Planning Board (PB) Minutes, 7-15-24
Village of Sodus Point, NY

Members Present: Chair Bruce Evener, Mark Costich (zoom), William Kedley, William
McKee, Janine Fogarty (zoom)

Staff Present: Linda Youngman — Clerk (zoom), Village of Sodus Point (Kevin Druschel -
CEO, code enforcement officer) (zoom)

Others present: Village of Sodus Point (zoom), Daniel Pope (zoom), Sue Bassage (in
person), Tom Knapp (in person), Mark C (zoom), Mike Lenzuguolo and Precilla Lenzuguolo
(zoom), Larry’s iphone (zoom), Kevin (zoom),

Establishment of a Quorum: A quorum of 3 was established with five members in attendance.

Announcements: Advertisement of the meeting was posted on the Village website and
also posted at Wayne County Times.

Working session #1: (6:36 pm)

Pre-meeting correspondence dealt with: 1) sub-division of lots for review, 2) distances on maps
submitted with applications, 3) neighboring properties on applications submitted for review, 4)
utilities availability for newly planned properties, 5) dock, mooring and breakwall submission
checklist, 6) PB application review timeframes.

Bruce Evener said that Sue’s work on the forms was great. Bruce Evener asked Mark Costich
about the forms he was promoting, he said he was waiting for feedback. Janine Fogarty said she
thought they were very straightforward. Mark said he was trying to make the forms simpler. Mark
talked about the sketch and surveys on the form and he outlined requirements for these on the
forms. He thought 200 ft was quite a long distance. Mark said the form was only asking for what
was already in the code. He said he was trying to limit it tlo two pages and keep it as simple as
possible. Bruce Evener said he thought some of the points should have tick boxes to be marked
with items that were included in the forms. Janine Fogarty asked if we should require special
permit review items to be specifically listed. Mark said the CEO should know what was required
for special permit reviews. If the dock was over 8 ft wide and 60 ft long might require a special
permit review with Kevin Druschel (CEO) to work with them on the review.

William Kedley outlined the discussion on docks, moorings, etc. and said that the CEO should
review with applicants as to whether the application requires a special permit review. Bruce
Evener said that sub-divisions should be discussed next. Bruce asked for William McKee to work
with Mark Costich on sub-divisions. Janine offered her help also. Bruce said the PB asked for a
review on lead time for application review. Bruce said he said 10 days is probably fine. If the ap-
plication is complicated, maybe 62 days might be needed. Janine Fogarty said she thought 30
days was most appropriate. Mark clarified that submission deadlines should be 30 days. Bruce
said that submission deadline is 4 pm on the end of the week before the PB meeting — he added
that he could live with pushing that deadline back. Mark said we should look at what the code



says and added that the CEO should have sufficient time to review the materials submitted.
Bruce said 15 days for a simple sub-division as a guideline. He added that larger sub-divisions
might need longer. Mark cautioned that lack of clarity on timeframes would cause problems. Wil-
liam Kedley asked if Kevin could respond — Kevin was muted, Bruce had difficulty with unmuting
Kevin.

Later, Bruce asked if Kevin could clarify when a special permit requirement needed to be made.
William Kedley said that the PB felt that Kevin should make the special permit determination.
Kevin indicated that he would make the special permit requirement determinations.

Call to order: The public meeting was called to order by Chair Bruce Evener at 7:01 pm. Bruce
Evener announced that, while Janine Fogarty was in attendance, she would not be able to vote since
her attendance had not been advertised prior to the meeting.

Review minutes from previous meetings: Minutes from 7-1-24 were reviewed, edited and
approved. William Kedley motioned to approve, William Kedley seconded, the minutes were
approved.

Votes: Evener-aye, Kedley-aye, Costich-aye, McKee-aye

1. Fence Review, Larry Mireler, 8326 Lake Street Ext, to construct a 4' vinyl fence per plot
drawing to stop deer from entering property. (CODE 190-22(g))

Michele Mireles spoke on behalf of herself and her husband saying that there is 24 ft (it is listed
differently in the application) in their back yard where they want to put in a 4 ft privacy fence. It
will be a vinyl fence. Bruce said that he had spoken to Michele earlier. Bruce clarified that their
address is Lake St, not Lake St Ext. William Kedley said he viewed the property also. Bruce said
he had no questions about the fence. William Kedley said it was a straightforward application
and fence. Michele said she has had problems with a garden in the area due to deer coming
onto the property. Mark said he had no questions. Janine Fogarty had no questions. William
Kedley motioned to approve the 4 ft vinyl fence at 24 feet, McKee seconded, the motion passed
unanimously.

Votes: Evener-aye, Kedley-aye, Costich-aye, McKee-aye

2. Fence Review, Sue Bassge 8313 South Shore Rd, to construct a 6' fence per plot drawing
to contain animals and for partial privacy. (CODE 190-22(g) 121-4)

Sue Bassage spoke saying her Dad is in a nursing home now and she wants to put in a fence to
contain her animals and for partial privacy at his house. Bruce said that animals cannot jump a 6
ft fence, he has had experience. Sue said she spoke to her neighbors and they were in favor of
the fence. She said her neighbor sent an email signifying his approval. The fence would be 106
ft and black. Bruce said that would help it disappear. William Kedley asked about 4 ft gates —
that they would not be more than 4 ft high. Sue is also planning an inverted basket around the
trees near the fence so the cats would not climb the trees. Janine Fogarty and Mark Costich did
not have further questions. Mark said he thought it was great that Sue’s neighbor sent an email
in support of the planned fence. Mark said the standards in favor of a variance for a 6 ft fence
favor heavily when the neighbor has provided support for the planned fence, particularly at 6 ft.
Bruce asked for a recommendation for the zoning board. William McKee made the recommen-
dation for approval of a 6 ft fence as planned, William Kedley seconded, the motion passed
unanimously.



Votes: Evener-aye, Kedley-aye, Costich-aye, McKee-aye
The Public is Invited to Observe These Applications

1. Preliminary Subdivision Review, Thomas Knapp, 7160 Overlook Drive to subdivide lot
into (2) lots (1) 85’ of road frontage and (1) 80' of road frontage from property at 7114 Hillside
drive to create undersized building lots where 100’ of road frontage and 12,500 square feet of
lot space is required. (CODE 190-50)

Thomas Knapp said his sister bought another person’s house so his sub-divisions plans have
changed. He now wants a 80 ft and 85 ft sub-division to make 2 lots. Bruce said he is not in fa-
vor of sub-standard sub-division lots. Thomas said his sister particularly wanted a smaller lot,
since she has now bought another house, he is asking for lot sub-divisions at 80 and 85 ft. He
said that, historically, those lots became one tax number and were combined. William Kedley
said some original lots in that area are smaller in the heights. William Kedley had reservations
for 3 sub-divisions, but now with the 80 and 85 ft road footage is much more appealing. He
added that this is a reasonable approach. Thomas Knapp said that people are looking to build
smaller houses now. William McKee said that area is looking for smaller homes to be built, not
larger homes. Tom Knapp said he is looking to downsize and his existing property could be used
for others — he is planning to build on one of these lots. Bruce Evener asked the CEO if this went
to zoning — Kevin confirmed that it would. Janine Fogarty had no questions and Mark Costich
had no questions. Bruce said we would need to do a SEQR and passed out forms, the SEQR for
the Knapp application was completed.

Bruce asked for public comments on the Knapp application — no comments. William Kedley mo-
tioned to approve the Knapp application for 2 lot sub-division at 80 and 85 ft road footage, Wil-
liam McKee seconded, the motion passed unanimously.

Votes: Evener-aye, Kedley-aye, Costich-abstain, McKee-aye

2. Preliminary Site Plan Review, Precilia & Mike Linzulo, 7590 Fourth Street for a renovation
per stamped plans with an addition 9.48' from rear property line where 12.5' is required and a
carport 2.8' from south property line where 12.5' is required. (CODE 190-49)

This is a preliminary site plan review for Mike and Precilla Lenzuguolo. They have a small cot-
tage and want to put an addition on the NE corner on the existing cottage on Fouth St. The cot-
tage addition would be 9.48 ft from the rear property line where 12.5 ft is required and a carport
2.8 ft from the S property line where 12.5 ft is required. William McKee asked if they are expand-
ing the kitchen. They will be adding two bedrooms and two bathrooms. The CEO put up a map
of their plans showing the planned addition. The overhead map shows where the addition would
be made. The concrete patio is actually a driveway and the carport would be over that. The
driveway would extend out to the street. William Kedley asked if the carport would be a structure
— they responded that it would share a roof. Their neighbor’s have rock for drainage, they have
sand. Their neighbor is in support of their planned addition.

William Kedley said he didn’t see N on the drawings provided. Mark Costich said they provided a
house plan but no architectural drawings. He said the maps are not adequate for the PB to un-
derstand. Mark Costich said there is no site plan to show where these numbers came from. Mike
Lenzuguolo said they could get the surveyor to help provide overhead maps with those numbers.
Mike Lenzuguolo said they are putting a garage door on the shed. Mike Lenzuguolo said they
have been working on these plans for some time. Precilla said they would use the shed for stor-



age of lawn care items, etc. Mark Costich said he could not tell the dimensions of what was be-
ing proposed without the map dimensions. Precilla said there would be steps coming down on
the area marked concrete porch. Mark Costich said the PB needed to know the dimensions of
existing and what was proposed. Precilla said the maps submitted pretty much show what is ex-
isting. Mark reiterated that the PB needs to know the property lines which are not clear. Precilla
said the survey company can provide the lot maps and dimensions needed. Bruce said the
maps need to define the existing and proposed with dimensions. The Lenzuguolos said they
could provide greater details. Janine Fogarty agreed, William McKee agreed, William Kedley
agreed also. Mark Costich made the motion that the application be tabled and that the Len-
zuguolos be requested define existing and proposed dimensions for the PB to consider, then
they can go to the ZB, William Kedley seconded, the motion to table passed unanimously.

Votes: Evener-aye, Kedley-aye, Costich-aye, McKee-aye
The Public is Invited to Speak on These Applications

Other Business:

Motion to adjourn: Motion to adjourn was made by Kedley, McKee seconded, the motion
passed unanimously. The meeting was adjourned by Bruce Evener at 7:50 pm.

The next PB meeting will be August 5, 2024 unless plans change.

Support email for Sue Bassage’s fence application:
From: Judith Watt <djwatt45@gmail.com>

Sent: Friday, July 12, 2024 5:11 PM

To: Kevin Druschel <CEO@soduspoint.info>
Subject: Fencing on Sue Bassage property

Sue Bassage has explained to me the plan for fencing in her yard to protect her cats and dog.
This plan is acceptable to me her neighbor on East side of her home.
Thank you. Judith Watt 8319 South Shore rd
Sodus’s Point, NY 14555



Agency Use Only [If applicable|

Project:

Date:

Jod

Short Environmental Assessment Form
Part 2 - Impact Assessment

Part 2 is to be completed by the Lead Agency.

Answer all of the following questions in Part 2 using the information contained in Part 1 and other materials submitted by
the project sponsor or otherwise available to the reviewer. When answering the questions the reviewer should be guided by
the concept “Have my responses been reasonable considering the scale and context of the proposed action?”

No, or Moderate

small to large
impact impact
may may
occur occur

1. Will the proposed action create a material conflict with an adopted land use plan or zoning
regulations?

/]

2. Will the proposed action result in a change in the use or intensity of use of land?

[l

3. Will the proposed action impair the character or quality of the existing community?

4. Will the proposed action have an impact on the environmental characteristics that caused the
establishment of a Critical Environmental Area (CEA)?

5. Will the proposed action result in an adverse change in the existing level of traffic or
affect existing infrastructure for mass transit, biking or walkway?

6. Will the proposed action cause an increase in the use of energy and it fails to incorporate
reasonably available energy conservation or renewable energy opportunities?

|

7.  Will the proposed action impact existing:
a. public / private water supplies?

b. public / private wastewater treatment utilities?

8. Will the proposed action impair the character or quality of important historic, archaeological,
architectural or aesthetic resources?

9. Will the proposed action result in an adverse change to natural resources (e.g., wetlands,
waterbodies, groundwater, air quality, flora and fauna)?

10. Will the proposed action result in an increase in the potential for erosion, flooding or drainage
problems?

11. Will the proposed action create a hazard to environmental resources or human health?
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Agency Use Only [If applicable]

Project:

Date:

Short Environmental Assessment Form
Part 3 Determination of Significance

For every question in Part 2 that was answered “moderate tc; large impact may occur”, or if there is a need to explain why a
particular element of the proposed action'may or will not result in a significant adverse environmental impact, please
complete Part 3. Part 3 should, in sufficient detail, identify the impact, including any measures or design elements that
have been included by the project sponsor to avoid or reduce impacts. Part 3 should also explain how the lead agency
determined that the impact may or will not be significant. Each potential impact should be assessed considering its setting,
probability of occurring, duration, irreversibility, geographic scope and magnitude. Also consider the potential for short-
term, long-term and cumulative impacts.

D Check this box if you have determined, based on the information and analysis above, and any supporting documentation,

that the proposed action may result in one or more potentially large or significant adverse impacts and an
environmental impact statement is required.

[:] Check this box if you have determined, based on the information and analysis above, and any supporting documentation,
that the proposed action will not result in any significant adverse environmental impacts.

Name of Lead Agency Date
Print or Type Name of Responsible Officer in Lead Agency Title of Responsible Officer
Signature of Responsible Officer in Lead Agency Signature of Preparer (if different from Responsible Officer)
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