Village of Pittsford
Architectural and Preservation Review Board
Monday November 6, 2017 at 7:00 PM

PRESENT:

Members: Maria Huot
William McBride
Lisa Cove (absent)
Scott Latshaw

Ken Morrow

Village Attorney: Jeff Turner
Building Insp.: Paul Alguire
Recording Sec.: Linda Habeeb

The meeting was called to order at 7:05 pm.

Motion: Member McBride made a motion stating that Member Latshaw would be the Acting Chairperson for
this meeting.
Vote: McBride - yes; Huot - yes; Latshaw - yes; Morrow - yes. Motion carried.

Conflict of Interest Disclosure

Chairperson Latshaw asked if any of the Board members had a conflict of interest with any of the
applications before the Board. Member Morrow stated that he had a conflict of interest with the application
for Pittsford Canalside Properties, and therefore would recuse himself from discussion of this application.

Bank of America, 9 North Main Street ~ Signs
Present: Peter Sorgi, Hopkins Sorgi & Romanowski PLLC

Application: Submitted, date-stamped, and Building Inspector reviewed on 10/16/17.

Discussion: The proposal is for replacement of nine existing signs with new signs and installation of two
new signs where none currently exist at Bank of America, located at 9 North Main Street. The APRB
previously approved a similar application with many of the signs having a red background, but those signs
were not installed. The current application proposes a white background instead of red. The Zoning Board of
Appeals has approved area variances for the two new signs, and no variances are required for the nine
replacement signs. The applicant stated that they are also proposing two additional ground signs that
require variances from the Zoning Board of Appeals prior to seeking APRB approval.

Board members questioned the applicant regarding the type of lighting for the illuminated signs on the ATM
canopy. Mr. Sorgi stated that there are currently gooseneck lights illuminating the sign, and the new signs
will also be lighted with gooseneck lights. He also stated that there will be no changes to the lighting of the
signs. Member Huot requested that the new sign on the drive-up canopy be centered on the side and cover
the middle molding section out of the five separate molding groupings on that facade.

Findings of Fact:

v" The proposal is for replacement of nine existing signs with new signs and installation of two new
signs on the ATM canopy.
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The replacement signs will be the same sizes, and installed in the same locations, as the existing
signs.

There will be no internally lighted signs and no changes to the lighting of the existing signs.

The two new signs will be illuminated with gooseneck lights.

The new lights will match the existing gooseneck lights in size, color, and material.

The applicant submitted documentation with the dimensions and specifications for the signs.

The sign identified as sign #11 in the application will be centered on the side and cover the middle
molding section out of the five separate molding groupings on that facade.

The sign identified as sign #12 in the application will be installed on the building facade facing
North Main Street.

ANANANANAN

\

Motion: Chairperson Latshaw made a motion, seconded by Member McBride, to approve the application for
installation of signs at 9 North Main Street, with the modification to sign #11 as discussed at this meeting.
Vote: McBride - yes; Huot - yes; Latshaw - yes; Morrow - yes. Motion carried. This decision was filed
in the Office of the Village Clerk on November 6, 2017.

~avavasas

Ann Burruto, 5 Green Hill Lane ~ Window
Present: Ann Burruto, Homeowner

Application: Submitted, date-stamped, and Building Inspector reviewed on 10/16/17.

Discussion: The applicant is proposing closing up one vinyl window, creating a new window opening, and
installing a fiberglass Marvin awning style window in the opening. Board members noted that this is a
postwar home, and that the existing windows on that side of the house are random in placement and size. It
was noted that the windows are located in the rear of the house and are minimally visible from the public
way.

Findings of Fact:

v" The house is a postwar home, built in 1952.

v' The area of the house where the window is being removed and the new window installed is
minimally visible from the public way.

v' The proposal is to close up one window and install a new window in a different location on the
same side of the house.

v" The existing windows on that side of the house are random in placement and size.

Motion: Chairperson Latshaw made a motion, seconded by Member McBride, to approve Phase I of the
application for removal of a window and installation of a new window, as submitted, with the conditions that
(1) there will be 78” from the corner of the house to the center of the new window, and (2) the applicant will
submit a cutsheet with the details of the new window.

Vote: McBride - yes; Huot - yes; Latshaw - yes; Morrow - yes. Motion carried. This decision was filed
in the Office of the Village Clerk on November 6, 2017.

~nvaa A

Bruce Parks, 6 Austin Park ~ Porch
Present: Bruce Parks, Homeowner

Application: Submitted, date-stamped, and Building Inspector reviewed on 8/14/17.
Discussion: The applicant presented a proposal for rebuilding the front porch of his house, located at 6
Austin Park. He stated that the existing porch roof and deck are in disrepair due to rotted support wood and
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inadequate post foundations. The posts will be square to match the two posts on the entry porch on the east
side of the house. The posts will be wrapped with GP SmartSide trim and painted white. He is also proposing
replacing the concrete stairs with wood stairs. Board members explained that the applicant will be required
to provide the dimensions of the proposed new stairs.

Board members stated that changing the posts will alter an existing element of the original house, which
changes the character of the house. Board members also expressed concern with the proposal to use
alternative materials.

The application will remain open so that board members can do further research on past approvals granted
by the APRB for this house.

Meg Rubiano, 36 South Main Street ~ Windows
Present: Meg Rubiano

Application: Submitted, date-stamped, and Building Inspector reviewed on 9/11/17.

Discussion: This is an open application for windows at Christ Church, located at 36 South Main Street. The
applicant stated that steel-framed windows on the church were replaced with glass-block windows, which
are not permitted by Village Code. She explained that the previous windows leaked and were not effective in
keeping mold out of the basement classrooms. The windows are below grade, and the glass is above grade.
The Church is a significant historic building located in a very high-profile historic area of the Village.

Ms. Rubiano stated that she investigated installing glass over the existing windows to obscure them from
view. She explained that there is Medina stone on the sides of the windows and cement on the bottom, and
she is concerned that installation of the glass will compromise the structure in such a manner that it no
longer has a water-tight barrier.

Member Huot suggested that Ms. Rubiano consult with a person who specializes in this type of work. The
application will remain open.

~avasasas

Pittsford Canalside Properties, 75 Monroe Avenue
Present: Chris DiMarzo, Bryan Powers, Mark IV Construction; John Mancuso, Harris Beach

Application: Submitted, date-stamped, and Building Inspector reviewed on 10/30/17.

Chairperson Latshaw made a motion, seconded by Member McBride, to adopt the following resolution:

November 6,2017 APRB Resolution Regarding the October23,2017
Pittsford Canalside Properties LLC Application fora Certificate of
Appropriateness

WHEREAS, the Decision and Order of Supreme Court]Justice John]. Ark, entered in the

Monroe County Clerk's Office at Index No. 2015-11620 on the 5th day of October, 2017
(hereinafter "Decision and Order") remanded the Pittsford Canalside Properties LLC
(hereinafter "PCP") application for Certificate of Approval to the APRB for reconsideration
pursuant to the mass and scale parameters set forth in the April 4, 2017 letter and
completion ofthe Certificate of Approval process; and

WHEREAS, the foregoing Decision and Order requires that such reconsideration shall
commence no later than November 6, 2017 and that all other provisions of the "Code of the
Village of Pittsford" notinconsistent with the foregoing decision shall apply; and
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WHEREAS, on October 18, 2017 counsel for the APRB requested counsel for PCP to
confirm precisely which materials constitute the PCPapplication; and

WHEREAS, on October 23,2017 by letter to the APRB (with a courtesy copy sent by e-
mail tothe APRB counsel on October 27,2017) confirmed precisely which materials constitute
the PCP Application *the "Application"), which Application was delivered to the Village Clerk
;and

WHEREAS, the Clerk of the Village of Pittsford (hereinafter "Clerk") has forwarded
the foregoing Application to the APRB for its consideration; and

WHEREAS, the APRB requires the assistance of a qualified architectural consultant
(1) to evaluate whether the Application materials are complete and sufficient for the APRB to
commence its review as required by the Decision and Order, (2) to evaluate the Application
for conformity with the mass and scale parameters of the April 4, 2017 letter, and (3) to
provide expert assistance to the APRB in the completion of the Certificate of Approval process;
and

WHEREAS, the APRB requires the assistance of a qualified consultant to evaluate the
completeness of the Application with regard to its conformity with the requirements of the
Pittsford Village Code for consideration of the issuance of a Certificate of Approval for the
project; and

WHEREAS, the APRB requires the assistance of legal counsel in the Certificate of
Approval process; and

WHEREAS, Article XIA of the Village of Pittsford Zoning Code and Chapter 121 of the
Village of Pittsford Code require that this Application be referred to the Village of Pittsford
Planning Board for its review; and

WHEREAS, Pittsford Village Code section 210-62.C (f) requires that an APRB
Application contain a verification from the Village Clerk's Office that the proposed project
conforms to the Zoning Code of the Village of Pittsford.

Now, based upon the foregoing, it is hereby RESOLVED by the APRB that:

1. The APRB hereby acknowledges receipt for consideration PCP's October 23, 2017
Application fora Certificate of Approval.

2. The APRB hereby requests that the Village of Pittsford Board of Trustees
(hereinafter "Board of Trustees"), pursuant to Pittsford Village Code section 210-
110.B,, retain on its behalf the architectural firm of Crawford & Stems of Syracuse,
New York to assist the APRB with:

(1 the evaluation of whether the present Application contains all information
and materials necessary for the APRB to begin its review of the
Application; and

(if)  the evaluation of the Application for conformity with the April 4, 2017
letter; and
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(iii)  the APRB's review of the Application for acceptability for the issuance ofa
Certificate of Appropriateness pursuant to thePittsford Village Code; and

3. The APRB hereby requests that the Board of Trustees retain, pursuant to
Pittsford Village Code section 210-110.B., the firm of T.Y. Linn to assist the APRB
in reviewing the Application and determining whether the Application contains
all materials required by the Pittsford Village Code; and

4. The APRB hereby requests that the Board of Trustees retain, pursuant to
Pittsford Village Code section 210-110.B., Jeffrey L. Turner, Esq. as special
counsel to assistthe APRB inits consideration of the Application; and

5. The APRB hereby requests that the Board of Trustees establish an escrow
account funded by PCP containing sufficient funds to defray the costs represented
by the various scopes of services to be provided by Crawford & Stems, T.Y. Linn
and Jeffrey L. Turner, Esq., and as hereinafter determined by the APRP; and

6. The APRB hereby directs PCP to complete and provide to the APRB and
Planning Board a Coastal Assessment Form, as required by Section 121-S(B),
and upon receipt, the APRB hereby refers the Application to the Planning Board
for a Local Waterfront Consistency determination pursuant to Article XIA of the
Village of Pittsford Zoning Code and Chapter 121 of the Pittsford Village Code;
and

7. The APRB hereby refers the Application to the Planning Board for a
determination of whether the Application conforms to the approved Final
Site Plan.; and

8. The APRB hereby requests verification from the Village Clerk's Office that the
proposed project conforms to the Village of Pittsford Zoning Code; and

The foregoing resolution, having been seconded by member McBride and the foregoing
resolution having been put to a vote, the following votes were recorded:

Member Maria Huot Aye X Nay Abstain Absent
Member William McBride Aye X Nay Abstain Absent
Acting Chairperson and .

Aye X N Abst
Member Scott Latshaw ye ay st Absent
Member Lisa Cove Aye Nay Abstain Absent
Member Kenneth Morrow Aye Nay Abstain X Absent

Upon such vote this resolution was declared duly adopted.
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Discussion: Mr. DiMarzo stated that this is not a new application before the Board; it is a continuation of the
original application for a Certificate of Appropriateness from 2014. Therefore, it is his opinion that it is not
necessary for the applicant to complete all the requirements that are stated in the resolution. He further
stated that most of the issues have been previously determined. He also stated that he will not pay for the
Village’s legal counsel.

Mr. Mancuso referenced the April 4, 2017 letter from Mr. Turner to Justice Ark, stating that the Board is

ready to complete the process of consistency determination of the mass and scale of the project. He also

stated that the Local Waterfront Revitalization Program (LWRP) had previously been determined by the
Board of Trustees.

Member McBride explained that the purpose of hiring the consultants is to guide the Board in their review of
the project. Mr. Turner stated that the Board will need to determine if the current plan conforms to the final
site plan.

Motion: Member Latshaw made a motion, seconded by Member McBride, to enter attorney-client session at
8:40 pm.
Vote: McBride - yes; Huot - yes; Latshaw - yes; Morrow - yes. Motion carried.

Motion: Member McBride made a motion, seconded by Member Huot, adjourn the meeting at 9:00 pm.
Vote: McBride - yes; Huot - yes; Latshaw - yes; Morrow - yes. Motion carried.

Linda Habeeb, Recording Secretary
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