
 

 

Village of Pittsford 
Architectural and Preservation Review Board 

Monday September 11, 2017 at 7:00 PM 
 
PRESENT: 
 
Chairperson:  Maria Huot  
Members:  William McBride 

Lisa Cove  
         Scott Latshaw  

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

  
   Chairperson Huot called the meeting to order at 7:05 pm. 
 
   Conflict of Interest Disclosure 

Chairperson Huot asked if any of the Board members had a conflict of interest with any of the applications 
before the Board. Member Cove stated that she has a personal relationship with the applicant for 36 Rand 
Place, but that would not influence her vote on the matter. Member Huot stated that she has a conflict of 
interest with the applicant for 34 Church Street and will recuse herself from voting on the application. 

Janet Lennox ~ 4 South Main Street ~ Sign   
Present: Janet Lenox, Pittsford Youth Services 
 
Application: Submitted, date-stamped, and Building Inspector reviewed on 8/15/17. 
Discussion: The proposal is for installation of a sign on the building located at 4 South Main Street. The 
sign is made of an aluminum composite material and is ¼” in thickness. The sign will be installed in the 
same location, and will be the same proportion, as the sign that was previously located on the building.  
 
Findings of Fact: 
 

 The proposal is for installation of a sign on the building located at 4 South Main Street. 
 The sign is made of an aluminum composite material and is ¼” in thickness. 
 The sign will be installed next to an existing sign on the Main Street side of the building. 
 The applicant submitted documentation with the dimensions and specifications for the sign. 

 
Motion: Chairperson Huot made a motion, seconded by Member McBride, to approve the application for 
installation of a sign, as submitted.  

 
Vote:   McBride – yes; Huot – yes; Latshaw – yes; Cove - yes. Motion carried. This decision was filed in 
the Office of the Village Clerk on September 11, 2017. 
 

~~~~~ 
Carolyn Gerstner, 40 Sutherland Street ~ Pillar 
Present: Carolyn Gerstner, Homeowner  
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Application: Submitted, date-stamped, and Building Inspector reviewed on 8/16/17. 
Discussion:  The applicant stated that she is proposing replacing the deteriorating brick pillar at the front 
of the driveway with a new pillar, and installing another pillar to match on the other side of the driveway. 
Board members expressed concern with removing the existing pillar that matches the brick on the house, 
and replacing it with a pillar made of a different material. It was suggested that the applicant consider 
repairing the existing pillar, or replacing it with a pillar made of the same material as the existing pillar.  
 
The application will remain open while the applicant reviews these alternatives.  

 
~~~~~ 

Jill Werner, 34 Church Street ~ Deck 
Present: Jill Werner, Homeowner  
 
Application: Submitted, date-stamped, and Building Inspector reviewed on 6/9/17. 
Discussion:  This is an open application for installation of a pressure-treated wood deck on the north side 
of the house, located at 34 Church Street. The applicant has been granted a variance for the deck from the 
Zoning Board of Appeals. There will be a fence on the deck with wood spindles that match the fence on the 
stairs. 
 
Findings of Fact: 
 

 The applicant is proposing installing a wood deck on the north side of the house. 
 There will be a fence on the deck with wood spindles that match the fence on the stairs. 
 The posts will be 4x4 on both the deck and the railings. 
 The posts will be capped with copper tops. 
 The risers will reflect the depiction of the stairs on the second-to-last page of the supplemental 

application materials. 
 The deck is appropriate for the neighborhood. 

 
Motion: Member McBride made a motion, seconded by Member Latshaw, to approve the application for 
installation of a deck, as modified.  

 
Vote:   McBride – yes; Huot – abstain; Latshaw – yes; Cove - yes. Motion carried. This decision was filed 
in the Office of the Village Clerk on September 11, 2017. 
 

~~~~~ 
Richard Palumbo, 44 Rand Place ~ Siding 
Present: Richard Palumbo, Homeowner; Jeff Hornig, Contractor 
 
Discussion:  The applicant is proposing replacing the board-and-batten siding on the house at 44 Rand 
Place with hardiboard siding. He stated that the siding is deteriorating and will not hold paint.  The existing 
siding is an MDO plywood product with a resin finish.  Mr. Palumbo pointed out that the portion of the 
siding that is visible from the public way is 150 feet from the road. Chairperson Huot noted that the siding 
is visible from the street, and it is within the APRB’s jurisdiction to maintain the integrity of the structure. 
Member Huot stated that the board has approved this type of hardiboard in this era of home, as long as the 
siding respects the character of the house, which is a classic ranch-style house. The applicant presented 
two types of vertical siding: textured and flat surface. The Board expressed to the applicant that the 
vertical, flat surface siding is appropriate for the house.  
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The applicant is also proposing changing the dimensions of a previously approved window on the western 
elevation of the house. The previous window was 4’ x 3’, and the proposed window is a 7’ x 3’ 8” Anderson 
window. The windows are not constructed flush with the house, and the siding will be installed around the 
windows to remedy this problem.  
 
Board members commented on a bracket on the front of the garage that was not approved by the Board. 
Member Huot explained that this Craftsman-style feature is not appropriate on a classic ranch-style house. 
She stated that generally, these extensions are on gables, not hip roofs. It was determined that the bracket 
is not structurally necessary.  Mr. Palumbo stated that, in his opinion, the house is not a pristine example of 
a 1960’s ranch-style house. Member Huot stated that the type of bracket that the applicant has on the 
house is typical of Craftsman-style houses, and that adding this element changes the character of the house.  
Board members requested that he either reduce the size of the bracket or eliminate it completely.   
 
Mr. Palumbo stated that it is his opinion that the bracket was previously approved by the Board at the May 
1, 2017 APRB meeting. 
 
Window 
 
Findings of Fact: 
 

 The applicant is proposing to modify the previous application for an existing window.  
 The proposed window is larger than the window that was approved. 
 The proposed window matches the style of the house and is an appropriate style for the house. 
 The specifications for the window were submitted for the record. 

 
Motion: Chairperson Huot made a motion, seconded by Member McBride, to approve the modification of 
the previously approved application for installation of a window.  

 
Vote:   McBride – yes; Huot – yes; Latshaw – yes; Cove - yes. Motion carried. This decision was filed in 
the Office of the Village Clerk on September 11, 2017. 

 
Siding: textured 
 
Findings of Fact:  
 

 The applicant is proposing to remove the battens on the house and install hardiboard vertical 
siding with wavy grain to mimic wood grain. 

 The Board generally does not approve faux grain surfaces for siding because the texture does 
not accurately mimic the texture of wood. 

 
Motion: Chairperson Huot made a motion, seconded by Member McBride, to deny the application for 
installation of textured hardiboard siding.   
 
Vote:   McBride – yes; Huot – yes; Latshaw – yes; Cove - yes. Motion carried. This decision was filed in 
the Office of the Village Clerk on September 11, 2017. 
 
Siding: flat 
 
Findings of Fact:  
 



APRB 09.11.17 Mtg. 

 

4 

 

Page | 4 

 The applicant is modifying the application to propose installing hardiboard vertical siding with 
a flat surface. 

 
Motion: Chairperson Huot made a motion, seconded by Member McBride, to approve the amended 
application for installation of hardiboard vertical siding with a flat surface. 
 
Vote:   McBride – yes; Huot – yes; Latshaw – yes; Cove - yes. Motion carried. This decision was filed in 
the Office of the Village Clerk on September 11, 2017. 

 
Motion: Chairperson Huot made a motion, seconded by Member McBride, to amend the previous motion to 
approve the application for installation of hardiboard vertical siding with a flat surface, including the soffits 
and trim. 
 
Vote:   McBride – yes; Huot – yes; Latshaw – yes; Cove - yes. Motion carried. This decision was filed in 
the Office of the Village Clerk on September 11, 2017. 
 
Chairperson Huot stated that on the proposed plans, there is an extension to the hip roof on the side of the 
garage, which affects the side elevation that is visible from the street. The bracket is an element that is not 
appropriate for this style of house. The Board recommends that the bracket not be included on the 
proposed plans.  

~~~~~ 
Motion: Chairperson Huot made a motion, seconded by Member McBride, to deny the bracket on the side 
of the garage.  
 
Vote:   McBride – yes; Huot – yes; Latshaw – no; Cove - yes. Motion carried. This decision was filed in 
the Office of the Village Clerk on September 11, 2017. 
 
Mr. Palumbo expressed that he did not make an application for the bracket, stating his opinion that the 
issue has already been determined. Member Huot responded that the bracket was presented as part of the 
application before the board.  

~~~~~~ 
Craig Miller, 45 Lincoln Avenue ~Window 
 
Application: Submitted, date-stamped, and Building Inspector reviewed on 7/11/17. 
Discussion:  This is a continuation of an open application for replacement windows.  The applicant is 
proposing replacing the steel casement windows on the porch with Integrity fiberglass clad casements with 
simulated divided lights. The replacement windows are the same specifications as the windows approved 
for the addition.  
 
Findings of Fact: 
 

 The proposal is for replacement of the windows in the sunroom with fiberglass windows.  
 The windows being replaced are not original to the house. 
 The replacement windows are similar in proportion and style to the windows on the addition. 
 

Motion: Chairperson Huot made a motion, seconded by Member McBride, to approve the application for 
installation of replacement windows, as submitted.   
 
Vote:   McBride – yes; Huot – yes; Latshaw - yes; Cove - yes. Motion carried. This decision was filed in 
the Office of the Village Clerk on September 11, 2017. 
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~~~~~ 

James Gribbon, 21 South Street ~ Door   
 
Application: Submitted, date-stamped, and Building Inspector reviewed on 7/13/17. 
Discussion:  The applicant is proposing replacing an existing door on the house with a wood door, which is 
similar in style to the door on the side of the house.  
 
Findings of Fact: 
 

 The house was built circa 1885. 
 The applicant is proposing to replace an existing door with a wooden door with the same 

characteristics as the side door facing South Street. 
 

Motion: Chairperson Huot made a motion, seconded by Member McBride, to approve the application for 
installation of a wood door, as submitted.   
 
Vote:   McBride – yes; Huot – yes; Latshaw – yes; Cove - yes. Motion carried. This decision was filed in 
the Office of the Village Clerk on September 11, 2017. 
 

~~~~~ 
Sarah Torrey, 36 Rand Place, Windows 
Present: Sarah Torrey, Homeowner 
 
Discussion: The applicant stated that she is proposing replacing the original windows on the sides and 
rear of the house with vinyl windows. She explained that the existing windows are deteriorating and mold 
is beginning to form on the windows.  
 
Chairperson Huot stated that the installation of the proposed windows will completely change the 
character of the house. She referenced the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation, which 
state that, “The historic character of a property shall be retained and preserved. The removal of historic 
materials or alteration of features and spaces that characterize a property shall be avoided.” She further 
stated that the applicant will need to demonstrate that the existing windows are beyond repair.  The 
application will remain open, and the applicant will have the windows evaluated by experts.  
 
Information only: 
 
Virginia Searl, 52 South Main Street 
 
The Board discussed a roofing replacement project for the Manse at 52 South Main Street. 
 
 
ADJOURNMENT:  There being no further business, Chairperson Huot adjourned the meeting at 
9:30 pm.  
  
 
________________________________________ 
Linda Habeeb, Recording Secretary 


