
Minutes of the regular meeting of the Fairport Zoning Board, held October 24, 2016 at 7:00 p.m., in the Board 
Room, Village Hall, 31 South Main Street, Fairport, New York. 

 
PRESENT: STAFF PRESENT: OTHERS PRESENT:  
John Himmelberg, Chair Christian Nadler, Attorney Joseph O’Donnell 
Michael Fortner, Deputy Chair Deborah Fuller, Coordinator Barbara Cozine 
Eileen Wierzbicki   Ed Cozine  
Sean Gibbons     
Robert Salmon, Alternate   
  
 
 
Alternate Robert Salmon to sit in the absence of Dale Davis for this meeting. 
 
Area Variances: 
 
68 Liftbridge Lane East 
Joseph O’Donnell, of O’Donnell & Associates, as agent for Barbara and Ed Cozine, owners of premise at 68 
Liftbridge Lane East, appeared to request a variance from section 550-8 (Attachment 1) and the Design 
Overlay District to permit the re-construction of a single family home having a rear yard setback of 1.8 feet 
instead of 5 feet for a deck and the width to height ratio of the home as described in the Design Overlay 
District.   
 
The legal notice was read as it appeared in the Daily Record on October 11, 2016. 
 
Mr. O’Donnell explained that the best location for the deck is at the rear of the home, facing the canal.  The 
width to height ratio is difficult to comply with and felt it to be a more appropriate requirement for 
commercial structures.   The design of the home was scaled down from the original plan for budget reasons.     
 
The Planning Board reviewed the plans at their October 17, 2016 regular meeting. R. Salmon explained that 
the deck location being proposed is the best location and the most appropriate placement for this house and 
property.  If placed at the west side of the home, the homeowners would be viewing the neighbor’s garage 
and house.   
 
E. Wierzbicki commented that she likes the design of the house but disagreed with the width to height ratio 
as presented.  She asked if the basement is being reconstructed why the house can’t be moved forward.  Mr. 
O’Donnell explained that the existing basement will be removed and proposed to be reconstructed in the 
same location.  Moving the house forward requires more variances than being placed in the same location 
and more cost effective.   
 
Fences were discussed and will remain as existing.  Currently there is no water pooling on the lot.  One tree is 
expected to be removed with no additional landscaping proposed at this time.   
 
No one else wished to speak, the public hearing was closed. 

 
 

Checklist for consideration of Area Variances: 
DECK 

 
1. Will an undesirable change be produced in the character of the neighborhood, or will a detriment to 

nearby properties be created by granting the variance? No. The neighborhood was described as 
Liftbridge Lane East, east of Water Street to include Thomas Creek Wetlands and the canal to the 
railroad.  (All agreed)  

 
 
 

2. Can the applicant achieve the desired end by some means other than a variance? Yes. However, the 
proper placement was felt to be at the requested location.  (All agreed) 
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3. Is the requested variance substantial? No.  (All agreed) 

 
4. Will the proposed variance have an adverse impact or effect upon physical or environmental 

conditions in the neighborhood or district? No.  (All agreed) 
 
5. Was the need for a variance self-created? Yes. (All agreed) 
 
6. Would a decision to grant the application be inconsistent with a prior decision of the board?  No.  (All 

agreed)  
 
 

Checklist for consideration of Area Variances: 
1: 1 or 1: 2 Width to Height Ratio 

 
1. Will an undesirable change be produced in the character of the neighborhood, or will a detriment to 

nearby properties be created by granting the variance? No, the neighborhood was described as 
Liftbridge Lane East, east of Water Street to include Thomas Creek Wetlands and the canal to the 
railroad.  Many homes do not meet the ratio. (J.H., M.F., S.G., R.S., agreed- E.W., disagreed)  

 
2. Can the applicant achieve the desired end by some means other than a variance? Yes, but it would 

not be practical.  (All agreed) 
 

3. Is the requested variance substantial? Yes.  (All agreed) 
 

4. Will the proposed variance have an adverse impact or effect upon physical or environmental 
conditions in the neighborhood or district? No.  The home is being reconstructed on the same 
footprint as the existing structure.  (J.H., M.F., S.G., R.S., agreed- E.W., disagreed) 

 
5. Was the need for a variance self-created? Yes. (All agreed) 
 
6. Would a decision to grant the application be inconsistent with a prior decision of the board?  No. 

However, this is the first application requesting a variance for width to height ratio from the ZBA.  
(All agreed)  

 
 
Motion was made by M. Fortner, seconded by S. Gibbons, and it was unanimously resolved to approve the 
application for a rear setback of 1.8 feet instead of 5 feet for a deck and relief from the width to height ratio 
not being 1:1 or 1:2 conditioned upon: 
 

1. the deck at the rear and the upper porch on the east side of the house not be enclosed,  
2. there be no deviation from the width to height ratio as presented, and   
3. final Planning Board approvals  

      
     GRANTED 
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Minute Approval 
It was unanimously resolved that the minutes of the September 26, 2016 regular meeting approved.   

 
 

Adjournment 
There being no other business the meeting was adjourned at 7:33 p.m. 
 
 
Meeting Date 
The next regular meeting is scheduled for November 28, 2016. 
 
 
 
 
Respectfully Submitted,  
 
 
 
Deborah L. Fuller 
Village of Fairport 
Zoning Board of Appeals 


