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CITY OF GLOVERSVILLE PLANNING BOARD 
 JULY 5, 2017 
  7:00 P.M. 

 CITY HALL 
 

 MEETING NOTES 
 
 
PRESENT: 

 
JAMES ANDERSON, CHAIRMAN       

GEOFFREY PECK, VICE CHAIRMAN    
MATTHEW DONDE       
BRENDA LEITT        
JONATHAN KLUSKA          
PETER SEMIONE, ALTERNATE     
 

BRANDON MYERS, BUILDING INSPECTOR   

TRACY GUTOWSKI, SECRETARY     
TOM GROFF, FIRE CHIEF      

SEAN M. GERAGHTY, SENIOR PLANNER    

 

 
 

I.   CALL MEETING TO ORDER: 
  
      The meeting was called to order at 7:00 p.m. 
 
 
II.  APPROVE MINUTES OF LAST REGULAR MEETING: 
 

MOTION :   To approve the minutes to the June 6, 2017 meeting. 
 
      MADE BY : Jonathan Kluska  
      SECONDED :  Matthew Donde 
      VOTE        : 5 in favor, 0 opposed 
 

 

III. PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD: 
 
A. Purpose: 

 
The City of Gloversville Planning Board offers a public comment period at 
the beginning of each of its meetings in an effort to allow the community 
an opportunity to comment or provide insight on a particular land use 
planning and/or zoning issue in the City.  This comment period is not a 
public hearing and the Planning Board asks that you save comments 
regarding a particular project that is before the Board until the actual 
public hearing on the specific application itself.  The Planning Board also 
asks that you not use the public comment period as a question and 
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answer session since Board members will not enter into a dialogue 
regarding any particular issue. 
 
There was no one to speak during the public comment period. 

 

 
IV. FULTON COUNTY CENTER FOR REGIONAL GROWTH (FCCRG) – PUBLIC 

HEARING ON SITE PLAN FOR BUILDING AND SITE RENOVATIONS AT 30-
34 WEST FULTON STREET: 

 
A. Background: 

 
The FCCRG has its offices at 30-34 West Fulton Street in the City of 
Gloversville (Tax Map Parcel No. 149.6-4-10).  The FCCRG would like to 
use a significant portion of its building to create incubator space for 
startup businesses.  The project will involve enhancing the parking lot and 
undertaking some façade restorations.  The parking lot upgrade will 
involve demolishing two (2) 1-story garages in the back parking lot and 
reconstructing and expanding the parking lot to provide additional off-
street parking.  Currently, the spaces in the parking lot on the backside of 
the building are not readily discernible so there is no official tally of how 

many off-street parking spaces are available.  As part of this project, the 
FCCRG intends to create 34 off-street parking spaces in that backside 
parking lot.   
 

B. June 6, 2017 Meeting: 
 
During its June 6, 2017 meeting, the City of Gloversville Planning Board 
began to review the FCCRG’s proposed project at 30-34 West Fulton Street.  
At that time, the Planning Board did not ask for any specific changes to the 
Site Plan drawings.   
 
DISCUSSION:   The Planning Board had no questions or comments 
regarding the Site Plan application. 
 

C. State Environmental Quality Review: 
 

During its June 6, 2017 meeting, the Planning Board classified the FCCRG’s 
project as an Unlisted Action and proposed that it serve as the Lead Agency 
for the purpose of issuing a determination of significance under SEQR.  A 
copy of the Site Plan drawings, along with a completed Short Environmental 
Assessment Form, was forwarded to all Involved Agencies.  Those agencies 
were asked to provide any questions or concerns they had with the City of 
Gloversville Planning Board’s proposal to act as Lead Agency or regarding the 
project itself to the Planning Board by Wednesday, July 5, 2017.  
 
To date, the Planning Board has received the following responses: 
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NYSDEC: 
In a letter dated June 15, 2017, the NYSDEC has agreed with the City of 
Gloversville Planning Board’s proposal to act as Lead Agency.  The Agency 
notes that the disturbance of more than 1 acre of land will require a SPEDES 
General Permit for Stormwater Discharges from Construction Activities.   

 
NYS Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation (OPRHP): 
The FCCRG submitted, as part of its application package, a May 24, 2017 
letter it received from the NYS Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic 
Preservation concerning the proposed project.  The OPRHP indicates in its 
letter that the project will have no adverse impact to the historic 30 West 
Fulton Street building. 
 
DISCUSSION: The Planning Board had no further comments regarding the 
responses that were received as part of the Coordinated review under SEQR. 
 
MOTION:  Declaring the City of Gloversville Planning Board the Lead 

Agency for the purpose of issuing a determination of 
significance under SEQR. 

 
MADE BY: Matthew Donde 

SECONDED: Jonathan Kluska 
VOTE: 5 in favor, 0 opposed 
 
DISCUSSION:   The Planning Board did not feel the FCCRG’s proposed 
project would have any adverse environmental impacts.   
 
MOTION: Authorizing the filing of a Negative Declaration under SEQR 

for the FCCRG’s Site Plan application for its project at 30-34 
West Fulton Street since: 

 
1. The historic character of the structure will not be altered 

by the renovation project. 
2. Onsite traffic flow and pedestrian access will be 

significantly improved for the building. 
3. The overall aesthetic appearance of the property will be 

enhanced. 

4. There will be no traffic implications resulting from the 
proposed action. 
   

MADE BY: Brenda Leitt 
SECONDED: Matthew Donde 
VOTE: 5 in favor, 0 opposed 
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D. Public Hearing: 
 
1. The Planning Board opened the public hearing at 7:04 P.M. 

 
2. Speakers: 

 
There was no one to speak regarding the FCCRG’s Site Plan application. 

 
3. The public hearing was closed at 7:05 P.M. 

 
(NOTE:  Planning Board Chairman James Anderson arrived at the meeting.) 

 
 

E. Planning Board Action: 
 
In accordance with Section 300-80 of the City of Gloversville Zoning 
Ordinance, the Planning Board, within sixty-two (62) days after the public 
hearing, shall approve, approve with modifications or disapprove the 
application for Site Plan approval.  Consequently, does the Planning Board 
wish to issue its final decision on the FCCRG’s Site Plan application for its 
project at 30-34 West Fulton Street at this time? 

 
DISCUSSION:   County Senior Planner Sean Geraghty pointed out that the 
applicants intend to leave the driveway off of West Fulton Street as a 2-way 
exit/entrance in order to fulfill and access easement for the adjacent 
parcel.  Mr. Geraghty indicated that the final Site Plan drawing will show 
that the driveway will maintain 2-way access.   
 
MOTION: To approve the FCCRG’s Site Plan application. 
 
MADE BY: Jonathan Kluska  
SECONDED: Matthew Donde 
VOTE:  5 in favor, 0 opposed 
 

 

V. JAMES BENT – PUBLIC HEARING ON SPECIAL PERMIT FOR EXTENDED 
STAY SUITES AT 72 SPRING STREET: 

 

A. Background: 
 
James Bent owns the apartment building at 72 Spring Street in the City of 
Gloversville (Tax Map Parcel No. 134.18-24-14).  He would like to renovate 
the structure for an extended stay suites project that will essentially 
involve turning the existing 8-apartment building into a rooming house 
facility.  A complete renovation of all eight (8) apartments is planned by the 
applicant that will include not only interior upgrades with new appliances, 
plumbing, heating and electrical wiring, but exterior finishes to the 
structure such as the installation of siding, shutters, new windows and 
balustrades and the construction of roofs over entranceways.  The 
intended use of the renovated structure will be a shelter for victims of 



 5 

domestic violence.  There will be no off-street parking provided for this 
property since there are no curb cuts or driveways on the property.   
 

B. June 6, 2017 Meeting: 
 

During its June 6, 2017 meeting, the City of Gloversville Planning Board 
began reviewing Mr. Bent’s Special Permit for a Rooming House at 72 
Spring Street.  At that time, the Planning Board did not ask for any 
additional information with the Special Permit application. 
 
DISCUSSION:    The Planning Board had no comments or questions 
regarding Mr. Bent’s application.   
 
The Planning Board did, however, discuss three (3) potential stipulations 
that it may impose on Mr. Bent’s project including: 
 
1. That the permit be renewable on a yearly basis. 
2. That a live-in, on-site manager be provided for the building. 
3. That the building be classified under the provisions of a Multiple  

Occupancy Permit.     
 

DISCUSSION:   Planning Board Chairman James Anderson asked Mr. Bent 
if he recently purchased two (2) adjacent buildings along Water Street?   
 
Mr. Bent indicated that he has purchased the two (2) adjacent residences 
along Water Street. 
 
Steven Smith, P.E. indicated that his client purchased those buildings in 
order to provide some parking for his project if it is ever needed.   
 
Mr. Anderson asked if those residences would be used as part of the 
business? 
 
Mr. Bent indicated that he would not be using those residences as part of 
the business.  He indicated that both of those residences are currently 
rented and will continue to be used in that fashion. 
 

City Building Inspector Brandon Myers suggested that the applicant 
provide some form of landscaping in front of the building for aesthetic 
purposes. 
 
Mr. Anderson suggested that Mr. Bent create some type of outdoor 
smoking area behind the residences that he recently purchased on Water 
Street. 
 
Mr. Bent indicated that he had already given that idea some consideration.  
He stated that this would keep residents from congregating along the main 
corridor.   
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C. State Environmental Quality Review: 
 
In accordance with Section 617.5 of 6NYCRR, the applicant’s proposal to 
change the use of the building at 72 Spring Street is essentially the 
rehabilitation of an existing structure for a similar purpose and should be 

classified as a Type II Action under SEQR. 
 
 

D. Public Hearing: 
 
1. The Planning Board opened the public hearing at 7:09 P.M. 

 
2. Speakers: 

 
There was no one to speak regarding Mr. Bent’s Special Permit 
application. 

 
3. The public hearing was closed at 7:10 P.M. 
 
 

E. Planning Board Action: 

 
In accordance with Section 300-87 of the City of Gloversville Zoning 
Regulations, the Planning Board, within sixty-two (62) days after the public 
hearing, must approve, approve with modifications or disapprove the 
application for Special Permit approval.  Consequently, does the Planning 
Board wish to issue its final decision on Mr. Bent’s Special Permit 
application at this time? 
 
MOTION: To approve James Bent’s Special Permit application for a 

Rooming House at 72 Spring Street with the three (3) 
stipulations outlined in Section B above. 

 
MADE BY: Matthew Donde 
SECONDED: Brenda Leitt 
VOTE:  4 in favor, 1 opposed (James Anderson) 
 

 

VI. JOSH TESI AND ROCKY WARNER – SPECIAL PERMIT FOR CHANGE IN 
USE AT 330 SOUTH MAIN STREET: 
 

A. Background: 
 
Josh Tesi and Rocky Warner would like to use the property at 330 South 
Main Street as a business to repair and sell vehicles along with towing 
vehicles (Tax Map Parcel No. 149.13-1-9).  The property was previously 
used as a towing business.  The change in use of any building that does 
not require any exterior renovations is subject to a Special Permit in the 
City of Gloversville.      
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B. June 6, 2017 Planning Board Meeting: 
 
During its June 6, 2017 meeting, the City of Gloversville Planning Board 
continued reviewing Josh Tesi and Rock Warner’s Special Permit 
application for a change in use in the building and property at 330 South 

Main Street.  At that time, the Planning Board explained to the applicants 
that a project narrative explaining the proposed operation, as well as how 
the property will be cleaned up and permanently maintained, was 
supposed to be the focus of the discussion.  Unfortunately, that project 
narrative was not provided.  As part of their revised submittal, Mr. Tesi has 
provided a project narrative.   
 
The Planning Board reviewed a Site Plan drawing provided by the 
applicants and raised several additional questions regarding the project.  
The Planning Board asked that the following information be clarified on the 
Site Plan drawing: 
 
1. The two (2) access driveways along South Main Street will need to be 

physically defined.  A notation should be made on the Site Plan drawing 
indicating how those access driveways will be defined so that traffic is 
not able to access the site along the entire front property line. 

 
STATUS:  In his narrative to the Planning Board, Mr. Tesi indicates that 
each entrance and exit will have painted arrows and visibly paved aprons 
from street to property. 
 
DISCUSSION:   City Building Inspector Brandon Myers indicated that he 
and Mr. Anderson visited the property earlier in the day.  He pointed out 
that the exit/entrance to the property is not well defined.  He suggested 
that the applicant needs to better define the access points to the property 
and should replace the sidewalk in front of the business.  He indicated that 
he felt the 25’ access driveways seem very narrow and that the applicant 
should consider providing only one (1) wider access driveway for the 
property.   
 
Planning Board Member Matthew Donde pointed out that drawings with an 
engineer or surveyor’s stamp cannot be altered without the permission of 

that professional.  He expressed some concern with the fact that the 
applicant had penciled in several revisions on the Site Plan drawing that 
was originally prepared by Christopher Foss, Surveyor, and presented it to 
the Planning Board as a formal submittal.  
 
Mr. Anderson indicated that he spoke with DPW Director Dale Trumbull 
regarding the runoff on the applicant’s property.  He indicated that Mr. 
Trumbull pointed out that the applicant may need to construct a retention 
wall on the north side of the property because of the erosion that is 
encroaching on the landscaping.  He also indicated that Mr. Trumbull 
suggested that the sidewalks be replaced in front of the applicant’s 
business.   
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2. A grading plan defining how the current erosion problem on the 
property will be addressed must be shown on the revised Site Plan. 
 

STATUS:  Mr. Tesi’s narrative indicates that Larry McGillis with LM 
Contracting will be installing a drainage system to tie into the Gloversville 

stormwater basin on the south side of the property near the beginning of 
the Clemente Latham Concrete Corporation property.  He also indicates 
that Mr. McGillis will be assisting with leveling some of the slope on the 
property and will be placing a black mat over the sand across the back to 
further prevent erosion. 
 
DISCUSSION:  There was a lengthy discussion amongst Planning Board 
members regarding the need for a Stormwater Plan for the site.  Planning 
Board Vice Chairman Geoff Peck indicated that, conceptually, he was 
comfortable with the idea of the applicant installing catchbasins along the 
southern side of the property in order to channel stormwater into the City’s 
stormwater system.   
 
Mr. Anderson indicated that he was agreeable to allowing Mr. Tesi to phase 
in the improvements on the property and establish time limits for when the 
sidewalk is eventually replaced.      

 
3. The specific limits of pavement must be clearly identified on the Site 

Plan drawing.  This means not only the area that is currently paved, but 
the area that will be paved at the completion of the project.   
 

STATUS:  ? 
 
DISCUSSION:  Mr. Tesi indicated that he intended to provide a new apron 
of asphalt at each of the access driveways.   
 
Mr. Peck and Mr. Myers both pointed out that pavement cannot be placed 
over sidewalks in the City of Gloversville.  Mr. Myers noted that sidewalks 
must be constructed with concrete.  Mr. Myers also suggested that the 
fence on the left side of the building be pushed back so that additional 
pavement and display area can be created for the business.   
 

There was then a brief discussion concerning the extent of asphalt that Mr. 
Tesi eventually intends to have on the property.  It was not made clear by 
Mr. Tesi how far he intends to pave on the property.   
 
The Planning Board then revisited the stormwater issue once again.  Mr. 
Myers pointed out that the City is concerned with the slope on the 
backside of the property.  He suggested that the applicant consult with the 
County Soil and Water Conservation Service to see if there are any 
mitigative measurers that can be taken to prevent further erosion of the 
hillside.   
 
Mr. Tesi indicated that Larry McGillis intends to assist him with leveling off 
the backside of the property.   
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Once again, there was a lengthy discussion concerning the Stormwater 
Plan for the site.  The Planning Board agreed that the details of the 
Stormwater Management Plan will need to be shown on the revised Site 
Plan drawing. 

 
4. The three (3) trailers shown on the property must be removed unless 

they serve some type of legitimate function. 
 

STATUS:  Mr. Tesi’s narrative indicates that the three (3) trailers are used 
to store good used tires.   
 
DISCUSSION:  Mr. Anderson pointed out that the Planning Board is 
interested in the curb appeal of the property and would like to see tires 
stored inside a permanent structure.   
 
Planning Board Member Jon Kluska agreed with Mr. Anderson but 
suggested that the trailers be parked behind the building for the time being 
so that Mr. Tesi can get his business up and running.   
 
Mr. Myers suggested that the trailers be moved next to each other behind 

the building so that they have less of an aesthetic impact.    
  

5. Additional landscaping and groundcover throughout the property must 
be shown. 

 
STATUS:  Mr. Tesi’s narrative indicates that he will be disposing of any 
fallen trees on the property and will be installing evergreen shrubs in front 
of the fence that is erected roadside north of the parking area. 
 
DISCUSSION: After a brief discussion, the Planning Board agreed that 
additional landscaping will need to be provided along the north side of the 
property.      
 
6. The size and design of any signage to be erected on the property must 

be provided. 
 

STATUS:  Mr. Tesi’s narrative indicates that a 3’ x 5’ sign will be installed 
over the front door. 
 
DISCUSSION: Mr. Tesi indicated that he was waiting to have his project 
approved before finishing the design for his sign.   
 
Mr. Anderson pointed out that the Planning Board needs a design in the 
form of a concept drawing so that it has an idea of what type of signage will 
be placed on the building.   
 
Mr. Tesi indicated that he didn’t know what the name of his business will 
be.   
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Mr. Geraghty pointed out that the Planning Board has no regulatory 
authority over what Mr. Tesi decides to name his business, only over the 
actual design of the sign. 
 
Mr. Myers questioned the need to have the U-Haul vehicles parked on the 

property.  He suggested that they be moved to provide additional room for 
displaying vehicles.   
 
Mr. Anderson asked Mr. Tesi if he planned to do any repairs as part of the 
business? 
 
Mr. Tesi indicated that he would do some automotive repairs.   
 
Mr. Anderson pointed out that he will need to provide a certification 
showing that he is a licensed repair business.         

 
7. A building elevation drawing showing any exterior changes that may 

take place on the building must be included with the submittal. 
 

STATUS:  ? 
 

DISCUSSION:  The Planning Board did not request any building elevation 
drawings for the project.  

 
8. The location and design of all lighting on the property must be noted. 

 
STATUS:  Mr. Tesi’s narrative indicates that there are three (3) exterior 
lights located on the building that turn on at night.   
 
DISCUSSION:   Mr. Tesi indicated that there are currently two (2) existing 
lights on the front of the building with a motion detector light on the 
backside of the building.  He indicated that there are also six (6) cameras 
installed on the property.   
 
The Planning Board did not ask for any further specifications on the 
lighting. 

 

9. The specific location of parking areas for vehicles that will be for sale 
should be noted on the drawing.   

 
STATUS:  In his narrative, Mr. Tesi explains that he will have 16 cars out 
front for display with another six (6) spots for customer parking.  The 16 
car display spaces that have been penciled onto the drawing may not meet 
the City’s parking size requirements. 
 
DISCUSSION:  Mr. Geraghty indicated that the actual size of each of the 
display parking spaces needs to be shown on the revised Site Plan 
drawing.  He pointed out that there may not be enough space in front of 
the building for the 16 vehicles that Mr. Tesi would like to park on the 
property.   
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10. A notation should be added to the drawing indicating that no tires or 

parts will be stored outside of the designated tire storage area on the 
back side of the building. 

 

STATUS:  Mr. Tesi’s narrative indicates that no tires or parts will be visible 
from the front of the building.  He goes on to indicate that once 
approximately a hundred bad tires have been collected for disposal, a 
company will come and take those tires away.   
 
DISCUSSION:  The Planning Board was comfortable with Mr. Tesi’s 
proposal for disposing of bad tires. 

 
11. An estimated project construction schedule which includes an 

estimated timeframe for cleaning up the property should be provided. 
 

STATUS:  Mr. Tesi’s narrative provides some basic timeframes for when 
some of the cleanup and improvements will be made to the property. 
 
DISCUSSION:  The Planning Board agreed that Mr. Tesi would need to 
identify when some of the improvements to the property will take place.   

 
Planning Board Member Matthew Donde pointed out that the revised 
drawing should show that a Knox Box will be provided on the building. 

 
C. Planning Board Action: 

 
In accordance with Section 300-86 of the City of Gloversville Zoning 
Ordinance, the Planning Board shall fix a time within sixty-two (62) days 
from the day the Planning Board determines an application for Special 
Permit to be complete for a public hearing on the application for Special 
Permit approval.  Consequently, does the Planning Board wish to schedule 
a public hearing on Josh Tesi and Rocky Warner’s Special Permit 
Application for a change in use at 330 South Main Street at this time? 
 
MOTION: To table any further action on Josh Tesi’s and Rocky 

Warner’s Special Permit for a change in use at 330 South 

Main Street pending receipt of a revised Site Plan drawing. 
 
MADE BY: Matthew Donde 
SECONDED: Brenda Leitt 
VOTE:  5 in favor, 0 opposed 
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VII. JOHN YOUNG – SPECIAL PERMIT FOR RESIDENTIAL CONVERSION AT 
36 FOURTH AVENUE: 
 

A. Background: 
 

John Young owns the building at 36 Fourth Avenue in the City of 
Gloversville (Tax Map Parcel No. 134.19-4-1).  There are currently two (2) 
apartments on the upper floors of the building and Mr. Young would like to 
create two (2) additional residential units on the main floor.  The building 
is located in the Residential/Commercial District and has been used for a 
variety of commercial operations throughout the years.  The property also 
includes a parking lot that accommodates seven (7) vehicles.  
 

B. City Building Inspector and Fulton County Planning Department Review: 
 
The Fulton County Planning Department and the City of Gloversville 
Building Inspector’s Office reviewed the Special Permit application in 
accordance with Article 18 of the City of Gloversville Zoning Regulations.  
Article 18 specifies that the Planning Board may impose any conditions 
that are in harmony with the following standards: 
 

1. The use shall be of such location, size and character that it will be in 
harmony with the appropriate and orderly development of the District in 
which it is situated and will not be detrimental to the orderly 
development of adjacent districts.  

 
2. The location and size of the use, the nature and intensity of the 

operation involved or conducted in connection therewith, its site layout, 
including curb cuts and its relation to streets giving access to it shall be 
of such that traffic to and from the use and the assembly of persons in 
connection with it will not be hazardous or inconvenient to the 
neighborhood or conflict with the normal traffic of the neighborhood.  In 
applying this standard, the Board shall consider, among other things, 
convenient routes of pedestrian traffic, particularly of children, relation 
to main traffic thoroughfares, and to street and road intersections and 
the general character and intensity of development of the neighborhood. 
 

3. The location and height of buildings, the location, nature and height of 
walls and fences and the nature and extent of landscaping on the site 
shall be such that the use shall not hinder or discourage the proper 
development and use of adjacent land and buildings or impair the value 
thereof.   
 

4. The location, intensity and nature of night lighting requirements. 
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5. The Planning Board is also required to approve a final Site Plan for any 
Special Permit use.  The Site Plan must be prepared in accordance with 
Article XVII of the City’s Zoning Regulations.  The final Site Plan for this 
application must show among other things: 
 

• The dimensions of the building in relation to the property lines. 

• The location of any off-street parking areas. 

• The location and proposed screening of any garbage pickup areas. 

• Any exterior changes that are to take place on the building. 
 

DISCUSSION:   Mr. Geraghty noted that, earlier in the day, he drove by 
the property and noticed that the building on the south end of the parking 
lot also contains residential units.   
 
The applicant indicated that there is one (1) residential unit in that 
building.     
 
Mr. Geraghty indicated that he wanted to clarify that there are more than 
two (2) existing units currently on the property and pointed out to the 
Planning Board that the applicant’s proposal will therefore involve going 
from three (3) residential units to five (5) residential units on the property.   

 
Mr. Anderson asked if the applicant intended to make some repairs to the 
building?  He noted that there are several windows that need to be 
replaced on the building.   
 
The applicant indicated that he intended to make those repairs soon. 
 
Mr. Anderson noted that all new windows will need to be cut into the north 
side of the building. 
 
Mr. Peck suggested that a façade drawing be provided by the applicant 
showing what the building will look like.   
 
Mr. Donde agreed that some type of conceptual drawing showing the 
exterior renovations to the building needs to be provided.   
 

Mr. Anderson indicated to the applicants that the project needs to be an 
improvement to the neighborhood. 
 
Mr. Donde indicated that he would like a schedule of when all 
improvements on the building will take place. 
 
Mr. Geraghty asked Mr. Anderson what types of other repairs need to be 
made to the building? 
 
Mr. Anderson indicated that the foundation needs to be pointed up.  He 
also indicated that there are holes in the siding that need to be repaired 
and many of the existing windows have been installed improperly.   
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C. State Environmental Quality Review: 

 
In accordance with Section 617.5 of 6NYCRR, the applicant’s proposal to 
convert the former commercial space at 36 Fourth Avenue into two (2) 

additional residential units is essentially the rehabilitation of an existing 
structure for a similar purpose and should be classified as a Type II Action 
under SEQR. 
 
 

D. Planning Board Action: 
 
In accordance with Section 300-86 of the City of Gloversville Zoning 
Regulations, the Planning Board shall fix a time within sixty-two (62) days 
from the day the Planning Board determines an application for a Special 
Permit to be complete for a public hearing on the application for Special 
Permit approval.  Consequently, does the Planning Board wish to schedule 
a public hearing on John Young’s Special Permit for additional residential 
units at 36 Fourth Avenue at this time? 
 
DISCUSSION:  The Planning Board felt that additional information needed 

to be provided on the application before any further review takes place. 
 
MOTION: To table any action on John Young’s Special Permit 

Application for a residential conversion at 36 Fourth 
Avenue pending receipt of additional information on the 
project. 

 
MADE BY: Matthew Donde 
SECONDED: Jonathan Kluska 
VOTE:  5 in favor, 0 opposed 
 
 
 

VIII. OTHER BUSINESS: 

 
A. Code Enforcement Update: 

 
Mr. Myers indicated that he was waiting on an engineer’s report for Dave 
Eger’s building on Main Street to find out what type of work will need to be 
done on the structure to make it safe.  He pointed out that there is really 
no impact to the front of the structure. 
 
There was a brief discussion concerning the collapse of a portion of the 
backside of Mr. Eger’s building. 
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B. Steven Smith, P.E. indicated that he would like to speak to the Planning 
Board as a City Councilman.  Mr. Smith noted that, over the years, he’s 
been before the City of Gloversville Planning Board on several occasions to 
have plans approved.  He indicated that he has been disheartened at times 
when his clients do not develop projects as they have been approved by the 

Planning Board.  He indicated that he felt there needs to be someone that 
keeps track of projects that have been approved by the Planning Board and 
makes sure they’re built as designed.  He indicated that he has felt, over 
the years, that the enforcement of many of the Planning Board’s approved 
Site Plans has been spotty.  As an example, he talked about a propane 
company that was supposed to construct a large berm and plant a row of 
trees near the intersection of NYS Route 30A and Harrison Street and 
never did.   
 
There was then a lengthy discussion between Mr. Smith and Planning 
Board members concerning the enforcement responsibilities for projects 
that have been approved by the Planning Board. 
 
Mr. Anderson indicated that there has been some discussion about 
requiring applicants to bond for larger projects. 
 

Mr. Smith indicated that he would like to reexamine language in the City’s 
Zoning Code to see if there is a way to clarify and make it easier to enforce 
the zoning provisions.  He indicated that he would like to present 
something to the Council for its consideration.   
 
Mr. Myers added that his concrete sidewalk proposal will be brought before 
the Council at its next meeting. 

 
 
IX. CLOSE OF THE MEETING; 

 
MOTION:  To close the meeting at 8:03 p.m. 
 
MADE BY:  Jonathan Kluska 
SECONDED: Matthew Donde 
VOTE:  5 in favor, 0 opposed 


