Village of Pittsford
Architectural and Preservati on Revi ew Board
Speci al Meeting — August 16, 2005 at 4:30 PM

PRESENT:
Chai r per son: St eve Mel nyk
Menber s: John Li nmbeck
Marci a Watt
Scott Latshaw
Ken Wl ard
Attorney: Jeff Turner
Bui | di ng | nspector: Skip Bail ey
Secretary: Li nda Habeeb

Chai rperson Melnyk called the neeting to order at 4:45.

1. Pittsford Flour MIIl, Schoen Pl ace
Present: Al Longwel
M chael Newconb
Todd Longwel
John Darcy - Attorney

Di scussi on: The neeting began with a view ng and di scussi on of the
par gi ng over of the stone foundati on and concrete bl ock. The Chairman
noted that at previous APRB neetings, it was determ ned that the
original stone foundation provided a differentiation of the 1800°s M|
portion of the building fromthe newer portions of the MII, and that
it would be preserved during the project. The Board further pointed out
that the cornerboard could have been maintained as a historic marker,
but this was not required based on the representations of the applicant
that the original foundation would be preserved.

The applicants stated that the reason for the renoval of the foundation
was that due to a drainage problem the foundation was deteriorating.

It was pointed out by Board nenbers that the drainage i ssue does not
affect the preservation of the stone foundation, and that if the
applicants had encountered a problemw th the preservation of the
stone, they were required to cone before the Board and present
alternative options. The solution proposed by the applicants in
response to the violation notice was to allow the parging to renain
with additional parging scored to imtate a stone foundation. This
proposal was voted on and denied by the Board at the August APRB
nmeeting. The Board al so pointed out that any grading/drai nage probl ens
are issues for the Planning Board.

The Board then exam ned a segnent of the stone foundation on which the
applicant had attenpted to renpbve the new parging by chiseling it off.
It appeared that the effort to renove the pargi ng was successful, and
it was agreed that the applicant would continue to renove the parging
in this manner. Once the parging is renoved and the original fieldstone

is exposed, the applicant will exam ne the foundati on and nmake a
proposal for restoration. It was stressed by the Board that the method
used to replace any stones or to fill gaps in masonry, and the use of

any new fieldstone or other materials, would need to be reviewed and
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approved by the Board prior to restoration work being commenced. It was
agreed that another site visit would be necessary at that tinme.

Wth regard to the newer portion of the foundati on which now has new
par gi ng over concrete block, it was determ ned that the applicant would
attenpt to renove the new pargi ng and, based on the results, either
renove the new parging or cone back to the Board with a proposal for
that portion of the foundation.

The next issue for discussion was the disposition of the rusticated

bl ock. The Board again stressed the inportance of preserving these

bl ocks for use at the site, as an historic marker of the warehouse that
was denol i shed. The applicants stated that only 12 sal vageabl e bl ocks
remai n. The Board discussed the possibility of retrieving the bl ocks,
but the applicants indicated this was not now possible

Next, the alteration of the basenent openi ngs was di scussed, and the
Board pointed out that there had been no application submitted for
these changes. The site visit revealed that three openings had been
filled with concrete block: two were wi ndows that were to have been
preserved according to the approved plan, and the third openi ng was
possibly the site of a coal shoot and was not indicated on the
previously filed plans. It was suggested that the applicants conplete
an inventory docunmenting all the changes regarding these
openi ngs/ wi ndows and present it to the Board.

The Board then addressed the office-door stairway. The Chairnman noted
that the application to turn the stairway to the side was denied at the
| ast Board neeting. Also, the Board indicated to the applicants that
the Board had approved concrete stairs with netal handrails. The
applicant agreed that this stairway would be rebuilt according to the
ori gi nal approved pl an.

The applicants stated that they had not anticipated the problens that
they have encountered with this project, and that they have tried to
mai ntain the integrity of the buildings. Board nenbers stated that over
a period of many nonths, and havi ng nmade several concessions, they had
wor ked with the applicants to create an acceptable plan for the
project, but that the applicants had not acted in accordance with the
agr eed- upon pl an.

Next, the Board and the applicants viewed and di scussed the w ndows.
The wi ndows that were approved by the Board were all-wood, Kol be &

Kol be repl acenent wi ndows, but the applicants have installed w ndows

t hat have wood sashes and aluminumclad sills and trim Board menbers
presented specification sheets, mnutes, and letters indicating that

t he approval granted was for all-wood wi ndows. They stated that wooden
sashes with clad trimwas not approved by the Board. They went on to
stress their concern with setting the precedent of allow ng these

wi ndows to be installed in this historically significant building in
the Village. M. Longwell stated that the wi ndow installed was the sane
as the sanple wi ndow that was presented to the Board at the neeting at
whi ch the wi ndows were approved. Bob Corby could not recall the
conposition of the sanple wi ndow frame, and Board Menbers pointed out
that, even if this were the case, the wi ndow had been represented to
themto be all wood
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Mayor Corby suggested ways in which the wi ndows could be altered
visually in order to bring themcloser to what the Board approved, for
exanpl e, extending the sill casing to the edge of the w ndow, caul king
the seam and painting the clad trimto elimnate the difference in
sheen. He further suggested that the Board s preservation expert and
the applicants’ architect could work together to create a proposal to
fix the problens that would be acceptable to both parties. Certain
Board nmenbers expressed the view that any proposed changes woul d not
address the fundanental issue, which is the use of clad w ndows.
However, the Board determined that the matter should remain as a

vi ol ati on pending input fromthe architectural consultant and a
specific proposal fromthe applicant. It was agreed that if such a
proposal is nmade by the applicant, the applicant will trim out and
pai nt one wi ndow for the Board to visually exanm ne and consi der

Menber Linbeck stated his opinion that any further involvenent in the
process by Mayor Corby woul d present a potential conflict of interest.

In closing, Chairperson Melnyk summarized the main i ssues di scussed and
action items resulting fromthe neeting:

= Restoration of the fieldstone and concrete bl ock foundation:
Applicants are to renove the parging fromthe fiel dstone foundation
and nake a proposal for restoration. Applicants are to present test
results for restoration of the concrete block portion of the
foundati on to the Board.

# Rusticated bl ock: The warehouse rusticated bl ock has been destroyed
by denolition in violation of the approved plan. Applicants are to
propose an alternate material to be used on the front entry
stai rway.

&z Alteration of basenment wi ndows and openings: Applicant to submt an
i nventory of the wi ndows and ot her openi ngs and nmake a
proposal for restoration or incorporation into the foundation

=z W ndows: The presently installed wi ndows have not been approved.
Appl i cant should correct the wi ndow violation by installing the
approved all-wood wi ndows or make a proposal, based on consultation
with its architect and the APRB consultant, for the installed
repl acenent wi ndows with nodifications to address the use of
cl addi ng. Any such proposal is subject to Board review, and there is
no assurance that it will neet the Board's
preservation/rehabilitation standards.

& Signage: The building plan filed by applicants’ new architect
showed si ghage that has not been approved by the APRB. Signage wil |
remai n as previously approved unl ess applicant submts a proposa
for a change.

& Approvals were granted by the Board conditioned on fina
construction plans with full details being submitted to the Board.
The applicant nust file a full, detailed set of construction
docunents as set forth in the two approval letters sent to
applicant. Applicant is currently in violation of this condition to
approval .
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ADJ OURNMENT:

There being no further business, Chairperson Ml nyk adjourned the
nmeeting at 6:15 .

Li nda Habeeb, Recording Secretary



