VILLAGE OF PITTSFORD
PLANNING AND ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS
Special Meeting: Monday, October 18, 2021 @ 6:30 PM

PRESENT:
Chairperson: Justin Vlietstra
Members: Jo Anne Shannon
David Marshall
Susan Lhota
John Kitchura
Mike Reynolds (Alternate)
Stacey Freed (Alternate)
Attorney: Mindy Zoghlin
Recording Secretary: Dorothea M. Ciccarelli

Motion by Chairperson Vlietstra, and seconded by Member Lhota, to call the meeting to
order, noting that all five of the regular PZBA members are present.

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

72 STATE STREET - Variance / Site Plan Review
Present: Shannon Hookway (Owner)

Chairperson Vlietstra reviewed with the applicant the steps the Board will be taking in reviewing
the presented application and the criteria involved for the decision. He indicated that they are
looking at whether the benefit to the applicant outweighs the impact on the community. The
applicant’s architect presented to the Board information related to the criteria required for the
Board to review.

Ms. Hookway stated to the Board that having a second-floor storage and studio space would not
be possible with the 12 ft roofline. They had previously provided with the Board comparable
examples to keep the garage complementary to the character of the Village and their home itself.

The Building Inspector informed the Board that it would be detrimental to the construction of
any garage to have the 12ft pitch for the roofline. In addition, it would not match the existing
character of the property.

Motion by Chairperson Vlietstra, and seconded by Member Marshall, to open the public
hearing on 72 State Street on the variance for the roof.

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

Art Pires, 70 State Street — Stated that he is in support of the presented application, the design in
concert with the existing historical features of the home.
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Member Marshall questioned if the applicant and Mr. Pires had a plan in place to protect the
maple tree. Ms. Hookway commented that they did have a plan in place.

The board discussed the area variance review criteria and findings for a decision.

Motion by Chairperson Vlietstra, and seconded by Member Marshall, to approve the
resolution for the 72 State Street area variance for the reasons discussed.

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

Chairperson Vlietstra questioned the Secretary for the Board whether any further comments have
been received on the application. The Secretary informed the Board that she had not received
any additional comments from the Board.

Chairperson Vlietstra commented that there are concerns with construction when working
around property lines and the possibility of damaging the roots of trees. Past comments
received from a landscape architect were shared with the applicant to help protect the tree which
included not disturbing more than 25% of the root system and not to dig any closer than 6ft.

The applicant informed the Board that she had a tree expert come out and they would be taking
all the recommended precautions as suggested. Member Lhota requested that the list of
precautionary steps the Board had received in the past be sent to the applicant to assist in the
steps that she is currently taking to protect the Maple tree.

The Chairperson stated that it seems that the neighbor and the applicant have amicably resolved
the issue of the tree the Board does not to be involved.

Chairperson Vlietstra questioned where the garage would be located, the applicant had
previously requested flexibility to position the garage between 3ft and 5ft of the property line. Is
there current clarity on the garage location or is there still a need for flexibility for the location to
accommodate the tree?

The applicant commented that due to the possible tree root system, ideally, 3-5ft of flexibility
would be necessary until they can determine the impact of the tree roots on the location.

Motion by Chairperson Vlietstra, and seconded by Member Lhota, to close the public
hearing on 72 State Street on-site plan review.

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

Motion by Chairperson Vlietstra, and seconded by Member Marshall, to adopt the
resolution approving the site plans for 72 State Street.
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Vote: Vlietstra — yes; Shannon — yes; Lhota — yes; Marshall — yes; Kitchura -yes. Motion
Carried.

45 SCHOEN PLACE — NEUTRAL GROUNDS - AREA VARIANCE, SIGNAGE
Present: Marianne Warfle

Chairperson Vlietstra, reviewed with the applicant the five criteria to be reviewed regarding the
application for an area variance.

Marianne Warfle, the owner of the Neutral Grounds coffee house informed the Board that they
are looking to be open on November 1, 2021, but have had supply chain issues. The community
has been supportive, and they have events already booked for their venue area. She discussed
the layout of the business between the coffee house area and the venue area. She discussed the
research she had completed looking for quality signage that complemented the building.

Chairperson Vlietstra discussed with the applicant information received from the Building
Inspector regarding the challenges of mounting signs. One of the code restrictions is that
signage cannot be mounted on the roof, it has to be mounted to the front of the building. The
additional code restriction is that only one sign is allowed per fagade side of the building. The
applicant at this time has six proposed signs, one on the roof of the building and five on the
building eves. The Building Inspector also informed the Board of the difficulty of mounting
signs on the building. He indicated that window signs are allowed but not practical for this
building. There is no space above the door or windows to hang a sign. Given the design of the
building, there is no place to mount a sign on the front of the building, and there is nowhere other
than the roof or the eaves to hang a sign. The Chairperson questioned the applicant if there were
any other suggested alternatives for locating signage on the building.

The applicant informed the Board that they would like to submit their first choice for approval.
The proposed signage is made of wood and has gold leaf detail and suits the front of the
building. Ms. Warfle does have potential alternatives but does want to share them unless it is
necessary.

The Chairperson asked the Building Inspector if mounting the signage to the building as
requested would damage the building in any way. The Building Inspector stated that if the
signage is done professionally there should not be any leakage or structural damage. The
proposal would only be in the soffit area of the front porch. Removal of the sign should not
permanently damage or leave the least evidence of the installation if removed correctly.

Member Marshall commented that the building in the proposal is a multi-commercial building.
He questioned if the Board could grant the proposal with the condition that no window signage
be placed in the future. The Board attorney agreed that the Board could make that a condition of
approval. Member Marshall further commented that he likes the look and this benefits the
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applicant more than it impacts the community. The building design is vastly different than other
commercial buildings in this neighborhood, and the porch overhang prevents building-mounted
signage from being visible to the passersby and the road.

Member Kitchura stated he agreed with Member Marshall and he did not have a problem with
the roof-mounted signage. He was unsure how else the applicant would be able to hang a sign
with the building design and agreed that the condition of no window signage should be

considered. The presented application looks good and will fit in with the character of the area.

Chairperson Vlietstra questioned if the quantity of the signs was appropriate. Would three signs
be better than five signs? Member Kitchura liked the symmetrical nature, and thought it looks
good. The signs are not repetitive in their text.

Member Lhota questioned if there was a difference between signs that identify the business or
signs that functions as a menu. Member Marshall suggested that the approval be on the
condition that the primary roof-mounted signage be different from the supplemental signs. The
Board attorney commented that the Board cannot dictate speech, but you can dictate that the
wording be different.

Member Kitchura expressed concern that if the Board granted just the roof signage and few of
the small signs, the overall look would not be symmetrical.

Member Lhota suggested a monument sign could be appropriate. The Building Inspector was
questioned what other businesses in the area have the roof-mounted signage. He informed the

Board that the Tailor shop in the area and Notion have roof-mounted signage at 50 State Street.
The Board discussed how those signs were mounted in comparison to the proposal.

Board Members discussed their preferences over monument signage vs roof signage.
Chairperson Vlietstra commented that reducing the number of the small signs on the building
would not reduce the impact and the symmetry makes sense. He also commented that the code
prefers building-mounted signs in comparison to monument signs. Member Lhota commented
that it was a large number of signs for the building, although the signage is different.

The Board discussed limitations that could be placed on the approval of the signs and their future
uses. If signage is installed on the building eves, then no signage can be placed in the windows
or doors. The Board Attorney suggested to the Board that they could make a condition that if
one sign is removed, they would all need to be removed.

Motion by Chairperson Vlietstra, seconded by Member Marshall, to open the public hearing
for 45 Schoen Place on proposed signage.

Vote: Vlietstra — yes; Shannon — yes; Lhota — yes; Marshall — yes; Kitchura -yes. Motion
Carried.
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Tony Snow — Sign designer — Stated that the proposed signage is 3.5 ft over what is allowed,
given the massive size of the building, the small signs are dwarfed. He did not want to clutter
the main sign with too much information. He thought the signs at the eves were a comfortable
presence. He also informed the Board that he could shave off a half-inch from the top of the
hanging signs.

The Board and Building Inspector discussed the total square footage of the signage and the
measurements to be considered in the calculation of the total footage.

The Board continued their discussion about the number of signs and the impact on the building.

The board discussed the area variance review criteria, findings for a decision, and conditions of
approval for the area variance for a roof-mounted sign.

Motion by Chairperson Vlietstra, seconded by Member Marshall, to close the public hearing
for 45 Schoen Place on proposed signage.

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

Motion by Chairperson Vlietstra, seconded by Member Marshall, to approve the area
variance for a roof sign.

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

Motion by Chairperson Vlietstra, seconded by Member Kitchura, to amend the prior
resolution that the sign will be constructed in wood.

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

The board discussed the area variance review criteria, findings for a decision, and conditions of
approval for the area variance for the number of signs.

Motion by Chairperson Vlietstra, seconded by Member Kitchura, to grant the area variance
for the number of allowed signs.

Vote: Vlietstra — yes; Shannon — yes; Lhota — no; Marshall — yes; Kitchura -yes. Motion
Carried.

The Board continued the meeting by reviewing proposed codes changes document.

Motion by Member Marshall, and seconded by Member Shannon to adjourn the meeting at
9:56 PM.
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Vote: Vlietstra — yes; Shannon — yes; Lhota — yes; Marshall — yes; Reynolds — yes. Motion
Carried.

Dorothea M. Ciccarelli, Recording Secretary
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VILLAGE OF PITTSFORD
ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS
RESOLUTION 2021-10

DECISION ON AREA VARIANCE

Project 45 Schoen Place Signs Date: 10/18/21

Applicant Name:  Marianne Warfle

Address: 50 Charlotte St #213

Rochester, NY 14608

Action: Construction of a roof-mounted sign at 45 Schoen Place, 14534

At a meeting of the Zoning Board of Appeals of the Village of Pittsford (the “Board”) duly
convened on October 18, 2021, at 6:30 PM,

The following resolution was offered by Board Member Justin Vlietstra, who moved its
adoption, and seconded by Board Member David Marshall, to wit:

WHEREAS, The above-named applicant for an Area Variance of Sections 168-5.E of the
Zoning Law of the Village of Pittsford to permit construction of a sign on the roof of 45 Schoen
Place facing the Erie Canal when code states “No signs shall be placed on or attached to any roof
of any building”;

WHEREAS, The Board received and reviewed an application from the above-mentioned
applicant for the above-mentioned action; and

WHEREAS, The Board has held a public hearing, and received comments thereat; and

WHEREAS, The Board makes the following findings regarding review requirements for this
action:

1. State Environmental Quality Review (SEQR):
e The proposed action is a Type II action pursuant to 6 NYCRR 617.5(c).9. No
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further review is required.

2. Monroe County Planning Review:

e The application was referred to Monroe County Planning for review pursuant to
General Municipal Law section 239-m and on October 17", 2021, Monroe
County Planning responded to the 239-m referral with no recommendations.

3. Waterfront Consistency Review:

e The proposed action is within the Village’s waterfront area but is a Type II action
under SEQR so it is not subject to a Waterfront Consistency Review.

4. The proposed action Does Not require approvals from state or county agencies.
WHEREAS, after review, the Board has weighed the effects of the requested variance on the
health, safety, and welfare of the neighborhood and community and made the following findings:

A. The requested variance [ will not | create an undesirable change in the character of the

neighborhood or detriment to nearby properties in that:

This is a commercial district and not a residential district. Signs are presumed. There are

few instances of other roof-mounted signage in the Village. though of those, they are

located on properties adjacent to the applicant. Materials of the sign are wood and

painted, which is consistent with other signs in the Village.

B. The benefits sought by the applicant [ can not | be achieved by some other feasible
method because:

Monument signs are not allowed by code. Window signage would not be easily visible.

Due to the building configuration, the sign cannot be mounted to the lower front. There

are no other viable places to put the sign. No place between the windows, over the door,

or over the window to place a sign. There are no flat spaces on the front facade. The

building is unique in its architectural design. There is a significant eave over the

porchway with no vertical spacing available between the ceiling and eave. The windows

are setback underneath a deep porch. :

C. The requested variance [ is ] substantial in that:

A roof-mounted sign is not allowed by code. As a result, any variance that permits a

roof-mounted sign is a significant departure from code.
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D. The proposed variance [ will not ] have an adverse effect or impact on the physical and

environmental conditions of the neighborhood or district because:

See A. This is a commercial district and not a residential district. Signs are presumed.

The are few instances of other roof-mounted signage in the Village, though of those, they

are located on properties adjacent to the applicant. Materials of the sign are wood and

painted, which is consistent with other signs in the Village. :

E. The alleged difficulty [ is ] self-created because:

The desired to install a sign is self-created but this alone does not preclude granting an

area variance. The unique architecture and challenges of this building left few permitted

options other than a roof-mounted signage.

F. The Variance [ is | the minimum necessary to provide relief because:

We did not find any other viable options that are permitted by code.

G. The following physical characteristics of the property are relevant to this variance
request:

See B. Due to the building configuration, the sign cannot be mounted to the lower front.

There are no other viable places to put the sien. No place between the windows, over the

door, or over the window to place a sign. There are no flat spaces on the front facade.

The building is unique in its architectural design. There is a significant eave over the

porchway with no vertical spacing available between the ceiling and eave. The windows

are setback underneath a deep porch

NOW THEREFORE IT IS RESOLVED by the Zoning Board of Appeals of the Village of
Pittsford that this area variance request is hereby granted for the reasons stated above, subject to
the following conditions:

1. The roof-mounted sign shall be no greater than 18 sq ft in area, with a height no greater

than 42 inches.

2. It shall be mounted in the center of the roofline and no farther from the forward front

facing lower roof edge than 2 feet.
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3. There shall be no more than one roof-mounted sign.

4. The roof-mounted sign shall be constructed of painted wood.

The question of the foregoing resolution was duly put to vote as follows:

Yes No Abstain
Justin Vlietstra O O
John Kitchura O O
Susan Lhota O O
Dave Marshall O O
JoAnne Shannon O O

Dated: 10/18/21

By order of the Zoning Board of Appeals of the Village of Pittsford

Justin Vlietstra, Chairperson

Zoning Board of Appeals
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VILLAGE OF PITTSFORD
ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS
RESOLUTION 2021-11

DECISION ON AREA VARIANCE

Project 45 Schoen Place Signs Date: 10/18/21

Applicant Name:  Marianne Warfle

Address: 50 Charlotte St #213

Rochester, NY 14608

Action: Construction of 6 signs at 45 Schoen Place, 14534

At a meeting of the Zoning Board of Appeals of the Village of Pittsford (the “Board”) duly
convened on October 18, 2021, at 6:30 PM,

The following resolution was offered by Board Member Justin Vlietstra, who moved its
adoption, and seconded by Board Member John Kitchura, to wit:

WHEREAS, the above-named applicant for an Area Variance of Sections 168-7(b).1 of the
Zoning Law of the Village of Pittsford to permit construction of 6 signs on the front facade, 5 of
which are hung in the eaves.

WHEREAS, The Board received and reviewed an application from the above-mentioned
applicant for the above-mentioned action; and

WHEREAS, The Board has held a public hearing, and received comments thereat; and

WHEREAS, The Board makes the following findings regarding review requirements for this
action:

1. State Environmental Quality Review (SEQR):

e The proposed action is a Type II action pursuant to 6 NYCRR 617.5(c).9. No
further review is required.

2. Monroe County Planning Review:

e The application was referred to Monroe County Planning for review pursuant to
General Municipal Law section 239-m and on October 17, 2021, Monroe County
Planning responded to the 239-m referral with no recommendations.

3. Waterfront Consistency Review:
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e The proposed action is within the Village’s waterfront area but is a Type II action
under SEQR so it is not subject to a Waterfront Consistency Review.

The proposed action Does Not require approvals from state or county agencies.

WHEREAS, after review, the Board has weighed the effects of the requested variance on the
health, safety, and welfare of the neighborhood and community and made the following findings:

A.

The requested variance [will not ] create an undesirable change in the character of the
neighborhood or detriment to nearby properties in that:

5 signs hung from eaves are symmetric and consistent with a rail depot theme in line with

aesthetics and architecture of building. This is a commercial district and not a residential

district. Signs are presumed. Materials of the signs are wood and painted, which is

consistent with other signs in the Village.

. The benefits sought by the applicant [ can ] be achieved by some other feasible method

because:

Benefits could be achieved with other types of signage.

The requested variance [ is ] substantial in that:

6 signs are proposed where 1 is allowed.

The proposed variance [will not | have an adverse effect or impact on the physical and
environmental conditions of the neighborhood or district because:

5 signs hung from eaves are symmetric and consistent with a rail depot theme in line with

aesthetics and architecture of building. This is a commercial district and not a residential

district. Signs are presumed. Materials of the signs are wood and painted, which is

consistent with other signs in the Village

The alleged difficulty [ is ] self-created because:

The desire for 6 signs instead of 1 is self-created. This alone does not preclude the

granting of this variance.

The Variance [ is ] the minimum necessary to provide relief because:

Symmetry of 5 signs worked well with architecture and style of the building. Fewer signs

would be a detriment to the appearance.
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G. The following physical characteristics of the property are relevant to this variance

request:

There is no place between the windows, over the door, or over the window to place a

sign. There are no flat spaces on the front facade. The building is unique in its

architectural design. There is a significant eave over the porchway with no vertical

spacing available between the ceiling and eave. The windows are setback underneath a

deep porch. 6 support posts and corbels invite hanging signs in those spaces. Signs as

proposed does not detract from architecture of the building. Other potential locations

would be less visible and would not provide the same benefits to the applicant. The

unique characteristics of the building architecture invite signage as proposed under the

€aves.

H. The following additional findings are noted:

The Board believes that the benefits to the applicant outweigh the negative impacts. Signs

as proposed do not detract from architecture of the building. Other potential locations

would be less visible and would not provide the same benefits to the applicant. The

unique characteristics of the building architecture invite signage as proposed under the

€aves.

NOW THEREFORE IT IS RESOLVED by the Zoning Board of Appeals of the Village of
Pittsford that this area variance request is hereby granted for the reasons stated above, subject to
the following conditions:

1. Ifone of the five eave mounted signs is removed, all shall be removed.

2. All six signs mounted on the canal-facing fagcade of the building shall be different.

3. The size of the signs will be no greater than 48 in. wide and 7.5 in. high. Signs shall
be centered between posts and placed in the locations as shown.

4. All six signs shall be painted wood with the same-colored background, text, and
perimeter border.

5. Eave mounted signs shall be of the same font and text size and shall not be
illuminated.

6. There shall be no window signs or door signs for however long the eave signs are in
use.

7. The area of all signs shall not sum to exceed 30 sq. ft.
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8. Five eave signs shall be rectangular in shape and uniform in size.
9. Applicant will construct and install signs as depicted in Exhibit A.
Exhibit A

EVENT SPACE ||
BREAKFAST
~ LUNCH

42°

COFFEE BAR
ICE CREAM

72"
4 A Qty 5 separate single sided hanging signs, 7.5 x 48",
32°h x 72°w single sided sandblasted cedar sign with separate 16" dia logo piece. Cedar sign blanks stained to match main sign, painted letteri
stained brown background, bright gold and 117 tan painted raised | ; 25 o e d
e P uln‘ lettering. Each sign Is 2.5 sf for an addltional 12.5 sf of signage.
Overall sign dimension, 42°h x 72"w = 21 sf

Side view of roof mounting bracket

The question of the foregoing resolution was duly put to vote as follows:

Yes No Abstain
Justin Vlietstra O O
John Kitchura O O
Susan Lhota ] O
Dave Marshall O O
JoAnne Shannon O O
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Dated: 10/18/21

By order of the Zoning Board of Appeals of the Village of Pittsford

Justin Vlietstra, Chairperson

Zoning Board of Appeals
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VILLAGE OF PITTSFORD
ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS
RESOLUTION 2021-12

DECISION ON AREA VARIANCE

Project 72 State Garage Date: 10-18-2021

Applicant Name:  Shannon Hookway

Address: 72 State St

Pittsford, NY 14534

Action: Construction of a residential garage

At a meeting of the Zoning Board of Appeals of the Village of Pittsford (the “Board”) duly
convened on October 18, 2021, at 6:30 PM,

The following resolution was offered by Board Member Justin Vlietstra, who moved its

adoption, and seconded by Board Member Lhota, to wit:

WHEREAS, The above-named applicant for an Area Variance of Sections 210-20.6 of the

Zoning Law of the Village of Pittsford to permit construction of a garage with a height of 191t at

the peak of its gable when the maximum height permitted by code is 12ft and;

WHEREAS, The Board received and reviewed an application from the above-mentioned
applicant for the above-mentioned action; and

WHEREAS, The Board has held a public hearing, and received comments thereat; and

WHEREAS, The Board makes the following findings regarding review requirements for this
action:

1. State Environmental Quality Review (SEQR):
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The Board’s review is for an area variance for a single-family home and is a Type 11
action that is not subject to SEQRA Review pursuant to 6 NYCRR 617.5(c)(12).
2. Monroe County Planning Review:

The Board’s review is for an area variance that is exempt from Monroe County Planning
review pursuant to General Municipal Law section 239-m and an Agreement between
Monroe County and the Village of Pittsford dated January 11, 1994.

3. Waterfront Consistency Review:
The proposed action is a Type II action under SEQR so it is not subject to a Waterfront
Consistency Review.

WHEREAS, after review, the Board has weighed the effects of the requested variance on the
health, safety, welfare of the neighborhood and community and made the following findings:
A. The requested variance [ will not | create an undesirable change in the character of the
neighborhood or detriment to nearby properties in that:

Will not create undesirable change. Will enhance the properties along State St. and

strengthen the identity of other garages with barn-like look. Will create desirable change:

B. The benefits sought by the applicant [ can not | be achieved by some other feasible
method because:

Given the width and pitch of garage, a variance is needed to construct a roof on the

garage pursuant to commentary from the Building Inspector. A shorter garage would be

less compatible with the home because its roof pitch would significantly differ from the

pitch of the house roof

C. The requested variance [ is ] substantial in that:

Requested height of 19 ft. where 12 ft. is stipulated. The requested relief is more than

50% of code requirement. Architectural compatibility requires a steeper pitch to match

the home;

D. The proposed variance [will not ]| have an adverse effect or impact on the physical and
environmental conditions of the neighborhood or district because:

Same findings as A: will not create undesirable change. Will enhance the properties along

State St. and strengthen the identity of other garages with barn-like look. Will create

desirable change:
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E. The alleged difficulty [ is ] self-created because:

The difficulty is self created, this alone does not preclude the variance;

F. The Variance [ is ] the minimum necessary to provide relief because:

Lower variance would be less compatible with the architectural style of the home and

other barn like garages in the Village:

G. The following physical characteristics of the property are relevant to this variance
request:

Architecture of the barn is meant to be compatible with the house, including roof pitch:

NOW THEREFORE IT IS RESOLVED by the Zoning Board of Appeals of the Village of
Pittsford that this area variance request is hereby granted for the reasons stated above.

The question of the foregoing resolution was duly put to vote as follows:

Yes No Abstain
Justin Vlietstra O O
John Kitchura O O
Susan Lhota O O
Dave Marshall O O
JoAnne Shannon O O

Dated: 10/18/21

By order of the Zoning Board of Appeals of the Village of Pittsford

Justin Vlietstra, Chairperson

Zoning Board of Appeals

18



VILLAGE OF PITTSFORD
PLANNING AND ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS
Special Meeting: Monday, October 18, 2021 @ 6:30 PM

VILLAGE OF PITTSFORD

PLANNING BOARD
RESOLUTION 2021-13

DECISION ON SITE PLAN

Project 72 State Garage Date: 10-18-2021

Applicant Name: Shannon Hookway

Address: 72 State St

Pittsford, NY 14534

Action: Construction of a residential garage

At a meeting of the Planning Board of the Village of Pittsford (the “Board”) duly convened on
October 18,2021, at 6:30 PM,

The following resolution was offered by Board Member Justin Vlietstra, who moved its
adoption, and seconded by Board Member David Marshall to wit:

WHEREAS, The Village of Pittsford Planning Board (the “Board”) received and reviewed an
application from the above-mentioned applicant for the above-mentioned action; and

WHEREAS, The Board has held a public hearing, and received comments thereat; and

WHEREAS, The Board makes the following findings regarding review requirements for this
action:

1. State Environmental Quality Review (SEQR):

e The proposed action is a Type II action pursuant to 6 NYCRR 617.5(c).12. No
further review is required.

2. Monroe County Planning Review:

e The Board’s review is for a site plan for a residential accessory structure that is
exempt from Monroe County Planning review pursuant to General Municipal
Law section 239-m and an Agreement between Monroe County and the Village of
Pittsford dated January 11, 1994.

3. Waterfront Consistency Review:

e The proposed action is within the Village’s waterfront area but is a Type II action
under SEQR so it is not subject to a Waterfront Consistency Review.

4. The proposed action Does Not require approvals from state or county agencies.
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WHEREAS, after review, the Planning Board has weighed the effects of the requested action on
the health, safety, and welfare of the neighborhood and community, and made the following
findings:

1.

2.

10.

11.

12.

The Building Inspector has reviewed the project for zoning code compliance:

a. The applicant has applied for required variances to the zoning code.
The project conforms with the Pittsford Village Comprehensive Plan and Local
Waterfront Revitalization Program because:
Not applicable; the garage is in a residential district. Construction plans are subject to
review by the Historic Preservation Board which will ensure compliance with
preservation code requirements.

Adequacy and arrangement of vehicular traffic and circulation:
No changes are proposed to the driveway.

Adequacy and arrangement of pedestrian and bicyclist access and circulation:
No changes are proposed to the sidewalk or driveway.

Compeatibility of proposed uses to adjacent uses:
Neighboring properties are residential. Property behind is commercial.

Adequacy of off-street parking, loading, and access:
Not appliable.

Adequacy of landscaping and screening provisions:
Neighbors to resolve landscaping issues. The site is already landscaped.

Location, arrangement, size, and design of proposed signage:
Not appliable.

Adequacy of outdoor lighting to address safety concerns and prevent light trespass:
Lighting is code compliant.

Adequacy of drainage and stormwater systems:
Drainage is pitched northeast away from the garage and neighbors.

Adequacy of water and sanitary sewer systems:

Not visible and/or no impact. Utilities will be underground and reviewed as part of the
building permit.

Adequacy of waste and trash management plans:

Not appliable.
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13. Adequacy of snow removal plans:
Not applicable.

14. Whether the proposal will adversely affect the health safety and general welfare of
adjacent property owners and the community:
The Board has no concerns as the proposal is consistent with the neighborhood.

15. The Fire Marshal reviewed the Site Plans and made the following observations:

The Fire Marshal stated they have no concerns.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, the Board does herein waive the balance of
application requirements required under the Village of Pittsford Zoning Code section 210-34.2
(D) or 210-34.3 (D) (Major or Minor Site Plan review application materials, as applicable)
because it finds the Site Plan application contains adequate information and the missing
application factors are not necessary to evaluate the action’s impacts on public health, safety, or
general welfare.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Board does hereby grant Site Plan
Approval of the site plan dated 9/24/2021 with the following conditions:

1. The Historic Preservation Review Board shall grant a certificate of appropriateness for
the action and all approved plans shall conform to the Site Plan.
2. Site Plan approval shall expire if the applicant does not obtain a building permit for the

action within 1 year of the adoption date of this resolution.

The question of the foregoing resolution was duly put to vote as follows:

Yes No Abstain
Justin Vlietstra O O
John Kitchura O O
Susan Lhota O O
Dave Marshall O O
JoAnne Shannon O O

Dated: 10/18/21

By order of the Planning Board of the Village of Pittsford

21



VILLAGE OF PITTSFORD
PLANNING AND ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS
Special Meeting: Monday, October 18, 2021 @ 6:30 PM

Justin Vlietstra, Chairperson

Planning Board
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