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VILLAGE OF HONEOYE FALLS ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS August 24, 2009 

MEMBERS PRESENT: Theresa Markham, Hank Besanceney, Jim Hoh, Mark Donahoe 

ALSO PRESENT:  Charlie Johnson; Danny Bassette; Ryan Stoner; Gary Garofalo, Rick West, 
Kelly Dollarhide, Dan Altamura, Glenn Turdik, Danny Bassette, Walt Dyer, Jane Kjoller, Diane 
Bredes-Nies 

Chair Markham called the meeting to order at 7:33 PM. 

AREA VARIANCE: 166 WEST MAIN ST. 

Dan Altamura reviewed the reduced width of the proposed building addition from 25 feet to 20 
feet.  This permits two way traffic around the end of the building.  Charlie reviewed the other 
conditions of Planning Board approval for the Board. 

Hearing no requests by the public to speak, Chair Markham closed the public hearing at 7:40 

 

AREA VARIANCE (rear yard setback):  34 NORTON STREET 
AREA VARIANCE (parking location):  34 NORTON STREET 

Ryan Stoner & Gary Garofalo reviewed the application stating that the Village’s published 
information on the website was erroneous and further more the Planning Board did not point 
these issues out at the required sketch plan review application.  The building was located on the 
site for the specific reason of not aligning with the building at 32 Norton Street.  No reasonable 
alternative locations exist on the site.  This creates the parking on the side of the building. 

Mark asked:  will building look similar to the one on 32 Norton?  Ryan:  yes 

Mark asked:  What will be the use of the former National Fuel building?  Ryan:  unknown at this 
time, storage is a possibility. 

Mark asked:  Discuss the two drive entries?  Ryan:  both driveways exist and will remain.  Each 
drive will serve a separate building. 
 
Hank stated:  The existing building will shield the parking from street view.  The parking rule 
(parking placed behind building) was established when buildings are located close to the street. 
 
Mark asked:  What is the separation between the buildings?  Ryan: Traditional Village District 
requires a minimum 24 feet or the height of the taller building whichever is greater, this distance 
is 26 feet.  This is another reason the rear yard setback cannot be met. 
  
Hearing no requests by the public to speak, Chair Markham closed the public hearing at 7:50 
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AREA VARIANCE (rear yard setback):  BEAM MILLING 
AREA VARIANCE (parking location):  BEAM MILLING 

Ryan Stoner & Gary Garofalo presented plans for the Beam Milling property (also known as 0 
Lehigh t., 1 Lehigh St, or 2 Lehigh St). They would like a variance to put parking on the side of 
the building instead of in the rear. Ryan explained that the building is oriented the way it is 
because he is trying to keep the “feeling” of the street. If they turn the building so that the 
parking will fit in the rear, it will not be as aesthetically pleasing. Additionally, headlights from 
parking cars will shine into people’s homes. With parking on the side, the headlights are 
shielded by the building. 

Chair Markham opened the public hearing at 8:05PM. 

Walt Dyer (26 Monroe St.), Diane Bredes-Nies (22 Monroe St.) and Jane Kjoller (24 Monroe St.) 
asked to speak. Their properties border Mr. Stoner’s property and they are concerned about 
maintaining the shielding between their properties and the new property. They asked if Mr. 
Stoner was planning on building a fence. Mr. Stoner said he does not want to build a fence. He 
prefers to use landscaping to shield the border. 

Another concern was about light and noise. Mr. Stoner explained that, if they get the variance, 
there will be no rear parking and therefore headlights won’t be an issue. The is an existing 
hedgerow, which Ryan plans on keeping. He also intends to plant evergreens and will put 
barberries or some other sort of prickly hedge to prevent people from using the Monroe St. 
properties as a shortcut. 

Mr. Dyer said he likes the idea of a birm. Ms. Bredes-Nies said she would like to live with Mr. 
Stoner’s solutions for one year but have recourse to come back if it doesn’t work to cut down 
noise, light and trespassers. 

Charlie Johnson said that, if the variance is granted, there is no mechanism to allow the board 
to re-evaluate these specific issues after one year. Chair Markham added that these issues 
should be brought before the Planning Board when Mr. Stoner applies for site plan approval. 

Jim Hoh commented that he has a problem with a 6’ rear setback. The property is currently 
adjacent to a parking lot and therefore 6’ seems enough. However, if someone wanted to 
develop the adjacent property in the future, a 6’ setback could cause a problem. Ryan pointed 
out that the rear of his property abuts the side of the adjacent property and the adjacent 
property is in the VB zone. This zone has a 3’ side setback requirement so 6’ shouldn’t be a 
problem. Jim said that given this information, he agrees that 6’ isn’t an issue. 

There were no further requests by the public to speak, and Chair Markham closed the public 
hearing at 8:25. 

 

AREA VARIANCE (rear yard setback):  34 NORTON STREET 
AREA VARIANCE (parking location):  34 NORTON STREET 

Motion by Hank Besanceney, seconded by Mark Donahoe to grant a variance for side parking 
and a 14’ rear setback based on the plans presented. 
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ROLL CALL VOTE 
1. H. Besanceney – Aye 
2. M. Donahoe - Aye 
3. J. Hoh – Aye 
4. T. Markham – Aye 

ALL IN FAVOR 
MOTION CARRIED – AREA VARIANCES GRANTED 

 

AREA VARIANCE (rear yard setback):  BEAM MILLING 
AREA VARIANCE (parking location):  BEAM MILLING 

Motion by Jim Hoh, seconded by Mark Donahoe to grant a variance for side parking and a 6’ 
rear setback based on the plans presented. 

Jim said the fact that the neighboring property has 3’ setback minimizes the negative impact of 
a 6’ setback. It also makes sense to have the parking on the side in order to keep it away from 
adjoining residential properties. Hank added that if parking was put in the rear, it would look like 
a set a barracks. The presented orientation is much more pleasing and in keeping with the 
neighborhood. 

Mark commented that changing the plans to enable a 20’ rear setback would compromise the 
overall feel of the area. 

ROLL CALL VOTE 
1. H. Besanceney – Aye 
2. M. Donahoe - Aye 
3. J. Hoh – Aye 
4. T. Markham – Aye 

ALL IN FAVOR 
MOTION CARRIED – AREA VARIANCES GRANTED 

 

AREA VARIANCE: 166 WEST MAIN ST. 

Motion by Hank Besanceney, seconded by Mark Donahoe, to grant the area variance based on 
the amended plans showing a 20’ building. 

Hank commented that at the last meeting, the applicants were given two options for amending 
the plans. They were co-operative and chose one of those options. They presented amended 
plans based on the option chosen. 

Jim said he thinks it is a substantial variance without the applicant showing a reason why he 
needs to add onto his property. 
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Theresa suggested the Board delay the vote until after they fill out the Area Determination 
Worksheet. The Board agreed, filled out the worksheet (see attached) and then voted on the 
above motion. 

ROLL CALL VOTE 
1. H. Besanceney – Aye 
2. M. Donahoe - Aye 
3. J. Hoh – Aye 
4. T. Markham – Aye 

ALL IN FAVOR 
MOTION CARRIED – AREA VARIANCES GRANTED 

 

The Board filled out the Area Determination Worksheets for 34 Norton St. and Beam Milling 
(see attached). 

 

Motion by Hank Besanceney, seconded by Jim Hoh, to approve the minutes from July 27, 2009. 

ALL IN FAVOR 
MOTION CARRIED – MINUTES APPROVED 

 

Motion by Mark Donahoe, seconded by Hank Besanceney to adjourn the meeting at 9:06 PM. 

ALL IN FAVOR, MOTION CARRIED 

Respectfully submitted, 
Judi Barrett 
Clerk for the Zoning Board of Appeals 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 


