
VILLAGE OF CANTON PLANNING BOARD MINUTES 

September 11, 2018    7:00 P.M.     Municipal Building, Canton, NY 

Members Present: Chairperson Barry Walch, John Hill, Nick Kocher, Jessica Prody, Charles 
Rouse, Code Enforcement Officer Jeff Murray, Recording Secretary Ginger Thomas 

Members Absent: Sara Pabis 

Others Present: Mike Ashley, Jessika Furnace, Baily Furnace, Marilyn Mintener, Brad 
Mintener, Julie Quinones, Eric Quinones, Mike Crowe, Tom Jenison, Lyne Souliak, Susan 
Blewett, Robert Blewett, Julie McOrmond, Tim Danehy, Jamie Sinclair, Richard Sinclair, Bart 
Oegema, Mark Morley, Sue Mende, Leigh Rodriguez, Mayor Mike Dalton 

Introduction 
Chairperson Walch welcomed everyone to the meeting and explained that all meeting are open to 
the public but the current meeting would not be a public hearing.  After some preliminary work 
by the Planning Board, there would be a Conceptual Review held for the proposed change to 25 
Court Street so the people proposing the project can inform the Board about what they have in 
mind and so the Board can give education about what is allowed and what might be changed.  It 
is a cooperative effort. It is good for the public to be here to listen to what goes on.  If opinions 
are needed they will be asked for.  If the project progress there will eventually be a Public 
Hearing, but not tonight. 

Minutes 
Mr. Kocher made a motion to approve the minutes of the July 17, 2018, Village Planning Board 
meeting.  The motion was seconded by Mr. Hill and carried unanimously. 

Sign Request for the Silas Wright House 
Chairperson Walch explained the St. Lawrence County Historical Association would like to 
replace the current sign with an identical sign, but turn the sign 90 degrees from parallel to Main 
Street to perpendicular to Main Street.  The sign is in a B-1 zone and is compliant with all Code 
requirements.  The request came to the Planning Board because the sign will be located within 
the Historic District.  Mr. Kocher made a motion to approve the sign permit request and 
positioning as presented.  Ms. Prody seconded the motion which was carried. 

Sign Change from Rite Aid to Walgreens 
The Walgreens corporation would like to replace the existing Rite Aid sign, located at the former 
Rite Aid store on East Main Street, with a Walgreens sign to indicate the change in ownership.  
Planning Board members were able to view a drawing of the proposed sign.  Planning Board 
members discussed the fact that the amount of allowable signage was discussed at a meeting 
prior to the construction of the new building.  The company was asked to limit the size of the 
signs on the side of the building so they could add a bit to the size of the directional sign. The 



proposed Walgreens sign will not change the amount of signage.  However, if there is a desire to 
install a Walgreens logo on a glass window inside the entrance, as has been seen in other 
Walgreens stores, this would constitute additional signage and would need to be brought to the 
Planning Board for additional approval.  Mr. Rouse made a motion to approve the Walgreens 
sign as drawn on the documents made available to the Planning Board.  Mr Hill seconded the 
motion which was carried.  

Gamer Craze Sign 
A larger sign has been requested to replace the existing sign at the Gamer Craze store.  The sign 
will measure 4 feet by 16 feet, but will still measure under the maximum 80% of the frontage.  
The lettering, measuring 21 inches in height, will also be under the maximum 24 inches.  A 
motion was made by Mr. Kocher to approve the sign application from Gamer Craze and it was 
seconded by Ms. Prody.  The motion was carried unanimously. 

Conceptual Review for Renovations of 25 Court Street by the Christian Fellowship Center 
It was explained the discussion would center on the conversion of the use of 25 Court Street, 
which is currently a restaurant, to a church.  The applicants were asked to present their project. 
Mr. Mike Crowe asked to address a procedural matter before the discussion began.  He stated 
that he had no concern about the outcome of the discussion but he had concerns that procedures 
followed the statutes. He stated that the Village Planning Board had limited jurisdiction about 
what could be discussed. He quoted from the Village Code stating “the Planning Board has the 
power and authority to review and approve site plans.”   He also read “Any new use in the 
municipality is subject to site plan requirements,” and pointed out that the Planning Board did 
not have a site plan before them or an application.  Therefore, he felt the Planning Board did not 
have the authority to have a Conceptual Review.  Mr. Walch stated that the Planning Board had 
every right to hold a Conceptual Review.  Mr. Crowe’s concern was that although a Conceptual 
Review conference could be held with an applicant, he felt there was no applicant because there 
was no application and no materials submitted.  It was explained that the Planning Board did 
have materials which had been submitted.  Mr. Crowe felt that before a conceptual review was 
held there needed to be a rough sketch of the project, a map, and a completed application.  Mr. 
Crowe expressed the opinion that without an application and the materials needed, the Planning 
Board was acting beyond its jurisdiction and operating in opposition to the Village law.   

Chairperson Walch acknowledged Mr. Crowe’s concerns but stated that the purpose of the 
meeting was to get people on the right track and assist them with learning how to go thought the 
process so that it would be done correctly and save people time and effort of doing it incorrectly. 
He continued that this was not a public hearing, if they get to that point they will have a Site Plan 
Review, all the materials and they will have stamped drawings. Mr. Walch also shared that, at 
their discretion, the Planning Board was allowed to ask for fewer documents.  He continued that 
the meeting would continue but there would be no decision or outcome resulting at the current 
meeting.  People from the community had taken time out of their days to come to the meeting 
and this would provide an opportunity for the Planning Board to help them and give them an 
opportunity to speak about their project.   



Mr. Crowe said the Planning Board could instruct the Code Enforcement Office to say the 
beginning of the project requires a Site Plan Review then the Planning Board can have a 
conference after the documents are submitted which are required by the statute.  He suggested 
that “you don’t fix a mistake by pushing ahead.”  He said, the Board should follow the rules by 
going back and doing it right to comply with the statute.   

A member of the community asked what the big deal was if it happened a week from now.  She 
stated that nobody knew about the meeting until today anyway.  It was explained that the 
Planning Board meets monthly.  Monthly meetings are posted but Conceptual Reviews are not 
specifically publicized.  Another community member expressed the opinion that it would 
behoove the Board to get all the information together and to see a plan.   

Mr. Rouse suggested the possibility of stopping the meeting for a recess and having an 
application completed with the Code Enforcement Officer, then resuming the meeting.  Mr. 
Kocher said that he agreed with the “letter of the Code,” but stated that in the past many 
individuals have been allowed to come in and get an idea of what is required before they 
undertake a major investment for a site plan review.  He continued that Conceptual Reviews are 
not publicized because they are not an actionable item.  The Board is not voting on anything.  It 
is more of an informational session. Mr. Kocher made a motion to table the issue until the 
Planning Board has an application.  The motion was seconded by Mr. Rouse.   

A member of the Christian Fellowship Alliance shared that people are affected by a delay.  
Church members have been without a church for over a month and the spaces they have been 
renting are inappropriate.  He stated that if they could get around things in 10 minutes as Mr. 
Rouse suggested, it would be more effective than dragging it out for months and months.  Mr. 
Crowe said the Code states a Conceptual Review must be held within 10 days of receiving the 
materials from the Code Enforcement Officer and he again told the Board they should stick to 
the rules and do their job even if it is difficult.  

Mr. Jamie Sinclair, Pastor of the Christian Fellowship Center, thanked the Planning Board for 
wanting to help but stated that he also wanted to follow the rules.  He said he could put down a 
plan in a few sentences.  The Code Enforcement Officer, Mr. Jeff Murray was asked if he could 
work with Mr. Sinclair to complete an application at the current time.  Mr. Murray said he would 
rather see the matter tabled and do it the right way.  Mr. Sinclair than asked if it was possible to 
make a distinct request.  With approval given, he asked if the property at 25 Court Street could 
be used for a church.   

Chairperson Walch explained that the Code lists all allowed uses within each zoning district.  
Churches are not listed in the C-1 zone which is designated for high density commerce.  When 
the Code was developed in the 1980s it may have been restricted since churches take up a lot of 
space for a short time.  Churches are not an allowed use in a C-1 zone. Mr. Walch acknowledged 
that in the material supplied to the Planning Board by Mr. Sinclair, it was mentioned that 



churches might be considered a “use deemed similar” to fraternal organizations which are an 
allowed use in a C-1 zone. However, he pointed out the Use and Area Schedule allows churches 
only in an R-1, R-2, or B-1 zone.  Another possible issue is the parking requirements. For a 
church, one parking space is required for each 8 seats.  There does not appear to be enough room 
at 25 Court St. for that size parking lot. It was mentioned by Mr. Walch that the Planning Board 
was aware of the Religious Land Use and Institutionalized Persons Act and all materials received 
from Mr. Sinclair will be referred to the Village Attorney.  The Planning Board is aware that 
religious institutions and other institutions should be treated the same.  Mr. Walch said these 
were the issues the group would be facing to use that building.  He said the Board wanted Mr. 
Sinclair and his church members to know the technicalities and the ground rules.  Mr. Walch also 
stated that the public may have other issues of concern.  He offered there may be other locations 
in the Village which could be possibly used.   

It was explained that if the issue was tabled there could be another meeting to hold a Conceptual 
Review.  No decisions would be made at that meeting.  It would be only for discussion purposes.  
A formal site plan review would be held next, followed by a public hearing.  It was probable that 
the project would need to go to the Zoning Board of Appeals due to the change of use and lot 
size issues.  Mr. Sinclair inquired why a church in a C-1 zone wouldn’t be treated like a theatre in 
a C-1 zone and not require parking.  It was explained that a church is not allowed in a C-1 zone 
at all, even by special exception.  The Planning Board could not change the Code to allow a use 
that is not currently allowed.  It would be up to the Zoning Board of Appeals to look at the issues 
and consider a variance to the Code. Mr. Walch also mentioned a public hearing would need to 
be held.  It is unknown how many time other churches went to a different place in order to meet 
the Code.  The Planning Board must consider fairness to those in the past and in the future. 

Ms. Prody pointed out that when a business goes into a zone where it is a conforming use there is 
a much shorter process.  In fact, a conforming use may not need to come to the Planning Board 
at all.  If the church were proposed for an R-1 zone it would not come to the Planning Board.  
Although religious law is considered and always interpreted by the Village Attorney, the 
Planning Board does not have at the right to disregard the law.  Religious law requires that 
religious institutions are not treated any better or any worse that other institutions are treated.  A 
short time ago the Episcopal Church was required to go to the Zoning Board of Appeals for a 
variance.  It was explained that when there is confusion about how religious law applies to 
zoning issues, it is the court system that ultimately decides the matter.  The Religious Land Use 
and Institutionalized Persons Act is newer that the Canton zoning code so some issues are still 
untested.  The Planning Board does attempt to be as consistent as possible. 
  
In the case of a conforming use, such as a restaurant opening up where there had been a 
restaurant, the first step an applicant should do when coming to the Village with a new project is 
go to the Code Enforcement Officer.  If requirements are met, such as the exits are appropriate, 
the floors are strong enough, and the health issues the Code Enforcement Officer is concerned 
about are met, then the Code Enforcement Officer could issue a Certificate of Occupancy.  If 
there is an issue with parking or another problem with the lot, the project goes next to the 



Planning Board.  It was further explained that the use of a building continues until it stops being 
used for at least a year and a day.  Then new rules may apply.  Zoning has the issue of being a 
forward moving process and looking towards what may happen down the line.  It was also 
mentioned that there is a Comprehensive Plan Committee looking at where the community wants 
to go with zoning and planning issues in the future. 

The Chairperson of the Planning Board called the motion regarding tabling or continuing the 
discussion of the proposed change of use for 25 Court Street.  Mr. Rouse, Mr. Kocher, Ms. Prody 
and Mr. Hill voted in favor of the motion to table the discussion, therefore the motion was 
carried.   

Mr. Tom Jenison, former chairperson of the Village Planning Board and the County Planning 
Board said this project may come to the County Planning Board at some time.  He suggested the 
church group needed to have an immediate answer if the project was not going to happen.  If 
there is a purchase offer conditional on a certain time frame, it may need to be extended.  He also 
clarified that the current zoning started in 1975 and there have been a number of changes.  The 
Planning Board has the right to make recommendation to the Village Board about changes in the 
planning.  He said he was glad the Conceptual Review had been postponed and, if it does 
happen, suggested that at the Conceptual Review it would be good to have materials, such as a 
placard, available for the audience, as well as the Planning Board,  to see what has been planned 
such as taking trees down.  If it comes to a Site Plan Review a SEQR would also be required by 
New York State law, not just the Village Planning Board. 

Planning Board Updates 
Board members were informed that a new request which had been sent to the Board regarding 
property on Park St. and Elm St. had been withdrawn and would not be discussed.  

Next Meeting 
It was explained to the members of the Christian Fellowship Center that only a Site Plan Review 
is required but that Conceptual Reviews were typically held to avoid the applicant’s need to go to 
the effort of getting together all required information and plans for a Site Plan Review if the 
project was not going to progress. For a Site Plan Review, stamped, engineered drawings are 
mandatory for structures over 1500 square feet and over $10,000.  

The public was informed that the next meeting of the Village Planning Board will be posted on 
the Village website www.cantonny.gov..  It was scheduled for Wednesday October 10, 2018 at 
7:00 p.m. 

Adjournment 
Mr. Kocher made motion to adjourn which was seconded by Ms. Prody.  The meeting was 
adjourned at 7:52 pm.   

Respectfully submitted, 

http://www.cantonny.gov


Ginger Thomas, Recording Secretary 

Chairperson Barry Walch


