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PUBLIC HEARINGS 

Old Business 

1. Applicant:  Frank Imburgia, FSI 

 Location:  502-524 Long Pond Road 

 Mon. Co. Tax No.: 045.01-5-2.11/ 045.01-5-2.2/ 045.01-5-1 

Request: Preliminary and Final Plat approval for the construction of 125 

residential units, consisting of single family dwellings and 

townhomes.  

Zoning District: BR (Restricted Business) / RP (Planned Residential)  

 

 

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

request. 

Tim Harris, Passero Associates , presented the application.   

Mr. Harris: We took the comments from this Board, we have walked the site with Town staff 

and the Planning Board Chair.   I made some adjustments based on those comments.   One 

comment was to limit some parking and keep some more green space.   We pulled this road 

back and eliminated an intersection.   We have added fence to provide some screening 

between the townhomes and the back of the plaza.   Moving east we have added some parking 

in between each of the townhomes units.  Comments from this board, the Traffic Advisory 

Committee and the neighbors, was the connection to Drumcliff Way.  We had to reconfigure 

some of the lots and this has provided a fire truck access gate, it will prevent traffic from 

going to the south and also allow us to put in a turn-around in to accommodate plows.  I think 

we have addressed that.  I have not heard anything from the County regarding the traffic, I 

don’t anticipate any red flags but hopefully get a response in a couple of days.  At the last 

meeting we heard about screening to the south side of the property.   I show the map that 

shows existing clearing, since some of clearing has encroached on the property, what we have 

proposed to do is try to limit some of the clearing as much as we can and then supplement 

with some vegetation and plantings.   Knowing that there was a little bit more clearing based 

on the ariels, we have add a tree line here of white spruce trees, about 4-6 feet tall, there 

will be about 3-4 per lot.   So there will be some openings at first but they should fill in nicely 

and provide a nice buffer.    In area that are thin we will take some top soil and those trees 

will sit up about 2-3 feet on top of 5 to 6 foot trees, so you will have a 7 to 8 foot,  give or 

take from grade to top of grade tree to help provide screening.   Other comments, drainage, 

we are going to meet DEC regulations, we will also meet the requirements of the town 

drainage, we have to provide 30% reduction pre-existing to post construction runoff.    What 

that means, if there is 100 cubic feet per second of runoff, we are allowed 70% from the 

pond.  Through our storm water management mitigation measures with underground storage 

here, and then adjusting the pond a little, expanding and improving it, and the regional pond,  

all of our run off with go to those locations and then will be slowed down before it leaves the 

site.  So we will meet all of our reductions in runoff.  

Mr. Gauthier:   Let me state something, we have run into a number of developments where 

people have undeveloped land and they adjoin a development.   The current status of wooded 

undeveloped property isn’t very well organized.   In some places there is localize drainage 

problems and I think that is the main concern of the residents tends to be, in their back yards 

it’s soggy because there is run on.  Through your development you will be organizing and 

collecting the drainage so there will not be that random run on from your property to the 
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neighbors. That is just part of the inevitable of a well-designed development, you will be 

capturing that water and getting it to the regional basin.   I think that is important for the 

residents to understand.    

Mr. Harris: We are also proposing, behind the houses and between the houses are lot line 

swales and yard inlets.   Our grading plan shows swales on the property line, then it will 

extend midway through the lot, anything that runs off, north to south, will be captured in that 

swale, brought around to the side of the houses and then captured in yard inlets and then out 

to the storm system.   That will go to the regional storm water management facility and other 

maintenance infrastructure practices that are scattered throughout the site.   That won’t be 

any runoff to the south.    The traffic study was reviewed and approved by Monroe County 

Department of Transportation and we have sent this revised plan and are waiting some 

feedback.  The development as proposed meets all the density regulations, the setbacks and 

green space as well.  One additional comment was to provide the town attorney a sample of 

the Home Owners agreement, for the eventual sale of the lots.   That was provided and pretty 

standard language, once the time comes for the sale of the lots, the process is that this 

document gets generated for this project  and then sent to the Attorney General’s office  for 

review and approval by the developers attorney.   So there is a process in place for projects 

such as this.    

Mr. Fisher: This would normally be the time where we get comments from the public and in 

a positive way we have received them by email and this will be an opportunity to read them 

so we can understand the concerns the residents have raised and be sure that we have 

covered those items.  

Mr. Caterino: Read aloud comments received from the following members of the public: 

 Mark and Liliana Schneider – 498 Crosby Lane  

 Amanda Hausle – Crosby Lane  

 Pat Morgan – 421 Crosby Lane  

 Jim DeAngelis – 428 Crosby Lane  

 Amy Potter – Drumcliff Way  

 Joanne Ristuccia – 199 Belmore Way  

 Diane Rivoli – 425 Crosby Lane  

 Joseph and Diane Rivoli – 425 Crosby Lane  

 Rylyn Bauer – 386 Crosby Lane  

 Nicholas Guzylak – 99 Shiloh Ct  

 Brooks Schneider – 463 Drumcliff Way 

  Miguel Millan – Bellmore Way  

 Ron Scott – West Bend Drive 

  Cesely Warren – 378 Crosby Lane  

 David Sekovski – 590 Drumcliff Way  

 Bob Snow – 15 Crosby Lane  

 Pete and Jenna Markson - 370 Crosby Lane  

 Rob and Ruth O’Boyle – 305 Belmore Way  

 Ron Newman – Luddington Lane  
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 Lydia and Allen Ferguson – Drumcliff Way  

 Donna and Helm Muerb – 362 Crosby Lane  

 Carol Schleigh – 184 Belmore Way  

 Julie and Brian Burgeson – 20 Delacorte Circle  

 Jenna Adams – 586 Long Pond Road  

 Jeanne Colt – 312 Crosby Lane  

 Sandi and Jim Robinson – 326 Crosby Lane  

 David and Susan Snook – 28 Delacorte Circle  

 Kathy Millington – 428 Crosby Lane  

 Brad Bauer – Crosby Lane  

 

Mr. Fisher: When we have these meetings our concern is are we able to hear from the 

residents, especially when we are dealing with a virtual format. Given the number of 

responses, I feel good that we have the chance to take the concerns into consideration and 

answer them.   I think they had an impact on what was proposed and what we saw at each 

meeting.  Just a general nature of how the Planning Board works.  The property in question 

is private property and we don’t have the opportunity to tell them that it should be left 

undeveloped.  Our job as the Planning Board is that someone makes a proposal to us, they 

describe what they want to do, the rules that we need to follow are based on zoning code.   

What will the zoning code allow, we compare the proposal by the applicant to what the code 

permits.  We try to manage that to improve the situation.    One major concern was the access 

from Drumcliff Way to the proposed development.  At the last meeting it was proposed to be 

left open we asked for it to be referred to our traffic advisory committee and also having 

heard the number of comments from the neighbors, it be a crash gate, it would be kept in 

place except for emergencies.  The plows can still turn around and keep traffic clean.  We do 

this to, one because its fire code and two, if there is an accident and the main entrance is 

blocked this provides a secondary access.  It’s not something that would be the first access 

that is used.       

Mr. Schiano: I want to thank you for clarifying that, you do have a limited role.   The neighbors 

had some very good concerns in regards to buffering, traffic, and the crash gate, and things 

along those lines.  Like you said, this is private property they have every right to develop the 

property, just like the home owners had a right to develop their property. So I want to thank 

you for bringing that to the neighbor’s attention right away.  

Mr. Fisher: Another major issue was drainage and we tried to address that in the beginning, 

saying this should actually improve the drainage that people have been talking about.   It 

sure won’t make it worse.  

Mr. Gauthier: According to our code we don’t allow developers to do that.   As I stated most 

of their existing problems is their adjoining a piece of property with undefined drainage 

patterns.  Some of the patterns come onto their property and by this development by 

intercepting and managing it storm water.    As indicated it will be captured at the southern 

border and then manage it.  That does not occur today, it is really very similar to a project 

that a lot of residence did make mention of at Apple Annie’s, the very same thing occurred, 

people had and existing problem before it was developed because it was undefined and with 

proper management that problem has been resolved.   We have not heard from those 

residence since the project was built. I think the same kind of strategy will pay off plus the 
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upgrading the storm water facility that currently exists there.   I’m confident that once the 

plans are signed they will capture that.  

Mr. Fisher:   Apple Annie’s also has a crash gate, since they have a signal light they would 

normally use the light but if there was something that blocked that entrance, they could used 

the crash gate.   Another item was the setbacks, the code is 30 feet what is the setback for 

the proposed single family? 

Mr. Caterino: The requirements are 30 feet but based on the layout Mr. Harris is showing, I 

think there is a potential to be more than 30 feet.    I know from discussions we have had is 

can we get more than 30 feet?  Can we get 35 or 40, if it is feasible would your client 

voluntarily do that? 

Mr. Harris: Absolutely, based on comments we have heard, we did increase the set back to 

43 feet from the back property line.   This will keep some of the buffering as best we can.   

Mr. Fisher: Because of the limited space, how can we be sure it does not get cluttered with 

many different things?  Has the developer defined what would be allowed?  What would be in 

the lease agreement or the home owners association?    

Mr. Harris: That has not been defined yet, but these will be typical single-family homes, there 

is a covered patio that is part of the structure, these being single-family homes would be 

covered under an HOA, typical of any single-family home in the Town of Greece.  These 

properties would be managed by the developer and eventually the HOA.  So there would not 

be a need for a shed or anything like that.  That can be sorted out at the time these lots are 

sold.    

Mr. Fisher: That is something we would like to have ahead of time.  What are the restrictions 

or requirements for rental and in the HOA?    

Mr. Harris: As far as rentals, they will not be able to put up any sheds those sorts of things. 

Our landscaping plan shows we have plantings along the south edge of each of the single-

family homes.   If someone were to buy the house those details could be sorted out at a later 

date.   It would not be abnormal from a single-family home or the homes that exist on Crosby 

Lane where they have a shed or structure.  

Mr. Selke:  The homes will be leased and they will be sold, when they are sold will remain 

under the HOA?   

Mr. Harris: Yes.  

Mr. Selke: Then you do have control, usually it’s the HOA, it keeps it consistent.    I was 

concerned with pools, sheds, things of this nature.   What is the actually lot size? 

Mr. Harris: 10,000 square feet, 70 x 130 feet.  

Mr. Carlo Callea is the co-developer:   I can address the shed concerns.   In the HOA we will 

restrict that both on the townhomes and the single families, they will not be allowed to have 

sheds or pools.  

Mr. Fisher: We want to be sure.  

Mr. Callea: The HOA will encompass both properties, they will be governed by the same HOA.  

Mr. Schiano: We would review that and also a possible conservation easement.  Along the 

neighbors houses.   

Mr. Callea: By the pond? The neighbors houses abut the single family that will be there, are 

you saying between there?  
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Mr. Sofia: To protect the buffering. To protect the buffering, the neighbors have already 

encroached on to this property, and took some trees down so to protect that buffering the 

conversation was to put a conservation easement 10 or 15 feet going forward on your 

property.  The leases should mimic the HOA.  The language should, so the transition should 

be the same, commercial vehicles etc.  

Mr. Callea; I agree we don’t want those things there, I agree to that.  

Mr. Fisher: We have all had an opportunity to hear what he neighbors’ concerns are I’m trying 

to express the things we have already covered.    

Mr. Selke: The application has two parts, we have a plaza and we have the residence. My 

concern is what will be done first.   If you do the homes first it will take some time to do 

before the plaza is done.   Traffic, you can expect delivery, mail and service, I think the traffic 

could work out but not sure how that arrangement will take place.    It was mentioned that 

trees were going to be planted, they will take a while to fill in, but there will still be some 

visibility.   It sounds like it will be an enhancement but is still a concern. I do have a concern 

with visitor parking, will they park at the pool area.  What kind of security will there be? Will 

the clubhouse be available for parties?   Does the units have basements? 

Mr. Harris:   We have added some parking throughout the townhomes, there are not 

basements.  There will be the garage.  The community will only be open to residents, they 

could use that for a holiday gatherings.  Parking is not intended to be used for commercial 

parking.  That will be handled with signage.   The community building is secure with key fob 

for residents.   We are trying to leave as much vegetation as possible and then line the south 

property line, supplement with the white spruce trees.  The intent will be to do the plaza first 

along with the entrance and then continue into the townhome area.  We will have 

implemented the storm water pollution prevention plan so that will take care of any soil, dust 

etc.   

Mr. Selke:   It seems like you have that under control, I was pleased with the letters that we 

got from the neighbors, they were clear and everyone seems to be working together.   This 

is a very hard application to do on zoom, it is stressful for everyone. We have to be patient.  

Mr. Fisher: We have raised issues and have to take a look at the reaction to those.  

Mr. Sofia: What is the buffering requirement between the residential and planned residential? 

Mr. Caterino: The single-family homes act as the buffering. Historically this Board has not 

required it, you normally do not see buffering from single-family homes to single-family 

homes.  The units and structures themselves will act as a buffer.  One comment from 

neighbors was the looks of the building and the potential for two-stories to add more 

assistance.    In this zoning district this Board does have discretion and the authority to review 

architectural elements.    

Mr. Sofia: It’s important to the neighbors, we are very compassionate to their concerns the 

fact that there is no buffering necessary from these two zoning areas with vegetation and this 

developer is adding that, it is important to be said.  Some variations of the structures would 

be very similar to Crosby Lane and would enhance.  

Mr. Harris: I show what the single-family homes will be, two car garage, dormers, different 

roof line, different materials and colors.    The door and floor plan will change up a little.   

Mr. Sofia: The variations help, will there be just the four.   

Mr. Harris: There might be a fifth, it won’t be the same in a row, and they be will mixed up.  

Mr. Sofia:   As you know, the more they vary the better it looks.     
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Mr. Harris: These are going to be geared toward seniors, to have a two story single-family 

home to market to seniors.  I don’t think you would sell or rent a lot of these units.  That’s 

the reason for single stories.  Aside from closing the Drumcliff Way road connection.   Seniors 

residents generally about 2/3 of the traffic.   So the traffic study done in 2018 was 

conservative at this point, I just wanted to bring that up.  

Mr. Fisher: I think there is a benefit if there is seniors, both traffic and noise to adjacent 

properties.   Since this application has two segments, what does the plaza look like? 

Mr. Harris: We are not changing the layout a tremendous amount, we are adding a little 

parking on the southwest side, were adding curbing as we add the addition.  We will move 

the dumpster to the back and will be put in the proper enclosure.   We are improving the 

connection to the plaza and adding sidewalk to the plaza.   The ADA parking will be improved 

and moved to the front of the plaza.    There will be a facelift to the building and are working 

on the appearance right now.  

Mr. Fisher: Have you looked at the addition parking for the townhomes? 

Mr. Harris: We have added parking pods in between the units, the driveways are two car 

wide. There’s a good amount provided throughout.    

Mr. Fisher: For the next meeting we will want the assurance from our Attorney that we have 

an idea of what the restrictions will be.    

Mr. Selke: Visitor parking has to be enforced.  

 

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

December 9, 2020, meeting, as requested by the applicant. 

 

VOTE:  Antelli  Yes   Burke  Absent  

  Geisler  Yes   Anthony  Yes 

  Selke   Yes   Sofia  Yes 

  Fisher   Yes   

 

 

MOTION CARRIED 

APPLICATION CONTINUED TO 

DECEMBER 9, 2020, MEETING 

_________________________________________________________________  

 

New Business 

None  
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SITE PLANS 

Old Business 

1. Applicant: Vendi Excavating 

 Location: 2221 Ridgeway Avenue 

 Mon. Co. Tax No.: 089.04-1-5 

 Request: Site plan review of new parking lot and site improvements with 

grading and landscaping on approximately 2.72 acres 

 Zoning District: IG (General Industrial) 

 

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

the February 3, 2021 meeting, as requested by the applicant. 

 

VOTE:  Antelli  Yes   Burke  Absent  

  Geisler  Yes   Anthony  Yes 

  Selke   Yes   Sofia  Yes 

  Fisher   Yes    

 

 

MOTION CARRIED 

APPLICATION CONTINUED TO 

FEBRUARY 3, 2021, MEETING 

_________________________________________________________________ 
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2. Applicant: 2824 West Ridge Road  

 Location: 2824 West Ridge Road, 31 Harvest Drive, 41 Harvest Drive  

 Mon. Co. Tax No.: 074.13-1-68, 074.13-1-69,074.13-1-70 

 Request: Site plan review of a proposed Bank of America (4,200± square 

feet) with a two-lane ATM/Teller station, associated parking, 

lighting and site improvements with grading and landscaping on 

approximately .76 acres 

 Zoning District: BR (Restricted Business) 

 

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

request. 

Matt Thomlinson, Marathon Engineering, presented the application.   

Mr. Caterino: There have not been any comments, they were in front of the Board of Zoning 

Appeals and did receive approval for a six-foot fence in a front yard, which was for buffering 

and setback variances for the parking area. Since the last meeting we have discussed site 

lighting and we’re able to reach an agreement.    

Mr. Tomlinson:  As mentioned, we have talked with town staff and have no issues with the 

conditions that will be proposed for the lighting and we will work with staff and the Planning 

Board Clerk to ensure we are in compliance with all regulations prior to signatures.  

Mr. Caterino: I want to thank Mr. Ingrassia and Mr. Tomlinson for working with us, there are 

staff notes provided, most are standard and there are specific conditions that deal with the 

lighting and fencing on the north side.  

Mr. Fisher: At the last meeting we were prepared to make a motion but waited the 10 days 

for any comments from the public.  

Mr. Selke made the following motion, seconded by Ms. Anthony: 

 WHEREAS, 2824 West Ridge Road (the “Applicant”) has submitted a proposal to the 

Town of Greece (the “Town”) Planning Board (the “Planning Board”) for approval of a site  

plan, as more fully described in the minutes of this public meeting (the “Proposal”), relative 

to property located at  2824 West Ridge Road (the “Premises”); and 

WHEREAS, having considered carefully all relevant documentary, testimonial and other 

evidence submitted, the Planning Board makes the following findings: 

1. Upon review of the application, the Planning Board determined that the application 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 application constitutes an 

Unlisted action under SEQRA. 

2. The Planning Board has considered the Proposal at a public meeting (the “Meeting”) in 

the Greece Town Hall, 1 Vince Tofany Boulevard, at which time all parties in interest 

were afforded an opportunity to be heard. 

3. Documentary, testimonial, and other evidence were presented at the Meeting relative 

to the Proposal for the Planning Board’s consideration. 
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4. The Planning Board has carefully considered an Environmental Assessment Form 

(“EAF”) and supplementary information prepared by the Applicant and the Applicant’s 

representatives, including but not limited to supplemental maps, drawings, 

descriptions, analyses, reports, and reviews (collectively, the “Environmental 

Analysis”). 

5. The Planning Board has carefully considered additional information and comments that 

resulted from telephone conversations or meetings with or written correspondence 

from the Applicant and the Applicant’s representatives. 

6. The Planning Board has carefully considered information, recommendations, and 

comments that resulted from telephone conversations or meetings with or written 

correspondence from various involved and interested agencies, including but not 

limited to the Monroe County Department of Transportation, the Monroe County 

Department of Planning and Development, and the Town’s own staff. 

7. The Planning Board has carefully considered information, recommendations, and 

comments that resulted from telephone conversations or meetings with or written 

correspondence from nearby property owners, and all other comments submitted to 

the Planning Board as of this date. 

8. The Environmental Analysis examined the relevant issues associated with the Proposal. 

9. The Planning Board has completed Parts 2 and 3 of the EAF, and has carefully 

considered the information contained therein. 

10. The Planning Board has met the procedural and substantive requirements of SEQRA. 

11. The Planning Board has carefully considered each and every criterion for determining 

the potential significance of the Proposal upon the environment, as set forth in SEQRA. 

12. The Planning Board has carefully considered (that is, has taken the required “hard 

look” at) the Proposal and the relevant environmental impacts, facts, and conclusions 

disclosed in the Environmental Analysis. 

13. The Planning Board concurs with the information and conclusions contained in the 

Environmental Analysis. 

14. The Planning Board has made a careful, independent review of the Proposal and the 

Planning Board’s determination is rational and supported by substantial evidence, as 

set forth herein. 

15. To the maximum extent practicable, the Proposal as originally designed or as 

voluntarily modified by the Applicant will minimize or avoid potential adverse 

environmental impacts that were revealed in the environmental review process. 

 NOW, THEREFORE, be it 

 RESOLVED that, pursuant to SEQRA, based on the aforementioned information, 

documentation, testimony, and findings, and after examining the relevant issues, the Planning 

Board’s own initial concerns, and all relevant issues raised and recommendations offered by 

involved and interested agencies and the Town’s own staff, the Planning Board determines 

that the Proposal will not have a significant adverse impact on the environment, which 

constitutes a negative declaration. 
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VOTE:  Antelli  Yes   Burke  Absent 

  Geisler  Yes   Anthony Yes 

  Selke   Yes   Sofia  Yes 

  Fisher   Yes 

 

MOTION CARRIED 

_________________________________________________________________ 

Mr. Selke then made the following motion, seconded by Ms. Anthony, to 

approve the Proposal, subject to the following conditions: 

1. The Applicant shall develop the Premises in conformity with all details of the Proposal 

as presented in the written descriptions and site development plans, as orally 

presented to the Planning Board, and as set forth herein.  In the event of any conflict 

among the oral or written descriptions of the proposal, the site development plans of 

the proposal, or the requirements or restrictions of this resolution, the Applicant agrees 

that the Planning Board shall determine the resolution of such dispute. 

2. No building permits shall be issued unless and until highway permits are issued.  A 

note that indicates this requirement shall be added to the plan. 

3. The landscaping on the Premises shall be maintained by the current owner of the 

Premises, and by any future owner.  The owner of the Premises shall replace any dead 

plants with the same species or a similar species.  The replacement plant shall be no 

smaller than the previous plant when it originally was installed.  A note that indicates 

these requirements shall be added to the plan. 

4. Prior to the issuance of a Final Certificate of Occupancy for the Premises, The Applicant 

shall provide certification verifying proper installation of landscape areas on the site in 

accordance with the landscape plan approved by the Planning Board, and in 

accordance with the Town’s Landscape Guidelines for Development.  Such certification 

shall be on the certification form provided in such guidelines and shall be completed 

by a New York State Licensed Landscape Architect or Certified Nursery Professional.  

A note that indicates these requirements shall be added to the plan. 

5. The location of any outdoor refuse container on the Premises, along with the height 

and type of enclosure for such container, shall be shown on the plan.  If refuse is to 

be stored inside the building, a note that indicates this shall be added to the plan. 

6. All heating, ventilation, and air conditioning (HVAC) equipment shall be screened from 

public view.  If the HVAC equipment is or will be roof-mounted, the screening for such 

HVAC equipment shall be visually compatible with the proposed building(s), and shall 

be shown on the architectural elevations of the building(s).  If the HVAC equipment is 

or will be ground-mounted, its location shall be shown on the site plan.  Evidence that 

such HVAC equipment is or will be screened shall be submitted for review and approval 

by the Clerk of the Planning Board prior to affixing the Planning Board approval 

signature to the site plan. 

7. The exterior appearance (that is, materials, colors, and architectural style) of the 

proposed building shall be generally consistent on all sides of the proposed building.  

As offered and agreed by the Applicant, such materials and colors shall be 

aluminum/metal in the white, gray and brown color family, with charcoal slate stucco.  

Elevations of the exterior appearance shall identify these colors and materials, shall 

show all sides of the proposed building, and shall be filed with the site plan. Details or 

catalogue cuts of the proposed light fixtures and standards shall be added to the plan. 
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8. Light spill shall be contained on the Premises.  Outdoor light sources shall be aimed or 

shielded so that they are not visible when viewed from off the Premises, and so that 

light spill is cast only downward onto the Premises.  Exempt from this requirement are 

low-wattage or low-voltage lights that are located near the principal entrance to a 

building, and low-wattage or low-voltage lights, not higher than 42 inches above 

grade, that define a walkway or other access to a building.  A note that indicates this 

requirement shall be added to the plan. 

9. The lighting on the Premises that is intended to comply with the requirements of the 

New York State Automated Teller Machine Safety Act et seq. (the “ATM Safety Act”), 

shall not exceed the minimum requirements of the ATM Safety Act.  To the extent 

practicable within the lighting requirements of the ATM Safety Act, light spill shall be 

contained on the Premises, and outdoor light sources shall be aimed or shielded so 

that they are not visible when viewed from off the Premises and so that light spill is 

cast only downward onto the Premises.  A note that indicates these requirements shall 

be added to the plan. 

10. Snow storage areas shall be identified on the plan. 

11. The locations of the designated fire lanes shall be shown on the Site Plan. 

12. The locations of all exterior doors shall be shown on the plan.  All exterior doors shall 

be connected by a sidewalk to an acceptable fire safety zone. 

13. Permanently mounted “No Parking – Fire Lane” signs shall be posted along the fire 

lanes at intervals of 50 feet or less.  A note that indicates this requirement shall be 

added to the plan. 

14. No building permits shall be issued unless and until the Applicant executes an 

agreement for maintenance of the proposed storm water management pond.  Such 

agreement shall be subject to approval by the Planning Board’s Attorney and the 

Commissioner of Public Works. 

15. No final approval signature shall be placed on the plans unless and until the appropriate 

easement documents have been prepared and provided to the Town for review. 

16. No building permits shall be issued unless and until the appropriate easement 

documents, including all necessary map references, have been filed in the Office of the 

Monroe County Clerk. 

17. Subject to approval by the Town’s Building Inspector, Fire Marshal, Commissioner of 

Public Works, and Engineering staff. 

18. The Applicant shall develop the Premises as it relates to accessibility, as required by 

the New York State Uniform Fire Prevention and Building Codes and subject to the 

approval of the Building Inspector. 

19. Wherever this resolution refers to a specific applicant, developer, operator, or property 

owner, it shall be construed to include any successors and assigns. 

20. Wherever this resolution refers to a specific public official or agency, it shall be 

construed to include agents, designees, and successors. 

21. Wherever this resolution refers to a specific law, ordinance, code, rule, or regulation, 

it shall be construed to include any succeeding or superseding authority. 

22. The Applicant shall comply with all conditions of approval granted by the Board of 

Zoning Appeals on November 17, 2020. A note that indicates these requirements shall 

be added to the plan. 
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23. The final site lighting shall be subject to the approval of the Planning Board Clerk.  

24. As offered and agreed to by the Applicant, the Applicant shall install a 6.0-foot-high, 

closed-construction fence, along the north-northeast side of the property to provide a 

noise and visual buffer to adjoining residential properties. The fence shall be the type 

and style as provided with the application.   

 

 

VOTE:  Antelli  Yes   Burke  Absent  

  Geisler  Yes   Anthony  Yes 

  Selke   Yes   Sofia  Yes 

  Fisher   Yes    

 

 

MOTION CARRIED 

APPLICATION APPROVE WITH CONDITIONS 

_________________________________________________________________ 
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3. Applicant: Avangrid Station 46  

 Location: 786 West Ridge Road  

 Mon. Co. Tax No.: 075.72-3-21 

 Request: Site plan review for proposed upgrades and improvements to an 

existing public utility substation, includes enhancing security 

fence on approximately 1.6 acres 

 Zoning District: BG (General Business) 

 

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

request. 

Thomas Palumbo, Stantec Engineering, presented the application 

Mr. Caterino: No other comments, the applicant was before the Board of Zoning Appeals and 

was approved for special use permit and variances.  There were questions regarding security 

and landscaping at another RG&E site.  

Mr. Palumbo: We looked at the plan and what we saw was really audible and visual fire alarm 

strobe lights, there will not be security cameras at this station.   RG&E has looked at the trees 

at the Janes Road site and they are looking to replace those trees so you should have new 

trees.  

Motion by Mr. Selke, seconded by Mr. Antelli: 

 WHEREAS, Avangrid Station 46 (the “Applicant”) has submitted a proposal to the Town 

of Greece (the “Town”) Planning Board (the “Planning Board”) for approval of a site plan, as 

more fully described in the minutes of this public meeting (the “Proposal”), relative to property 

located at 786 West Ridge Road (the “Premises”); and 

 WHEREAS, the Planning Board makes the following findings: 

1. Upon review of the application, the Planning Board determined that the application 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 application constitutes a 

Type II action under SEQRA.  (SEQRA Regulations, Section 617.5(c)(9).) 

2. According to SEQRA, Type II actions have been determined not to have a significant 

adverse impact on the environment and are not subject to further review under 

SEQRA. 

 NOW, THEREFORE, be it 

 RESOLVED that, based on the aforementioned information, documentation, testimony, 

and findings, SEQRA does not require further action relative to the Proposal. 

 

VOTE:  Antelli  Yes   Burke  Absent  

  Geisler  Yea   Anthony Yes 

  Selke   Yes   Sofia  Yes 

  Fisher   Yes 

 

MOTION CARRIED 

_________________________________________________________________ 
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Mr. Selke then made the following motion, seconded by Mr. Antelli, to approve 

the Proposal, subject to the following conditions: 

1. The Applicant shall develop the Premises in conformity with all details of the Proposal 

as presented in the written descriptions and site development plans, as orally 

presented to the Planning Board, and as set forth herein.  In the event of any conflict 

among the oral or written descriptions of the proposal, the site development plans of 

the proposal, or the requirements or restrictions of this resolution, the Applicant agrees 

that the Planning Board shall determine the resolution of such dispute. 

2. No building permits shall be issued unless and until highway permits are issued.  A 

note that indicates this requirement shall be added to the plan. 

3. Prior to the issuance of a Final Certificate of Occupancy for the Premises, The Applicant 

shall provide certification verifying proper installation of landscape areas on the site in 

accordance with the landscape plan approved by the Planning Board, and in 

accordance with the Town’s Landscape Guidelines for Development.  Such certification 

shall be on the certification form provided in such guidelines and shall be completed 

by a New York State Licensed Landscape Architect or Certified Nursery Professional.  

A note that indicates these requirements shall be added to the plan. 

4. The exterior appearance (that is, materials, colors, and architectural style) of the 

proposed building shall be generally consistent on all sides of the proposed building.  

As offered and agreed by the Applicant, such materials and colors shall be metal in the 

desert tan color family, with white trim and metal roof in the grayish-white color family.  

Elevations of the exterior appearance shall identify these colors and materials, shall 

show all sides of the proposed building, and shall be filed with the site plan. 

5. All heating, ventilation, and air conditioning (HVAC) equipment shall be screened from 

public view.  If the HVAC equipment is or will be roof-mounted, the screening for such 

HVAC equipment shall be visually compatible with the proposed building(s), and shall 

be shown on the architectural elevations of the building(s).  If the HVAC equipment is 

or will be ground-mounted, its location shall be shown on the site plan.  Evidence that 

such HVAC equipment is or will be screened shall be submitted for review and approval 

by the Clerk of the Planning Board prior to affixing the Planning Board approval 

signature to the site plan. 

6. Light spill shall be contained on the Premises.  Outdoor light sources shall be aimed or 

shielded so that they are not visible when viewed from off the Premises, and so that 

light spill is cast only downward onto the Premises.  Exempt from this requirement are 

low-wattage or low-voltage lights that are located near the principal entrance to a 

building, and low-wattage or low-voltage lights, not higher than 42 inches above 

grade, that define a walkway or other access to a building.  A note that indicates this 

requirement shall be added to the plan. 

6. Snow storage areas shall be identified on the site plan and landscape plan. 

7. No final approval signature shall be placed on the plans unless and until the appropriate 

easement documents have been prepared and provided to the Town for review. 

8. No building permits shall be issued unless and until the appropriate easement 

documents, including all necessary map references, have been filed in the Office of the 

Monroe County Clerk. 



PLANNING BOARD MINUTES 

November 18, 2020 

Page 16 

9. If the project “disturbance” exceeds 1 Acre of total area, no pre-construction meeting 

shall be scheduled unless and until a Notice of Intent (NOI) has been filed with the 

New York State Department of Environmental Conservation (the “NYSDEC”). 

10. Should a NYSDEC stormwater permit be required, throughout the life of the storm 

water permit (from the filing of the Notice of Intent to the Notice of Termination), the 

developer shall comply fully with all aspects of the NYSDEC General Permit No. GP-0-

15-002, particularly Part IV, which describes: 

• periodic inspections of the construction site by a qualified professional; and 

• maintenance of a site log; and 

• stabilization requirements; and 

• maintenance of sediment traps and ponds during construction. 

• The periodic inspection reports shall be provided to the Town’s Engineering staff 

within 24 hours of inspections. 

11. No building permits shall be issued unless and until a digital copy of the plans has been 

submitted.  All sheets in the drawing set, with all necessary signatures, shall be 

provided in Tagged Image File (“.TIF”) format at a minimum resolution of 400 dpi. 

12. Subject to approval by the Town’s Building Inspector, Fire Marshal, Commissioner of 

Public Works, and Engineering staff. 

13. The Applicant shall develop the Premises as it relates to accessibility, as required by 

the New York State Uniform Fire Prevention and Building Codes and subject to the 

approval of the Building Inspector. 

14. Wherever this resolution refers to a specific applicant, developer, operator, or property 

owner, it shall be construed to include any successors and assigns. 

15. Wherever this resolution refers to a specific public official or agency, it shall be 

construed to include agents, designees, and successors. 

16. Wherever this resolution refers to a specific law, ordinance, code, rule, or regulation, 

it shall be construed to include any succeeding or superseding authority. 

17. The Applicant shall obtain all necessary approvals from the City of Rochester, if 

required.   

18.  The Applicant shall obtain an access easement to the site through the railroad 

right-of-way to be filed in the Monroe County Clerk’s Office and subject to the approval 

of the Planning Board Attorney and/or Planning Board Clerk. 

 

VOTE:  Antelli  Yes   Burke  Absent 

  Geisler  Yes   Anthony  Yes 

  Selke   Yes   Sofia  Yes 

  Fisher   Yes   

 

 

MOTION CARRIED 

APPLICATION APPROVED WITH CONDITIONS  

_________________________________________________________________  
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New Business 

None  

 

SPECIAL PLANNING TOPICS 

Old Business 

None 

 

New Business 

1. Applicant:  Frank Imburgia, FSI 

 Location:  502 Long Pond Road 

 Mon. Co. Tax No.: 045.01-5-1 

Request: A Minor Improvement Plan (MIP) consisting of a 900± square 

feet building addition, with related parking and landscaping on 

approximately 1.7 acres. 

 

For a synopsis of the discussion relative to this request, see the minutes of this 

meeting relative to the request for preliminary and final plat approval for property 

located at 502-524 Long Pond Road by applicant Frank Imburgia, FSI. 

 

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

December 9, 2020, meeting, as requested by the applicant. 

 

VOTE:  Antelli  Yes   Burke  Absent 

  Geisler  Yes   Anthony  Yes 

  Selke   Yes   Sofia  Yes 

  Fisher   Yes   

 

 

MOTION CARRIED 

APPLICATION CONTINUED TO 

DECEMBER 9, 2020, MEETING 

_________________________________________________________________  
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ADJOURNMENT:    9:07 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 


