Village of Pittsford
Architectural and Preservati on Revi ew Board
Regul ar Meeting — February 7, 2005 at 7:00 P.M

PRESENT:
Chai r per son: St eve Mel nyk
Menbers: Ken Wl ard
Marci a Watt

Scott Lat shaw
John Li nbeck

Attorney: Jeff Turner
Bui | di ng | nspector: Skip Bailey
Record Secretary: Linda Habeeb

Chai rperson Melnyk called the neeting to order at 7:10.

1. Lisa Jordan (Mona Lisa’s Villa), 50 State St - Sign

Application: Submtted and date stanped 12/22/04, anmended on 1/27/05,
and buil ding inspector approved on 12/28/04.

Di scussion: This is a continuation froma previous neeting, where the
application was hel d open pending the applicant’s subnittal of the
colors for the sign. The applicant submitted a col or sanple of a sign
with a new design which included a tel ephone nunber. The Board i nforned
the applicant that Village Code does not pernit tel ephone nunbers to be
di spl ayed on signs. It was noted for the record that the Building

I nspector’s approval was granted to the first sign, which did not

i ncl ude a phone nunber

Motion: Menmber WAatt made a notion, seconded by Menber Linbeck, to
approve the application, as amended, with the form of sign date-stanped
1/27/ 05, provided that the phone nunber is omtted, in accordance wth
Village Code, and that the words in red i medi ately above the phone
nunmber “where beauty and el egance cone together” shall be | owered and
centered in the space created by the om ssion of the phone nunber, and
further provided that the materials shall be as stated in the origina
application and as revi ewed and approved by the Board at the prior
neeting, and the applicant shall provide a copy of the final sign to
the Village for our records.

Vot e: Linmbeck — yes; WIllard — yes; Mlnyk — yes; Watt - yes; Latshaw
— yes. Mdtion carried. This decision was filed in the Ofice of the
Village Clerk on February 7, 2005.
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2. WMario Arena ~ 26 Eastview Terrace ~ Door
Present: Mario Arena

Application: Submitted and date stanped 10/27/04, amended on 1/10/ 05,
and buil di ng i nspector approved on 10/ 29/ 04.

Di scussion: This is a continuation of an application in which the
appl i cant proposed encl osing a breezeway between the garage and the
house. The Board had approved the application with the exception of the
style of the breezeway door, which part of the application renai ned
open pending the applicant’s subnmttal of the specific details of the
proposed door. Board nenbers had indicated to the applicant that the
door on the addition should not be a replica of the front door of the
house, but should be a secondary door. Chairperson Mel nyk stated that
an entry door is typically nore ornate than a secondary door, but that
in this case, he was of the opinion that the door chosen by the
applicant as the secondary door on the addition was nore ornate than
the main entry door. Other Board nenbers were of the opinion that the
door was sufficiently differentiated fromthe main entry door. The door
is made of steel, with a contenporary design, and Board nenbers stated
that the door should be painted to give the appearance of wood.

Fi ndi ngs of Fact:

1. The house was built circa 1925.

2. The door is part of construction of a new breezeway to an existing
garage and is not a replacenent door

3. The door is located in an addition to the original house that is
clearly differentiated fromthe original house.

4. The Board required the addition to be set back 12 inches to show
di fferentiation.

5. The house is located on a side street in the Village which is a
dead-end street.

6. The style of the door is a contenporary design, is conpatible in
size, scale, and, when painted, other visual qualities

7. The applicant submtted photos of interior doors with a | eaded gl ass
pattern simlar to the contenporary door

Based on the foregoing, nmenber Watt nade a notion, seconded by Menber

Li mbeck, to accept the portion of the application as regards the door
provi ded that the steel door shall be painted in its entirety including
the “frame” surrounding the glass.

Vote: Linbeck — yes; Wllard — yes; Melnyk — no; Watt — yes; Latshaw
— no. Modtion carried. This decision was filed in the Ofice of the
Village Clerk on February 7, 2005.

3. Del Monte Spa, 43 North Main Street — Door

Present: M chael Mercier

Application: Submitted, date stanped, and buil ding inspector
approved on 1/19/05.

Di scussi on: The Board stated that the applicant had renoved and
repl aced an original door and transom wi ndow i nmedi ately above the door
on the historic building, and further, that the applicant should have
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approached the Board prior to replacing the original door and shown
evi dence that the door was not repairable. The Board questioned the
applicant as to what was done with the original door and the transom
Chai rperson Mel nyk stated that the building is one of the historically
significant buildings in the Village, and that applicants are
encouraged to repair rather than replace architectural features on

hi storic buildings, or where replacenent is required, to replace in
kind, with the sane materials as the original, where possible. The
applicant stated that the reasons for replacenent of the door were that
the door was deteriorated and that the new door is an emergency exit.
Board menbers pointed out that currently, the door is blocked by snow,
whi ch prevents its use as an energency exit.

The applicant argued that the door was replaced in kind. The Board
noted that although the replacement door is wood and an effort was nade
to replicate features of the original, it is not an in-kind replacenent
because it is a different height than the original. Further, the gl ass
di nensi ons appear to be dimnished and not in proportion to the
ori gi nal

The record is clear that the applicant is aware of the requirenent to
come before the Board prior to the renmoval of historic architectura
features (or any other exterior changes) and, based on the detail ed
drawi ngs submitted, it is clear that the applicant had anple time to
submit an application prior to replacement.

Menber Linbeck nade a nmotion to deny the application pending review
fromthe person at Del Monte Lodge who nade the decision to replace the
door. This notion was not seconded or voted on

Motion: Menmber Watt made a notion, seconded by Chairperson Mel nyk, to
hol d the application open pending the applicant’s submttal of

i nformati on about the renoval of the original door and the transom
above the door, and photographs of the original door

Vote: Linmbeck — no; Wllard — yes; Melnyk — yes; Watt — yes; Latshaw
— yes. Mdtion carried. This decision was filed in the Ofice of the
Village Clerk on February 7, 2005.

4. First Presbyterian Church, 21 Church Street - Reconstruction
Present: Virginia Searl, Architect — Bero Architecture
Application: Submtted, date stanped, and building inspector approved
on 10/ 21/04, and anended on 2/7/05.

Di scussion: The applicant presented the follow ng proposed changes
to the previous conditionally-approved application.

1. Metal louvers are proposed at the new nmechani cal roomon the | ower
floor. (A-10, A-11.2, A-20.1, A-20.2, A-20.4, and A-20.5) The
applicant stated that the proposal is for three nmetal |ouvers: two
on the East and West sides in existing wi ndow openi ngs and one on
the North side.
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Board menbers questi oned whether the applicants had consi dered
alternatives to the louvres, and stated that they will request that the
Board’'s architectural advisor comment on the | ouvres.

2. The existing handrail at the |obby, north entrance, is deteriorated
and is proposed to be replaced. The material for the guardrail wll
match the existing railing. The handrail interior to the guardrai
at the steps will be as shown on 1/A-11.1, A-20.1, and A-20.3.

3. An energency generator is proposed on the south side of the building
west of the south vestibule entrance. The proposal is to screen it
with a fence to match the adjacent existing board-on-board fence.
(2/A-11.1, A-11.3, and A-11.4).

4. The columms at the new Locust Street entrance were originally
proposed to be wood. They are now proposed as fiberglass. (2/A-
11.1).

5. The gutters and downspouts at the new roof canopies were originally
proposed to be copper. They are now proposed as al um numto match
exi sting. The shapes are the sane.

6. The concrete stoop at the |l obby, north entrance, will be raised
approximately 6” nmoving the step down away from the doorway. The
exi sting stone bases under the colums and pilasters will be
renmoved. The columms and pilasters will remain in place and the
concrete will be placed under them (A-20.3).

7. The lower floor windows in the East Wng, the south side bel ow the
| eaded gl ass wi ndows, and bel ow the historic portion of the building
are schedul ed to be replaced. When the building was cl eaned and
ashest os abatenment conpleted, we were able to access these areas and
eval uate the condition of the wi ndows. Mst of the w ndows suffered
substantial danage fromthe fire and firefighting activities. Refer
A-20.1 and A-20. 6.

The applicant stated that there will be an evaluation of the w ndows to
determne if they are sal vageabl e.

Fi ndi ng of Fact:

? Afire at the Church caused substantial damage, necessitating nuch
of the repair and refurbishing of the Church

Mot i on: Chairperson Mel nyk made a notion, seconded by Menber Latshaw,
to approve ltens # 2-6, as submitted, and Item# 7, conditioned on

i nventory/eval uati on of the windows with at | east one Board nenber
present, and to hold open Item #1, pending further review with the
architectural consultant. It was noted that the list subnmitted by the
applicant was renunbered, so that the second #3 is #6 and the second #4
is #7.

Vot e: Linmbeck — yes; WIllard — yes; Melnyk — yes; Latshaw — yes; Watt
— abstain. Modtion carried. This decision was filed in the Ofice of
the Village Clerk on February 7, 2005.

5. Roger Powers, 25 Schoen Place - Addition
Present: Theodore Powers
Roger Powers, Jr.
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Application: Submtted, date stanped, and buil ding i nspector approved
on 1/ 20/ 05.

Di scussion: The applicants are seeking conceptual approval for an
addition and renovations to Building # 1 at 25 Schoen Pl ace. The
applicants stated that the exterior construction will match the

exi sting, and that a portion of the building at the West end is
proposed to be renoved and reattached to the addition portion of the
bui | di ng. The siding on the proposed addition will be wood to match
the siding on the original building. The scale and scal e house w ||
remai n.

The Board stated that the applicant will be required to return before
this Board and to obtain site plan approval prior to beginning
construction.

Fi ndi ngs of Fact:

1. The Board gave the applicant a copy of the architectural advisor’s
comments and requested that the applicants incorporate architectura
differentiation in the final plans.

2. Al existing windows will be used, and new wi ndows will match
exi sting wi ndows.
3. The applicants will return before the Board with conplete

construction plans including all dinmensions and materials.

Motion: Menber Linbeck nade a notion, seconded by Menber Latshaw, to
conceptual |y approve the subnmitted plans, in which the front door wll
be moved to include 4 inches mninmum of clapboard, plus trim and
contingent upon submittal of conplete construction draw ngs, including
all materials and di nensions, and contingent upon site plan approval.

Vote: Linmbeck — yes; WIllard — yes; Latshaw — yes; Watt - yes; Melnyk
— abstain. Modtion carried. This decision was filed in the Ofice of
the Village Clerk on February 7, 2005.

6. M chael Newcomb, 15 S. Main Street — Door
Present: M chael Newconb
Application: Subnitted and date stanped on 1/7/05.

Di scussion: The applicant proposes replacing the front door, the snall
transom wi ndow over the door, the front display w ndow, and the side

di spl ay wi ndow on the residence. The applicant stated that the transom
is deteriorated and the nmetal frame is rotted, and he proposes

repl acing the window with a wood wi ndow with true divided lites. The
proposed door will be made of steel. It was stated for the record that
the second drawi ng of the door in the plans is for purposes of

suppl ying an exanple and is not part of the proposal

Fi ndi ngs of Fact:

1. The building was built in the 1950 s.

2. The applicant has stated that the existing transom wood w ndow i s
deteriorated beyond repair

3. There have been alterations to the picture w ndow.
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4. Interior muntins were added to the existing door.

5. These characteristics are not original to the building;, however, the
character of the divided lites has now becone part of the buil ding
and is consistent with surrounding buildings, and therefore should
be mai nt ai ned.

Motion: Member Watt made a motion, seconded by Menber Linbeck, to
approve the application, as subnmtted, the existing transomto be
replaced with an all-wood true divided lite window, lites to match

exi sting, replacement of headpiece to match existing, installation of a
new steel frane, installation of a steel door with wood true divided
lite window unit, the door to be painted one color to create the
appearance simlar to a wooden door, all other aspects to be as

i ndicated in the application

Vote: Linbeck — yes; WIllard — yes; Latshaw — yes; Watt - yes; Ml nyk
— abstain. Modtion carried. This decision was filed in the Ofice of
the Village Clerk on February 7, 2005.

7. Mchael Newcomb, 30 S. Main Street — Denplition of barn
Present: M chael Newconb

Application: Submtted, date stanped, and buil di ng i nspector approved
on 12/ 29/ 04.

Di scussion: The applicant is proposing denolishing the barn in the
rear of 30 South Main Street. The applicant stated that the barn is in
severe disrepair, and the insurance conpany will not continue to cover
the property in its current condition. The applicant stated that the
bui | di ng cannot be utilized because there is no access and no parKking.
M. Newconb further stated that he is not requesting the renoval of the
shed to the left of the barn.

The Board stated that the standards for denolition are very high, and
suggested that the property be evaluated by a structural engineer
Menber Watt noted that the property is visible from Church St. It was
al so pointed out that the proposed denmolition is a Type | SEQR acti on,
requiring conpletion of the Full Environnental Assessnent Form

8. M chael Newcomnmb, 10 Jackson Park — Doors

Present: M chael Newconb

Application: Submtted and date stamped on 1/14/05, and buil ding
i nspect or approved on 1/19/05.

Di scussion: The applicant replaced two wood doors with two netal
doors. The applicant stated that the doors were deteriorated and not
original to the residence. Chairperson Melnyk stated that the
appl i cant shoul d have cone before the Board before replacing the doors.
Board members questioned the applicant as to why the previ ous wooden
doors with wi ndows were replaced with solid steel doors. The applicant
stated that he replaced the doors with solid doors in the interest of
the privacy of the inhabitants of the residence.

The Board decided to | eave the application open, pending the
architectural advisor’'s opinion as to what type of door is conpatible.
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9. Pittsford Flour MIIl, Schoen Place — Rehabilitation
Present: Robert Corby, Bero Architecture
Application: Submitted and date stamped on 10/6/04, and buil ding
i nspector approved on 10/ 13/ 04.

Di scussion: M. Corby presented draw ngs show ng the proposed fina
exterior of the MII building. He stated that the irregular rhythm of
the windows is part of the historic character of the building and
shoul d be preserved.

M. Corby presented the followi ng argunents in support of the proposa
to install painted clad wood wi ndows in the MII Building:

? The historical period of significance for the Flour MIIl is 1939 —
1950. During this period, the MII| reached its peak operating
capacity and achieved its current physical form

? The proposed wi ndows will match the opening size, |ocation, exterior
frame detail, and nmuntin configuration of the existing w ndows.

? The APRB has permitted substitute materials when the applicant has
denmonstrated that the materials were avail able during the property’s
hi storic period.

? Metal -clad wi ndows, often referred to as “kal anein wi ndows,” have
been available since the early 20th century. Pronotiona
informati on for netal -clad wood wi ndows published in the 1925
“Sweet’s Architectural Catal ogue” has been submitted with this
application. During the first half of the twentieth century, netal-
cl ad wi ndows gai ned popularity as a nmeans of achieving better
durability and reduced mai ntenance. Because of the higher cost, the
use of netal-clad wi ndows was usually linmted to comrerci al
i ndustrial, institutional, and high-end, nulti-famly residentia
structures. In the Village, the Nothnagle building was outfitted
with nmetal -clad wi ndows when it was renodeled in the 1920’ s.

? Permitting clad wi ndows on this application would not set a
precedent for 19'" century buildings or 20'" century residential and
commerci al structures because the | ocal use of netal in the early
20" century was limted to comercial, agricultural, and industria
structures. Whiile netal -clad wood wi ndows woul d be inappropriate
for a 19'" century house or store, they might be appropriate for a
m d-20'" century industrial conplex.

? Wiile during the 19" century, npst construction in the Village of
Pittsford was built exclusively of stone, brick, and wood, the first
hal f of the 20'" century witnessed the introduction of nunerous
alternatives: galvanized netal cladding on the existing Flour M|
wi ndow sills, galvanized metal siding on several of the early 20t
century Schoen Place m Il buildings, steel windows at the Pittsford
Farms bull barn and dairy, and honpbsote siding on the MII|. During
the historic period, experinentation with new materi als,
particularly netal, was common.
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? An exact duplication of historic windows is inpractical because nmass
producti on net hods have changed. Wi ghted and pi nned sash operators
have been replaced throughout the industry by vinyl janb |iners.
When the large residential w ndow manufacturers began pronmoting the
use of aluminum cladding in the 1970's, the appearance of clad
wi ndows differed significantly from conparable wood units. Today,
the availability of sinulated exterior nuntins and greatly inproved
profiles has reduced the apparent difference in appearance between
the two products to the seans of the cladding visible at the sash
corners.

? Vinyl windows or vinyl-clad w ndows, due to color, texture, and
profile, are visually very dissimlar fromall historic w ndows
produced in the 20'" and 19'" century in Pittsford and therefore,
woul d be inappropriate in any historic structure in the Village.

? Restoration of the MII would require replacing the honosote siding,
the truck dock, blower tubes, and steel pipes. |In rehabilitation
al so known as adaptive reuse, conpronises are permtted to
accommodat e nmodern programmuatic requirenents. I n past applications,
the Board has all owed substantial changes to historic buildings to
accomodat e nodern uses. Exanples include the ATM canopy and porch
at Canandai gua National Bank, the alterations of openings on the
facade of the former Thornell Garage to accomodate Starbucks, the
adapt ati on of the Schoen Coal sheds to accommpdate retail shops, and
the relocation of the garage at the Canal Lanp’'s bed and breakfast.
All of these projects were successful, because the alterations |eft
the nost inportant historic character-defining features of the
property intact.

M. Corby stated his opinion that because of the applied exterior
muntins, the proposed wi ndows are a reasonable facsinile of wood
wi ndows.

The Board stated that the applicant is proposing altering a significant
feature of the historic structure. Board nenbers expressed concerns
with setting a precedent for future applications coming before the
Board. Chairperson Melnyk referenced # 6 of the Secretary of the
Interior’s Standards, stating that deteriorated historic features shal
be repaired rather than replaced, and where the severity of
deterioration requires replacenent of a distinctive feature, the new
feature shall match the old in design, color, texture, and other visua
qualities and, where possible, materials. The Board suggested
consulting the architectural advisor, and conducting an inventory to
deternm ne which wi ndows can be repaired.

Chai rperson Mel nyk made a notion, seconded by Menber Linbeck, to
approve the details of the Flour MII proposal, as indicated by

el evations on drawi ng #04110. MD-12, submitted 2/8/05, exenpting the
materi al of the w ndow applications, and conditional upon receipt of
wor ki ng drawi ngs providing details of all exterior elevations.

Vote: Linmbeck — yes; WIllard — yes; Ml nyk — yes; Latshaw — yes; Watt
— yes. Mdtion carried. This decision was filed in the Ofice of the
Village Clerk on February 7, 2005.
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ADJOURNMENT:

There being no further business, Chairperson Ml nyk adjourned the
nmeeting at 11:30.

Li nda Habeeb, Recording Secretary



