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ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS

The hearing on Tuesday, April 12, 2016 was called to order by Chairman Schafer at 7:00 PM.

Members present: Greg Kalinowski also: Ray Balcerzak, Bldg Inspector
Michael Komorek Phyllis Todoro, Town Atty.
Donald Trzepacz
Robert Schafer, Chairman Absent: Ron Carey
Harry Kwiek

After Roll Call, the Clerk read the Notice of Public Hearing for Appeals Case #1274 for Joseph
Carbone of 36 Sharon Drive, West Seneca, NY who is requesting a variance for a non-conforming
lot at 6180 Clinton Street with the minimum frontage being less then the required 125 feet § 144-98
C (1), residential B.

Mr. Carbone and his wife were present to explain their case. Mr. Carbone came in and spoke with
Joe Colern the building inspector about how he wanted the property to be split to be sure it was
correct. At that time Mr. Carbone purchased the property from the previous owner as two separate
lots (6180 and 6184 were the two properties).

Mr. Carbone had to wait a year from the date that the other gentleman built his house in 2012. The
State was contacted to put a culvert pipe on the property. Due to health problems of a member of the
family the building of the house had to be pushed back. Mr. Carbone visited the building dept. in
Feb. 2016 and was informed that the Town Board rescinded the resolution to approve 280A building
lots and now he had to go to the Zoning Board for approval.

Mr. Schafer asked that in 2013 when he went to the building inspector with his plans, why there was
nothing done then. Mr. Carbone again told the board that his father in law has cancer and that he was
going to do the wood work in the new home. Mr. Schafer asked if he was aware of the resolution
change and was informed that he did not due to them living in West Seneca and that he did not know
until he came to the building dept. in 2016.

Mr. Trzepacz complimented Mr. Carbone on how well his information was submitted. Mr. Komorek
asked about the SEQR form question 5; that the answer be changed to no. Mr. Carbone stated he was
not sure how to complete some of the questions and he would change the answer to no. Mr.
Kalinowski asked if he knew why he had to appear before the board and Mr. Carbone stated he did.

For the variance was Darrin Syracuse and no one spoke against the variance,

Mr. Trzepacz made the motion in Appeals Case #1274 for Joseph Carbone of 36 Sharon Drive, West
Seneca, NY who is requesting a variance for a non-conforming lot at 6180 Clinton Street with the
minimum frontage being less then the required 125 feet § 144-98 C (1), residential B, that the
variance be granted based on the following items and that the variance is good for one year from the
date of this meeting:

1.) that there is not the potential of an undesirable change to the character of the neighborhood; 2.}
that the benefit can not be achieved another way; 3.) that the area variance is not substantial; 4.) that
there is not an adverse effect on the neighborhood; and 5.) that the situation is not self created.
Second by Mr. Komorek. Ayes: 4. Nays: 0.

Appeals Case #1275 for Building Solutions of 3091 Seneca Street, Elma, NY who is requesting a
variance for the Bank of Holland to install a sign on the roof § 144-102.1 B (1) (¢) and § 144-102.11
(6), commercial C-2. ‘

Mz. Huber was present to explain that the Bank of Holland invested in the plaza. There was a need -
for the visual change and having to drive behind the plaza. The drive thru is now in the front so that :
patrons are able to view if the drive thru is open or closed.

M. Schafer asked what type of light would be used and Mr. Huber said it would be an LED sign.-
Mr. Komorek said it is a box with holed spelling open or close with a light behind it. Mr. Schafer
asked that if it only says open of close and Mr. Huber said that is all that is on the sign. Mr. Schafer
also asked what the size of the sign would be and Mr. Huber informed him that it would be six inches
by a foot and a half and that it is the same size as the sign that is presently there on the date of April
12, 2016.
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Mr. Huber explained the sign for the Bank of Holland and that they are coming up with a new logo
for this location and Mr. Schafer asked if the sign would be like the sign at Cy's. The sign will be
backlight like the Cy's sign. Mr. Trzepacz asked about the new logo and Mr. Huber is not sure when
that will be done.

Mr. Komorek asked if the variance is going in the Bank of Holland's name or in Todd Huber's name.
Mr. Komorek said the variance should go to the Bank of Holland, Deputy Attorney Dean Puleo
advised that the variance should be in the Bank of Holland's name and address.

Mr. Schafer asked if the owner of the plaza is fine with the changes and was informed that the
situation would be between the bank and the landlord.

No one spoke for or against the variance.

Mr. Komorek made the motion in Appeals Case #1275 for Building Solutions of 3091 Seneca Street,
FElma, NY who is requesting a variance for the Bank of Holland to install a sign on the roof § 144-
102.1 B (1) (e) and § 144-102.1 1 (6), commercial C-2, that the variance be granted based on the
following items and that the variance is good for one year from the date of this meeting:

1.) that there is not the potential of an undesirable change to the character of the neighborhood; 2.)
that the benefit can not be achieved another way; 3.) that the area variance is not substantial; 4.) that
there is not an adverse effect on the neighborhood; and 5.) that the situation is not self created.
Second by Mr. Trzepacz. Ayes: 4. Nays: 0.

Appeals Case #1276 for Charles Schuh Jr. of 215 Hall Road, Elma, NY who is requesting a variance
for construction of a pole barn that is lacking the front yard setback § 144-99 C (6), residential C.

Mr. Schuh was present to explain what the purpose of the pole barn is. The barn will store his wife's
vehicle and other items.

Mr. Schafer asked if the pole barn would look like the house and was informed that it would be sided
the same color.

Mr. Trzepacz asked if he considered the rear property that there is 30 feet in the back and Mr. Schuh
would like to keep a maple tree that is on the back property. Mr. Kalinowski showed an ariel view
and asked Mr. Schuh if he could explain what he was doing on part of the property and was informed
that there is a sewer on the part of the property that Mr. Kalinowski was questioning.

No one spoke for or against the variance.

Mr. Kalinowski made the motion in Appeals Case #1276 for Charles Schuh Jr. of 215 Hall Road,
Elma, NY who is requesting a variance for construction of a pole barn that is lacking the front yard
setback § 144-99 C (6), residential C, that the variance be granted based on the following items and
that the variance is good for one year from the date of this meeting:

1.) that there is not the potential of an undesirable change to the character of the neighbothood; 2.)
that the benefit can not be achieved another way; 3.) that the area variance is not substantial; 4.) that
there is not an adverse effect on the neighborhood; and 5.) that the situation is not self created.
Second by Mr. Komorek. Ayes: 4. Nays: 0.

The assistant building inspector Ray asked the board if they have any input on how to make the
zoning application better for applicants to fill out.

The minutes of the last meeting on February 9, 2016 were approved. Motion made by Mr. Trzepacz
and seconded by Mr. Komorek. Ayes: 4.

The meeting was adjourned at 7:46 PM. Motion made by Mr. Trzepacz and seconded by Mr.
Komorek.

Respectfully submltted
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Kerry A Galuski
Secretary-Clerk




