second floor of the building it must be
sprinklered, and the third floor would need to be converted to an
unoccupied attic that would need to be sprinklered. Additionally,
903.2.1.3 requires A3 Groups with a fire area on a floor other
than the level of exit discharge be sprinklered.

IBC table 504.3

Height: 5B/A3 - Not sprinklered 40’

IBC table 506.2

Area: 5A/A3 - Not sprinklered 6,000 sq.ft. & sprinklered multi
story 18,000 sq.ft.

Egress
IBC 1006.3.1 & table 1006.3.2(2)

Two means of egress are required from the second floor

Accessibility
IBC 1104.1

Only 1 means of egress currently provided
A-3 use group can only have a single exit from the first floor
Two sets of stairs for egress would be required
Stairs would need a 1-Hour enclosure per 1023.2

An accessible entrance, route to all interior spaces to be used
by the public.
All accessible interior doors to have a minimum 34” clear
opening.
All corridors to be 44 inches wide minimum.
Requirements for accessible entrance, accessible route, and
interior door sizes not met.
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Building Code Report Summary - Use Group A-3: Recreational Assembly
Category

Code Reference

Existing Complies with
Requirements?

Existing layout and structure are completely inappropriate to serve the
programmatic needs without cost prohibitive structural alterations.

Program & Functionality

IBC 303.1

NO

Ceiling heights are too low for functionality and to accommodate life safety
requirements (sprinkler system, rated assembly, etc.)

Program & Functionality

IBC 903.2.1.3

NO

Additional stories are not usable

Program & Functionality

IBC Table 504.4

NO

Width of stair to second floor is under 36"
Minimum 44" width required

Stairways & Egress

IBC 1011.2

NO

Height of handrail is 31"
Handrail height required not less than 34" and not more than 38"

Stairways & Egress

IBC 1014.2

NO

Headroom at Stair #1 at approx. 65"
Required clearance not less than 80"

Stairways & Egress

IBC 1011.3

NO

Not currently spinkled
NFPA 13 Required

Stairways & Egress

IBC 903.2.10 & IBC 903.3.1.2

NO

Stories: Max Allowable = 1
Actual = 3
The third floor would need to be converted to an unoccupied attic that would
also need to be spinklered .

Stairways & Egress

IBC Table 504.4 & IBC 903.2.1.3

NO

1 means of egress from the second floor.
2 means of egress are required
Stairs would need a 1-HR rated enclosure

Stairways & Egress

IBC 1006.3.1 & IBC Table 1006.3.2(2)

NO

Accessibility

IBC 1105.1

NO

Accessibility

IBC 1104.1

NO

Accessibility

IBC 1104.1

NO

Restroom facilities are not accessible.
Accessible building features and facilities shall be provided

Accessibility

IBC 1109.2 - 1109.15

NO

Proper fixture clearances not provided in existing restrooms.
Accessible building features and facilities shall be provided

Accessibility

IBC 1109.2 - 1109.15

NO

Materials & Structure

IECC 2015 Section C402.1

NO

Issue

No accessible entrance provided.
Accessibile entrance required
No accessible route provided.
Accessibile route required to all interior spaces to be used by the
public
Various corridors under 44" wide.
All corridors to be 44" wide minimum

Existing thermal envelope (roof, windows, thermal breaks) will not meet
current building code requirements.
Sloping floors noted throughout the building.

Materials & Structure

NO

Observed water infiltration potentially leading to development of mold.

Materials & Structure

NO

Cracking in the walls & flooring, and many windows damaged.

Materials & Structure

NO

Peeling paint and concern for lead.

Materials & Structure

NO
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EXHIBIT A
Plan Diagrams - Existing Condition
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EXHIBIT B
Photographs – Existing Condition

(Exterior – Front Elevation at Guest & Carriage House)

(Exterior – East Elevation at Guest House)

16

(Exterior – South Elevation at Guest House)

(Exterior – West Elevation at Guest House)

17

(Exterior – West Elevation at Guest House)

(Exterior – Porte Cochere)

18

(Exterior Door at Room #1 – Porte Cochere)

(Exterior – North Elevation at Carriage House)
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(Exterior – South Elevation at Carriage House)

(Interior – Foyer #1 at Guest House)

20

(Interior – Room #1 at Guest House)

(Interior – Room #1 Exterior Door at Guest House)
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(Interior – Foyer #1 at Guest House)

(Interior – Room #2 at Guest House)
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(Interior – Room #3 at Guest House)

(Interior – Stair to Basement)
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(Interior – Foyer #1)

(Interior – Kitchen)

24

(Interior – Hallway #1)

(Interior – Room #4)
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(Interior – Room #5)

(Interior – Room #6)

26

(Interior – Bath #2)

(Interior – Hallway #3)

27

(Interior – Bath #3)

(Interior – Room #7)

28

(Interior – Room #8)

(Interior – Room #9)

29

(Interior – Hallway at Habitable Attic)

(Interior –Habitable Attic)

30

October 07, 2019
Casey M. Devlin, PE
Director of Land Development
Toll Brothers, Inc.
42 Old Ridgebury Road, 2nd Floor
Danbury, CT 06810
RE: GUEST HOUSE CONDITION REPORT
CHAPPAQUA CROSSING – CHAPPAQUA, NY
PROJECT NUMBER: E-7134
Dear Casey:
Structural Workshop, LLC, conducted a visual observation of the readily visible and
accessible structural components of the interior and exterior of the guest house and
carriage house at the above referenced property on September 5th, 2019. The
purpose of the visit was to determine the feasibility of salvaging the existing structures
for future use, as well as any additional concerns noted during our visit. Our comments
reflect the existing conditions of the overall building as found on the date of the
evaluation and are in addition to our previously generated letter dated July 13, 2017. It
appears that overall the guest house has been added on to and modified since its
original construction multiple times. The carriage house appears to have been modified
since its original construction as well.
Comments on the Overall Condition
1. Overall, the building structure appears to consist of residential style structure
consisting of wood framed construction with exterior bearing walls and interior
bearing lines. It appears that the building structure is largely abandoned and not
in use currently. We suspect that the building systems are either not properly
functioning or have been abandoned and/or winterized due to the vacant nature of
the residence.
2. We were not provided any building plans or prior designs to any of the
modifications to the building that were likely conducted at a prior date. You
indicated that an asbestos screening was previously conducted. Please note that
the identification of environmental hazards is outside our scope of services.
3. We noted signs of significant deterioration with the exterior building envelope and
finishes surrounding the building. We noted signs of rot within multiple finishes
and signs of vegetation in direct contact with the building at its perimeter.
4. We noted signs of deteriorated roofing, as well as signs of clogged gutters and
vegetation growing out of gutters.
5. We noted signs of rot at the finishes at the bases of the exterior columns at the
front overhang. It is not clear whether the structural columns within these finishes
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also exhibit deterioration. Considering the age and noted deterioration, it is likely
that rot is present within these members.
Signs of significant and prolonged water infiltration are present throughout the
interior of the building. We noted signs of deteriorated paint, as well as rusted
metal lath at the finishes. We noted signs of active water infiltration near the rear
chimney. As indicated above, we also noted signs of substances consistent with
what may be mold throughout the interior of the building in conjunction with water
infiltration.
We noted signs of prolonged prior water infiltration within the basement. The
basement foundation walls are largely grouted rubble stones consistent with the
presumed age of the building. The grouted level stones are painted, although
they exhibit signs of prior and prolonged water infiltration.
We noted signs of rusting at the base of the steel columns in the basement. The
rusting in the steel columns is consistent with the significant water infiltration
noted above. Considering the rusting in the steel columns, it is likely that
additional rusting within the interior of the steel column walls is also present
beyond what we were able to observe.
We noted sloping within the floors throughout the building. In addition, we also
noted cracking within the interior finishes in some locations. The cracking in these
locations is consistent with significant settlement within the floors. At these
locations, the floor structures have settled, and the wall structures supported by
the floor structures above have subsequently shifted and led to cracking within
the finishes.
In the exposed areas of the basement, we noted signs of wood framing that
exhibits what appears to be prior wood destroying insect damage, as well
prior improperly made modifications. These items have likely exacerbated to the
sagging and movement in the floors above
We noted prior vegetation and signs of insect and rodent infestation within
interior areas of the building structure. As noted previously due to the exterior
rot concerns, it is likely that a lack of sealed building envelope exists within the
residence that has allowed entrance of wildlife, water and moisture over an
extended period of time.
We noted within the interior, a commercial kitchen is present and appears
newer with respect to the building structure. That being said, we suspect that
the commercial kitchen was likely added without properly evaluating the structure
for the required loading for the commercial kitchen equipment and subsequent
change in use. Considering the age of the structure, an analysis of the floor
structure supporting the kitchen will likely yield significant repairs to be required
and reinforcing in conjunction with the items noted above.
The exterior roofing appears to be very old and has exceeded its useful life.
There are also signs of significant vegetative growth on the roof.

In conclusion, considering our original and subsequent site visits and the areas of
concern noted above, significant efforts to rehabilitate the structure at the interior and
exterior will be required. The cost to rehabilitate the building envelope and definitively
investigate and address any structural concerns and possible environment hazards within
the interior as a result of the prolonged water infiltration will incur significant and
extensive time and costs to complete. It is likely that extensive removal of finishes at the
interior will be required to address any possible environmental hazards. Additional framing
deficiencies are likely to be observed upon removal of finishes as well. That being said,
any change in use of the existing building structure to incur additional loading will likely
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also require extensive reinforcing efforts to complete. The various modifications and
expansions to the building will make these efforts more difficult to complete. It is likely
that significant deficiencies beyond what we were able to observe due to the placement
of finishes are likely present considering the signs of extensive noted water infiltration.
We suspect that the costs to properly repair and rehabilitate the structure will likely
exceed the cost of demolishing and reconstructing it.
Best Regards,

Ryan Scullion, PE
Structural Workshop, LLC
RS:lcp
Att: Appendix A – Partial Site Plan
Att: Appendix B – Photos
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Photo 1: View of Front of Carriage House and Guest House

Photo 2: View of Front of Guest House

E-7123 Chappaqua Crossing

9/30/2019

Page 1 of 25

Photo 3: Left Side of Guest House and Right Side of Carriage House
Note Vegetation in Contact with Exterior Finishes

Photo 4: Front of Carriage House and Side of Guest House Viewed from Left
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Photo 5: Left Side Carriage House – Note Excessive Vegetation

Photo 6: Alternate View Photo 5 – Note Excessive Vegetation
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Photo 7: Overall View Left Side Carriage House – Note Vegetation Growing Up
Side of Building

Photo 8: Rear of Carriage House – Note Excessive Vegetation
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Photo 9: Alternate View of Photo 8

Photo 10: Rear Carriage House
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Photo 11: Rear Guest House and Carriage House

Photo 12: Alternate View Photo 11
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Photo 13: Excessive Vegetation at Guest House

Photo 14: Roofline Guest House
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Photo 15: Damaged Vegetation and Vegetation Growing Gutters at Guest House

Photo 16: Excessive Vegetation in Contact Guest House
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Photo 17: Deteriorated Finishes Near Chimney at Guest House

Photo 18: Excessive Vegetation Near Guest House
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Photo 19: Alternate View Photo 18

Photo 20: Alternate View Photo 19
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Photo 21: Right Side Guest House – Note Rotted Window Framing and Vegetation
at Window

Photo 22: Front Column at Guest House – Note Rotted Wood at Base of Column
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Photo 23: Top Left Overhang at Guest House – Rotted Finishes

Photo 24: Window at Guest House – Rotted Frame Base of Window and Open
Window -Also note vegetation in contact with Building
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Photo 25: Rear Fireplace Guest House – Excessive Signs of Water Infiltration and
Damaged Finishes

Photo 26: Alternate View Photo 25
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Photo 27: View of Commercial Kitchen in Guest House

Photo 28: Interior View of Stairs Guest House
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Photo 29: Partial View Roof Guest House – Excessive Vegetation in Gutters

Photo 30: Framing in Guest House – Signs Past, Prolonged Water Infiltration
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Photo 31: Air Condition Interior Guest House – Excessive Signs Insects

Photo 32: Interior Guest House – Possible Environmental Hazards
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Photo 33: Interior Guest House – Excessive Insects

Photo 34: Interior Exposed Framing in Closet Guest House – Falling Insulation
E-7123 Chappaqua Crossing

9/30/2019
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Photo 35: Interior Closet Guest House – Cracking in Finishes due to Settlement

Photo 36: Bathroom Guest House – Damaged Finishes due to Water Infiltration
E-7123 Chappaqua Crossing

9/30/2019
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Photo 37: Improperly Modified Framing Guest House

Photo 38: Rusting Steel Column Basement Guest House
E-7123 Chappaqua Crossing

9/30/2019
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Photo 39: Bathroom in Basement Guest House – Possible Environmental Hazards

Photo 40: Signs of Prior Damage to 1st Floor Framing from Basement Guest House
E-7123 Chappaqua Crossing

9/30/2019

Page 20 of 25

Photo 41: Alternate View Photo 40

Photo 42: Rubble Foundation Wall Guest House Basement – Signs Water Infiltration
E-7123 Chappaqua Crossing

9/30/2019
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Photo 43: Alternate View Photo 42

Photo 44: Signs Excessive Water Infiltration Interior Guest House
E-7123 Chappaqua Crossing

9/30/2019
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Photo 45: Prior Vegetation Interior Carriage House

Photo 46: Carriage House Damaged Finishes Likely Due to Water Infiltration
E-7123 Chappaqua Crossing

9/30/2019
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Photo 47: Excessive Water Infiltration Carriage House

Photo 48: Exposed Roof Framing Carriage House – Signs of Water Infiltration
E-7123 Chappaqua Crossing

9/30/2019
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Photo 49: Water Infiltration Within Existing Finishes and Beyond Finishes in Carriage
House

E-7123 Chappaqua Crossing

9/30/2019
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October 7, 2019
Casey M. Devlin, PE
Director of Land Development
Toll Brothers, Inc.
42 Old Ridgebury Road, 2nd Floor
Danbury, CT 06810
RE: GUEST HOUSE BUILDING CODE & ACCESSIBILITY REPORT
CHAPPAQUA CROSSING (480 Bedford Road) – CHAPPAQUA, NY
PROJECT NUMBER: 20171029.06
Dear Casey:
KTGY Architecture + Planning, conducted a visual observation of the visible and accessible building
components of the interior and exterior of the guest house and carriage house of the above referenced
property on September 23, 2019. The purpose of the visit was to identify any potential building code and
accessibility issues to be addressed in order to salvage the existing structures for future use as a
community clubhouse (A-3: recreational assembly use group). Photographs were taken to document the
existing condition of the exterior façade and interior spaces. Measurement data was collected throughout
the interior to map out the existing building layout using a combination of a laser measuring device, tape
measure, and photographs.
Existing Layout & Functionality
Refer to exhibit A – Existing Building Diagrams
The existing guest house is a two-story residential-style building with a habitable attic space on the third
floor, and an attached one-story wing at the rear accessible via a hallway alongside a common central
courtyard space. A shared porte cochere joins the guest house to the adjacent two-story carriage house. A
covered porch at the main entrance of the guest house opens to a long foyer leading to a staircase to the
second floor.
From the main foyer entrance, doorways lead to separate individual rooms, as well as a basement access.
The kitchen may be accessed from only one of the rooms, which also contains an exit to the exterior
(beneath the porte cochere). The kitchen provides another exterior door in the rear. Another room,
containing a fireplace, attaches to a second room through which the courtyard may be accessed through a
single door. At the rear of the foyer is an opening to a single bathroom, and a hallway leading to additional
rooms. The hallway also provides access to the courtyard and the kitchen.
On the second floor there is a narrow hallway leading to an enclosed corridor with access to two rooms and
a single bathroom. There is an additional room with a private bathroom and access to a separate room. The
hallway staircase leads to a third story, which contains a habitable attic space and two finished rooms within
the roof structure and dormers.
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Existing Code & Life Safety Concerns
1. Stairways & Egress
1.1 Stair #1 and Stair #2 are under 36 inches wide.

IBC 1011.2 The required capacity of stairways shall be determined as specified in Section 1005.1, but
the minimum width shall be not less than 44 inches.

(Stair #1 – refer to Exhibit A for dimensions)
1.2 Height of railing in Hallway #2 is 31 inches.
IBC 1014.2 Handrail height, measured above stair tread nosings, or finish surface of ramp slope, shall
be uniform, not less than 34 inches and not more than 38 inches.

(Hallway #2 – refer to Exhibit A for dimensions)
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1.3 Headroom at Stair #1 up to the second floor is approximately 65 inches measured to the underside of
Stair #2 above.
IBC 1011.3 Stairways shall have a headroom clearance of not less than 80 inches measured vertically
from a line connecting the edge of the nosings.

(Stair #1 – refer to Exhibit A)

(Stair #1 – refer to Exhibit A)

1.4 Corridor width at Bath #1 is approximately 36”. Corridor width of Hallway #3 is approximately 37”.
IBC Table 1020.2 Minimum width 44”

(Bath #1 – refer to Exhibit A for dimensions)
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2. Accessibility
2.1 No accessible entrance. A ramp has been provided at the rear entrance to Foyer #2, but the step at
the door exceeds ½”. All other exterior doors have a step greater than 3” down to a stoop or porch leading
to more steps to grade.
IBC 1105.1 Public entrances

(Entrance at Foyer #1 – refer to Exhibit A)

(Exterior Door at Kitchen – refer to Exhibit A)

2.2 Transitions between majority of the rooms are over ½”, and as high as 2” in some cases.
IBC 1104.1 An accessible entrance, route to all interior spaces to be used by the public.

(Threshold at Room #2 – refer to Exhibit A)

(Threshold at Hall #1 – refer to Exhibit A)
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2.3 Ground floor bath is not accessible.
IBC 1109.1 Accessible building features and facilities shall be provided in accordance with Sections 1109.2
through 1109.15.

(Corridor to Bath #1 – refer to Exhibit A for dimensions)
2.4 Proper fixture clearances and turning radius not provided in any of the restrooms.
IBC 1109.1 Accessible building features and facilities shall be provided in accordance with Sections 1109.2
through 1109.15.

(Bath #1 – refer to Exhibit A for dimensions)
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2.4 No accessible route to upper levels is provided.
IBC 1104.1 An accessible entrance, route to all interior spaces to be used by the public.

(Hall #2 at Stair #2 – refer to Exhibit A for plans & dimensions)
2.5 No accessible route provided to exterior courtyard
IBC 1104.1 An accessible entrance, route to all interior spaces to be used by the public.

(View of Courtyard – refer to Exhibit A)
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2.6 Most interior doors are under 34” wide
IBC 1104.1 All accessible interior doors to have a minimum 34” clear opening
Refer to dimensions provided on Exhibit A - Plan Diagrams

(Door to kitchen – refer to Exhibit A)
3. Materials & Structure
3.1 Sloping within the flooring throughout the building

(Bath #2 – refer to Exhibit A)

(Room #3 – refer to Exhibit A)
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3.2 Water infiltration observed with potential development of mold

(Room #9 – refer to Exhibit A)
3.3 Many windows damaged and in poor condition

(Room #8 – refer to Exhibit A)
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3.4 Cracking in the flooring and walls throughout the building

(Room #7 – refer to Exhibit A)
3.5 Paint is peeling in multiple locations. Concern regarding age of paint and potential for lead.

(Room #4 – refer to Exhibit A)
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3.6 Walls and other interior finishes are in disrepair

(Entry to Carriage House – refer to Exhibit A)

(Carriage House – refer to Exhibit A)
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Programmatic Analysis
Refer to exhibit A – Existing Building Diagrams
The existing layout of the guest and carriage house cannot properly function as a community clubhouse or
amenity center without extensive architectural and structural modifications. The first-floor ceiling height at
eight feet is too low for a clubroom whose purposes include hosting large community gatherings
and providing a fully-equipped exercise facility. The walls along the stair corridor, which appear to be
bearing/structural walls, would need to be relocated in order to maximize the square footage, which is
currently distributed among small and closed-off rooms that are not on an accessible route. Additionally,
proper restroom facilities would need to be constructed. Currently, there is one bathroom on the first
floor, which is not large enough to support future use, and does not meet accessibility requirements.
In order for the building to function as a clubhouse, the entry should open up to a large gathering space,
kitchen, game room and fitness area. The rear of the building needs to be converted into a women’s and
men’s locker room facility with the required fixture count and showers to support the use of the community
pool. The current outdoor space in the courtyard would not have direct views or access to the pool deck.
The additional stories (second and third floor) are superfluous to serve the purpose of the facility, and
thus create additional complications with respect to sprinkler, egress, and accessibility requirements. The
ceiling height of the third floor is under eight feet and can no longer be designated as usable space.
Building Code Analysis
Refer to exhibit A – Existing Building Diagrams
In order to comply with current building code and accessibility requirements, the existing guest and carriage
house would need to undergo extensive structural alterations, including but not limited to (1) shifting interior
bearing/structural walls, (2) raising ceiling heights, (3) altering floor framing, (4) replacing existing stairs to
the second floor, (5) providing an additional set of stairs for egress from the second floor, (6) providing an
accessible route to the second floor if it is to be used by the public, (7) enclosing both stairways in a 1-hour
fire rated assembly, (8) installing a required sprinkler system, and (9) providing space in the floor/ceiling
assembly in order to install the required sprinkler system.
Location

New Castle, NY

Applicable Codes

IBC 2015 as adopted by New York State, w/2017 amendments
2015 IMC (International Mechanical Code)
2015 IPC (International Plumbing Code)
2015 IFC (International Fire Code)
2015 IECC (International Energy Code)
2015 IFGC (International Fuel Gas Code)

Use Group
IBC 303.4

Proposed Community Clubhouse / Amenity Center
A-3: Recreational Assembly

Sprinkler Required
IBC 903.2.10 and 903.3.1.2

Sprinkled per NFPA 13

IBC table 504.4

Stories: Max Allowable = 1 Actual = 3
Not sprinklered 1 story maximum, Sprinklered 2 stories
maximum.

Not currently sprinkled
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In order to use the second floor of the building it must be
sprinklered, and the third floor would need to be converted to an
unoccupied attic that would need to be sprinklered. Additionally,
903.2.1.3 requires A3 Groups with a fire area on a floor other
than the level of exit discharge be sprinklered.

IBC table 504.3

Height: 5B/A3 - Not sprinklered 40’

IBC table 506.2

Area: 5A/A3 - Not sprinklered 6,000 sq.ft. & sprinklered multi
story 18,000 sq.ft.

Egress
IBC 1006.3.1 & table 1006.3.2(2)

Two means of egress are required from the second floor

Accessibility
IBC 1104.1

Only 1 means of egress currently provided
A-3 use group can only have a single exit from the first floor
Two sets of stairs for egress would be required
Stairs would need a 1-Hour enclosure per 1023.2

An accessible entrance, route to all interior spaces to be used
by the public.
All accessible interior doors to have a minimum 34” clear
opening.
All corridors to be 44 inches wide minimum.
Requirements for accessible entrance, accessible route, and
interior door sizes not met.
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Building Code Report Summary - Use Group A-3: Recreational Assembly
Category

Code Reference

Existing Complies with
Requirements?

Existing layout and structure are completely inappropriate to serve the
programmatic needs without cost prohibitive structural alterations.

Program & Functionality

IBC 303.1

NO

Ceiling heights are too low for functionality and to accommodate life safety
requirements (sprinkler system, rated assembly, etc.)

Program & Functionality

IBC 903.2.1.3

NO

Additional stories are not usable

Program & Functionality

IBC Table 504.4

NO

Width of stair to second floor is under 36"
Minimum 44" width required

Stairways & Egress

IBC 1011.2

NO

Height of handrail is 31"
Handrail height required not less than 34" and not more than 38"

Stairways & Egress

IBC 1014.2

NO

Headroom at Stair #1 at approx. 65"
Required clearance not less than 80"

Stairways & Egress

IBC 1011.3

NO

Not currently spinkled
NFPA 13 Required

Stairways & Egress

IBC 903.2.10 & IBC 903.3.1.2

NO

Stories: Max Allowable = 1
Actual = 3
The third floor would need to be converted to an unoccupied attic that would
also need to be spinklered .

Stairways & Egress

IBC Table 504.4 & IBC 903.2.1.3

NO

1 means of egress from the second floor.
2 means of egress are required
Stairs would need a 1-HR rated enclosure

Stairways & Egress

IBC 1006.3.1 & IBC Table 1006.3.2(2)

NO

Accessibility

IBC 1105.1

NO

Accessibility

IBC 1104.1

NO

Accessibility

IBC 1104.1

NO

Restroom facilities are not accessible.
Accessible building features and facilities shall be provided

Accessibility

IBC 1109.2 - 1109.15

NO

Proper fixture clearances not provided in existing restrooms.
Accessible building features and facilities shall be provided

Accessibility

IBC 1109.2 - 1109.15

NO

Materials & Structure

IECC 2015 Section C402.1

NO

Issue

No accessible entrance provided.
Accessibile entrance required
No accessible route provided.
Accessibile route required to all interior spaces to be used by the
public
Various corridors under 44" wide.
All corridors to be 44" wide minimum

Existing thermal envelope (roof, windows, thermal breaks) will not meet
current building code requirements.
Sloping floors noted throughout the building.

Materials & Structure

NO

Observed water infiltration potentially leading to development of mold.

Materials & Structure

NO

Cracking in the walls & flooring, and many windows damaged.

Materials & Structure

NO

Peeling paint and concern for lead.

Materials & Structure

NO
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EXHIBIT A
Plan Diagrams - Existing Condition
RAMP
DN +/- 6"

DN +/- 6"

DN

FOYER #2
2.1
DN

DN +/- 3"

(+/-5'-6" x 9'-0")
APPROX. 50 sf
8' CLG. HT.

ROOM #5

ROOM #4

(+/-17'-6"

x 17'-10")
APPROX. 312 sf
8' CLG. HT.

WOOD

(+/-25'-0"

x 17'-10")
APPROX. 462 sf
8' CLG. HT.

WOOD

2'-8"

WOOD

2'-10"

2.2

2.2
DN +/- 6"
2.6

PAN.
KITCHEN
(+/-12'-3"

x 9'-10")
APPROX. 120 sf
8' CLG. HT.

DN +/- 4"

HALL #1
2'-8"

TILE

WOOD

2'-8"

2.1

WOOD

2.6

DN

COURTYARD

DN +/- 6"

KITCHEN

BATH #1

(+/-12'-3"

x 11'-5")
APPROX. 143 sf
8' CLG. HT.

(+/-5'-3" x 7'-2")
APPROX. 38 sf

TILE

2.4

TILE

2'-4"

4'-7"
2.3

WOOD

2.6
DN +/- 6"

1.4

3'-8"

2'-2"

3'-0"
2.2

FOYER #1
WOOD

2'-10"

KITCHEN
(+/-15'-3"

x 16'-2")
APPROX. 242 sf
8' CLG. HT. 2.2

DN

ROOM #3

TILE

(+/-15'-3"

x 15'-5")
APPROX. 236 sf
8' CLG. HT.
WOOD

STAIR #1
HEADROOM

1.3

11"

PORTE
VEHICULAR
UNDERPASS
COCHERE

2.1

2'-6"
DN +/- 4"

(INTERIOR WALLS NOT SHOWN)

2.2

2'-9 1/2"

2'-8"

CARRIAGE
CARRIAGE
HOUSE
HOUSE

UP 16R
@ 7"

DN

3'-8"
1.1

ROOM #1
x 15'-5")
APPROX. 227 sf
8' CLG. HT.

ROOM #2
(+/-15'-3"

(+/-14'-3"

x 15'-5")
APPROX. 236 sf
8' CLG. HT.

FOYER #1
APPROX. 210 sf
8' CLG. HT.

2.2

WOOD

2.2

COVERED PORCH

2'-8"

2'-8"

WOOD

3'-0"
DN +/- 5"
2.1

COVERED PORCH

DN

DN

01

GROUND FLOOR PLAN
SCALE: 1/4" = 1'-0"

+/- 2,782 SF
TOTAL: +/- 4,094 SF

WOOD

EXHIBIT A
Plan Diagrams - Existing Condition

ROOF
BELOW

ROOF
BELOW

3'-2 1/2"

ROOF
BELOW

DN 16R
@ 7"

ROOM #9
x 5'-2")
APPROX. 88 sf
8' CLG. HT.

3'-0"

(+/-15'-3"

STAIR #1
31" HT.

2.4

WOOD

ROOM #7

1.2

(+/-15'-3"

x 15'-6")
APPROX. 236 sf
8' CLG. HT.

BATH #3

WOOD

TILE

2'-9 1/2"
1.1

STAIR #2
x 5'-2")
APPROX. 79 sf

2.2

11"

(+/-15'-3"

2.2

WOOD

2.2

UP

3'-2 1/2"

CARRIAGE HOUSE
ROOF BELOW

HALL #3

ROOF
BELOW

HALL #2
WOOD

2.2

ROOM #6
BATH #2
ROOM #8
(+/-15'-2"

x 12'-4")
APPROX. 200 sf
8' CLG. HT.

WOOD

2'-7"

2.2

ROOF BELOW

SECOND FLOOR PLAN
SCALE: 1/4" = 1'-0"

x 15'-9")
APPROX. 253 sf
8' CLG. HT.

TILE

2.4

02

(+/-15'-3"

(+/-6'-8" x 8'-6")
APPROX. 58 sf

+/-1,312 SF

EXHIBIT B
Photographs – Existing Condition

(Exterior – Front Elevation at Guest & Carriage House)

(Exterior – East Elevation at Guest House)
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(Exterior – South Elevation at Guest House)

(Exterior – West Elevation at Guest House)
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(Exterior – West Elevation at Guest House)

(Exterior – Porte Cochere)
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(Exterior Door at Room #1 – Porte Cochere)

(Exterior – North Elevation at Carriage House)
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(Exterior – South Elevation at Carriage House)

(Interior – Foyer #1 at Guest House)
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(Interior – Room #1 at Guest House)

(Interior – Room #1 Exterior Door at Guest House)
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(Interior – Foyer #1 at Guest House)

(Interior – Room #2 at Guest House)
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(Interior – Room #3 at Guest House)

(Interior – Stair to Basement)
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(Interior – Foyer #1)

(Interior – Kitchen)
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(Interior – Hallway #1)

(Interior – Room #4)
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(Interior – Room #5)

(Interior – Room #6)
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(Interior – Bath #2)

(Interior – Hallway #3)
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(Interior – Bath #3)

(Interior – Room #7)
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(Interior – Room #8)

(Interior – Room #9)
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(Interior – Hallway at Habitable Attic)

(Interior –Habitable Attic)

30

