
Village of Homer Planning Board
Public Hearings & Meeting Minutes – Wednesday April 26th – 6:30 PM
Village Offices – 31 North Main Street – Homer, NY

Board Members                            (*absent)                    Others Present

 Donald Ferris-Chair

 Michael Pollak                                                                   Dan Egnor, Village Clerk

 Ashley Niederman                                                             Tanya DiGennaro, Village Treasurer
Jessica Schifilliti                                                            Dante Armideo
Paula Harrington
Michael Harter Alternate*
Applicants/Public Present
Patrick Clune, Marc Goddard, Cheryl Hubbard, Caitlin Portzline, Brenda & Shane Lillie, Kevin McMahon Village of Homer Codes.
Chairman Donald Ferris called the meeting to order at 6:30 pm.
Center for the Arts, Applicant/Reputed Owner – 72 S. Main St.- TM #76.26-01-30.00–R-2: Site Plan Review- Construct a sign board with the history of the Cardiff Giant.
Chair Ferris states that the Center for the Arts was seeking placement of 3-signs for the Cardiff Giant. If this is approved the Center for the Arts will need to get a variance from the ZBA.  The Planning Board is looking at the setbacks for the signs. The purpose of the signs is to show the history of the Cardiff Giant and to “hide” the heat pumps. The setbacks are within code and the ZBA will have to look at the fact that there are 3 signs on the 2 building lots.  
With everyone heard who wished to be heard, Chair Ferris moved to the Board Discussion
This being a type 2 action Member Pollak made a motion to have the Planning Board be the lead agency for the SEQRA. The motion was seconded by Member Harrington, with the vote recorded as follows:

Ayes:
Chair Ferris
Nays: None



Member Pollak


Member Neiderman


Member Harrington
Abstain:
None

Member Schifilliti

Motion carried.

Chair Ferris asked to do an impacted statement quorum:
Answers will be: No, small impact   or Moderate or large impact

1. Will the proposed action create a material conflict with an adopted land use   

    plan or zoning regulations?  
No, small impact -all agree

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

    land?
No, small impact -all agree

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

    community?    
No, small impact -all agree

4. Will the proposed action have an impact on the environmental        

    characteristics that caused the establishment of the Critical

    Environmental Area (CEA)?  
No, small impact -all agree
5. Will the proposed action result in the adverse change in the existing traffic      

    or affect existing infrastructure for mass transit, biking, or walkway? 
No,   

    small impact -all agree

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?    
No, small impact -all agree

7. Will the proposed action impact existing:

        a. public/private water supplies? No, small impact -all agree

        b. public/private wastewater treatment utilities? No, small impact -all        

            agree

8. Will the proposed action impair the character or quality of important 

    historic, archaeological, architectural, or aesthetic resources?     No, small   

    impact -all agree

9. Will the proposed action result in an adverse change to natural resources 

    (e.g., wetlands, waterbodies, groundwater air quality, flora, and fauna)?

    No, small impact -all agree

10. Will the proposed action result in an increase in the potential for  

      erosion, flooding or drainage problems?    
No, small impact -all agree

11.  Will the proposed action create a hazard to environmental resources or 

       human health?  
No, small impact -all agree

Member Harrington made a motion for a negative declaration on the environmental impact The motion was seconded by Member Schifilliti, with the vote recorded as follows:

Ayes:
Chair Ferris
Nays: None



Member Pollak


Member Neiderman


Member Harrington
Abstain:
None

Member Schifilliti

Motion carried.

Member Harrington made a motion for the application for site approval contingent with the ZBA approval for the signs. The motion was seconded by Member Neiderman, with the vote recorded as follows:

Ayes:
Chair Ferris
Nays: None



Member Pollak


Member Neiderman


Member Harrington
Abstain:
None

Member Schifilliti

Motion carried.

This becomes action #1 of 2023
Brenda Lillle, Applicant/Reputed Owner – 10 King St. St.- TM #66.65-01-30.000–R-2: Site Plan Review- Single family home requesting a single chair salon for “by appointment only customers”-house has double driveway.  The owners gave a brief description of the plans of converting a main bedroom/bathroom into a salon with its own entrance to the house. Chairman Ferris noted that the County Planning had no comments. The double driveway will provide ample parking for the customer and residents of the house. The CEO will inspect and add any code requirements that are needed. Chairman Ferris noted that there needs to be a correction on the environmental assessment form question 9, the answer should be no. Chairman Ferris made the change on the original form. If a sign is used it has meet code.
With everyone heard who wished to be heard, Chair Ferris moved to the Board Discussion
This being a type 2 action Member Harrington made a motion to have the Planning Board be the lead agency for the SEQRA. The motion was seconded by Member Neiderman, with the vote recorded as follows:

Ayes:
Chair Ferris
Nays: None



Member Pollak


Member Neiderman


Member Harrington
Abstain:
None

Member Schifilliti 
                                   
Motion carried.

Chair Ferris asked to do an impacted statement quorum:

Answers will be: No, small impact   or Moderate or large impact

1. Will the proposed action create a material conflict with an adopted land use   

    plan or zoning regulations?  
No, small impact -all agree

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

    land?
No, small impact -all agree

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

    community?    
No, small impact -all agree

4. Will the proposed action have an impact on the environmental        

    characteristics that caused the establishment of the Critical

    Environmental Area (CEA)?  
No, small impact -all agree
5. Will the proposed action result in the adverse change in the existing traffic      

    or affect existing infrastructure for mass transit, biking, or walkway? 
No,   

    small impact -all agree

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?    
No, small impact -all agree

7. Will the proposed action impact existing:

        a. public/private water supplies? No, small impact -all agree

        b. public/private wastewater treatment utilities? No, small impact -all        

            agree

8. Will the proposed action impair the character or quality of important 

    historic, archaeological, architectural, or aesthetic resources?     No, small   

    impact -all agree

9. Will the proposed action result in an adverse change to natural resources 

    (e.g., wetlands, waterbodies, groundwater air quality, flora, and fauna)?

    No, small impact -all agree

10. Will the proposed action result in an increase in the potential for  

      erosion, flooding or drainage problems?    
No, small impact -all agree

11.  Will the proposed action create a hazard to environmental resources or 

       human health?  
No, small impact -all agree

Member Schifilliti made a motion for a negative declaration on the environmental impact The motion was seconded by Member Pollak, with the vote recorded as follows:

Ayes:
Chair Ferris
Nays: None



Member Pollak


Member Neiderman


Member Harrington
Abstain:
None

Member Schifilliti

Motion carried.

Member Pollak made a motion to approve the site plan as submitted, the motion was seconded by Member Harrington, with the vote recorded as follows:

Ayes:
Chair Ferris
Nays: None



Member Pollak


Member Neiderman


Member Harrington
Abstain:
None

Member Schifilliti

Motion carried.

This becomes action #2 of 2023

Family Home LLC/Caitlin Portzline, Applicant/Reputed Owner – 46 Cortland St.- TM #76.26-01-09.000–R-2: Site Plan Review- reopening an adult facility.
Caitlin Portzline would like to re-open an adult home in the former Greenbrier home for adults. The building was considered condemned by Codes and the owners moved out residents. The owners renovated it and a CO for an adult home was issued November 2019. Residents started to move back in but due to a COVID outbreak in the staff in April of 2021 residents could not stay. The building has remained vacant to this day. There is conflict as to if a variance is needed. 
With everyone heard who wished to be heard, Chair Ferris moved to the Board Discussion
This being a type 2 action Member Schifilliti made a motion to have the Planning Board be the lead agency for the SEQRA. The motion was seconded by Member Harrington, with the vote recorded as follows:

Ayes:
Chair Ferris
Nays: None



Member Pollak


Member Neiderman


Member Harrington
Abstain:
None

Member Schifilliti

Motion carried.

Chair Ferris asked to do an impacted statement quorum:

Answers will be: No, small impact   or Moderate or large impact

1. Will the proposed action create a material conflict with an adopted land use   

    plan or zoning regulations?  
No, small impact -all agree

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

    land?
No, small impact -all agree

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

    community?    
No, small impact -all agree

4. Will the proposed action have an impact on the environmental        

    characteristics that caused the establishment of the Critical

    Environmental Area (CEA)?  
No, small impact -all agree
5. Will the proposed action result in the adverse change in the existing traffic      

    or affect existing infrastructure for mass transit, biking, or walkway? 
No,   

    small impact -all agree

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?    
No, small impact -all agree

7. Will the proposed action impact existing:

        a. public/private water supplies? No, small impact -all agree

        b. public/private wastewater treatment utilities? No, small impact -all        

            agree

8. Will the proposed action impair the character or quality of important 

    historic, archaeological, architectural, or aesthetic resources?     No, small   

    impact -all agree

9. Will the proposed action result in an adverse change to natural resources 

    (e.g., wetlands, waterbodies, groundwater air quality, flora, and fauna)?

    No, small impact -all agree

10. Will the proposed action result in an increase in the potential for  

      erosion, flooding or drainage problems?    
No, small impact -all agree

11.  Will the proposed action create a hazard to environmental resources or 

       human health?  
No, small impact -all agree

Member Pollak made a motion for a negative declaration on the environmental impact The motion was seconded by Member Neiderman, with the vote recorded as follows:

Ayes:
Chair Ferris
Nays: None



Member Pollak


Member Neiderman


Member Harrington
Abstain:
None

Member Schifilliti

Motion carried.

Member Schifilliti made a motion to approve the site plan as submitted with the contingent of the attorney final review, the motion was seconded by Member Harrington, with the vote recorded as follows:

Ayes:
Chair Ferris
Nays: None



Member Pollak


Member Neiderman


Member Harrington
Abstain:
None

Member Schifilliti

Motion carried.

This becomes action #3 of 2023

Industrial/Marc Goddard, Applicant/Reputed Owner – 7 Cortland St.- TM #66.82-01-40.000–R-2: Site Plan Review- Permit to sell fresh fish from a truck.
Marc has several routes in Central NY but would like to sell local in Homer. He would like to use his property at 7 Cortland St. to operate. This property is where Marc had his roofing business. 
With everyone heard who wished to be heard, Chair Ferris moved to the Board Discussion
This being an unlisted action Member Schifilliti made a motion to have the Planning Board be the lead agency for the SEQRA. The motion was seconded by Member Neiderman, with the vote recorded as follows:

Ayes:
Chair Ferris
Nays: None



Member Pollak


Member Neiderman


Member Harrington
Abstain:
None

Member Schifilliti

Motion carried.

Chair Ferris asked to do an impacted statement quorum:

Answers will be: No, small impact   or Moderate or large impact

1. Will the proposed action create a material conflict with an adopted land use   

    plan or zoning regulations?  
No, small impact -all agree

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

    land?
No, small impact -all agree

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

    community?    
No, small impact -all agree

4. Will the proposed action have an impact on the environmental        

    characteristics that caused the establishment of the Critical

    Environmental Area (CEA)?  
No, small impact -all agree
5. Will the proposed action result in the adverse change in the existing traffic      

    or affect existing infrastructure for mass transit, biking, or walkway? 
No,   

    small impact -all agree

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?    
No, small impact -all agree

7. Will the proposed action impact existing:

        a. public/private water supplies? No, small impact -all agree

        b. public/private wastewater treatment utilities? No, small impact -all        

            agree

8. Will the proposed action impair the character or quality of important 

    historic, archaeological, architectural, or aesthetic resources?     No, small   

    impact -all agree

9. Will the proposed action result in an adverse change to natural resources 

    (e.g., wetlands, waterbodies, groundwater air quality, flora, and fauna)?

    No, small impact -all agree

10. Will the proposed action result in an increase in the potential for  

      erosion, flooding or drainage problems?    
No, small impact -all agree

11.  Will the proposed action create a hazard to environmental resources or 

       human health?  
No, small impact -all agree

Member Pollak made a motion for a negative declaration on the environmental impact The motion was seconded by Member Neiderman, with the vote recorded as follows:

Ayes:
Chair Ferris
Nays: None



Member Pollak


Member Neiderman


Member Harrington
Abstain:
None

Member Schifilliti

Motion carried.

Member Pollak made a motion to approve the site plan as submitted, the motion was seconded by Member Harrington, with the vote recorded as follows:

Ayes:
Chair Ferris
Nays: None



Member Pollak


Member Neiderman


Member Harrington
Abstain:
None

Member Schifilliti

Motion carried.Poll
This becomes action #4 of 2023

Approval of Minutes – 16 November 2022
With no discussion, a motion was made by Chair Ferris to approve the Minutes of the 16 November 2022 Public Hearing/Meeting, as submitted.  The motion was seconded by Member Harrington, with the vote recorded as follows:


Ayes:
Chair Ferris
Nays: None



Member Pollak


Member Neiderman


Member Harrington
Abstain:
None

Member Schifilliti

Motion carried.

Adjournment

At 7:45 PM, a motion was made by Chair Ferris to adjourn the meeting.  The motion was seconded by Member Harrington, with all those present voting in favor.
Respectfully Submitted,

Maureen Hoy Account Clerk

Board Discussion/Decisions


