ZBA Minutes August 18th, 2026
Meeting Called to Order, by  Chairman, Bill Titus at 3:30pm.  
Board Members in attendance, William Titus, Chairman, Board Members, Roberta Tenpas, SandraLee Wagner, Ed Seebald, Code Officers, Rick Walczak and Frank Watson, Code Clerk, Nicole Yacklon, Dalton Best, Joan and Dan Hicks, Jon and Julie Ortendahl, Peter Clark, Esq representing the Ortendahl’ s, George Haffenden, Scott Graham.
Board Member(s) Absent: Tye Flurie
Alternate not present: Deb Rowe, L James Lewellyn
Case #1 
Bryon Woods Jr/Victoria Webber of 6386 Centralia-Hartfield Road .  The request is for the installation of a 6 ft high fence on their property.
Chairman Titus asked if the homeowner was in attendance and Victoria Webber was present for questions.  Chairman Titus asked Ms. Webber for any comment, and she stated that she needed the higher than allowable fence because she fosters dogs and that she needs to ensure that the dogs are safe and that the road is a busy road.  She also stated that on the other sides of the property she would like some additional privacy.  Board Member Ed Seebald clarified that the side for privacy was the side facing the garage to the back of the garage and shed.  Board Member Ed Seebald asked why the fencing being requested is higher in the front than on the sides of the house and Ms. Webber explained that the road is very busy and she wanted extra privacy and also to make sure the dogs weren’t distracted by the traffic.  Board Member Ed Seebald asked Chairman Titus if the only issue the board was considering was the fence height and Chairman Titus responded yes.  Chairman Titus asked if there were any further comments and/or questions, with no further questions or comments Chairman Titus read through the five determining factors the board must review before any decision is rendered.  

Chairman Titus proposed the board take a vote at this time and was seconded by Ed Seebald.  The vote was taken and approved  as follows, Roberta Tenpas (no), SandraLee Wagner (yes), Ed Seebald (yes), Chairman Titus (yes).

Case #2 
Thomas Rumfola at 5974 Twin Drive.  The request is for construction of a new 30 x 70 pole barn/garage structure.   The requested variances are for size of structure, rear setback distance and lot width.  Chairman asked if anyone was present representing the homeowner and Code Officer Frank Watson stated that the contractor was supposed to be in attendance.  At this time, Peter Clark stood up and explained that he was an attorney representing  neighbors, Jon and Julie Ortendahl.  Mr. Ortendahl explained that he lived at 5978 Twin Drive.  Chairman Titus acknowledged that the board was in receipt of an email letter from the Ortendahl’ s.  Attorney Clark presented the board with pictures of the property where the proposed structure would be going so the board had a view of the property.  Julie Ortendahl stated that the pictures show the view they have had with the sky and the landscape.  Attorney Clark then spoke about a section  where it is stated in the application it is for a cold storage /  garage, yet it is 3x the size of a garage and further stated that even if this was an area variance he does not believe this would work due to the size of the building as proposed.  The building takes up the entire lot and is stated as an accessory use, however there is no principle use on the lot, so according to our zoning law, an accessory building would not be allowed.  Attorney Clark asked how do you have an accessory use when there is no principle use.  While he also stated that the zoning law does have a provision for boat storage in this area, it is not by getting a variance but should be a Special Use Permit.  Attorney Clark does acknowledge that notice was sent to the neighbors, but he didn’t feel that the letter explained that it would be 3x the size of a garage and that it would be 18 ft. high, which is the significance of a house, this is not a little garage it is not a principle use either.  He referred to the pictures and Chairman Titus explained that they were aware of the property.  Attorney Clark reiterated that the homeowner should go for a Special Use Permit and if it is considered a garage, it should be a Use variance not an area variance, which they do not meet any of the requirements for an area variance and especially a Special Use variance, in closing he and their clients would ask the board to deny this request.  Chairman Titus thanked him and asked if there was anything else and someone stated that the contractor was in attendance, and Chairman Titus asked the contractor if he had any comments he would like to make and the contractor stated “No”.  Chairman Titus then asked if there was anything else from anyone and Board Member Ed Seebald asked, according to the environmental map submitted are they even permitted to build this close to a wetland.  Code Officer Frank Watson stated that that would be something that would be associated with the building permit, and yes, he stated that if the variance was granted permitting would have to go through DEC designation process.  The current mapping shows they are not in the wetlands but close to a shaded area.  Board Member Ed Seebald asked if there was a distance they needed to be away from the wetlands and Code Officer Watson replied 100 ft, but that DEC is always a variable phone call away.  The property owner would be responsible for requesting a designation letter before any permitting could be processed.  Code Officer  Watson stated that there was no other place to put the structure.  It could be called a large storage structure, a garage and  what is in question is the size.  Board Member Seebald said this is 3x the size of a garage or shed and not only do they need a variance for the size but also the width, which Code Officer Watson concurred but also said that the application was being considered with 2 parcels but that it could at some point in the process be combined to make one parcel.  Code Officer Watson explained that it is somewhat of an unwritten rule, to place a primary structure before an accessory, however nowhere in the book does it state that there must be a primary structure before an accessory structure. There are definitions of what a primary is, we have definitions for what an accessory is but within those definitions it does not state a policy where one has to come before another.  Furthermore, there are other examples in Town where there is a barn sitting on a piece of property with no house.  Chairman Titus said this was lakefront property and Code Officer Watson said it is not lakefront property.  There was discussion regarding the term lakefront, and boundaries so we look at this as a land base property, said Code Watson.  Mr. Rumfola also owns another property, and this is being applied for as the wishes of the applicant, which is what Code Officer Watson stresses with applicants.  If Mr. Rumfola were to combine his properties, it would be one big parcel and at that point he could apply for a variance for a structure exceeding the 775 sq. ft. allowable as well as requesting approval for another garage because the house already has a garage structure.  Code Officer Watson sees this as feasible in a couple of ways but brought the application and request one way and however it is decided upon is what will be enforced.  Chairman Titus thanked Code Officer Watson.  Attorney Clark remarked that there is a section that says private boat house, but Chairman  Titus said that that is not in front of the board right now and Attorney Clark disagreed and said that the application reads garage/boathouse/pole barn so there is confusion as to what exactly is the application for.  If it is a boat house than it would go through a Special Use.  Code Officer Watson read the code from the Code book on boat houses, and this is not by a body of water so could not be considered a boat house, this is a garage that is intended to contain boats.  This will not be a lease, not a rental or a business this is intended for private use.  Attorney Clark again challenged the wording of the application of boathouse and referred back to the lakeside district which would make this request a non-permitted use.  Board Member Ed Seebald read the wording on the application that states “new private boat storage” not boat house.   Chairman Titus asked for any remaining questions and with the owner not present but the contractor in attendance, Board Member SandraLee Wagner asked the contractor if the owner has other property could he not build somewhere else, the contractor said he did not know.  Roberta Tenpas reminded the board members the fact that it would be 3x the allowable size.  With no further questions or comments Chairman Titus read through the five determining factors the board must review before any decision is rendered.  
Chairman Titus proposed the board take a vote at this time and was seconded by Ed Seebald.  The vote was taken and denied  as follows, Roberta Tenpas (no), SandraLee Wagner (no), Ed Seebald (no), Chairman Titus (no).  Mr. Rumfola will be notified of the denial.

Case #3
George Haffenden at 5060 W. Lake Road.  The variance request is for construction of a deck with roof structure covering the deck.  Variances are for, side yard setback which shall total 25% of lot width, minimum side yard shall be 8 ft.  

Chairman Titus asked if anyone was representing George Haffenden, and Mr. Haffenden was present, as well as his contractor, and designer.  Chairman Titus read the request to rebuild a deck and put a roof over the deck which is not expanding on the footprint of the original deck.  Chairman Titus reminded that there is a reason for getting a permit before work is done, which did not happen in this case.  Chairman Titus expressed his displeasure of not applying for a permit before the work was started and the Code Officers had a chance to review what was being done.  Chairman Titus spoke to the contractor directly that he should have known he needed a permit.  The contractor took ownership of this and stated that he had a new project manager that should have known better and that project manager is no longer employed with him because of this situation.  Board Member Ed Seebald asked Mr. Haffenden to clarify that indeed no footprint change just the addition of a roof over it.  Chairman Titus reviewed the setbacks and spoke to the deck not being up to code to begin with so reviewing the setbacks and requesting the variances is what they will be reviewing today.  Board Member Ed Seebald also talked about how most of the neighbor’s homes are in tight spaces in that area.  Board Member SandraLee Wagner apologized for not being able to go to the site and asked if the property was across from the Haffenden Farms and Mr. Haffenden stated “yes”.  

With no further questions or comments Chairman Titus read through the five determining factors the board must review before any decision is rendered.  
Chairman Titus proposed the board take a vote at this time and was seconded by Roberta Tenpas.  The vote was taken and approved  as follows, Roberta Tenpas (yes), SandraLee Wagner (yes), Ed Seebald (yes), Chairman Titus (yes). 

With nothing further to discuss the meeting was closed by Chairman Titus with a second by board member, Ed Seebald.    
Meeting Adjourned – at 4:01 pm.
Next meeting date per the 2026 schedule is Tuesday, October 20, 2026, beginning at 3:30pm.
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