VILLAGE OF PITTSFORD
PLANNING AND ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS
Regular Meeting: Monday, April 5, 2021

PRESENT:

Chairperson: Justin Vlietstra

Members: Jo Anne Shannon
David Marshall
Susan Lhota
John Kitchura

Attorney: Mindy Zoghlin

Rec. Sec.: Marina Pacheco

Chairperson Vlietstra stated that pursuant to Governor Cuomo’s recent Executive Orders, this
meeting is being conducted online in response to the state’s response to COVID-19. We are
video conferencing instead of meeting in person. Meeting notice is posted on the Village
website, which includes a link to this meeting, so any member of the public can participate in
this meeting and observe the discussions.

Motion by Chairperson Vlietstra, and seconded by Member Marshall, to call the regular
meeting to order at 6:38 PM, noting that all five members of the PZBA are present.

Vote: Vlietstra — yes; Shannon — yes; Lhota — yes; Marshall — yes; Kitchura - yes. Motion
carried.

Conflict of Interest Disclosure: None of _the Board Members had conflicts of interest to
disclose.

36 MONROE AVENUE - PORCH VARIANCE
Present: Paul Morabito, Architect

Discussion: Mr. Morabito presented plans by homeowner Mike Collichio to construct an all-
wood porch on the front of his home. There was previously a porch on the house in the 1950°s
that was removed and replaced with a stoop that is now in disrepair. Porch to keep with design
and character of the house and neighborhood. Mr. Morabito cited the current front setback at
43.8 Ft., the porch is designed to be 36.2 ft., therefore a variance for the 9.5 ft. setback is needed.

Chairperson Vlietstra stated that the intended setback is 36 ft. where the zoning code calls for a
setback of 70 ft. Recognized that the home is a pre-existing, non-conforming structure that pre-
dates the zoning code. Chairperson Vlietstra opened the floor to Attorney Zoghlin for comment.

Attorney Zoghlin stated that due to this home being pre-existing, non-conforming that it would
be best for the Board to consider the setbacks for the other homes in the area.




Mr. Morabito stated that he had visited the home and made note that the neighboring houses are
at approximately the same setback. Referenced a photo of a neighboring house that was provided
in the application and explained that the photo served as a reference as the intention is to mimic
it, but also that the photo may provide an approximate visual aid for the setback of that
neighboring porch. Mr. Morabito further explained that when he looked down the street, the
houses stagger slightly, but he estimated that most of the neighboring houses had a setback of
approximately 40 ft. and that is how he determined the setback for this project.

Chairperson Vlietstra agreed that the setback of neighboring houses in the area is similar.

Member Lhota made note that the first residence on the street, the Bolger House (20 Monroe
Ave.) by the fire station, likely has the shortest setback and is the oldest house. Chairperson
Vlietstra stated that it appeared that the Bolger House (20 Monroe Ave.) was approximately 48ft.
to the sidewalk.

Attorney Zoghlin stated that the Building Inspector referred the Board to Zoning Code §210-
20.5, as to the LDR District, and that the code states that the front yard setback is 70 ft. or the
average between developed lots adjacent to the property in question. Suggested that in this
circumstance the requirement should be based upon the average of setbacks for adjacent
properties.

Chairperson Vlietstra stated that per the Monroe County GIS website, the property at 34 Monroe
appears to be approximately 38-39 ft. back, and the other neighboring property at 42 Monroe
Ave. appeared to be approximately 62 ft. back, therefore the average of those two properties is
approximately 50 ft. Attorney Zoghlin commented that in light of that, the requested setback
would be 36.2 ft. from 50, not 36.2 ft. From 70.

Chairperson Vlietstra stated that he does not have the acumen to determine the setbacks
accurately. Asked Attorney Zoghlin if she believed that this issue must be resolved prior to the
vote. Attorney Zoghlin advised that this matter should be resolved prior to the vote as the
analysis of this will influence the decision.

Member Marshall noted that even if it is a 50% setback, if it is reasonably contiguous with the
other properties on Monroe Avenue, the variance could be considered assuming the larger
number. Attorney Zoghlin agreed and stated that the Board could discuss that it appears the
request should be from a smaller number, not from 70 ft. but perhaps from 50 ft. Consideration
of the request in this manner will influence whether or not the requested variance is considered

substantial and whether or not it would have an adverse effect on the physical and environmental
conditions in the district.




Member Kitchura stated that he interprets Member Marshall’s point as regarding the aesthetic
impact. When looking at other nearby houses, they all have front porches, and all of the porches
appear to be within 30 or 40 ft. of the road.

Mr. Morabito pointed out that there is currently a stoop on the home that is almost 6 ft. from the
front of the house. and that his plans for the porch would take up another 18 inches closer to the
road. Attorney Zoghlin asked if that meant that the setback is actually 49.8 ft. due to the 6 ft.
stoop that is there currently. Mr. Morabito explained that he took the numbers from the house,
not the stoop, and that it would be 37.8 ft.

Member Marshall commented that he would prefer to proceed under the understanding that this
will require a larger setback rather than a smaller one, and to make the decision as though it
requires a greater setback. Further stated that he does not believe the application should be
delayed due to this.

Chairperson Vlietstra stated that to review the application from a different angle, it is agreed that
the house will not be moving and that porches are a reasonable and typical feature of homes in
the area. Chairperson Vlietstra asked Mr. Morabito to confirm the size of the proposed porch.
Mr. Morabito explained that it will be 7.5 ft. deep by 25 ft., 188 sq. ft. Chairperson Vlietstra
stated that making the porch any smaller would reduce its functionality and that it is a reasonable
sized porch for the property. Mr. Morabito also noted that the homeowners did want the porch to
be deep enough for them to have some chairs on it. Chairperson Vlietstra also noted that he did
not believe that having a smaller porch would have a substantially reduced impact on the
neighborhood but would have a negative impact on the homeowner(s).

Member Lhota stated that the proposed porch will only be 1.5 ft. further towards the street than
the currently existing stoop. Chairperson Vlietstra commented that that observation can be
factored into the Board’s numeric analysis. Several Members agree that they are in favor of
factoring it in. '

Member Lhota also commented that the Village is slowly cultivating a “porch culture” where
more often than not, homeowners are opting to keep or add porches to their homes. Member
Lhota also stated that she is in favor of this as the porch was an original feature on the home that
was removed and this proposal would restore that original feature. Member Marshall agreed with
the statements of Member Lhota.

Chairperson Vlietstra cited concerns regarding the noticing of the application as a setback of 36
ft. where 70 ft is required. Some discussion is had amongst Board member whether to strike the
language. Chairperson Vlietstra and Attorney Zoghlin determined that because the application
was noticed with the language, and because the language was pre-determined by the Building
Inspector, that it would be improper to change.




Board Members reviewed the resolution document and held discussion as to whether or not the
proposed plans met the Board’s review criteria and where exceptions to the criteria are
acceptable.

Motion by Chairperson Vlietstra, and seconded by Member Marshall, to approve the
application of Mike Collichio at 36 Monroe Avenue with no conditions.

Vote: Vlietstra — yes; Shannon — yes; Lhota — yes; Marshall — yes; Kitchura - yes. Motion
carried.

Motion by Chairperson Vlietstra, and seconded by Member Lhota, to open the Public
Hearing for the application of Mike Collichio at 36 Monroe Avenue.

Vote: Vlietstra — yes; Shannon — yes; Lhota — yes; Marshall — yes; Kitchura - yes. Motioh
carried.

Public Comment: None.

Motion by Chairperson Vlietstra, and seconded by Member Marshall, to close the Public
Hearing for the application of Mike Collichio at 36 Monroe Avenue.

Motion by Chairperson Vlietstra, and seconded by Member Lhota, to ratify the previous
motion approving the application of Mike Collichio at 36 Monroe Avenue with no conditions in
light of the lack of public comment.

Vote: Vlietstra — yes; Shannon — yes; Lhota — yes; Marshall — yes; Kitchura - yes. Motion
carried.

1 SOUTH MAIN - CHANDELIER’S - Sign
Present: None

Applicants were not present. The Recording Secretary explained that attempts were made to
contact the applicant but they could not be reached.. Attorney Zoghlin advised that the Board

open the Public Hearing for the application and move to hold it over until the next Board
meeting. '

Motion by Chairperson Vlietstra, and seconded by Member Lhota, to open the Public
Hearing for the application of Chandelier’s at 1 South Main Street and to holdover the
application until the next regular board meeting on April 19, 2021.

Vote: Vlietstra — yes; Shannon — yes; Lhota — yes; Marshall — yes; Kitchura - yes. Motion
carried.

ADOPTION OF REVISED 2021 MEETING/DEADLINE SCHEDULE

The Recording Secretary explained that the revised schedule was presented to the Board and
discussed in the last meeting but a motion to adopt was not carried out. Chairperson Vlietstra




further explained that the basic change will give five weeks between the application deadline and
the date of the meeting to allow more time to administratively review and properly publish notice
of applications.

Motion by Chairperson Vlietstra, and seconded by Member Shannon, to adopt the revised
2021 Meeting/Deadline schedule.

Vote: Vlietstra — yes; Shannon — yes; Lhota — yes; Marshall — yes; Kitchura - yes. Motion
carried.

MEMBER ITEMS

Chairperson Vlietstra: The Chairperson stated that he had received a comment from Monroe
County Planning regarding the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) requesting that the
Village’s local Historic Preservation Office reach out to them. Attorney Zoghlin advised that as
the Village does not have a local Historic Preservation Office, it would be improper for the
Board to reach out to SHPO for comment and that it would be best for Monroe County Planning
to ask for input from SPO themselves.

Member Marshall asked if the correct variance for the sign was requested. Chairperson Vlietstra
cautioned the Board that per the advice of Attorney Zoghlin it is reasonable to ask questions
about the application but it is not proper to discuss the merits of it.

Attorney Zoghlin noted that the question would be best suited for a workshop session. Member
Marshall agreed stating that the question was relevant to preparatory discussions regarding the
application. Attorney Zoghlin and Member Marshall agreed to discuss the matter at the
workshop session before the next regular board meeting.

Chairperson Vlietstra commented that Board Members are free to follow up with the Building
Inspector about the matter on their own.

Board Members hold discussion about other buildings with signs that should be considered when

reviewing the application. A list is compiled of buildings which the Board will request more
history on from the Building Inspector.

TOWN OF PITTSFORD ZONING CODE UPDATE

Chairperson Vlietstra explained that the Town of Pittsford is soliciting public comments on their
website until April 25, 2021 in regards to upcoming changes in their zoning code. Further
explained that he attended a Town meeting about it last month and to his knowledge they are at
the information gathering stage and do not have a formal proposal drafted. Chairperson Vlietstra
suspects that the code change will be substantial and is intended as a response to the Village’s
revised Comprehensive Plan. Chairperson Vlietstra asked the Board if any members had
comments that they wished to submit.




Member Marshall stated that it might be difficult to provide a blanket statement as a Board and
asked Attorney Zoghlin if the Board has that capacity. Attorney Zoghlin explained that the Board
may comment on the proposed legislation but they do not have the power to review, undertake,
grant or deny anything regarding Town re-zoning.

Member Shannon asked if it might be appropriate to provide comments as individuals. Attorney

Zoghlin explained that the commentary would conceivably have more weight if it came from the
Board.

Chairperson Vlietstra noted that he would be interested on commenting on the traffic along the
Monroe Avenue corridor. Explained that the current traffic density has stifled the development
that is allowed by the Village along Monroe Ave. Chairperson Vlietstra suggested providing the
comment that the Town more closely moderate permitted uses in the area in order to generate
less traffic.

Member Lhota suggested reviewing the Active Transportation Plan and the Village’s
Comprehensive Plan to see if there may be sections to cite that support the traffic reduction
argument.

Chairperson Vlietstra noted that the Town has a Monroe Avenue Corridor Plan that was
unfulfilled. The plan called for Monroe Ave. to be a walkable, tree lined corridor with a tree
lined median similar to Oxford Boulevard. Instead, the DOT did not follow the plan, and
widened the road.

Chairperson Vlietstra also noted that he would be interested on commenting on increasing
setbacks and preserving tree-lined streets. Stated that he believes it ties into a larger
environmental and character issue that are worth considering in the Zoning code.

Member Lhota asked how the Board should go about providing their comments. Chairperson
Vlietstra suggested that a more in-depth discussion be held at the next regular meeting. Member

Shannon noted that it appears that the map on the Town’s website is available until April 25% but:
they are accepting comments after that.

Member Lhota asked if the only was to comment was through the website. Chairperson Vlietstra
answered that it is and that users have to click on a specific property and type comments there.
Further explained that the Town did not open the meeting to general comments after the Public
Information session that they held last month.

Member Marshall suggested that Board Members could review each parcel provided on the map
and wordsmith comments regarding each, then present it to the Town signed by all members of
the Board. Chairperson Vlietstra confirmed that can be an option.




Chairperson Vlietstra also noted that approaching stakeholders for comment was mentioned and
that the Village Planning Board and the Village Board of Trustees could be considered as
independent stakeholders. Chairperson Vlietstra suggested sending the Town a letter on behalf of
the Village Planning Board to request an opportunity to comment on the matter. Several
members agree. Chairperson Vlietstra charged the Recording Secretary with drafting a letter to
that effect.

U.S. CONGRESS - FINGERLAKES REGION DESIGNATION

Chairperson Vlietstra explained that the U.S. Congress has intentions to designate the Finger
Lakes region as some sort of national heritage and environmental preservation area. He is unsure
what the legislation entails, but stated that Congress is soliciting comments regarding the
decision until sometime in June of 2021. Chairperson Vlietstra felt that it was worth mentioning
as the designation may provide an opportunity for federal funding.

Motion by Chairperson Vlietstra, and seconded by Member Shannon, to adjourn the meeting.
Vote: Vlietstra — yes; Shannon — yes; Lhota — yes; Marshall — yes; Kitchura - yes. Motion
carried.
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