Planning Board (PB) Minutes, 8-5-24
Village of Sodus Point, NY

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

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

Others present: Village of Sodus Point (zoom), Ron Diamond, Brandon Martin, Zachary
Burnett, Steve & Evie Taylor, David Brandt (all in person), Mike Linzulo (zoom), Matthew St
Martin (zoom)

Establishment of a Quorum: A quorum of 3 was established with five members in attendance,
however, it was noted that Mark Costich would be not voting due to his remote attendance.

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

The pre-meeting did not occur due to technical issues. Future work sessions will address: 1)
dock, mooring and breakwall application guidelines 2) progress report on guidelines for subdivi-
sion, 3) discussion on CEQO’s absence from PB meetings, 4) other board member generated top-
ics of discussion.

Call to order: The public meeting was called to order by Chair Bruce Evener at 7:00 pm.

Approval of minutes from previous meetings: Minutes from 7-15-24 were reviewed, edited
and approved. William Kedley motioned to approve, William McKee seconded, the minutes
were approved.

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

1. Fence Review, Gretchen DePoint 7582 5™ Street, to construct a 6' fence per plot drawing.
(CODE 190-22(g) 121-4)

Gretchen DePoint spoke saying they are looking to replace an existing 3-4 ft split rail fence with
a 6 ft privacy fence. Bruce Evener said a 6 ft fence would need to go to the ZB. Bill Kedley asked
about exact location of the property line saying it is very tight in the back yard — he said it was
very important to know the exact location of the property line. Gretchen DePoint said there is a
stake showing the exact property line in the back yard and garage. Fogarty and McKee said they
had no questions. Mark Costich asked about the DePoint location and submission. He also
asked if Gretchen got the neighbor’s approval — she said she would ask. William Kedley moved
to recommend to the ZB, Fogarty seconded, the motion passed.

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



2. Fence Review, Ron Diamond, 8387 Wickham Blvd, to construct a 6' rolled bamboo fence
per plot drawing. (CODE 190-22(g) 121-4)

Ron Diamond said he wanted to put a 6 ft privacy fence per plot drawing on his property. It
would be a 6 ft bamboo fence. Fogarty clarified that the fence would be just a straight line. Mark
Costich said it would be a 20 ft fence. McKee asked how far over from the W property line would
the fence be located — Ron said it would be about 12-14 ft. There were no further questions from
the PB. Fogarty recommended the fence application be forwarded to the ZB, McKee seconded,
the motion passed.

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

1. Preliminary Site Plan Review, Precilia & Mike Linzulo, 7590 Fourth Street for a renovation
per stamped plans with an addition 9.5' from rear property line where 12.5' is required and a
carport 2.4' from south property line where 12.5' is required. (CODE 190-49)

Mike Linzulo said they had submitted plans for a renovation on the E side of their property to
square it off. Bruce said the updated site plan was easier to read and visualize the plans. Kedley
asked about the addition of a car port near the street side of their house on the S side. He asked
if it was more of a garage rather than a car port. Mike said they have a shed right now but it
would be a car port, not a garage at all. He spoke to the neighbor and it would not obstruct her
view at all. Mark Costich said the garage door on the drawings submitted make it unclear as to
whether they will be putting in a garage. Mike Linzulo said it would be a carport, not a garage.
He said the drawings were done in Sept of last year. No work has been done to the garage area,
only work on the deck was new.

Kedley asked about the 3 4x4 posts which would support the carport — Mike Linzulo clarified that
two sides of the carport would be open. This would provide sun protection for the vehicle. Kedley
said the posts would be 2.5 ft from the neighbor’s property line. Fogarty asked if the carport
could be made smaller — Mike said it could not, otherwise vehicles would not fit. Mike also said
that he had sought approval from his neighbor for the project. Chair Evener opened for public
comment - no public comments were provided. Fogarty motioned to forward this to the ZB with
the addition 9.5 ft from rear property line and carport 2.5 ft from S property line, McKee se-
conded, the motion passed.

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

2. Preliminary Site Plan Review, Zachary Burnette, 7118 Hillside Drive to construct a 28x32
residential home per stamped plans. (CODE 190-49)

Zachary Burnett said they want to construct a 28x32 residential home. Fogarty asked about a
driveway — Zachary said they would just have gravel out front. Kedley asked if the driveway
would be recessed from the property. Zachary said they would put in a driveway similar to their
neighbors. Kedley said the plans should include the driveway as there is a large deep ditch
there. He added that it was very helpful to have the stake on the property where the house will
be located. Mark Costich said he was also concerned about the driveway and need for a culvert.
McKee asked if they would keep the trees. Zachary said most of the trees would be removed but
they would try to keep the maple trees. Bruce Evener said the house and design looks good.
Kedley said the application should not have to go to the ZB. Bruce opened the case for public
comments — there were no public comments. Kedley moved for preliminary approval of the
building of a residence with stipulation that the driveway plans be submitted, McKee seconded,



the motion passed.
Votes: Evener-aye, Kedley-aye, McKee-aye, Fogarty-aye

3. Preliminary Site Plan Review Steve Taylor, 8269 Lake Street Ext. To construct a 22"x10'2"
addition and interior renovation per stamped plans 16.9' from road right of way where 25'is
required to square up south east corner of structure. (CODE 190-49)

Steve Taylor spoke saying they want to make a small addition (22”x10’2”) to square up the SE
corner of the house. Bruce Evener said he appreciated their plan to square up the house. Kedley
had no questions saying it is a straightforward application. Fogarty clarified that it is 22”. No fur-
ther questions from the PB. Bruce opened the case for public comments — there were no public
comments. Kedley moved to recommend the 22”x10°2” addition as per stamped plans to the ZB,
Fogarty seconded, the motion passed.

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

4. Preliminary Site Plan Review & Special Use Permit Review, Brandon Martin, 7118
Route 14 to construct (3) 36'x150' storage buildings in a residential district to be used for
Boat Storage (retail business or service not otherwise provided herein) (CODE 190-8,190-49)

Brandon Martin spoke saying they would like to build three storage barns in the northeast corner
of the property below the existing parking area. Bruce Evener pointed out that the plans submit-
ted were difficult to read and suggested that Brandon withdraw the application until such time as
a revised site plan could be submitted, containing information necessary for review by the PB
including topographic details, distances to lot lines, location of the LCR/Residential zoning line,
etc. Brandon said he thought everything was provided and asked why the PB had not brought
these things up earlier. Bruce said he thought Kevin Druschel had contacted Brandon, which
had apparently not happened.

Fogarty asked what would be stored in the buildings — Brandon said the buildings would be used
for winter boat storage. Brandon said the buildings would also be available for storage of marine
and construction equipment which is currently stored outside on the property. Additional topics
were raised about the proposal including signage, landscaping, parking, circulation, noise & vis-
ual buffering, lighting, snow removal, etc.

Bruce Evener asked the Village lawyer how the PB would stipulate conditions for the special use
permit. The Village lawyer said the special use permit could specify the possible uses of the stor-
age buildings in the residential zone and the PB could make specific conditions related to the
permit.

Mark Costich asked the applicant to explain how the intended uses were allowed in the residen-
tial zoning district. Brandon responded he did not understand the question. Mark rephrased and
PB members and the attorney tried to assist the applicant. The applicant did not answer the
guestion.

Mark indicated the applicant started by saying that he thought everything was provided and why
things were not brought up earlier, Mark wanted to clearly state additional items / detail needed.
1. Existing and proposed uses of all buildings and storage areas. Building dimensions, and
areas. Legible complete plans not in a SWPPP
2. An extensive coordinated SEQR review was done on this property and the Tidesides Ma-
rina tied together with the need to deposit dredge material on this site from the marina.



The material was to be used to create Landscape berm buffers and used to fill rubble
slopes to be stabilized. Other mitigation was proposed. A new site plan application will re-
quire a updated LEAF addressing past and future mitigation measures.

3. Information lacking as required in 190 — 49 (3) a-e

4. Fire lanes for all buildings

5. Additional detail on traffic circulation, stacking, channelization and traffic controls

6. Additional detail on pedestrian circulation, walkways and interaction w/ vehicular traffic

7. Additional information, details on, off-street parking details, required, proposed, ADA re-
quirements

8. ° Site and building mounted lighting

9. ° Signage location, size and detail

10. “ Complete Landscape plans with a table listing size, type and va-
riety.

11.° Noise buffering

12. ° Visual Buffering

13. A SWPPP has been provided. Copies of all NYSDEC correspondence needs to be pro-
vided. A review of impacts to downstream drainage needs to describe the adequacy of
increased volume of runoff. The SWPPP must provide provisions for changes in the site
layout during the approval process.

14. A report on Sanitary and water is needed, specifically w/ a car wash. Utility design

15. Additional detail on erosion control /slope stabilization, grading

16. A narrative plans and details on past conditions of approval, March 21 2022 responding to
19 conditions of approval (see attached) including timing.

17.A Geotechnical report indicating it is safe to build buildings on large rubble and debris.

Chair Evener opened the application for public comment.

David Brandt (neighbor to Tidesides) spoke saying he is concerned about the condition of the
property and its current use. He wants to see plans for the drainage of the site, source of fill to
be used, management of downstream drainage & sediment control, and timeframe for the

work. He expressed concern that many of the conditions of the original application have not
been complied with. He wants to see these things addressed before the storage buildings may
be permitted and he wants to know the timeline for when these items will be addressed. He said
things that should have been done with the original approval have not been done — parking, res-
taurant, covering of fill-debris, storage of inappropriate items, etc.

Laurie Verbridge (Village trustee) spoke, saying that she had met with Brandon about getting
some of these items done but that the site continues to look somewhat messy up there. She said
she has received numerous complaints from neighbors about the operation. She said the weed
whacking has helped but it needs some additional work.

There were no further public comments.

Chair Evener outlined several steps to be taken concerning the current application - - re-opening
the SEQR; reviewing the conditions set forth in the original application; and recommending
sending the application to the County.

Fogarty motioned to re-open the SEQR, Kedley seconded, the motion passed.

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



Kedley motioned that we send the application to the county for their review and comments.
McKee suggested that we forward it to the County with a recommendation we do not support the
application, expressing concern that the project is too large and not compatible with the current
growth of the residential area.

Following discussion, McKee motioned to send the application to the County for their review and
comment with a neutral recommendation, Kedley seconded, the motion passed.

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

Discussion followed as to when the application should be sent to the ZBA.

Kedley recommended not sending it to ZBA until we get input from the County. Bruce asked Vil-
lage Attorney St. Martin if we can postpone sending to the ZBA until we hear from the County —
he replied yes. Mark Costich suggested it would be helpful to get the ZBA’s input on the special
use permit out of the way. Kedley pointed out that we have an incomplete application at this time
and he does not recommend sending to the ZBA. Bruce asked Brandon if he could provide all
the additional information to the ZBA in time for their review. Brandon said he could provide all
the additional information for the ZBA'’s review of the application.

Following discussion, Fogarty recommended the application be forwarded to the ZBA with a
neutral comment from the PB, Bruce Evener seconded, the motion did not pass.

Votes: Evener-aye, Kedley-nay, McKee-nay, Fogarty-aye

Kedley recommended the application be forwarded to the ZB with a negative recommendation,
McKee seconded, the motion passed.

Votes: Evener-abstain, Kedley-aye, McKee-aye, Fogarty-nay

Following the vote, Brandon asked what he should tell the ZBA about the basis for the negative
recommendation. McKee suggested that the issues for the negative recommendation include the
size of the proposed development in a residential-zoned parcel and the recent growth in residen-
tial development in the adjacent area. Kedley added that issues include the compatibility of the
proposal with the surrounding neighborhood as well as the scale of the proposal, both of which
appear to be contrary to the policies in the current draft of the updated LWRP. Costich questioned
whether it was appropriate to continue discussion after the vote and asked if this discussion was
going into the minutes. Matthew St Martin said the PB should not be giving critiques but can give
the applicant more information about what would be needed before going to the ZBA.

Excerpt taken from: Martin’s Tidesides CPLS Site Plan Approval Motion, March 21, 2022

It is moved that we approve the Martin’s Tidesides CPLS Site Plan with the following conditions:
1. Submission/Review/and approval of Stormwater Prevention Plan, SWPPP, to the NYSDEC
and the issuance of a State Pollutant Discharge Elimination System, SPDES, permit, and any
and all actions and conditions which DEC may place on the project must be completed before
any additional work may begin, with the exceptions as mentioned in Scannell's letter dated
March 21,2022.

2. North, South and West sides extending the entire length of the CPLS are to be screened uti-
lizing berms > 4' in height and a mix of evergreen trees of 6' minimum height, 4' on center for ar-
borvitae and 8' on center for Pines.

3. All sloped sides of the filled area are to be finished with 4-6” of topsoil and fill for planting
cover plants.



4.The North, West and South sloped sides are to be covered with weeping grass and the East
sloped side is to be covered with crown vetch.
5. Production of a topographical map by a licensed engineer showing the entire CPLS area in-
cluding berms structures and plantings.
6. Development of a stormwater management plan per NYSDEC standards.
7. Signage indicating that the CPLS is a private commercial lot for use only by Martin’s Tidesides
and its customers in compliance with 190-26.
8. The existing sewer manhole is to be raised per village standards and the hole surrounding it is
to be filled to grade.
9. Stripping shall be regularly applied so as to easily identify parking areas and traffic flow.
10. Driveway egress from the site and existing berms and plantings shall provide a clear view of
traffic approaching from both directions on Rte 14.
11. Materials, equipment and vehicles in disrepair or in unusable condition or debris shall not be
stored at the site or be permitted to accumulate.
12. Lighting, although not presently contemplated, shall be subject to review by the PB if consid-
ered at a future date. Any proposed lighting shall not reflect toward neighboring properties.
13. Stored materials or stacked equipment may not exceed a height of 8'.
14. A series of permanently visible stakes shall be placed by a licensed land surveyor designat-
ing the separation between the LCR-zoned area and the R-zoned area.
15. No expansion of the filled area, outside of that which is required by the NYSDEC
SPDES/SWPPP process, shall occur without the submission and approval of a Planning Board.
16. Areas of usage will comply with those shown on the Site Plan.
Table of Uses

o Parking area - automobiles/pickup trucks, trailers, boats, cradles;

« Display area - new/used docks, boat lifts, boats, and trailers; and

« Material/Equipment Storage area - operational construction equipment and vehicles and

usable construction materials.

17. All conditions must be met before the CPLS may be used.
18. The approved resolution and conditions are to be added in their entirety to the Site Plan.
19. Upon completion of all necessary conditions the applicant will provide the planning board a my-
lar reproducible copy of the revised final Site Plans for the planning board chairman to sign off on.

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

Other Business: NOTICE: PLANNING BOARD we will be accepting public comment for a
Short-Term Rental Regulation.

Bruce Evener opened the short-term rental regulation for public comment. Matt St Martin signed
off. Kedley suggested moving the topic to a future meeting as we have no public comments.
Bruce said that the mayor is the only one to comment.

Motion to adjourn: Motion to adjourn was made by Fogarty, Kedley seconded, the motion
passed unanimously. The meeting was adjourned by Bruce Evener at 8:42 pm.

Phil Leone asked what the public wants in terms of public comments. He asked if public parking
was a concern. Bruce said noise, over-renting, bonfires all hours of the night, parking, etc. are all
issues. Phil Leone objected and asked what differentiates one person from another. Bruce reiter-
ated we are adjourned.

The public may make comments at the meeting or by writing to the Village Clerk.

The next PB meeting will be August 19, 2024 unless plans change.



