City of Binghamton Planning Department

SUMMARY OF MINUTES
CITY OF BINGHAMTON ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS

MEETING DATE: April 14, 2026 LOCATION: City Council Chambers, City Hall
CALLED TO ORDER: 5:15PM RECORDER OF MINUTES: Shalin Patel
ROLL CALL
ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS MEMBERS: PRESENT ABSENT
Giovanni Scaringi (Chair) X
Yongabi Ngoh (Vice chair) X
John Matzo X
Molly McManus X
STAFF MEMBERS PRESENT: TITLE & DEPARTMENT:
Tito Martinez Assistant Director, Planning Department
Shalin Patel Planner, Planning Department
Ryan Matt Corporation Counsel
Greg Buell Zoning Officer, Planning Department

APPROVAL OF MINUTES

MOTION to approve the March 10, 2026 meeting minutes as written.

FIRST: Matzo SECOND: Ngoh VOTE: Carried (4-0-0)
AYE(S): Matzo, Ngoh, Scaringi, NAY(S): ABSTENTION(S):
McManus

Applicant, New Symphony Ventures LLC (Igor Aronov), for 3 Hayden St, informed the Planning
Department on Friday, April 10, 2026, that they were withdrawing their application, ahead of the Zoning
Board of Appeals meeting on April 14, 2026.

PUBLIC HEARINGS & FINAL DELIBERATIONS

ADDRESS: 407 Court St ‘ CASE NUMBER: ZBA-2026-146

APPLICATION FOR: Sign Variance for a 198ft2 (18'x11’) inflatable roof mounted sign where it is not
permitted in the C-1 Service Commercial Zoning District

REPRESENTATIVE(S): Garrison Paugh (Owner of Paugh’s Auto Sales)
DISCUSSION POINTS:
= Matzo commented, driving by the project location, it appears the size of the gorilla sign is larger
than the building it sits upon. If allowed, it will set a precedent in the city.

o Paugh responded, what if he moved it across the street to the other building he owns
(referring to 428 Court St).

o Martinez commented, the applicant would need to re-apply for the sign to be moved to
the building across the street. And he will still require a variance to allow the sign, because
that type of signage is not permitted in the city of Binghamton and it is still too large for
that zoning district.




=  McManus asked the applicant whether he had reviewed the other 11 allowable types of signage,
and if so, why he chose to install the large inflatable sign.
o Paugh replied with no.
=  Paugh commented, he did not think it would be considered a sign because it is not a permanent
structure. What makes it a sign?
o Martinez replied, it is a physical advertisement for the business.
= Scaringi commented that the unique nature of this application with respect to the unopen
standard this creates is troubling. It leaves it to an open field of applications that could come from
other business owners in the city. There are no guidelines that have been established for a
signage of this type and size, change to the characters, the effect to the neighborhood, etc., as
the change would be citywide.
= Paugh commented, what about the Toyota dealership being there, a lot of people getting mixed
up between my lot and Toyota? It is the biggest reason why we have the gorilla sign up; we do
not have the money like William Toyota to put up a big/tall sign like them; the only barrier
separating our lot from Williams is a fence. We get 10-20 customers per day that mix up between
both of our lots.

o The planning department staff, Bob Heary (Corporation Counsel) and | were unable to
come up with a solution for this unique situation while avoiding future applications
coming through, ones which would have to be approved (Matt).

= Matzo suggested about placement of the sign from roof of the building to on the ground. Perhaps
use it during holiday times. The sign is too large compared to the building.
= Martinez commented, this sign needs two variances, one for the size and the other for the actual
sign to be allowed/permitted, because it is not an allowed sign type in the city of Binghamton. A
lesser variance would be allowing a large sign (to allow applicant’s business to stand out) that was
not an inflatable roof mounted gorilla. Could be a pole sign (would not need a variance depending
on the size), a wall sign, etc.
o Paugh replied, there is already a pole sign on the property (4’ x 8’), which does not appear
to grab anyone’s attention, compared to Williams.
o Scaringi asked if the applicant has thoughts about putting the gorilla sign on the ground
perhaps.
= Paugh mentioned difficulties with anchoring down the sign on a ground with
blacktop. It is easier to anchor it on the building, because you can put two (2)
anchors on the front and two (2) on the back.
= Scaringi commented, this is not a variance request for something that is allowed in the city of
Binghamton, this is a request with respect to allowing something that is inflatable (sign(s)), which
does not exist in the Zoning code, they are not allowed.

PUBLIC COMMENT:
= No one spoke in favor nor in opposition to the application.
= No letters received

VOTING
MOTION to TABLE until the May meeting
FIRST: Matzo SECOND: McManus VOTE: Carried (4-0-0)
AYE(S): Matzo, McManus, NAY(S): ABSTENTION(S):
Scaringi, Ngoh




PUBLIC HEARINGS & FINAL DELIBERATIONS

ADDRESS: 428 Court St CASE NUMBER: ZBA-2026-33

APPLICATION FOR: Area Variance for no landscape buffer where a 5" wide landscape buffer is required
along the street frontage in the C-1 Service Commercial District

REPRESENTATIVE(S): Garrison Paugh (Owner, Paugh’s Auto Sales)
DISCUSSION POINTS:
= Thereis a railroad behind the property with a buffer and a partial sidewalk in front of the
property; there will not be much room to park vehicle if a 5’ strip of landscaping was provided
(Paugh)
= Matzo asked if the neighboring Williams dealership has a buffer on their property.

o Martinez replied, Williams does not meet the full landscaping requirement. They got a
few variances when they were approved for their use. The actual regulations for which
variances were obtained may have been different at that time, but there were landscape
variances available to be applied for at that time.

= McManus asked a question for clarification regarding the property being established as a Vehicle
Sales Facility which was approved conditionally with the applicant having to provide a landscaping
buffer. But then on the ZBA application the applicant writes it has been this way for 50+ years.

o Martinez replied, when the applicant took control of the property (owner of 428 Court St),
before he established the Vehicle Sales lot, he had to acquire an approval from the
Planning department and upon submission, the site plan showed the required
landscaping. But then he opened the business, though the landscaping was never
installed, and now he wants to apply for a variance to not install it.

o Scaringi commented, this does not encroach the right of way at all in terms of public
safety and that nature.

= McManus asked applicant if he has received quotes or anything to the effect to determine the
cost of installation of barriers.

o Paugh replied with no. But to rip apart blacktop and whatnot to replace it with
landscaping will be costly.

= McManus noted concerns regarding the substantial nature of the variances — instead of outright
approving the requested variance(s), perhaps a conditional approval that includes some ground
cover. In this way the board is not granting full approval and setting a precedent but finding some
compromise.

o Martinez commented that the board can always grant a lesser variance. In the past when
people did not want to pay to tear up the asphalt or they were tenants, they provided
planters to meet the landscaping needs that way.

PUBLIC COMMENT:

= No one spoke in favor nor in opposition to the application.

= 1 email received in opposition about the project from Shawna Stevenson, received on April 09,
2026. It is unclear about what is being proposed which necessitates the landscape variance, but “I”
am opposed to buffer variance due to the highly paved nature of that area. If there is a change to
the property which provides the opportunity to provide trees or shrubs while pavement is being
distributed, please require that shrubs or plants be installed in buffers that is required by local
zoning law. Even few plants can offer shading and storm water management benefits and increase
the curb side appeal of the area.

DELIBERATION:




1. The Zoning Board of Appeals determined that the granting of the variance [would not] result in an
undesirable change in the neighborhood, because the property has existed without a landscaping buffer
alongside the street for many years.

2. The Zoning Board of Appeals concluded that under applicable zoning regulations, there is a
reasonable alternative. The reasonable alternative could be providing planters, which alleviates the
applicant from having to tear apart existing asphalt and installing landscaping buffer strips.

3. The Zoning Board of Appeals determined that the requested variance(s) was not substantial.

4. The Zoning Board of Appeals determined that the proposed variance will not have a grand adverse
effect or impact on the physical or environmental conditions in the neighborhood or district.

5. The Zoning Board of Appeals determined that the alleged hardship was not self-created.

SEAF PART 2 IMPACT ASSESSMENT. The Lead Agency is responsible for the completion of Part 2. 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. When answering the questions the reviewer
should be guided by the concept "Have our responses been reasonable considering the scale and context
of the proposed action?

TYPE OF ACTION: Unlisted LEAD AGENCY: Planning Commission

The Chairman should make a motion to (1) declare intent to act as lead agency, and to (2) define the type
of action under SEQR. The Chairman should then open the public hearing or set the date for the public
hearing on the case. Following the closing of a public hearing, the Chairman should lead a discussion
evaluating the following potential impacts.

NO OR SMALL MODERATE TO
IMPACT MAY LARGE IMPACT
OCCUR MAY OCCUR
Will the proposed action create a material conflict with Y
an adopted land use plan or zoning regulations?
Will the proposed action result in a change in the use or Y
intensity of use of land?
Will the proposed action impair the character or quality Y

of the existing community?

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

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




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

Will the proposed action impact existing:
A. public / private water supplies? N
B. public / private wastewater treatment utilities?

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

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

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

Will the proposed action create a hazard to
environmental resources or human health?

v

EAF PART 3 - DETERMINATION OF SIGNIFICANCE. For every question in Part 2 that answered "moderate
to 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.

BASED ON THE ABOVE, MOTION: Negative Declaration
VOTING
MOTION to OPEN the public hearing
FIRST: Matzo SECOND: McManus VOTE: Carried (4-0-0)
AYE(S): Matzo, McManus, NAY(S): ABSTENTION(S):

Scaringi, Ngoh

MOTION to CLOSE the public hearing

FIRST: Ngoh SECOND: McManus VOTE: Carried (4-0-0)

AYE(S): Matzo, McManus, NAY(S): ABSTENTION(S):
Scaringi, Ngoh

MOTION that the ZBA is lead agency in SEQR review and that the action is unlisted

FIRST: Ngoh SECOND: Matzo VOTE: Carried (4-0-0)

AYE(S): Matzo, McManus, NAY(S): ABSTENTION(S):
Scaringi, Ngoh

MOTION to issue a negative declaration under SEQR




FIRST: Matzo SECOND: Ngoh VOTE: Carried (4-0-0)

AYE(S): Matzo, McManus, NAY(S): ABSTENTION(S):
Scaringi, Ngoh

MOTION to conditionally approve the Area Variance for no landscape buffer where a 5’ wide landscape
buffer is required along the street frontage, subject to the following:
e The applicant must submit an updated site plan of the property to the City of Binghamton Planning
department showing two (2) flower plantar boxes/baskets placed along the street frontage.

FIRST: McManus SECOND: Ngoh VOTE: Carried (4-0-0)

AYE(S): Matzo, McManus, NAY(S): ABSTENTION(S):
Scaringi, Ngoh

PUBLIC HEARINGS & FINAL DELIBERATIONS

ADDRESS: 420 Court St CASE NUMBER: ZBA-2026-32

APPLICATION FOR: Area Variance for no landscape buffer where a 5" wide landscape buffer is required
along the street frontage in the C-1 Service Commercial District

REPRESENTATIVE(S): Garrison Paugh (Tenant; Owner of Paugh’s Auto Sales)
DISCUSSION POINTS:
= The applicant does not own this property; he is just leasing it and does not see the value in
tearing apart the existing blacktop to create a landscaping buffer.
= There is no big change occurring on this property from what it was used as previously (a tire
shop); though the board would like to see addition of planters on this property as a compromise.

PUBLIC COMMENT:
= No one spoke in favor nor in opposition to the application.
= 1 email received in opposition about the project from Shawna Stevenson, received on April 09,
2026.

SEAF PART 2 IMPACT ASSESSMENT. The Lead Agency is responsible for the completion of Part 2. 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. When answering the questions the reviewer
should be guided by the concept "Have our responses been reasonable considering the scale and context
of the proposed action?

TYPE OF ACTION: Unlisted LEAD AGENCY: Planning Commission

The Chairman should make a motion to (1) declare intent to act as lead agency, and to (2) define the type
of action under SEQR. The Chairman should then open the public hearing or set the date for the public
hearing on the case. Following the closing of a public hearing, the Chairman should lead a discussion
evaluating the following potential impacts.

NO OR SMALL MODERATE TO
IMPACT MAY LARGE IMPACT
OCCUR MAY OCCUR
Will the proposed action create a material conflict with Y
an adopted land use plan or zoning regulations?




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

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

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

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?

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?

Will the proposed action impact existing:
A. public / private water supplies?
B. public / private wastewater treatment utilities?

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

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

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

Will the proposed action create a hazard to
environmental resources or human health?

v

EAF PART 3 - DETERMINATION OF SIGNIFICANCE. For every question in Part 2 that answered "moderate
to 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.

BASED ON THE ABOVE, MOTION:

Negative Declaration

DELIBERATION:




1. The Zoning Board of Appeals determined that the granting of the variance [would not] result in an
undesirable change in the neighborhood, because the property has existed without a landscaping buffer
alongside the street for many years.

2. The Zoning Board of Appeals concluded that under applicable zoning regulations, there is a
reasonable alternative. The reasonable alternative could be providing planters, which alleviates the
applicant from having to tear apart existing asphalt and installing landscaping buffer strips.

3. The Zoning Board of Appeals determined that the requested variance(s) was not substantial.

4. The Zoning Board of Appeals determined that the proposed variance will not have a grand adverse
effect or impact on the physical or environmental conditions in the neighborhood or district.

5. The Zoning Board of Appeals determined that the alleged hardship was not self-created.

VOTING
MOTION to OPEN the public hearing
FIRST: McManus SECOND: Ngoh VOTE: Carried (4-0-0)
AYE(S): Matzo, McManus, NAY(S): ABSTENTION(S):
Scaringi, Ngoh
MOTION to CLOSE the public hearing
FIRST: McManus SECOND: Matzo VOTE: Carried (4-0-0)
AYE(S): Matzo, McManus, NAY(S): ABSTENTION(S):

Scaringi, Ngoh

MOTION that the ZBA is lead agency in SEQR review and that the action is unlisted

FIRST: Ngoh SECOND: McManus VOTE: Carried (4-0-0)

AYE(S): Matzo, McManus, NAY(S): ABSTENTION(S):
Scaringi, Ngoh

MOTION to issue a negative declaration under SEQR

FIRST: Matzo SECOND: Ngoh VOTE: Carried (4-0-0)

AYE(S): Matzo, McManus, NAY(S): ABSTENTION(S):
Scaringi, Ngoh

MOTION to conditionally approve the Area Variance for no landscape buffer where a 5’ wide landscape
buffer is required along the street frontage, subject to the following:
e The applicant must submit an updated site plan of the property to the City of Binghamton Planning
department showing flower plantar boxes/baskets placed along the street frontage.

FIRST: Matzo SECOND: Ngoh VOTE: Carried (4-0-0)

AYE(S): Matzo, McManus, NAY(S): ABSTENTION(S):
Scaringi, Ngoh

PUBLIC HEARINGS & FINAL DELIBERATIONS

ADDRESS: 25 Doubleday St ‘ CASE NUMBER: ZBA-2026-36

APPLICATION FOR: Use Variance to establish a Social Services facility in an existing building where it is not
permitted in the R-3 Residential Multi-Unit Dwelling District

REPRESENTATIVE(S): Theresa Bovier (COO, YWCA of Binghamton), Jonathan (unable to hear the last
name)
DISCUSSION POINTS:




There will be a comfort center on the ground floor of 25 Doubleday St; the top two (2) floors of the
building will be turned into ten (10) affordable housing units through Clear housing developer
(Bovier).

Bovier commented, the first floor will be a shelter for 6 months out of the year; to be eligible for
housing on the two (2) floors above, the individual(s) must be homeless.

Ngoh asked about the expected level of disruptions that may occur in the residential
neighborhood during nighttime when people may be arriving to seek shelter.

o YWCA runs another shelter on 76 Conklin Ave, and the city has not received a complaint
from our facility and “we work closely with the Binghamton police.” These comfort centers
have strict rules where once you are in (6-7pm), they are shut down until the morning. One
change we would like to offer is not putting individuals out onto the street before 10-11am
the next morning, said Bovier.

o Bovier commented, there is a room in the building that the applicant would like to use as a
resource room. Staff is already present during the day, and they would help these
individuals with recovery services, funding and nutrition. It is a shared vision among the
organization, the city and the county to help people get out of the bus station and the
library to get help while they are facing homelessness.

Matzo commented he has trouble seeing social services land use being implemented in a
residential neighborhood.

Scaringi commented on big concerns associated with this particular land use (social service)
located in a residential neighborhood with families. Can the representative address how the
security will be handled?

o Bovier replied, referring to the 76 Conklin Ave facility which houses 40 women every night;
there are kids present there as well. When the public drive by, we keep it really clean,
people are not allowed to linger or sit around. Our neighboring mosque did come to us
with concerns regarding some of the women on the property smoking, so we asked the
women to move elsewhere on the property if they wanted to engage in that activity.
Marijuana is prohibited on our property, if women are smoking, it has to be done in our
courtyard, only after the mosque hours. We have security cameras that follow movement,
every public space outside the building is covered and the city of Binghamton police will be
coming to the property to patrol.

Scaringi asked, what does the YWCA as a community partner do to reach out to the community
stakeholders that will be living right next to this change to see what their concerns are even prior
to being proposed. How has the YWCA engaged with the community to address the ways to work
together to meet their concerns stemming from this project?

o Bovier responded, “we are located right in Downtown. We take all of the complaints
seriously. We have a right to remove and ban troublemakers from our property. Partners at
DSS said that they would never send any level of sex offenders to that building, if you have
anywhere there is a church or a school or children nearby.” We have 24/7 staff running the
program during the 6 months.

o Scaringi asked about the facility usage during the remaining 6 months of the year.

= Bovier replied, during non-six months, the spaces on the ground floor will be
opened up to the ten (10) units, who already have other common spaces, but they
will be able to utilize more space. YWCA along with the state funds will fund the use
of spaces such as offices, etc. Code blue comfort centers are for six (6) months of
the year, and you have to renew it every year. We are working with the county to
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invest funds into the program for a number of years, so the YWCA would really want
to do a great job.

= Regards to the sex offender’s situation, the Broome County has committed to saying
that all men they refer will have a background check, it is already in the system.
There will not be families present at the comfort center or in the apartments and
the population occupying the apartments on the two (2) floors will be domestic
violence (DV) survivors (Bovier).

= Martinez asked if the applicant’s funding source(s) requires that they serve both men and women
or if it would be possible to be a women only shelter.

o Initially they were okay with it being a women only shelter, but they had asked the YWCA if
they would take some men. Bovier said that the YWCA would take up to five (5) men a
night. There are 2 staff members serving during the night. The YWCA is really good at
serving homeless women. There will be recliner chairs available at the comfort center
where people can come in, eat, and stay there for the night; it is not a shelter where you
are staying night after night.

PUBLIC COMMENT:
= Christopher Costello (Owner of 24 Doubleday St) spoke about the project. Why is the land use
currently not permitted in that residential area?
o Martinez replied that the ten (10) apartments are permitted use, but the social services
portion is not permitted land use in the R-3 district.
= No letters received

VOTING
MOTION to OPEN the public hearing
FIRST: Matzo SECOND: McManus VOTE: Carried (4-0-0)
AYE(S): Matzo, McManus, NAY(S): ABSTENTION(S):
Scaringi, Ngoh
MOTION to CLOSE the public hearing
FIRST: McManus SECOND: Ngoh VOTE: Carried (4-0-0)
AYE(S): Matzo, McManus, NAY(S): ABSTENTION(S):
Scaringi, Ngoh
MOTION to Re-OPEN the public hearing
FIRST: Matzo SECOND: Ngoh VOTE: Carried (4-0-0)
AYE(S): Matzo, McManus, NAY(S): ABSTENTION(S):
Scaringi, Ngoh
MOTION to TABLE until the May meeting
FIRST: McManus SECOND: Matzo VOTE: Carried (4-0-0)
AYE(S): Matzo, McManus, NAY(S): ABSTENTION(S):
Scaringi, Ngoh

PUBLIC HEARINGS & FINAL DELIBERATIONS

ADDRESS: 76 Lake Ave CASE NUMBER: ZBA-2026-31

APPLICATION FOR: Use Variance to construct a single-unit dwelling where it is not permitted in the I-2
Light & Medium Industrial Zoning District

REPRESENTATIVE(S): No one present
DISCUSSION POINTS:
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The business nearby, The Night Cap (bar) uses 76 Lake Ave parcel as their overflow parking lot.
There is no agreement on file or one that is provided to the Planning department that shows it is
supposed to serve as a parking lot for 71 Lake Ave.

Martinez commented, just as a note, the Building, Construction & Code Enforcement department
notified the Planning department that someone from the public suggested that there was an
underground storage tank at this site. Planning department looked at the DEC database and there
was no record of any underground storage tanks buried on Lake Ave.

PUBLIC COMMENT:

Richard Lewis (Owns 5 and 16 Market St) spoke in opposition of the project. 76 Lake Ave is
located next to the former Endicott Johnson (EJ) shoe factory, declared a Brownfield site. The
ground of this parcel was lower in elevation than EJ. Chemicals and who knows was stored along
the fence line and throughout the property. Prior to the site excavation, soil sampling needs to be
conducted at 76 Lake Ave. A portion of the parcel has a large storm drain under part of the ground,
“a City of Binghamton official told me, you cannot dig, build or pave near the storm drain. My
property at 5 Market St has a fuel oil tank buried in the front yard. Barry Newman hired Garry
Dryer to remove the tank and test the soil prior to my purchase.” “Is there a fuel tank stored
underground at 76 Lake Ave? An oil tank sweep should be done at 76 Lake Ave. The proposed
building of a one store 2400 square foot is very large for the neighborhood and the parcel. The
ground elevation is lower now than my property; with a large structure next to my house, ground
water may flood my basement. The house at 8 Market St had to get special permission from the
City of Binghamton to pump their water into the sewer pipe; the night cap bar gets water in their
basement also. Hydrostatic pressure can cause flooding and damage my foundation and possibly
neighbors. The proposed driveway is on Lake Ave, across from the Night Cap, where they have
their prime parking there. Parking throughout the neighborhood will be impacted, hence the city
needs to do a traffic study. Who would police how many people will be living in a 2400 square foot
rental house? A smaller owner-occupied house may be acceptable.

Debbie Palmer (Owner of The Night Cap bar, 71 Lake Ave) spoke in opposition of the project.
Have no concerns about a proposal for a home on 76 Lake Ave, but 24000 square feet is a big
property (it should be corrected to 2400). “We do have parking next to our building; however, we
do park on the street. So that parking would be taken away on 76 Lake Ave.” Not sure what the
parking effect would be on Market St, but there is also a concern with the stop sign present on
Market St. As the neighbor Mr. Lewis mentioned, we would have more flooding occurring as a
result of the built structure on this property, which would damage our equipment down there such
as freezers.

No letters received

VOTING
MOTION to OPEN the public hearing
FIRST: McManus SECOND: Ngoh VOTE: Carried (4-0-0)
AYE(S): Matzo, McManus, NAY(S): ABSTENTION(S):

Scaringi, Ngoh

MOTION to keep the public hearing open through to the May meeting

FIRST: Matzo SECOND: McManus VOTE: Carried (4-0-0)

AYE(S): Matzo, McManus, NAY(S): ABSTENTION(S):

Scaringi, Ngoh

MOTION to TABLE until the May meeting
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FIRST: Matzo SECOND: McManus VOTE: Carried (4-0-0)
AYE(S): Matzo, McManus, NAY(S): ABSTENTION(S):
Scaringi, Ngoh

ADJOURNMENT
MOTION to adjourn TIME: 6:48PM
FIRST: Matzo SECOND: McManus VOTE: Carried (4-0-0)
AYE(S): Matzo, McManus, NAY(S): ABSTENTION(S):

Scaringi, Ngoh
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