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PUBLIC HEARINGS 

Old Business 

None 

 

New Business 

1. Applicant: Munipro, Inc. 

 Location: Generally, north of 106 Gates-Greece Town Line Road 

 Mon. Co. Tax No.: 088.04-4-63, 089.03-5-4.112 

 Request: Approval for the resubdivision of Lots R-3A and R-3C of the South 

Pointe Landing Resubdivision, consisting of 4 lots on 

approximately 188.35 acres 

 Zoning District: FOI (Flexible Office/Industrial) 

 

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

request. 

Scott Copey, Town of Greece, presented the application. 

Mr. Copey:  Right now there are two large parcels:  one owned by the Town; and the other 

owned by Munipro, Inc., a not-for-profit public benefit corporation that was created by the 

Town for the financial benefit of the Town.  The Town will transfer 6.7± acres to Munipro; 

Munipro, in turn, will transfer that land, plus 23.3± acres of Munipro land, to Addison Precision 

Manufacturing through a sale.  In the end, there will be four parcels:  the Addison Precision 

Manufacturing parcel; a 32±-acre parcel owned by Munipro near Long Pond Road; a 16±-acre 

parcel owned by Munipro, north of the Addison parcel and close to the Erie Canal; and 109.3± 

acres that will be retained by the Town. 

 

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

February 7, 2018, meeting, as requested by the applicant. 

 

VOTE:  Antelli  Yes   Burke  Absent 

  Geisler  Yes   Slocum  Absent 

  Selke   Yes   Sofia  Yes 

  Fisher   Absent 

 

MOTION CARRIED 

APPLICATION CONTINUED TO 

FEBRUARY 7, 2018, MEETING 

_________________________________________________________________ 
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2. Applicant: Angel Homes, LLC 

 Location: Generally, southeast corner of Kirk Road and Janes Road 

 Mon. Co. Tax No.: 045.02-1-8.213 

 Request: Final plat approval for Section 6 of the Cameron Estates 

subdivision, consisting of 3 lots on approximately 1.52 acres 

 Zoning District: R1-12 (Single-Family Residential) 

 

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

request. 

Andrew Britton, RLA, Environmental Design & Research, DPC, presented the application. 

Mr. Britton:  We are here tonight for final plat approval.  The project is located at the southeast 

corner of Janes Road and Kirk Road.  The owners are looking to subdivide into three lots, 

which are about a half-acre each.  There are a few easements that affect the property, so we 

had to make sure that the houses fit on the lots.  We have received comments from your 

engineers, and we have taken care of several of them that are shown on the map; we will 

work toward taking care of the rest.  I want to note there was no sidewalk shown on the Kirk 

Road side; we will be adding that on the revised drawings.  There was request that there be 

deep hole tests, but the reality is that because the houses are less than 100 feet from each 

other, only one test be done. 

Mr. Copey:  This was not subject to review by the Monroe County Department of Planning 

and Development because it is a final plat.  There were a few comments from the Town’s Fire 

Marshal regarding the addresses and locations of laterals.  The history of this site is that this 

is the last section of Cameron Estates, originally approved in the 1990s.  There were going to 

be four lots, but the unnamed tributary to Buck Pond was relocated during the Janes Road 

reconstruction project, which reduced the amount of space available, so there will be three 

lots. 

Mr. Gauthier:  We have had some relatively technical comments, and each of them have 

already been addressed, or a willingness has been expressed to resolve them.  I’m 

comfortable recommending going forward. 

Mr. Geisler:  Because of the relocation of the creek, you indicated that there were no adverse 

effects to the flood zones. 

Mr. Gauthier:  None at all. 

Georgio Gianta, 30 Forest Meadow Trail:  There was a wish to show placement of a pool on 

the lots. 

Mr. Sofia:  If they chose to have a pool, does it have to be in that spot? 

Mr. Gauthier:  They responded to our comments about usable lot size; the space is somewhat 

constrained.  The pool was shown just to demonstrate that it could fit in the rear yard. 

Mr. Selke:  What about the easements?  Where will the driveways be located? 

Mr. Britton:  They are shown on the maps. 

Mr. Copey:  One of the proposed conditions of approval is payment of the Town recreation 

trust fund fee.  For each house that is built, you will have to pay an additional fee along with 

the building permit; the additional fee goes toward recreation improvements in the town.  You 

also are located in an area where the Town charges a sanitary sewer entrance fee and 
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surcharge to help pay for the sanitary sewer main that was built there.  I did not want you to 

be surprised by those conditions. 

 

Mr. Sofia made the following motion, seconded by Mr. Geisler: 

 WHEREAS, Angel Homes, LLC  (the “Applicant”) has submitted a proposal to the Town 

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

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

relative to property generally located near the southeast corner of Kirk Road and Janes 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. 

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 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. 
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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. 

 

VOTE:  Antelli  Yes   Burke  Absent 

  Geisler  Yes   Slocum  Absent 

  Selke   Yes   Sofia  Yes 

  Fisher   Absent 

 

MOTION CARRIED 

_________________________________________________________________ 

 

Mr. Sofia then made the following motion, seconded by Mr. Geisler, 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. A dated signature of the owner/developer shall be added to the plat. 

3. Address numbers shall be added to the plat. 

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

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

5. This subdivision section is located within an area in which the Town levies a sanitary 

sewer surcharge.  A sanitary sewer entrance fee surcharge shall be required for each 

building lot in this subdivision, payable to the Town upon the issuance of the original 

building permit for each house.  In addition, a limited-term annual debt repayment 

charge shall be applied to each house constructed in this subdivision.  A note that 

indicates these requirements shall be added to the plat. 
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6. The Town’s 2001 Community Master Plan Update (Clough, Harbour & Associates, 

September 2001) contains current and projected population growth; an inventory and 

analysis of public, private, and semi-private recreation facilities, both active and 

passive; and recommendations for future actions.  Based on this document, the 

Planning Board finds that the Town currently needs, or will need, additional park and 

recreation space in the vicinity of the Proposal.  The Planning Board further finds that 

development of this subdivision will contribute to the demand for additional park and 

recreation space, and that this subdivision provides no suitable park or recreation land 

to address such current or future need.  Therefore, pursuant to New York State Town 

Law, Section 277, payment of the Town’s recreation fee shall be required for each 

building lot in this subdivision, payable to the Town upon the issuance of the original 

building permit for each house.  A note that indicates this requirement shall be added 

to the plat. 

7. No building permits shall be issued for any of the lots in this subdivision unless and 

until this final plat has been recorded in the Office of the Monroe County Clerk.  The 

Liber and Page at which this final plat is recorded in the Office of the Monroe County 

Clerk shall be indicated on the approved, signed copies of this final plat that are 

submitted to the Town.  A note that indicates this requirement shall be added to the 

plat. 

8. No building permits shall be issued for any of the lots in this subdivision unless and 

until a digital copy of the plans has been submitted.  All sheets in the drawing set, with 

all necessary signatures and the Liber and Page at which this final plat is recorded in 

the Office of the Monroe County Clerk, shall be provided in Tagged Image File (“.TIF”) 

format at a minimum resolution of 400 dpi. 

9. Subject to approval by the Town’s Commissioner of Public Works and Engineering staff. 

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

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

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

construed to include agents, designees, and successors. 

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

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

 

VOTE:  Antelli  Yes   Burke  Absent 

  Geisler  Yes   Slocum  Absent 

  Selke   Yes   Sofia  Yes 

  Fisher   Absent 

 

MOTION CARRIED 

APPLICATION APPROVED WITH CONDITIONS 

_________________________________________________________________ 
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SITE PLANS 

Old Business 

None 

 

New Business 

1. Applicant: Village Crossing, LLC 

 Location: 3455 & 3471 Mount Read Boulevard 

 Mon. Co. Tax No.: 075.05-2-8, 075.05-2-9 

 Request: Site plan approval for a proposed mixed-use retail and office 

building (two stories; 47,380± total square feet—23,240 square 

feet on ground floor, 24,140 square feet on second floor), with 

related parking, utilities, grading, and landscaping on 

approximately 3.35 acres 

 Zoning District: BR (Restricted Business) 

 

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

request. 

Peter Vars, P.E., BME Associates; Bryan Powers, P.E., Village Crossing, LLC; and Donald Riley, 

Vice President Marketing & Development, Mark IV Enterprises, presented the application. 

Mr. Vars:  We are here tonight to request site plan approval for the Village Crossing project, 

this a two-story, mixed use retail office building that would be located on the 3.58 acres, at 

3455 and 3471 Mount Read Boulevard.  It is located on the south end of what is known as 

the Tops Plaza.  The site of the proposed new construction is a zoned BR (Restricted Business), 

which was a result of a rezoning by the Town Board in July, 2016.  The site plan was prepared 

per the BR zoning district requirements and comments made at concept review in August 

2017.  This project occupies about 233 feet of frontage on Mount Read Boulevard.  It’s 

bounded by the south by an existing single-family residence.  To the west, it backs up to the 

rear yards of existing homes located on True Hickory Drive.  The main axis of the building will 

have an east-west orientation, with parking located along the north side, and will have two 

points of access to the existing Tops Plaza.  There is no new access to Mount Read Boulevard 

proposed with this application.  The first-story footprint will have 23,240 square feet, and the 

second floor will have an area of 24,240 square feet, for a total of 47,380 square feet.  There 

are 98 parking spaces on the project site, and an additional 116 spaces would be shared with 

the Tops plaza to the north.  Village Crossing will share parking and access with the Tops 

Plaza.  Because this will become a part of a business center that includes the existing Tops 

Plaza, the entire site, including the existing Tops Plaza, will need two area variances.  The 

first is for the business center to have a total of 624 parking spaces, instead of 722.  The 

second is for lot coverage for the business center.  When Tops Plaza originally was built, the 

zoning code allowed a maximum 20% lot coverage; the permitted maximum now is 15%.  

The lot coverage for the new building on the new part of the site is 14.9%, but the overall lot 

coverage of the entire business center is 17.2%.  We appeared before the Board of Zoning 

Appeals for those variances; that board tabled its decision until January 16, to get input from 

Planning Board.  The two vehicle access points will come from Tops Plaza.  The eastern access 

will continue through the two first components of the building to provide access to the south 

side of the building and a possible drive-up service facility, such as a bank.  The second access 

will be at the west end, and they align with current drive aisles.  There will be a pedestrian 
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route crosswalk access provided from the Tops Plaza; it will comply with Americans with 

Disabilities Act requirements.  As required by code, a 30-foot-wide fire lane is proposed to 

provide for emergency vehicles.  As a result, this driveway ends up being 16 feet off the south 

property line and will require a variance.  The existing vegetation will be preserved along the 

south side.  Our landscaping plan shows 15 pine trees, along with additional landscaping, to 

provide screening or buffering for the single-family residence to the south.  There also are 

five maple trees along Mount Read Boulevard—sort of a street tree concept—and also 13 

pines to be planted to the west end of the property to supplement the existing vegetation and 

provide buffering for the residences on True Hickory Drive.  The buffer to be maintained is 

anywhere from 50 to 130 feet at the southern end of the property.  There is a lighting plan in 

your package.  The lights will be LEDs, “dark sky”-compliant, 73 watt, 6400 lumens, and the 

pole height will be 13 feet.  Utilities are on-site.  The project also will include a comprehensive 

storm water management plan, which has been designed in compliance with the Town 

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

design manual.  The primary design pattern drains toward Paddy Hill Creek, which runs along 

the west property line.  It is our intent to collect the runoff with a series of inlets along the 

south driveway.  The drainage in the front will be collected in a bio-retention area and storm 

sewers along the north part of the development.  The water will be collected and taken to one 

of two bio-retention areas for water quality treatment purposes, then conveyed to an 

unground detention system, to be discharged in a controlled manner to Paddy Hill Creek.  We 

intend to maintain the existing grade, so the new building will be set at that grade.  To the 

west, there is a federal wetland—less than a half-acre in size—that has been delineated with 

the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (“USACE”).  We propose an encroachment of fill in the 

wetland to allow for the installation of the fire lane.  We have submitted the permit application 

to the USACE for that work.  We have reviewed the Town staff’s comments, and have 

addressed them where we could, and will continue to work with them.  We will be meeting 

with the engineering staff to discuss Paddy Hill Creek drainage and the history of the studies 

that were done. 

Mr. Powers:  When we were here on August 2, everyone seemed to be in favor of the 

architectural detail, so we have the same elevations but have provided details of the 

remaining building elevations. 

Mr. Copey:  The Monroe County Department of Planning and Development and the Monroe 

County Development Review Committee reviewed the proposal and had some questions 

regarding sanitary sewer connections.  They noted a previous letter from the Monroe County 

Department of Transportation (“MCDOT”) that was issued on March 17, 2017, regarding the 

pedestrian signal system at Mt Read that was to be completed by Mark IV as part of the Tops 

development.  The Board of Zoning Appeals (“BZA”) reviewed the variance requests last night, 

including the proposed pavement setback of 16 feet from a residential district, instead of 20 

feet required.  The BZA also wanted to consider any impact from headlights in drive lanes 

along the Mount Read Boulevard frontage.  The Fire Marshal had comments regarding hydrant 

placements and addresses for buildings.  The Town’s Technical Services Department had 

comments about handicapped access and other comments, which have been addressed.  We 

have some comments from the neighbors to the south and there are photos that show their 

property line and the edge of pavement.  I want the Board to look at the buffering that is 

being proposed and also the lighting.  We love the LED lighting and the relatively low 13-foot 

poles, but there is some light spill off-site, which the code does not permit. 

Mr. Gauthier:  We had a number of comments that we made in early December and as recently 

as today.  They are standard technical comments but what we have to work on something 

that may affect the layout of the site.  There is a floodplain of Paddy Hill Creek, which has not 

been identified on Federal Emergency Management Agency (“FEMA”) maps.  Generally, we 

regard all creeks as having floodplains, whether they are on FEMA maps or not, and the 



PLANNING BOARD MINUTES 

January 3, 2018 

Page 9 

delineation of where they begin and where they end is a matter of some discussion.  We had 

a number of studies that have tried to delineate the floodplain, and we need to meet and 

resolve this issue because the new development could impact the floodplain and because we 

do not allow encroachment into the floodplain.  Previous projects that utilized the same study 

had a net increase in fill in the floodplain and had downstream impacts.  This project will not 

be permitted to have a downstream impact or an impact on its neighbors.  That will involve 

us meeting, discussing, and coming to a resolution, and that may affect the grading layout.  

I have assurances from the developer they will work with us and do the right thing. 

Mr. Vars:  I agree.  We are aware that we have to show that this project will not have an 

impact on the floodplain.  I have confidence that the building is out of the floodplain, but the 

layout to the west of it might be affected.  We understand the principle of the requirement 

that there is a no net fill, and that’s what we don’t know the answer to yet. 

Mr. Gauthier:  I think that we can come to a closure on that in fairly short order, as long as 

all parties cooperate.  So, the fine points of landscaping are premature. 

Mr. Selke:  Could you explain “no net fill”? 

Mr. Gauthier:  A 100-year floodplain is an area that will be occupied by the floodwaters of a 

creek during a 100-year storm event—an event that has a 1% probability of occurring in any 

given year.  No net fill means that, within the boundaries of the floodplain, the floodwater 

storage capacity of the floodplain would not be reduced.  If part of the floodplain were filled 

(which would reduce its storage capacity), there would have to be some enlargement of the 

floodplain to compensate for the reduction in storage capacity that resulted from the fill. 

Amy Gester, 3443 Mount Read Boulevard:  We spoke last night at the Board of Zoning Appeals 

meeting, and our comments have been passed on. 

Mr. Schiano:  That is in the record. 

Ms. Gester:  I have presented photos that show our driveway, and there are orange cones 

that show the edge of the pavement of the new project; it is very close to our property line.  

From our house to the property line is 45 feet.  There also is a photo from our front porch to 

where the line of cars will be for the bank ATM; that’s about 100 feet.  We bought our house 

in 2003.  It sits back from Mount Read Boulevard further than any other house, and we wanted 

this in part for the privacy.  By 2004, Mark IV had contacted us about building the project 

next door; we were not given a date at that time.  Through the years there were phone calls 

and meetings to briefly discuss screening, elevations, location in relation to our property.  Fast 

forward to July 2016, where we attended a meeting with Mark IV at Greece Olympia High 

School, where neighbors came to see what the proposal looked like.  We felt at that time that 

we could not voice our concerns.  We contacted the Town—Mr. Tajkowski—and Mark IV.  We 

asked about the ATM and whether we maybe could have a berm and proper screening.  We 

then spoke with Mr. Riley, who assured us that he would take our comments into 

consideration.  In July 2016, we attended the Town Board rezoning hearing, and just a couple 

of neighbors came.  In August 2017 we learned about the Burger King project.  The Planning 

Board mentioned concerns that we had, but at the Town Board meeting in December the 

plans were different from the ones that we saw previously.  There was a new drive-up window 

on the west side that we did not see, nor the variance of 16 feet from our property line instead 

of the 20 feet.  There also are no trees shown; that was our greatest concern because of the 

car headlights.  We’re very concerned about having just trees but nothing for noise, lights or 

security; with the bank there, those are concerns.  We have had people come onto our 

property just because they thought it was a cut-through.  We hear the bands playing outdoors 

at Carmine’s restaurant throughout the summer.  We really would like a fence or a berm to 

help with noise and safety. 

Mr. Schiano:  Do you really want a fence? 
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Ms. Gester:  Yes.  A fence and some plantings. 

Mr. Schiano:  So, that would help with security as well as blocking out the side of the building 

and the ATM drive-up. 

Mr. Copey:  There is no room for a berm, but you could do fence and plantings.  The zoning 

ordinance would allow the fence to be eight feet high. 

Ms. Gester:  Eight would be better than six feet. 

Mr. Schiano:  Think about that.  It might have an appearance like a fortress. 

Ms. Gester:  We were concerned about that, would it tower over us.  I know that the ATM 

would be required to be lighted pretty brightly, so that’s a concern. 

Mr. Copey:  I think it that the lighting for an ATM has to extend 50 feet from the property 

line, so maybe a fence would do a better job at controlling the light shining onto your property. 

Ms. Gester:  We would like to take some time to look at the options. 

Mr. Schiano:  Are you working with the applicant? 

Mr. Copey:  The Planning Board has to make that decision.  You should send some suggestions 

to us; we’ll certainly discuss those with the developer.  In the end, however, it’s something 

that the Planning Board will require of the developer as a condition of the approval. 

Midge Monte, 126 True Hickory Drive:  I moved into my house in 1968, when there were 

beautiful trees before Tops supermarket came.  We see the Tops parking lot lights very clearly.  

That problem was supposed to be fixed, but no one has maintained the lights.  The part of 

the light fixtures that were painted to block the light from shining toward us is almost gone.  

We want to know who should be maintaining the lights so that they don’t shine toward us.  I 

also am concerned about the creek; it has overflowed on my property five times.  It’s 

ridiculous, I worry about the kids coming through. 

Henry Stewart, 42 Interlaken Road:  For a number of years, I have been a member of the 

household at 3500 Mount Read Boulevard, which is right across the street.  I’m speaking on 

behalf of Ms. DeJune.  We have attended every meeting regarding this project.  I want to 

thank our neighbor for what she had to say because we can echo what she has brought up.  

We are not in opposition but we do seek to put certain things on the record.  Ms. DeJune has 

been owner of that property since 1961, and the commercialization of the area has increased.  

When it comes to lighting, traffic, trash, banking, she has a lot of experience with that from 

when the ESL bank was built.  We can tell you much about the failure to provide for adequate 

buffering for lighting and trash from the Tops site.  We have ongoing concerns about more 

commercialization coming up that we hope that you folks really address.  Please be aware 

that the wind usually blows from west to east and we get tons of trash on our property.  When 

the Tops gas station was approved, we addressed many of these issues, and there was an 

agreement put on the record with a letter drafted by the applicant’s lawyers with respect to 

cleaning up trash, when snow plows were to come through.  It has been as if we have had to 

pull teeth to get Tops to honor any of these things.  This is an ongoing circumstance.  We 

don’t want more trash, or more lighting.  There was mention of a fence, and we would like a 

fence to provide buffering for our property.  The ESL bank next store is an example of no 

privacy; we have had people come into our yard as well.  We want to support what the 

applicant wants to do, but we hope that every regard can be taken by this board and the 

other boards to take these things into account.  I hope that this makes sense and that the 

Board will take our concerns into consideration. 

Mr. Selke:  When you talk about the fence, are you talking about on the property line to stop 

trash from coming across into your property? 
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Mr. Stewart:  I was not sure, but if there could be some fencing or a better buffer on the 

Mount Read Boulevard side of the Tops Plaza.  We had a written understanding with Tops, 

and at times they have come over to clean up, but even with Mr. Riley’s help it has not 

happened. 

Mr. Geisler:  There are five trees suggested; that should help. 

Mr. Stewart:  There are low bushes but it drifts to our property.  Something higher would 

help; not necessarily trees. 

Marylou DeJune, 3500 Mount Read Boulevard:  First I would like to thank our neighbor and 

how she addressed things; those are our concerns as well.  I have spoken to my other 

neighbors, and quite honestly they don’t want to come to these meetings.  They don’t feel 

that the Planning Board hears them and takes their comments into consideration in addressing 

their homes.  I love my house, my home; it means a great deal to me and I have wonderful 

memories there.  With all the commercialism coming to this area and how it impacts us, it 

crushes me.  I think that my neighbors think the same way.  They want to stay in their homes, 

they want to have the peace and enjoyment that they had when they bought their homes.  

People are not listening to us.  I am not speaking about just the Planning Board, but the Board 

of Zoning Appeals and Town Board as well.  That Greece can turn their backs on citizens like 

they do, and that’s all I need to say.  Put yourself in our shoes—a home that you grew up in, 

a home that your children grew up in, and that brings you much happiness. 

Nathanial Greggs, 118 True Hickory Drive:  My concern is water.  When it rains a lot, our 

sump pump is running all the time.  The applicant stated that this project will drain into the 

creek.  We have erosion already.  What will be done to stop that? 

Mr. Gauthier:  For each project that is undertaken, the Town’s requirements are more 

stringent than those of the NYSDEC.  We require that the developer’s engineer demonstrate 

to the Town’s satisfaction that they reduce the peak runoff during every measurable event by 

30%.  Before this project gets approved by this body, the engineer will have to demonstrate 

to our satisfaction that, even for a 10-year storm, at the peak, 30% less water will be entering 

the creek from this site than enters today.  On top of that, the developer has to meet all the 

state water quality requirements.  In terms of erosion along the creek, shoreline erosion is 

the responsibility of each property owner.  The Town has an easement along the creek, but it 

is only to keep the creek clear of obstructions to flow.  The engineers for this project have 

been doing this sort of thing for a long time, and they know what they are doing, and I’m 

going to make sure that they honor the commitments we have here. 

Mr. Geisler:  There are storage areas where the water has to go through. 

Mr. Greggs:  Who will maintain this? 

Mr. Gauthier:  There is maintenance agreement and the developer has to certify that the 

storm water management system is being maintained.  Every five years, a professional 

engineer has to send a report to the Town, certifying that the storm water management 

system is functioning as designed.  The peak runoff from this site should get better, 30% 

better.  This project has both aboveground and underground infiltration.  There will be 

structures that purify the water and make sure that it does not run off quickly. 

Mr. Greggs:  Is there a visible structure in this system? How large is it? 

Mr. Vars:  It’s not a physical structure.  There are bioswales for the water quality.  They are 

depressions in the ground, planted with flood-tolerant grasses and shrubs; it will look like a 

natural setting.  One will be located toward the rear of the site, and one will be near Mount 

Read Boulevard.  The containment structure that will detain the volume of water is comprised 

of chambers that are underneath the parking lot; you will not see them.  There will be some 

manhole covers to facilitate inspection of the chambers.  It is all gravity driven. 
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Mr. Greggs:  So, I won’t hear any pumps turning on? 

Mr. Gauthier:  No.  No pumps. 

Mr. Riley:  We were on the site and took some photos, too.  The photos do not conflict at all. 

Mr. Vars:  We have some exhibits that show a cross section view.  They illustrate where the 

proposed building is, the 70-foot distance between the building and the south property line, 

and then the additional distance of where the proposed driveway is.  There is an illustration 

of how the proposed pine tree buffering will look, but then we added a proposed fence.  It’s 

the applicant’s intent to install buffering that is to the neighbors’ satisfaction.  We have heard 

this evening that they do desire a fence, so I’m able to say tonight that we will modify the 

buffer so that it consists of a fence in lieu of the evergreen planting plan that was submitted.  

If that is the direction that we receive this evening, we will make the necessary revisions to 

the plans to illustrate a proposed fence along our south property line to act as a screen.  The 

applicant wants to provide the screen that is desired by the Board. 

Mr. Geisler:  Is this a vertical, solid wood fence, six-feet high? 

Mr. Vars:  Yes, at this point. 

Mr. Geisler:  Excluding the plantings? 

Mr. Vars:  My opinion is, the reason that the plantings are shown is that they were part of the 

design.  Earlier, we heard the question, do you want to see 130 feet of a continuous fence 

versus or do you want to have a fence but then you break it up with a cluster of plantings?  

So, what is the Board’s desire? 

Mr. Selke:  So, you’re saying fence, trees, fence, trees?  The Gesters are looking for security, 

preventing people from cutting through their property, and shielding from lights. 

Mr. Vars:  We are committed to using a fence, and I think it’s now a question of what we 

believe is the best design that achieves the goal and what is aesthetically pleasing. 

Mr. Selke:  When we talk about screening along Mount Read Boulevard, it is to stop the trash. 

Mr. Sofia:  It is okay for them to speak with the neighbors before the next meeting so that 

they can come up with a solution before the next meeting. 

Mr. Riley:  I can’t wait to speak about Burger King, because I like what you approved at North 

Gate Plaza, with the brick wall in front. 

Mr. Vars:  We will reach out to the neighbors to find out what is a mutually acceptable solution. 

Mr. Riley:  Also, in the past, we have started construction and come back to the Board to 

make adjustments because there were neighbors that did not want a fence but later decided 

that they did want a fence.  Mr. Vars is right—an uninterrupted fence is a long mass; we could 

do a combination of fence and plantings. 

Mr. Schiano:  One thing that a fence does do is stop people from walking through. 

Mr. Riley:  We did that at 749 Maiden Lane.  We installed some fencing up by the front to 

preclude headlights to the back of the houses.  We will work with the Gesters. 

Mr. Copey:  Another suggestion:  a few well-placed deciduous trees on the other side of the 

fence, such as Bradford Pear or Linden, would have a dense branch pattern that would help 

buffer the visual impact height of the building, in tandem with the fence. 

Mr. Selke:  Could you reduce the height of the building? 

Mr. Schiano:  This question came up last night at the Board of Zoning Appeals meeting.  Why 

can’t you make the building smaller? 
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Mr. Powers:  We have another project similar to this.  From our experience with that building, 

we came up with this design.  One main factor is the upstairs offices.  You have to provide a 

central hall with offices on each side, which dictates the width.  The downstairs part could flex 

based on the tenants that are in there. 

Mr. Selke:  We wanted that for the record.  The Board of Zoning Appeals is looking for some 

advice from this board. 

Mr. Powers:  The purpose of the conversation with the Gesters is to come to an appropriate 

screen for them and to move toward the granting of the variance. 

Mr. Selke:  No matter what happens, there will be a visual impact. 

Mr. Powers:  Mr. Riley has a point.  We have experience with another project in which we 

worked with neighbors.  Until this project comes up out of the ground, and the neighbors see 

it, there might be more viewpoints that they are more sensitive to, based on views from their 

windows or on their property. 

 

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

the January 17, 2018, meeting, as requested by the applicant. 

 

VOTE:  Antelli  Yes   Burke  Absent 

  Geisler  Yes   Slocum  Absent 

  Selke   Yes   Sofia  Yes 

  Fisher   Absent 

 

MOTION CARRIED 

APPLICATION CONTINUED TO 

JANUARY 17, 2018, MEETING 

_________________________________________________________________ 
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2. Applicant: New Mark Development Company, Inc. 

 Location: 3507 Mount Read Boulevard 

 Mon. Co. Tax No.: 075.05-2-3.11/COM 

 Request: Site plan approval for a proposed freestanding restaurant (one 

story; 2,900± square feet) with drive-up service facility, and with 

related parking, utilities, grading, and landscaping on 

approximately 2.61 acres 

 Zoning District: BR (Restricted Business) 

 

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

request. 

Bryan Powers, P.E., Village Crossing, LLC; Steven Van, Director of Operations, JFC Mt Read 

Boulevard LLC Management; Ray Trotta, Project Manager, Holland Trotta Project Solutions; 

and Peter Vars, P.E., BME Associates, presented the application. 

Mr. Powers:  I’m here tonight on behalf of Maiden Associates, property owner, and JFC Mt 

Read Boulevard, LLC, which will be the lessee of the property and the operator of the Burger 

King.  The site plan is for a Burger King to be constructed within the parking lot of the Tops 

plaza.  This spot is underutilized, and it makes good planning sense to place it there.  It is 

our intention to file a subdivision for this project.  This project required a special use permit, 

and needed variance as it had to be 20 feet from the south property line.  This site shows 12 

parking spaces; the zoning ordinance requires 16.  We would do a reciprocal agreement with 

Tops to share parking.  We have a proposed screened dumpster and we have a monument 

sign; we will apply to the Board of Zoning Appeals for the sign variance when we know the 

plans are close to complete.  We have a flagpole in the front of the site.  There will be a fence 

for screening.  This is necessary due to the service area facing Mount Read Boulevard; the 

kitchen is located in this area.  This will also screen the drive-up lane and will need a variance 

because only a four-foot-high fence is allowed. 

Mr. Selke:  Where do the delivery vehicles pull up? 

Mr. Powers:  They typically pull near the kitchen. 

Mr. Selke:  Deliveries occur during off hours? 

Mr. Powers:  Yes.  This Board saw this as a concept on August 2.  Resulting from that, we 

have moved the dumpster to the west, and we also added a pedestrian connection from Tops 

because of the shared parking.  We also had two drive lanes that exited but because it was 

too close we pinched this down to make it easier to exit.  We added a sidewalk to the main 

entrance, with a crosswalk.  We will have a “Stop” sign. 

Mr. Copey:  You also could install a pedestrian sign for safety. 

Mr. Powers:  Utility connections will consist of water connection to the water main on Mount 

Read Boulevard.  For storm drainage for the site, there are catch basins in the parking lot 

that drain into the Tops detention pond.  This will utilize what already is there. 

Mr. Gauthier:  You’re going to achieve your reduction by reducing your impervious cover. 

Mr. Powers:  We are going to introduce some green areas to get to that 30% reduction in 

peak runoff rate. 

Mr. Trotta:  We are in charge of the architect and the engineering of the building.  To expand 

on the drainage, now that you have a building there, you have a catchment there and it’s 
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being drained into the ground.  I’d like to address some of the questions that came up 

regarding maintenance.  Some of the garbage and maintenance is a reciprocal agreement, 

but at the end of the day it depends on who will be running the business.  The restaurant 

operator is JFC, which has been recognized by Burger King on a national level for doing new 

stores.  You may have noticed that there are new remodel jobs at Burger Kings, but not a lot 

of new stores.  The reason I bring this up is that the site is only as good as who is operating 

it.  JFC is a top-shelf organization and has done multiple locations.  We have talked about 

removing the second drive-up window, and we would reduce the back footprint.  The elevation 

of the building has three or four main components.  It’s a contemporary look, and we have 

some material samples to show you.  The base is brick in a tan color, with a cement board 

that is very durable.  There will be exterior insulation and finishing system (“EIFS”), and the 

canopy will be open unless over an entry.  There is an LED band along the top.  There is a 

clear aluminum storefront system for the sign; basically, they are fairly modest on the 

signage.  The design is very clean and a looks like a café, if you will.  Landscaping is top 

notch.  The restaurant operator will stay on top of any trimming or mulching of the 

landscaping.  It’s clean, it’s well-kept, and it’s a very efficient design. 

Mr. Copey:  Could you get us photo of what the LED band will look like at night? 

Mr. Trotta:  Yes, of course. 

Mr. Geisler:  Do you have any photos that show the awnings? 

Mr. Trotta:  Here is a photo with the awnings.  They are aluminum, not fabric, because fabric 

does not last.  The lighting is LED and they shine down and are completely shielded. 

Mr. Geisler:  What is the view from Mount Read Boulevard? 

Mr. Trotta:  This shows the building but does not show the screening. 

Mr. Selke:  Because the building faces Mount Read Boulevard, we want something that stands 

out, either the landscaping or the building design. 

Mr. Copey:  I think that it’s very important that the face of the building be shown.  Do you 

want to see the six-foot-high fence? 

Mr. Schiano:  Typically, you want to have all four sides done so that the building looks the 

same all around. 

Mr. Copey:  Keep in mind that you will see the front of the building from Village Crossing; you 

will see the rear of the building from Mount Read Boulevard. 

Mr. Trotta:  After the Board of Zoning Appeals meeting last night, we have a potential option 

that looks exactly like this, but we mirror image the building.  The drive-up stays where it is 

but the dining room faces Mount Read Boulevard.  Here is a rendering of the floor plan; we 

would have to do some rework but it would just have to be flipped, now that the dumpster 

has been moved it’s actually closer, so operationally it make sense.  The entry would face 

Mount Read Boulevard with the patio, you would just have the drive-up service component, 

and we could make it work. 

Mr. Sofia:  From a retail aspect, I think that you would want the front to face Mount Read 

Boulevard. 

Mr. Trotta:  I agree, but I’m not sure how we would accomplish it.  I think that the thought 

process centers on where you enter the building, so you see the front when you enter, but 

now the connection is the main road. 

Mr. Sofia:  We still want the rear of the building look as good as the rest of the building. 

Mr. Trotta:  So if that is the desire of the Board, we definitely will entertain moving that. 
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Mr. Selke:  Would that change the walkway into the building? 

Mr. Trotta:  That probably would. 

Mr. Geisler:  The majority of the parking is in the rear, and the other walkway won’t be used 

as often. 

Mr. Trotta:  I do have to talk to the franchisee, but I think that we can make it work. 

Mr. Copey:  It seems that having the drive-up service out in front is how the quick-serve 

restaurants prefer it these days.  With past projects, we have found that this façade can tend 

to be blank and in all those cases we have had the developer fix that side a bit, with some 

detailing. 

Mr. Trotta:  If we mirror that we won’t have that as an issue. 

Mr. Copey:  Just keep that in mind, if the revised building looks like the drawing tonight, the 

Board probably would have you add something to break up the blank wall.  I love Mr. Riley’s 

suggestion about a low masonry wall out front; it would keep the garbage on the site. 

Mr. Schiano:  That is something that this Board has requested in the past. 

Mr. Copey:  In particular with the drive-up in front, Panera Bread and Chick-Fil-A both have 

a low, masonry wall in front. 

Mr. Trotta:  I have some ideas for that. 

Mr. Powers:  We have an application for an area variance for the fence.  Does that get 

eliminated?  Does it have to be less than four feet? 

Mr. Copey:  Yes.  The masonry wall also helps with the headlights. 

Mr. Powers:  There are different scenarios in Greece.  This one is not unique; sites like it exist 

all around town.  Also, this site is three feet lower than Mount Read Boulevard. 

Mr. Trotta:  We have also done large boulders with a line of grasses, and that acts a masonry 

wall. 

Mr. Copey:  Near Northgate Plaza, those elements are there and really came out nice.  We 

had some comments from the Monroe County Department of Planning and Development and 

the Monroe County Development Review Committee; they referred to their previous 

comments.  The discussion that we just about the building had was the main concern that our 

department had. 

Mr. Gauthier:  Very minor utility comments; nothing controversial.  I’m not sure whether we 

received responses yet. 

Marylou DeJune, 3500 Mount Read Boulevard:  I’m directly across the street, our bedrooms 

are on the front of the house, we are dealing with Tops and snow plowing, from my view point 

is that at two in the morning I hear them, now I’ll be hearing the flag pole rope flapping, now 

I will be hearing the drive thru speaker.  

Mr. Selke:  Understandable, I think the speakers are fairly low now a days.  

Ms. DeJune:  I have been here so many times in regard to ESL bank and Tops supermarket, 

and I still do not feel that the boards hear what I’m saying.  My quality of life is being thrown 

in disarray through all of this commercialization on Mount Read Boulevard.  I love my home, 

and I want to live in peace not, with all the commercial buildings.  You speak about Northgate 

Plaza, you speak of the other places on Dewey Avenue, but there are no homes across from 

those places. 
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Mr. Schiano:  This Board is here to help design something.  It is not within the authority of 

this board to stop these uses from coming.  That’s why it’s important for people like you and 

the Gesters to be here, so that you can help with the development of the site.  It’s important 

that you give to the Board your comments and ideas so they can figure out the best way to 

put this together.  This board can’t stop the project, but they can help so that it fits in.  You 

keep saying no more development, but this board can’t stop it.  The Board can try to control 

how it is developed. 

Mr. Copey:  We do listen. 

Mr. Schiano:  The Board does listen does react to what people say.  I’ve been with this board 

for many years and have heard you speak many times. 

Ms. DeJune:  I have never spoke here. 

Mr. Copey:  You have had someone speak on your behalf. 

Mr. Selke:  This Board does listen.  This board cannot stop development.  There is a court 

system if you want to fight the decision.  I want to see you enjoy property, and you do have 

a nice home with nice surroundings.  I’m not sure about the noise but we will try to address 

that.  I think that the loudspeaker system is lower today and we will try and make your 

property as livable as you would like. 

Ms. DeJune:  I’m not saying for you to stop development.  What I’m asking the Board to do, 

is to take into consideration the needs of the community, the people who live there; that’s 

what I’m asking.  I don’t want to make you feel like I don’t understand what you’re saying.  I 

have a business major.  I understand business and how it operates.  I know how government 

works; I work for the County of Monroe.  I know where you’re coming from, but do you know 

where I’m coming from?  It’s our home that is being taken from us basically for 

commercialism.  It’s not as if we live near Greece Town Mall.  Our area originally was 

residential and now commercialism is encroaching.  We feel like we are not being listened to. 

Mr. Geisler:  With some of the discussion tonight, we are considering those issues.  The fence 

along the front would help reduce trash.  I had that problem in my back yard, and I know 

where you’re coming from.  We do the best with what we have. 

Ms. DeJune:  If you know where we’re coming from, why do we keep going over and over this 

again?  The lights from ESL bank are in our living room.  The lighting from this site will be an 

issue. 

Mr. Selke:  They have to demonstrate that their lighting will not go beyond the property line. 

Ms. DeJune:  I appreciate the technical information, but when it comes to reality, it will impact 

us.  It will still shine in and we will be kept up at night by the lights and the noise.  We will 

have to worry about the police running through our yards because someone has robbed the 

bank.  You are not looking at the perspective of living there every day. 

Mr. Selke:  We are serious about being here but can deal only with the responsibility that we 

are given by law. 

Ms. DeJune:  I’m asking for you to make good judgment. 

Mr. Copey:  We do that every other Wednesday night.  Mr. Geisler said it well.  We do the 

best that we can with what we have to work with.  You have to understand that you live in a 

busy commercial corridor.  It’s not Dewey Avenue, it’s not West Ridge Road, but it is Mount 

Read Boulevard.  There is commercial development around you and it does impact you. 

Ms. DeJune:  But my property is residential. 

Mr. Copey:  We are doing the best that we can and you have to take us at our word for that. 
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Mr. Stewart:  Please don’t think this of this as a duplication of statement.  I hear that you 

hear what we are saying.  We continue to appreciate that and want to appreciate what you 

do.  To some degree, I’ve been attorney for 30 years.  Zoning does not make a whole lot of 

sense to attorneys, judges, whoever, but I bet that it makes a whole lot less sense to non-

attorneys, who come to meetings.  Why are we appearing before this board?  Now we have 

to appear before another board, oh we missed this meeting.  A lot of it is convoluted, so it’s 

hard for the property owner to feel that they are being heard, and it’s hard or easy for the 

members as well.  This is not my part of the job, it’s this other board’s, etc.  The sad part is, 

despite what you might perceive, we do appreciate what you seek to do and that you are 

doing the best that you can with what you have.  We are doing the best that we can do with 

what we have to exist in the houses while all of this takes place.  Yes, Mount Read Boulevard 

is busy, but it’s not what it was.  It’s the major thoroughfare from the city. 

Mr. Copey:  That’s without the traffic that used to be there from Eastman Kodak Company 

employees. 

Mr. Stewart:  With all due respect, we are trying to say by way of example, the DeJune home 

has been residential since back into the 1940s, just to note, because we can’t see everything.  

With respect to the drive-up, we don’t want it put somewhere where someone else will be 

impacted.  However, in the front, unless there is buffer, we will hear it there, so if 

consideration is being given to that, we appreciate it.  I understand that the building will be 

lower but the lighting still will be an issue. 

Mr. Schiano:  That’s why some sort of barrier can block some of the lights. 

Mr. Selke:  Those are the concerns we have. 

Mr. Stewart:  I hope, from what the applicant’s representatives have said, when the project 

is completed some of the problems will be alleviated.  I think that what I’m trying to say is 

that we appreciate what you are doing with what you have, but we are trying to do the best 

with what we have with our existence.  You get to go home tonight.  That’s not necessarily 

the case at 3500 Mount Read Boulevard with respect to all the encroachment.  So if you can 

pay attention to the noise, trash, lighting, plowing—all of those—and fairly, then we are all 

for it.  We say all of that, not in opposition, but respecting the applicant, and not wanting to 

stand in the way. 

Mr. Selke:  We hope to do the best job for everyone. 

Mr. Trotta:  This is a one-story building; there should not be any glare.  The loudspeaker, I 

can understand, but these are Ethernet-based speakers.  If you are the next car, you cannot 

hear what the other people are ordering.  The noise should not be a problem.  Because of the 

scale of the building, the plowing will be done by a pickup truck, so it’s going to be much less 

noise; unfortunately it will be before any cars get there.  The line is inside the flagpole, just 

so that you are aware. 
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Mr. Antelli made a motion, seconded by Mr. Geisler, to continue the application to 

the January 17, 2018, meeting, as requested by the applicant. 

 

VOTE:  Antelli  Yes   Burke  Absent 

  Geisler  Yes   Slocum  Absent 

  Selke   Yes   Sofia  Yes 

  Fisher   Absent 

 

MOTION CARRIED 

APPLICATION CONTINUED TO 

JANUARY 17, 2018, MEETING 

_________________________________________________________________ 
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3. Applicant: APM Holdings, LLC 

 Location: Generally, north of 106 Gates-Greece Town Line Road 

 Mon. Co. Tax No.: 088.04-4-63, 089.03-5-4.112 

 Request: Site plan approval for a proposed manufacturing building 

(129,600± square feet), with related parking, utilities, grading, 

and landscaping on approximately 30 acres 

 Zoning District: FOI (Flexible Office/Industrial) 

 

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

request. 

Robert Winans, P.E., DDS Engineers, LLC, presented the application. 

Mr. Winans:  To summarize, this is a 30-acre parcel, about 2000 feet west of Long Pond Road.  

We meet or exceed all the zoning requirements; there will be no variances needed.  Since 

concept review, the floor plan was reviewed, and we have reduced the size of the building to 

84,000 square feet; it’s more efficient, and it fits their needs.  We have moved the parking 

area in closer to the building.  The parking that was in the rear on the concept plan was moved 

to the east side of the building; that is closer to the employee entrance.  We still show 150 

parking spaces, which is based on current and projected need.  The building will be a stone 

architectural block, and there will be metal material up to the rooftop; we have samples to 

show to you.  In the rear of the building there are overhead doors and a loading area, where 

raw materials will be delivered in small box trucks.  We are showing a dumpster; its enclosure 

will be commercial style, with slats in the fence.  The lighting plans are included; light spill 

will not leave the site.  We have left all the existing trees to help mitigate the visual impact 

on the neighbors.  We will be adding a six-foot-high berm with trees along the east side of 

our site to block the view of the farm at 80 Gates Greece Town Line Road.  The sanitary sewer 

will be going off-site, northeastward through other Town property, off to a County interceptor.  

We will have a storm water management pond located off-site to the northeast; it will be in 

compliance with the Town’s requirements.  Storm water quality basins and pretreatment areas 

will be on-site.  Off to the northeast, we will have another pretreatment basin.  All other 

utilities are available to the site.  We have met with the Town’s engineering staff, and have 

addressed most of the comments; we continue to work with the staff for their final approval. 

Mr. Selke:  Nothing has changed except the building size? 

Mr. Copey:  We have comments from the Monroe County Department of Planning and 

Development (“MCDPD”) and the Monroe County Development Review Committee.  Their 

comments are fairly minor, although they mention the federally regulated wetlands that are 

on-site.  The Monroe County Division of Pure Waters will review the sanitary sewer and its 

connection to the interceptor.  The MCDPD also noted that we should coordinate with the New 

York State Canal Corporation; they will be part of the environmental review process under 

the State Environmental Quality Review Act (“SEQRA”) requirements.  We have a summary 

of the traffic.  The Monroe County Department of Transportation (“MCDOT”) does not have 

and concerns, and they don’t have jurisdiction.  Gates Greece Town Line Road is maintained 

by the Town of Greece but highway permits are issued by the Town of Gates, so the applicant 

will have to get some approvals from Gates.  There were a few comments from the building 

department and the Fire Marshal on driveway access and addresses.  The Board also should 

address becoming lead agency for the coordinated environmental review of the project, under 

SEQRA. 
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Mr. Gauthier:  We have had a real positive response to our comments, and want to note that 

we are using a creative approach.  The project’s storm water management facility is being 

constructed on Town property.  The storm water from this area ends up in the Town’s Deschel 

storm water management facility north of the Erie Canal.  About five or six years ago, we 

designed storm water management facilities for this area to supplement the Deschel facility; 

the Town has not yet constructed these new facilities.  One of the new facilities would be in a 

place that also could service this proposed development.  We handed off the design to the 

applicant’s engineers, and they are incorporating it into their design.  Rather than having 

dozens of smaller, individual, interconnected storm water facilities, consolidating some of 

these is much more effective in managing resources.  The applicant’s engineers have been 

very cooperative and discussions have gone well; we still have some fine tuning but we’re 

moving along. 

Mr. Geisler:  When they build an expansion in the future, where will it go? 

Mr. Winans:  It will be to the west of the proposed building. 

 

Mr. Antelli made a motion, seconded by Mr. Geisler: 

 WHEREAS, Addison Precision Manufacturing (the “Applicant/Project Sponsor”) has 

submitted a request to the Planning Board (the “Planning Board”) of the Town of Greece (the 

“Town”), Monroe County, New York, for site plan approval for a proposed manufacturing 

building (84,000± square feet), with related parking, utilities, grading, and landscaping on 

approximately 30 acres (the “Project”); and 

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

application for the Project, which included but was not limited to:  a project narrative; site 

plan and subdivision drawings; a drainage report; a brief traffic assessment; and Part 1 of an 

Environmental Assessment Form (the “EAF”), which was prepared in part by using the New 

York State Department of Environmental Conservation’s (the “NYSDEC”) online EAF Mapper 

application (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 I 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 

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. 
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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  Absent 

  Geisler  Yes   Slocum  Absent 

  Selke   Yes   Sofia  Yes 

  Fisher   Absent 

 

MOTION CARRIED 

_________________________________________________________________ 

 

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

to the February 7, 2018, meeting, as requested by the applicant. 

 

VOTE:  Antelli  Yes   Burke  Absent 

  Geisler  Yes   Slocum  Absent 

  Selke   Yes   Sofia  Yes 

  Fisher   Absent 

 

MOTION CARRIED 

APPLICATION CONTINUED TO 

FEBRUARY 7, 2018, MEETING 

_________________________________________________________________ 
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SPECIAL PLANNING TOPICS 

New Business 

None 

 

Old Business 

None 

 

ADJOURNMENT:  10:10 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 


