
 CHILI ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
 September 27, 2005  
 
A meeting of the Chili Zoning Board of Appeals was held on September 27, 2005 at the Chili 
Town Hall, 3333 Chili Avenue, Rochester, New York 14624 at 7:00 p.m.  The meeting was called 
to order by Chairperson Beverly Griebel. 
 
PRESENT:   Gerry Hendrickson, Michael Martin, Peter Widener, Jeffery Perkins, Dan Melville, 

Richard Perry and Chairperson Beverly Griebel.  
 
ALSO PRESENT:  Daniel Kress, Director of Planning, Zoning & Development;  
     Richard Stowe, Counsel for the Town. 
 
 
 
 
 
Beverly Griebel declared this to be a legally constituted meeting of the Chili Zoning Board of 
Appeals.  She explained the meeting's procedures and introduced the Board and front table.  She 
announced the fire safety exits.  The Pledge of Allegiance was cited.   
 
          BEVERLY GRIEBEL:  Before we begin, we'll start with the signs to see if there were any 
problems. 
          On Number 1, Johnson, any problems? 
  
The Board indicated they would hear the application. 
  
          BEVERLY GRIEBEL:  Okay.  Number 2, Bill Howard? 
  
The Board indicated they would hear the application. 
  
          BEVERLY GRIEBEL:  Okay.  Number 3, William Powell? 
  
The Board indicated they would hear the application. 
  
          BEVERLY GRIEBEL:  4, William Crocker? 
   
The Board indicated they would hear the application. 
   
          BEVERLY GRIEBEL:  Number 5, Robert Stone? 
  
The Board indicated they would hear the application. 
  
          BEVERLY GRIEBEL:  Number 6, Stuart Chait? 
  
The Board indicated they would hear the application. 
  
          BEVERLY GRIEBEL:  Number 7, Timothy Gaffney? 
  
The Board indicated they would hear the application. 
  
          BEVERLY GRIEBEL:  And Number 8, Stacy Wawrzyniec.  I think I slaughtered that name.  
Any problems? 
  
The Board indicated they would hear the application. 
  
          BEVERLY GRIEBEL:  Okay.  That is a good record tonight. 
          RICHARD PERRY:  Twice in one year.  Very good.  Good job everybody. 
          Now we'll go back to the top of the agenda.  Application 1. 
   
1.  Application of Randall Johnson, 2000 Wind Willow Way, #16, Rochester, New York 
    14624, property owner: Mr. & Mrs. Clinton Galbraith; for variance to erect a single-family 



    dwelling to be 90' from front lot line (100' req.), 15' from north side lot line (50' req.) and 20' 
    from south side lot line (50' req.) at property located at 2150 Scottsville Road in A.C. and 
    FW zone. 
   
          MR. CHARLIE JOHNSON:  Good evening.  My name is Charlie Johnson.  I'm an architect 
with Paradox Design Architects representing Randall Johnson here tonight.  Before I get started, in 
the intervening week since we made application, we had a chance to refine the drawing of the 
house. I have plans or drawings with a modified footprint of the house, which we'll pass out.  It 
doesn't change the application or the setbacks that we are requesting, just a slight change. 
  
Keith O'Toole arrived. 
  
          MR. CHARLES JOHNSON:  We are here tonight for a preexisting, nonconforming lot.  We 
are looking for relief from the front and side yard setbacks.  This property is also located in a 
flood way zone.  Due to a steep drop-off from the property down to the river, we are still 17 feet 
above the flood zone. 
          BEVERLY GRIEBEL:  For the audience, if anyone would like to go over and take a look 
there (indicating), please feel free to quietly do that.  Thank you.  I didn't see you hang that up. 
          MR. CHARLES JOHNSON:  This sites has a practical difficulty, because if we applied the 
55 foot side yard setback, it would exceed the total width of the lot.  We have utility lines and 
steep topography on the lot.  So we have a preexisting, nonconforming lot.  It's considerably 
smaller than the minimum five acre required.  Considerably smaller than the 250 foot of width that 
is required.  So how do we apply zoning standards to a substandard lot?  That was the challenge. 
          I took a look at the 100 foot total area, compared it to the 250 that would be required and 
found a proportional rate.  I did the same thing to the smaller lot.  I took the 15 foot on the north 
and the 20 foot on the south, 35 foot, divided it into the 80, and it is less than what is required.  So 
that 100 foot to 250 is a 36 percent ratio.  We are providing 44 percent.  So we are exceeding 
what would have been required if we had the appropriate size lot. 
          We have placed the house on the lot to the north for two reasons.  To create a little more 
passive solar orientation, and increases in the topography to the north to berm the house down into 
the hill a little bit to make it less visible to surrounding properties. 
          I have got two side yard setbacks, as well.  We have the 15 and the 20, so I took a look at 
the smaller of the two 15 foot and compared to the 50 foot setback required, and that is an 18 
percent ratio, both 18 percent of the lot.  So I'm within that minimum side yard setback ratio.  I 
don't know if that makes sense.  That is how we came up with the dimensions we are trying to use 
tonight for your review. 
          We are also looking for relief of 10 feet from the required 100 foot setback.  That is due to 
the drop-off.  We have to place the house between an existing utility line that bisects the lot and a 
steep drop-off. 
          We are also trying to get a daylight basement so we can keep the footprint.  We have a 1200 
square foot house with additional place for living so we have minimized impact of the house size 
to the lot.  The house is bermed from the street, as well.  The garage and house are roughly at the 
level of the road, and then the site comes up. 
          So again, the visibility from the street with the 10 foot relief will be minimal at best with the 
existing bushes staying intact. 
          There are no feasible alternatives that impact this site and the neighborhood to a lesser 
degree.  We have investigated a number of plans. I have brought some plans if you want to look at 
alternatives, but – we have gone through a number of plans to minimize the size of the house.  The 
granting of the variance will not produce a change to the essential character of the neighborhood 
and will be in harmony with the intention of the existing zoning. 
          The variance will not have adverse impact on the environmental or physical conditions of 
the neighborhood because the house is designed to blend with the surrounding houses.  This 
variance is the minimum needed to construct a single-family home on this small lot. 
          With that, I would be happy to answer any questions the Board would have and I hope you 
approve this tonight. 
          BEVERLY GRIEBEL:  There is another house already built just south of this property. 
          MR. CHARLES JOHNSON:  That was correct. 
          BEVERLY GRIEBEL:  And the other side, it is on the curve of the river? 
          MR. CHARLES JOHNSON:  There is a house to the north and the south. 
          BEVERLY GRIEBEL:  Both sides.  So you're trying to utilize this parcel in between, and 
yet get a river view which is desirable property. 
          MR. CHARLES JOHNSON:  Right. 



  



  



  



  



  



  



  



  



  



  



  



  



  



  



  



  



  


