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PUBLIC HEARINGS 

Old Business 

1. Applicant:  Fallmarc Development, LLC 

 Location:  Peck Road west of North Greece Road 

 Mon. Co. Tax No.: 058.01-1-001 

Request: Preliminary and final plat approval for the Stonewood Estates 

subdivision, a cluster development subdivision pursuant to the 

requirements of Section 211-64 of the Zoning Ordinance, 

consisting of 13 Lots on approximately 21.7 acres 

Zoning District: R1-44 (Single-Family Residential)  

 

The following is a synopsis of the discussion pertaining to the above-referenced 

request. 

Richard Giraulo, Landtech Surveying and Planning presented the application.   

Mr. Giraulo: I show the entrance area from Peck Road, there are two remaining issues one 

was the entrance and how the grading would be handled, the other was drainage coming 

through the property from #40 and #44 Peck Road.   The entrance area I think we are winding 

down on that resolution, we are proposing a segmented block retaining wall system similar 

to what you see along West Ridge Road, holding up very large sections of that road.  That 

would be installed along the property of line of #44 Peck Road.   The intent is to have this 

wall installed along there to keep the right-of-way traditional, 60 foot right-of–way with 

sidewalks on both sides.   Previously we had proposed eliminating the sidewalk on each side 

and allowing this to slope down and trapping it with a French drain piped storm water system. 

DPW was concerned with that and we have gone to a retaining wall system.   I’m showing 

this sienna block that is has a nice look to it, it’s a gravity wall, comes in different size stones 

depending on the size of the wall, we’re going to be about four to four and half feet at the 

highest point.  This is what it will look like, it has a nice appeal to it and won’t be poured 

concrete. We are currently proposing a piped railing system on top of the wall, those details 

will be worked out.    We have made some changes at the entrance and have been working 

with DPW, there is an electric pole that will be move a few feet to the east, closer to the 

driveway at #44 Peck Road that will give us a little more space.  We asked if it could be move 

further east but they said they did not think it would not be possible. We are bringing the 

gutter for the roadway across the driveway to #44 Peck Road this will solve the problem that 

he currently has, runoff comes off Peck Road, down his driveway during a heavy rainstorm 

and then in between a swale on the west side of his shed to the back drainage area along the 

rear of his property.  This gutter will cut off the road drainage, will be a high point toward 

where the old pole was, so some of this will be picked up at the exiting catch basin and the 

rest will drain to the north and go into our storm sewer system for our project.  That is the 

improvement in that area and really help that out.  With the construction of the wall that’s 

also a drainage swale that comes off the corner of the driveway of #44 heads north on the 

right of way property slightly then discharges to the rear yard swale. That will have to be 

relocated onto the owner’s property making it a tight pinch in between the property line and 

the shed which is about a foot in the front and two in the rear.  That can be picked up and 

taken along the base of the wall a little further on the property, discharge where it currently 

discharges. We have made a recent change in the infiltration areas.  Proposed on Lots 5 and 

6 we have an access road that had to be installed back to the manhole so we have split those 

infiltration areas into two on the other side of the road as suggested by DPW, that change 

has been made.   The other big issues is drainage, from the beginning there has been concern 
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from the residents that 35,40 and 44 Peck Road regarding drainage, so there are several 

things going on in this location we have an existing 30 inch culvert that comes between 40 

and 44 Peck Road and ends at the rear of the house, it’ then a concrete gutter for a ways and 

then an  open channel that flows through the middle of 36 Peck Road. It then discharges to 

our site at which is the point of concern, this is an existing swale that has been a concern for 

the property owner, the Board members might be aware of the emails between the property 

owners and the town DPW trying to find a resolution for that swale and improving those 

conditions.   There is also a storm sewer further to the east on Peck Road that discharges into 

the property as well.  We have on our site two federal wetlands the southern one and northern 

one connects by some water of the U.S. all result of the drainage coming out of the property 

and making its way north to the Smith Creek Tributary which is the larger creek on the 

property. We have investigated the site conditions, I have photos to show you just to make 

you aware of the issues and concerns, not just from the owner but the developer as well.   

There has been emails back and forth, I asked Mr. Caterino to send out the last one so we 

can go over it.  

Mr. Fisher:  We have read the email, just a notation that none of us has the expertise in 

drainage and for drainage purposes we ask John Gauthier and sometimes John Freel to look 

at the drainage you are proposing and determine if they meet our standards and will prevent 

the conditions you are doing to make anything worse.   So to me if you have concerns or 

questions about what John has asked you to do, I would ask that you take that to John 

because he’s the one that we rely on to review the plans and if they meet the requirements 

or not.   If you have concerns about the information presented, from our standpoint the 

determinant is to what is required from the standpoint of drainage and engineering.  

 Mr. Giraulo: That is understood but I also want to take the opportunity to make it part of the 

public record some of the issues we see and I think we can think of a path forward.   It’s 

important that the Planning Board understand also because you will be approving the required 

work.   It will make everybody a little better informed.  

Mr. Fisher: We have had an opportunity to read your letter and we have discussed this with 

John Gauthier.   

Mr. Giraulo: Understood but the public has not seen this so some of this is for the benefit of 

the public that may be watching.  

Mr. Fisher: That will be made part of the public record.  

Mr. Giraulo: There are several issues and concerns that can relate to the drainage and can 

those be improved.   The first thing were really trying to understand is the crooks is what 

impact this project is having on the drainage related to the property.   Everything north of 

this line drains into the storm sewer system goes to the pond, discharges to the creek so 

really letting very little water come back to the existing tributary and we are picking 99% of 

that up and taking it to the storm sewer.    The intent is to preserve this and put it in 

conservation easement so that these wetlands can’t be impacted by future homeowners.   

They can’t clear trees and doing what they want and not be disturbed.   Looking at our impact 

to this drainage way really comes from the entrance area, water flowing in this direction, this 

is the tributary concern comes from properties just off to our west as well as our entrance 

drive.  The first this we’ll be doing is installing this retaining wall along the entrance which 

will take this area marked in blue and now discharges into the drainage system and ends up 

flowing down this drainage way and we’ll be removing that from the system completely.  There 

will instead flow into our storm sewer system our roadway system and head north into our 

pond.  So right off the bat we are taking area outside of that.  The developer is working with 

Monroe County about to acquire this property but is not part of this subdivision at this time, 

it looks good so far, then we plan on running a future storm sewer off a proposed rear yard 

basin to pick up this drainage with the intent of eliminating a currently proposed 12 inch 
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culver that goes under the roadway to drain this dotted area shown, this water shed comes 

through here and feeds to the same system.   We feel confident that we will be able to remove 

another 1.6 acres of water shed that comes from this area into this drainage system which 

flows through our property.   We’ll be taking that out of the drainage way.   I took some 

picture to show you, this is looking east, directly through 40 Peck Road onto 36 Peck Road, 

so this is the existing swale, it shows it back up to the house where it comes to the 30 inch 

culvert.   This is standing water on 36 Peck Road, this is where the drainage comes off their 

property into the project site.  The drainage takes a turn and flows along this spot, where it 

enters the site there is no obstruction. We have this low flowing wet area because there is no 

slope, now we are looking south into 36 Peck Road, this is their swale comes down, turns and 

heads into our site.   There is not a lot of slope because there not a lot of grade to work within 

the area.  This is coming into the property where we are looking to put in a diversion swale.  

The town is recommending we divert this water, the thought is to take along our property line 

between the federal wet land and our property line.   Pick this drainage up, the drainage along 

here, skirt the property and take it all the way out to the wetland, this is about 720 liner feet 

of channel work that would be required and the intent is to pick these drainage up and divert 

around the wetland.  Looking down the channel line, you see a tree house in the pathway, we 

have a lot of vegetation in the way, a lot of clearing work that would be required.   We now 

show the existing wet land, turns heads east, our pathway through our diversion channel 

would be through here and through this vegetation.   Now showing walking east, treehouse 

is closer, a lot of trees in the way, you can’t have them fall in the neighbors yards or the 

wetlands, I have to get them our someway else because they can be left, if we excavate we 

have to be able to spoil the earth somewhere, you can’t put it on the property line side since 

it would block drainage coming off the neighbor’s property.  That would have go on the 

wetland side that’s very concerning to me.     This picture shows the treehouse, wetland 

boundary over here, swale area over here, I’m not sure is the treehouse is on our property, 

looking east, the swale would have to come through here, not a lot of grade change, even 

though the wetland is here it’s just as wet as it is over here.  It’ ankle deep.  Further east 

coming up to the culvert that is the drain we want to pick up, so our swale be coming this 

way and the intent is to pick this up and take the swale through here and down on the other 

side of this wetland.   Here is the flow coming off the 18inch culvert off Peck Road.   It has 

more water coming out of 18 inch pipe than we have coming out of the 30 inch pipe further 

to the west. Looking to the north same drainage coming out the 18 inch pipe, wetland area 

here, and our desire is to go around this turn and head north.  There are some trees in that 

north project that we have to get around. This is a difficult path, there are a lot of obstacles, 

it would be very challenging to construct.  I’m not sure of the benefits to be achieved would 

outweigh the harm the harm to the ecosystem we were intending to preserve. Those are the 

difficulties I see, I will be happy to walk the property with anyone from the Town and see if 

there are other methods to achieve what they are looking for.  Even if I construct this channel 

and drop the slope to .3% I can only make this 12 inches deeper at best.   We can’t grade 

effectively in lawn area in less than 1%, so this would be up and down and have pockets of 

water.     It will be a challenge and my concern is if we are creating a benefit worthy of that 

challenge and does that help the neighbors.   I have talked to the neighbors and they were 

not keen on taking out buffer that could be preserved between the houses and does not solve 

the drainage through their property which is their real concern.   I would be happy to take 

any questions.   

Mr. Caterino: As Mr. Giraulo eluded to we have had a number of emails and some working 

meetings to go over changes to the site. In terms of the entrance way we are in the right 

direction. We are not 100 % there but the right direction.   We wanted that brought up in 

advance of any future decisions, so neighbors had an idea of what the plan was for the 

entrance.  In terms of the drainage I defer to Mr. Gauthier. 
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Mr. Gauthier:  As I indicated in our work shop session we made significant progress towards 

the entrance way.   I am pleased with the cooperation and the approach I seen from Mr. 

Giraulo. In terms of the remaining we have a difference of opinion, I respect his decision, and 

he’s a very good engineer and has done some good work.   The reluctance to offset the 

adverse impacts of increased discharge up stream is a difference of perspective, I don’t think 

this is a huge offset, it’s relatively minor offset with a relatively shallow swale that climates 

some bottle necks that show up in pictures. There is a drawing that was not show with a small 

pipe that is flat or questionably sloped, I think we can get there relatively minor work, it’s not 

elegant work it’s not the kind of work you want to undertake if you could avoid it but I think 

it’s a simple fix to a very large increase in the volume of water, all regulations discussed in 

the past are based on peak discharge rates, there’s no regulation concerning volume.  Taking 

an existing forest basically and turning into low density residential will have a significant 

amount of volume.  Water that is currently soaking in is going to be collected as part of the 

surface water system.  This a relatively minor mitigation for a minor adverse impact, I think 

it’s essential we do it not because it won’t ever be done again.   This is not intended to change 

the environment or setting of the existing homes on Peck Road that is beyond what this 

developer is responsible for, it to offset the adverse impact primary associated with the 

increase volume of surface storm water.    

Mr. Giraulo:  We typically don’t manage volume, it’s not required by the state or the town, 

the standard of practice has been peak rates, if you manage those then by virtue you have 

managed the impacts downstream, that how we do every project storm water wise.  So this 

is a little bit new to me.  

Mr. Gauthier:   It is and it isn’t, just because of the volume and the constrained this channel 

is, prolonging the discharge of the peak will have a back water effect.  It’s going to slow this 

drainage. It’s the minor part of this tributary. It’s just common sense, I’m not going to allow 

a stripped reading of regulations to prevent us from doing what, it’s obvious to me and my 

fellow engineers that have looked at it, I don’t think you can state that there won’t be an 

impact on Peck Road due to the significant increase in surface water discharged from this 

project.  

Mr. Giraulo:  I could state that and in fact I am stating that.  

Mr. Gauthier: We disagree on that.  

Mr. Fisher: I would say our position as members of the Planning Board is to rely on John 

Gauthier and other engineering staff to be able to make that determination and that is what 

we shall do.  

Mr. Giraulo: Understood.  

 

Mr. Antelli made a motion, seconded by Ms. Anthony, to continue the application to 

the May 19, 2021 meeting, as requested by the applicant. 

 

VOTE:  Antelli  Yes   Burke  Yes 

  Geisler  Yes   Anthony  Yes 

  Selke   Yes   Sofia  Yes 

  Fisher   Yes   

 

 

MOTION CARRIED 

APPLICATION CONTINUED TO MAY 19, 2021 

_________________________________________________________________ 
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New Business 

None  

 

SITE PLANS 

Old Business 

None 

New Business 

None 

 

 

SPECIAL PLANNING TOPICS 

Old Business 

None  

 

New Business 

1. Applicant:  Chick-fil-A 

 Location:  2140 West Ridge Road 

 Mon. Co. Tax No.: 074.15-15-19.1 

Request: A minor improvement plan for a 27.0 feet x 54.0 feet; 1458 

square feet canopy and site improvements on approximately 

1.29 acres.  

 Zoning District: BR (Restricted Business) 

 

The following is a synopsis of the discussion pertaining to the above-referenced 

request. 

 Sean Hickman, Civil Engineer, Interplan, presented the application.   

Mr. Hickman: We are asking for reduction of setback from 30 feet to 17 feet for the canopy.  

We are asking for this to protect employees from the elements.  I can show you some 

renderings, this shows the general vicinity, here is where the canopy will and there will a 

canopy on the east side.  This has the isolated drive through so people in the parking lot to 

not have to cross the drive-thru, we have the double menu board and then the single lane to 

the pickup window.   We are installing the canopy over the two lanes to protect the team from 

the rain and snow.  We are also installing it on the pickup side so they can deliver the food to 

the cars.   At the order point canopy there will employees taking orders with iPads. This makes 

it easier and faster.   We are reducing the setback from 30 to 17 feet, the setback to the 

columns is 27 feet the overhang is 10 feet.  We have been installing this canopy at many 

Chick-fil-As over the US, this is response to COVID-19 but started before, there has been 

increased use of the drive-thru and puts the customers at ease.  We want to the canopies to 

protect the employs and the customers.  This a rendering of the canopy, they have heaters 
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and fans to help the workers stay comfortable.     I also show a rendering from the street it 

will be black with the columns coming down.  

Mr. Caterino:  This applicant was reviewed by our Building department and stated what 

permits were needed. Our Fire Marshal had no comments. This application is before the Board 

of Zoning Appeals for a setback variance of 17 feet instead of the 30 feet. That Board is 

requesting a recommendation from the Planning Board to grant the variances.  On an item 

that I just picked up, the canopy will go the entire length of the east side?  That we will have 

to take a look at, the drawing looks it was something that was attached to the building. But 

this is not a public hearing and did not have to advertise.  

Mr. Hickman: That is correct.  

Mr. Geisler: I did not see the east side canopy. I don’t see this at any other restaurant, this 

is a major change and have to look at this. John do you see any other canopy’s like this? 

Mr. Hickman: We sent the elevations. This is like a canopy at a gas station.  

Mr. Caterino: Not for fast food, we do see them at gas stations, I can’t think of any on West 

Ridge Road.  

Mr. Fisher: My concern is that this site is sunk in so the canopy is relatively low and being so 

close could act as a distraction.  This is unusual, I’m not a particular fan.   You are used to 

seeing a canopy at a gas station not a restaurant and cause a safety issue.  

Mr. Selke: When we approved this we put a lot of thought into this because the pickup was 

in the front, it set a precedence and we don’t want to set anymore that someone else might 

ask for at their site.   What color is there and what about the lights?  It’s a whole new concept.  

Mr. Hickman: The canopy will match the dark bronze that is along the top of the restaurant 

and will be about 10 inches.   The columns will be six inches wide with not advertising. There 

are lights underneath the canopy.  

Mr. Schiano:   When the Board put the drive along the West Ridge Road side, they went above 

and beyond to conceal the drive thru lanes as being unsightly and not you are drawing you 

attention to it, so in bringing it your attention, there were concerns brought up by the Zoning 

Board regarding the aluminum cover is not on when closed, so snow load and don’t know 

what will happen.  The Board also wants different views of the canopy.  

Mr. Fisher: If this were buried within the site it would be as noticeable.  I could be lit and we 

tried to minimize the distraction and would violate the design criteria we used to minimize 

the impact.    

Mr. Hickman:  The main reason for the separation is for the safety of the customer.   

Mr. Schiano:  It was the size of the lot that dictated where the drive thru was placed.   

Mr. Fisher: We normally have the drive thru on the back side.  

Mr. Selke: We worked hard to establish the correct drive thru look that would impact a visual 

negative this would enhance that.  

Mr. Fisher: We are trying to minimize, the fact that you are closer to the road makes it worse.  

Mr. Sofia: I think it is unattractive, it’s distracting, its’ eye level to people walking. And lastly 

there is no way would have entertained it and I don’t think we should entertain it today. I 

may be a necessary but I don’t think we should entertain it.  

Mr. Geisler: I concur.  

Mr. Fisher: Think we have come to a consensus. I think the recommendation that we should 

send to the Board of Zoning Appeals is to deny the variance for this application.  
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Mr. Geisler made the following motion, seconded by Mr. Antelli:  

 

VOTE:  Antelli  Yes   Burke  Yes 

  Geisler  Yes   Anthony  Yes 

  Selke   Yes   Sofia  Yes 

  Fisher   Yes   

 

MOTION CARRIED 

RECOMMENDATION FOR APPLICATION DENIED 

_________________________________________________________________ 
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2. Applicant:  Acquest Development Company, LLC 

 Location:  1500 Lexington Avenue (Eastman Business Park) 

 Mon. Co. Tax No.: 089.04-1-2.2 

Request: A request for referral for administrative review of a site plan for 

a proposed building (290,000± square feet) with related parking, 

utilities, grading, and landscaping, on approximately 98.75 

acres, pursuant to the requirements of Section 211-18.1 of the 

Zoning Ordinance. 

Zoning District:  EDIO (Economic Development & Innovation Overlay) & IG 

(General Industrial) 

 

The following is a synopsis of the discussion pertaining to the above-referenced 

request. 

Tim Weber, Acquest Development, Mike Richie, Costich Engineers, presented the application.   

Mr. Weber: Here we show an aerial of the 17 ½ acres in the south west corner of the 175 

acres that has been under the Acquest purview for a long time now.  I want to point out the 

project to the east 60 acres, it’s hard to believe that we brought this to the Board less than 

10 months ago and the building is fully enclosed the roof is wrapping up now, a lot of site 

work is done now and want to give praise to the Planning and building department for a job 

well done, and helping this project along. Hopefully we can do the same for this project.   This 

is turning out very well and a good economic driver for the community.   We are proposing a 

warehouse project of 300,000 square feet, that is located within the General Industrial district, 

the project proposes 24 loading docks, 20 tractor trailer parking spaces and 149 employee 

and visitors spaces.    We also show 49 additional spaces that we show as land banking 

spaces.  They will remain as green spaces until needed.  This parcel sits on the same parcel 

as 1600 Lexington Avenue which is the same tax parcel that Acquest owns and operates a 2 

million square foot fully occupied warehouse and distribution building.   The proposed project 

area has been historically vacant and under utilized and the three surrounding uses within 

the Town of Greece are general industrial warehouse uses so it is consistent.   The size is 104 

acres total which will only disturb 17 to 18 acres.   The required utility and roadway structure 

exist for the project just as did for the project next door.   It’s been confirmed there are no 

jurisdictional wetlands in the area.   The resource study has been in progress as well and we 

are targeting a SHPO no effect letter will be provided this month.  The building elevations 

show metal sided building and block, speaking with our construction team, they really 

recommended we develop with precast concrete wall panels, which will consistent with the 

new project next door.  This will provide a better look for the building that fronts Lexington 

Avenue and requires less maintenance it will also meet our construction schedule. We will 

provide a new elevation.  It will be more consistent with everything on Lexington Avenue. The 

project proposes a new driveway within the city right of way.   Our traffic engineers SRF 

Associates has provided a trip generation letter to the Board and the NYS DOT and MCDOT 

last week.   Based on trip generation projections the project will provide 63 or fewer vehicle 

trips during AM or PM therefore does not warrant an impact study. We have an email 

confirmation from MCDOT who reviews the traffic in the City of Rochester and there is no 

impact and a study is not warranted.  Acquest is also discussing two out parcels for this 

project where there is currently landscaping shown.  We have approached the city to discuss 

two small outparcels for small retail or restaurants along the corridor, we feel it’s needed but 

want to disclose and will discuss but will be within the city.   This does not require any variance 
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and is located within the EDIO district the Board may consider a referral for administrative 

review as we are doing tonight when one or more of the EDIO conditions are present.  At a 

minimum the project meets the 136 from the district boundary, exceeding the 100 foot 

condition, it’s not expected to exceed 35 feet in height and the proposal is located 

approximately 900 feet from any residential structure.   We will present landscaping along 

the front with the town’s input as well.   We will be meeting with a geotechnical consultant, 

it’s critical that we begin the boring for the site.   There is some brush clearing to be done 

and ask the town if we can begin those next week.   We are respectfully requesting a referral 

for administrative review to begin working with the town staff to implement the project during 

weekly Development Review committee meetings.  We are also requesting Planning Board 

complete the SEQRA review.  

Mr. Richie: I did reach out to the City of Rochester for their input on the review of the building 

and they confirm they will have no input on review or approval for the warehouse, they will 

be involved for a curb cut and driveway permit.   That will be a straight forward process and 

for storm water management we are tying into the regional facility to the east and ultimately 

to the Monroe County pure waters combined sewer, it will not require a permit.  

Mr. Caterino: As mentioned this project is located in the EDIO district and for the project next 

door we are looking to have this project done in the same approval process.   This overlay 

district is set up where we try to expedite approvals for job creation and to better the town’s 

economy.   In terms of this application where if the conditions are met it will be eligible for 

administrative review.    

Mr. Geisler: Are there two egress?  

Mr. Richie: There is an existing driveway a little to the west and ties into a loop road to the 

north of the project, that will be for truck access.   

 

Mr. Antelli made the following motion, seconded by Mr. Selke: 

WHEREAS, Acquest Development Company, LLC (the “Applicant/Project Sponsor”) has 

submitted a request for referral for administrative review to the Planning Board (the “Planning 

Board”) of the Town of Greece (the “Town”), Monroe County, New York, for overall site plan 

approval of a proposed building (290,000± square feet) with related parking, utilities, 

grading, and landscaping, on approximately 98.75 acres acres (the “Project”); and 

WHEREAS, the Applicant/Project Sponsor has submitted to the Planning Board an 

application for the Project, including but not limited to:  a project narrative; Part 1 of an 

Environmental Assessment Form (the “EAF”), and plans of the site and buildings (collectively, 

the “Application”); and 

 WHEREAS, upon review of the Application, the Planning Board has determined that the 

Project is subject to the State Environmental Quality Review Act (New York State 

Environmental Conservation Law, Article 8) and its implementing regulations (6 NYCRR Part 

617, the “SEQRA Regulations”) (collectively, “SEQRA”), and that the Project constitutes a 

Type 1 action under SEQRA; and 

 WHEREAS, the Planning Board intends to become the lead agency for the coordinated 

environmental review of the Project and hereby directs staff to provide notice of such intent 

and a request for comments to interested and involved agencies upon receipt of all necessary 

materials to be included with such notice; and 

 WHEREAS, pursuant to §617.6(b)(3)(i) of the SEQRA Regulations, the Planning Board 

will assume that it has received consent to become the lead agency if an involved agency 
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does not send a written objection within thirty (30) calendar days of the date of filing a Notice 

of Intent to Become Lead Agency. 

 NOW, THEREFORE, be it 

 RESOLVED that the Planning Board hereby makes the following determinations: 

1. The Planning Board intends to become the lead agency for the coordinated 

environmental review of the Project. 

 

2. The Planning Board hereby provides an opportunity of thirty (30) days from the date 

on which a Notice of Intent to Become Lead Agency is distributed to involved agencies 

for written comment on the Planning Board’s intent to become lead agency. 

 

3. If after thirty (30) days’ time an involved agency has not provided a written objection 

to the Planning Board becoming lead agency, the Planning Board shall assume that it 

has such involved agency’s consent. 

 

4. The Planning Board hereby directs staff to file a Notice of Intent to Become Lead 

Agency with all involved agencies, and to notify all such involved agencies of the 

deadline for acceptance of written objections to the Town Board’s intent, in accordance 

with SEQRA. 

 

5. This resolution shall take effect immediately. 

 

VOTE:  Antelli  Yes   Burke  Yes 

  Geisler  Yes   Anthony  Yes 

  Selke   Yes   Sofia  Yes 

  Fisher   Yes   

 

MOTION CARRIED 

________________________________________________________________ 

 

 

Mr. Antelli made the following motion, seconded by Mr. Selke with the following 

conditions:  

WHEREAS, Acquest Development Company, LLC (the “Applicant/Project Sponsor”) has 

submitted a request for referral for administrative review to the Planning Board (the “Planning 

Board”) of the Town of Greece (the “Town”), Monroe County, New York, for overall site plan 

approval of a proposed building (290,000± square feet) with related parking, utilities, 

grading, and landscaping, on approximately 98.75 acres (the “Project”); and 

 

WHERAS, the Project is located within the Eastman Business Park area of the Town’s 

Economic Development and Innovation Overlay (EDIO) District which is intended to promote 

the growth of industry  in the interest of the local and regional economy and expand 

employment opportunities in the Town by prioritizing approvals in key locations and sectors; 

and  

 

WHEREAS, the Planning Board has reviewed the Applicant’s Project and affirms that 

the Project is eligible for referral under the requirements of the EDIO District. 

NOW, THEREFORE, be it 
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RESOLVED that the Planning Board hereby refers the Project for administrative review 

subject to the following conditions: 

 

 

1. The Applicant shall work with staff and the Planning Board Chairman to provide 

updates to the Board regarding the administrative review process of the Project. 

2. The referral for administrative review shall be for a period of no more than one (1) 

year, meaning that the site plan shall be approved no later than May 5, 2022, 

unless an extension is granted by the Planning Board.  

 

 

VOTE:  Antelli  Yes   Burke  Yes 

  Geisler  Yes   Anthony  Yes 

  Selke   Yes   Sofia  Yes 

  Fisher   Yes   

 

MOTION CARRIED 

REQUEST FOR REFFERAL FOR ADMINISTRATIVE REVIEW GRANTED  

_________________________________________________________________ 
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3. Applicant:  Frederick Metzger 

 Location:  1150 Long Pond Road 

Request:  Extension of preliminary and final plat approval a proposed 

subdivision for the Long Pond Woods subdivision, consisting of 

11 lots, including an existing house, on approximately 8.7 acres 

previously approved November 20, 2019 with an extension on 

November 5, 2020.  

 Zoning District: R1-E (Single-Family Residential)  

 Mon. Co. Tax No.: 074.10-4-36 

 

Motion by Mr. Geisler, seconded by Mr. Anthony, to grant two 90-day extensions of 

the preliminary and final plat re-approval of the subdivision, previously approved 

on November 20, 2019, extension made November 5, 2020.  

 

VOTE:  Antelli  Yes   Burke  Yes 

  Geisler  Yes   Anthony Yes 

  Selke   Yes   Sofia  Yes 

  Fisher   Yes    

 

 

MOTION CARRIED 

TWO 90-DAY EXTENSIONS GRANTED 

_________________________________________________________________ 
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ADJOURNMENT:    8:20 p.m. 

 

APPROVAL OF PLANNING BOARD MEETING MINUTES 

The Planning Board of the Town of Greece, in the County of Monroe and State of New York, 

rendered the above decisions. 

 

Signed:  ___________________________________         Date:  ____________________ 

  Alvin I. Fisher, Jr., Chairman 


