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PUBLIC HEARINGS 

Old Business 

None 

New Business 

None 

 

SITE PLANS 

Old Business 

None 

 

New Business 

1. Applicant: 1031 Janes Road, LLC  

 Location: 1031 Janes Road   

 Request: Site plan approval for proposed flex industrial buildings, (three-one 

story; 57,600 total square feet), with related parking, utilities, 

grading, and landscaping on approximately 8.10 acres 

 Zoning District: IL (Light Industrial) 

Mon. Co. Tax No.      045.01-1-8 

 

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

request. 

Richard Giraulo, LandTech Associates, Teresa Wendorff, property owner, presented the 

application.   

Mr. Giraulo: I’m happy to be here tonight representing the applicant for the property just east 

of Long Pond Road intersection. This is an 8.1 acre site, zoned light industrial.  We are 

proposing to build three buildings that would be industrial use for rent, there is small building 

and two larger ones.  Space inside the buildings would be divided up, we show 40 foot wide 

units and 30 foot units.  It would depend on the rental needs.  We’re intending on them being 

light industrial use, small offices, tool and die, the uses that would be allowed. Currently, the 

surrounding use is light industrial to the west, there storage units, we have a construction 

storage yard, and also auto body and repair facilities. To the east we have residential 

development, currently three lots are built adjacent to this property.   At this time we have 

an industrial use building that has been part of that property for some time, prior to the 

residential development.   We are leaving about 20% of the property as is, that includes 1.6 

acres of woods.     There are some federal wetlands that will remain.  Access from the site 

will be from Janes Road just west of the existing house, we will have a secondary access 

coming off the storage facility in this location.  The house will remain along with landscaping 

and large trees.   This house will be rented or will be the living quarters for the property 

manager.     This site does meet all the zoning code requirements.   The biggest requirement 

is the setback from the residential zoning line to our east, our building has to be at least 100 

feet from that line, these structures are 130 feet, and pavement is 80 feet where 50 feet is 

minimum. One concern is the residential land to the east, and how to buffer. Several things 

going on, we did look at building a six-foot high berm, landscaping that, there was the desire 
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of the Planning Board and staff, unfortunately that takes up about 42 feet of space, the lot is 

only 280 feet wide, by the time I put in a berm I will run out of space for storm water 

management.   Instead of a berm we are proposing a hedge row that is along the property 

line.    

Mr. Fisher: I think you need to put up a berm, I think it has to be something that is immediate 

and effective, putting up trees, the leaves are gone six month out of the year, if you put up 

pines it will take 10 years before they do any good.    I think it’s important you put up a berm, 

if you don’t have enough room then maybe you reduce some of the buildings so you have 

enough room.  You do have to provide protection for the neighbors and it’s got be permanent 

and has to be effective.   I also think you don’t enter from Janes Road, you come from the 

industrial site.   I think that ought to be a crash gate.    

Mr. Giraulo: So we need to buffer, I don’t think a berm is the only answer, if you want to deny 

us on the berm, that’s certainly  

Mr. Fisher: I don’t think I’m denying you, I’m saying you just have to build it.   

Mr. Giraulo: We can put up a fence.  A solid fence.  

Mr. Fisher: You have to put a berm, you are trying to compensate for, not only visual but for 

sound.   It think that is something you have to do, you have to protect the neighbors, and 

this is one of five industrial properties next to residential.   It’s a unique situation and you 

have to protect the neighbors, it has to be immediate and effective.    

Mr. Giraulo: So a fence, I know you’re stuck on a berm, it’s a solid barrier, it goes up 

immediately I don’t  

Mr. Fisher: It does not provide the kind of buffering you have for noise.   With a berm you 

can put on vegetation it absorbs noise as well as provide additional buffering.   A fence does 

not do that.  

Mr. Geisler: Like the berm on Janes Road now, something like that on this parcel.  

Mr. Giraulo: Unfortunately the town would consider that an eyesore. It’s very steep, it has 

crown vetch so you don’t have to mow it.  It would have to be something were we don’t have 

to maintain.  

Mr. Fisher: You would have to put additional vegetation on it, to provide a sound buffer.  

Mr. Giraulo: If the berm is high enough, what vegetation… 

Mr. Fisher: How high are you going to make it? 15 feet, 20 feet? 

Mr. Giraulo: I don’t know that’s what I’m trying to understand. 

Mr. Fisher: That’s something you need to propose to us, we are not going to design it for you 

but we are going to tell you that vegetation alone is not going to be something that is 

immediate and effective.  

Mr. Giraulo: So a berm, you are concerned about vegetation not being immediate, so a berm 

with vegetation is still not immediate.  

Mr. Fisher: It may be that there should be a fence on top of the berm, these are things we 

want to take a look at but starting out with vegetation is not going to cut it.  

Mr. Giraulo:  So I have proposed a fence that is on a berm. That is being constructed as part 

of the storm water facility, it sits up two or three feet.  

Mr. Fisher: It should be the entire length of the property.  

Mr. Giraulo: We are saving the woods here.  
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Mr. Fisher: It should be the entire length of the property because it’s adjacent to the 

residential property.  

Mr. Giraulo: So you want me to take down the woods to put a berm in here? 

Mr. Fisher: Right.  

Mr. Giraulo: Seems kind of silly, but I can do that.  

Mr. Geisler:  We really believe in protecting the residential character of neighborhood by 

putting up a berm seems like a better solution than putting up a fence.   

Mr. Giraulo: I’m saving 50-60 feet of woods. Its nice woods.  

Ms. Teresa Wendel:   I’m one of the owners of the property, people that are in that industrial 

location, weather they are contractors or whatever, they go up the berm, into the residential 

area, and not good things, the fence is what keeps them out.  

Mr. Fisher: I think an eight foot berm with a fence on top of that.   

Ms. Wendel: I feel that would be an eyesore.  

Mr. Fisher: For the neighbors, the industrial occupations, that’s the eyesore. That’s what we 

are trying to protect. You are talking about residential area, you need to guard against noise, 

against the visual.  

Mr. Schiano: The Chairman is saying you need to go back with a revised plan.  

Ms. Wendel: I’m trying to say that with a fence it keeps people out. I want to do the best for 

everyone.  

Mr. Fisher: Have both. We want to provide more not less.  Do you have an example of what 

the building will look like? 

Mr. Giraulo: The building would be a metal sided building with a metal roof.   Earth tone 

colors, red roof, peak height would be less than 18 feet, it the height of a ranch type house.  

Mr. Fisher: I would say in any sense that is not residential, I would say that is an industrial 

building.  

Ms. Wendorff: On an industrial site.  

Mr. Giraulo: So if you want us to hide it from view, it’s an industrial building hidden from 

view.   

Mr. Fisher: Another reason why we need to have the substantial way to provide people buffer 

so they don’t have to look at.  

Mr. Giraulo: If they can see it, but the building itself works as an industrial building.   

Mr. Caterino: We have received comments from Monroe County Planning and Development 

Review Committee, most comments were typical for a project of this type.   Our Fire Marshal 

stated a hydrant would need to be provided at the entrance of Janes Road and to provide a 

suitable drive for the entrance to the property coming off Long Pond Road.   Also to provide 

sprinklers for all the buildings.   Our zoning department commented on the architectural 

features and asked if all the parking was necessary.   Our building department had comments 

on ADA accessibility and to see if signs or ramps were needed based on tenants.  Planning 

comments were from the architectural look of the building to the entrance at Janes Road, 

using that for emergency only access.    

Mr. Gauthier:    I had some brief notes, most concerning is parking is 50% over what code 

requires and a great deal of uncertainty of what the need is.  So I think we can utilize some 

of the space more appropriately.  Minor issues with the clearing of the site.  
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Mr. Giraulo: This would be phased from Janes Road, most of the site is clear.  

Mr. Gauthier: The parking drives drainage and room for buffering that is of concern.   Drainage 

is an elevated concern to folks to the east, in part because, the properties were not built to 

plan.  Some properties are somewhat lower that what the design called for.  When the time 

comes for this plan to be approved, I can assure you, they will not make your property worse, 

they will make it at least a little better or if won’t be approved.  Regardless of what is built, 

they will not send more water, it will be significantly less water to your property and to all 

property around.   I have made that promise since I have been here and have not had any 

one call me out on it yet.  Rest assured, it will not change when water falls on your property 

it won’t make water get off your property any quicker, but water coming from this property, 

less of it will go there.  

Mr. Giraulo: If this never gets built, the neighbors have a drainage problem, there is no good 

drainage path out of here.   I proposed a shallow infiltration basin along this side of the 

property and have verified the percolation rates and follows all codes and no runoff from our 

site entering the adjacent site anymore, so that would take care of their drainage concerns 

that are occurring there today.    In terms of the access, the Fire Marshal has requested this 

access, we would be adding hydrants along here, water and sanitary are on site to serve these 

buildings.  

Mr. Fisher: Eliminating the parking will give you more room to buffer and less water to 

infiltrate.  

Mr. Giraulo: We might not need all of the parking, right now there is a 30 foot fire lane as 

requested by the Fire Department.  

Mr. Fisher: Moving the parking away is another source of noise. So move that to the other 

side and reduce the noise.  

Mr. Geisler: You have 50 feet of buffer that could accommodate a berm and drainage.  

Mr. Giraulo:  I don’t know how we would market that.  

Mr. Schiano: You hear our concerns.  

Mr. Giraulo: This is not over developed.  

Mr. Fisher: If you look at most industrial sites they are far from residential.  

Mr. Steve Pikuet, 53 Belmore Way: I’m in the low point, our house is 30 feet from the back 

property line.   I counted the parking spaces and that’s an issue to me, I don’t’ want to see 

it.    

Mr. Fisher: If we put a berm it would prevent water from coming from their property to yours, 

it would move everything away.  

Mr. Pikuet: I was disappointed when I saw this because it resembles the last one that was 

shot down. There some change with connection to Janes Road but not sure if that will do it.  

Mr. Fisher:  With Janes Road, that will likely be a crash gate.  You don’t want trucks going 

down there, the main entrance should be on Long Pond Road. Has a perk test been done? 

Mr. Gauthier: I’m not sure if those are complete.  

Mr. Walter and Mardue Gurney, 45 Belmore Way: When a perk test is done how is it done in 

the town?  

Mr. Gauthier: There is a provision in the storm water design manual.  The key is to make sure 

you’re doing at depth.  This project will disturb area over an acre, so state storm water 
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standards are required.   Mr. Giraulo is very familiar, he’s a fine engineer, he does a good 

job, I have reviewed many jobs and he knows how to do it right.    

Mr. Gurney: There were folks running around with boxes, there was not a subsoil test done.  

Mr. Giraulo: I can answer that, what you saw was an archeologist looking for artifacts and did 

not find anything.    

Mr. Gurney: I sent a letter. We look at the corner of Janes Road and Long Pond Road, you’ll 

see a swamp, and we don’t want that in our back yards.   I’m afraid that some of the units 

might turn into meth labs, what about metals, will there be lead? Is there a code for that? 

Mr. Schiano: It’s part of the code and you can see this on line, and illegal things happen all 

the time, if you see something report it.  

Ms. Gurney: We hope this will be a 9 to 5 sort of thing, like the previous there is no security. 

With this folks can walk right over to our property and that concerns us.  

Mr. Fisher: With a berm and fence perhaps that will prevent that from happening.  

Mr. Gurney: Will there be any advertising on the buildings, lighted signs? 

Mr. Giraulo: No 

Mr. Gerald Smith, 18 Shiloh Court:  I oppose to the project based on increased traffic.   Until 

a light is put I would suggest slowing down on development.  

Mr. Fisher: That is why we said the primary access should be from Long Pond Road and not 

Janes Road.  

Mr. Smith: That might eliminate some of the traffic.   This will increase traffic that is my 

concern.   

Mr. Serge Mandrick, 908 Sergus Way: My concern is getting out on to Long Pond Road, at my 

age I’m offended by all the traffic.  I thought years back Jerry Alamo was supposed to put in 

a traffic light in, what happened to that that?  

Mr. Selke: That signal was to be put at Latta and Kirk Road and that was the agreement he 

made.  

Mr. Sergus: Thank you for correcting me, we could use a light there if the project is approved.  

Mr. Selke: We are looking at 32 potential business, do you know of any in Monroe County we 

can look at.   So very good points were brought up. What about snow storage, trash enclosures 

and they might require special needs.  What about air conditioning units?   I’m concerned 

about security too.   What are the hour of operation, will there be outside storage, deliveries, 

how will that be handled?  

Mr. Schiano: These are questions that have to be answered for next time.  

Mr. Selke:  If this goes through how will the house be maintained and buffered. What about 

lighting?   

Mr. Giraulo: It will be maintained. There will be just building mounted signs not pole mounts. 

Unfortunately the owner wanted to do storage, there was no lights, noise, to me that was the 

ideal industrial neighbors.     I don’t think eliminated parking on one side would work.  

Mr. Fisher: I think you have plenty to work with and if you could come back with some 

answers.  
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Mr. Geisler made a motion, seconded by Ms. Burke, to continue the application to 

the August 7, 2019, meeting, as requested by the applicant. 

 

VOTE:  Antelli  Absent  Burke  Yes 

  Geisler  Yes   Anthony Yes 

  Selke   Yes   Sofia  Absent 

  Fisher   Yes 

 

MOTION CARRIED 

APPLICATION CONTINUED TO 

AUGUST 7, 2019, MEETING 

_________________________________________________________________ 
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2. Applicant: Gatti Enterprises, LLC  

 Location: 441 Elmgrove Road  

 Request: Site plan approval for proposed 8,000 square foot parking lot with 

drainage improvements on approximately 26.39 acres 

 Zoning District: IG (General Industrial) 

Mon. Co. Tax No.      088.03-1-12.131 

 

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

request. 

Rich Giraulo, LandTech, presented the application.   

Mr. Giraulo: This is an existing site, with an addition that was added last year, they have a 

north and south driveway, the issue is that they don’t have parking for visitors.  We would 

like to create a parking lot that connects the two drives, allows visitor parking and 

handicapped accessibility to the main entrance.  This parking lot required a setback variance 

to Elmgrove Road that was granted by the Board of Zoning Appeals back in April.  The only 

issue that came up from neighbors, was screening.   We have a landscape plan that shows 

landscaped area with flower and shrubs, in the front there will be a row of Korean Lilacs, those 

are a pretty good size.   The hours are 8:00AM to 5:00 PM, no new light poles, drainage will 

be sheet drained to the east side in an infiltration trench.  There is a secondary where we are 

boring a line under the drive into the storm water infiltration facility for a larger event.  

Mr. Caterino: We did receive comments from Monroe County Planning and Review Committee, 

most comments were regarding permits and approvals that would be needed.  Fire Marshal 

wanted no parking signs posted to the building, our building department stated that a demo 

permit would be needed for the removal of the house.    Also if any door were to be added to 

the front of the building they would need permits.   The Board of Zoning Appeals did grant 

variances in April.   

Mr. Gauthier: No significant comments, the disturbed area in the back, is that being tightened 

up?   There is top soil back there, will that continue? 

Mr. Gatti:  There is some top soil, my brother-in-law leases the area and does remove top 

soil for his business, he will continue to use that space.  

Mr. Schiano:  You have 24 hours service, will the technicians take the truck home, there will 

be no one leaving the site after hours? 

Mr. Gatti: No, the 24 hour technicians take the trucks home.  

Mr. Caterino: One more note, if any landscaping were to die, they would have to be replaced.  

Mr. Geisler: Were taking down a house?  Will there still be access from the two entrances? 

Mr. Giraulo: The house is down already, yes that will remain, and it’s for the customers.  
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Motion by Mr. Selke, seconded by Ms. Burke: 

 WHEREAS, Gatti Enterprises, LLC (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 441 Elmgrove 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’ 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. 

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. 
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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, potential adverse environmental effects revealed 

in the environmental review process will be minimized or avoided by the Applicant’s 

voluntary incorporation of features and measures that were identified as practicable. 

 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  Absent  Burke  Yes 

  Geisler  Yes   Anthony Yes 

  Selke   Yes   Sofia  Absent 

  Fisher   Yes 

 

 

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. 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. 

3. Prior to the issuance of a Final Certificate of Compliance or 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. 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 
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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. 

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

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

lanes at intervals of 50 feet or less. 

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

Public Works, and Engineering staff. 

8. A date and signature line for the Building Inspector shall be added to the plan. 

9. 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. 

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

owner, it shall be construed to include any 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  Absent  Burke  Yes 

  Geisler  Yes   Anthony Yes 

  Selke   Yes   Sofia  Absent 

  Fisher   Yes 

 

 

MOTION CARRIED 

APPLICATION APPROVED WITH CONDITIONS 

_________________________________________________________________ 
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SPECIAL PLANNING TOPICS 

Old Business 

None 

 

New Business 

1. Applicant: Rochester Academy Charter School  

 Location: 1757 Latta Road 

 Request: Relief from Condition # 1 (regarding entrance and exit route of 

school busses) of the site plan approval granted on April 20, 2016.  

 Zoning District: R1-12 (Single-Family Residential, 12, 000sf) 

     Mon. Co. Tax No.      046.14-08-1.1 

 

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

the July 24, 2019, meeting, as requested by the applicant. 

VOTE:  Antelli  Absent  Burke  Yes 

  Geisler  Yes   Anthony Yes 

  Selke   Yes   Sofia  Absent 

  Fisher   Yes 

 

MOTION CARRIED 

APPLICATION CONTINUED TO 

JULY 24, 2019, MEETING 

_________________________________________________________________ 
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1. Applicant: LiDestri CROPS, LLC 

 Location: 50 McLaughlin Road & 1349-1401 Ridgeway Avenue 

 Mon. Co. Tax No.: 089.04-1-3.2, 090.03-1-16, 090.03-1-17, 090.03-1-19, 090.03-

1-20, 090.03-1-21 

 Request: Extension of site plan approval for a proposed food storage and 

packaging building (280,000± square feet), with related parking, 

utilities, grading, and landscaping on approximately 22.75 acres 

previously approved July 11, 2018.  

 Zoning District: IG (General Industrial) 

 

 

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

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

on July 11, 2018. 

 

VOTE:  Antelli  Absent  Burke  Yes 

  Geisler  Yes   Anthony Yes 

  Selke   Yes   Sofia  Absent 

  Fisher   Yes 

 

 

MOTION CARRIED 

TWO 90-DAY EXTENSIONS GRANTED 

_________________________________________________________________ 
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2. Applicant: Imrah Asghar  

 Location: 2970 Dewey Avenue  

 Request: Concept plan for proposed redevelopment of an existing building, 

(1,273± square feet), with related parking, utilities, grading, and 

landscaping on approximately .267 acres  

 Zoning District: DMU (Dewey Avenue Mixed–Use) 

Mon. Co. Tax No.      060.81-2-18.2 

 

 

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

request. 

Reza Hourmanesh, GRH Architecture, Engineering and Construction, presented the 

application.   

Mr. Hourmanesh: This property used to be an old gas station from the late 1940 or 1950’s, 

there are two parts to the building, one side being office, the other for car repair.  We a 

proposing a face lift, it’s outdated.   I have passed around some elevations, there a space to 

the south that will be closed off.  The lot is about 11,600 square feet, the building is about 

1,400 square feet.   The owner has requested two retail spaces, one will be a bit larger. 

Presently there is a small parking lot with no green space, we are proposing about a 10 foot 

green space buffer with landscaping.  There is an existing access to Dewey Avenue, there is 

also access to the traffic light. That access does belong to the church so we would have to get 

permission to use that access.   If not that space will be closed off with a curb.  

Mr. Fisher: Is there an easement there from the church? 

Mr. Hourmanesh:  No, there is an easement to the south property.    

Mr. Selke: The curbing is general, it has to be a good design, and it would nice to get access 

to the signal.  

Mr. Fisher: You really want to try and get that easement. Also the sides of the building should 

be rehabbed as well.  We also want to be sure the dumpster that the enclosure is done to 

specifications.  

Mr. Hourmanesh:   Right now I have a six-food stockade fence with gate. I also provided 32% 

transparency, I’m proposing vinyl siding, if the Board says that won’t cut it, then we will 

provide brick, carry the same scheme in the front.     

Mr. Fisher: It should be consistent.  

Mr. Selke: There is a neighbor behind the building.  

Mr. Hourmanesh: There is, I’m proposing a wood stockade fence. There is only about four or 

five feet.  

Mr. Geisler: I think the neighbors will be very happy, this a very attractive looking building. 

Are there any windows on the side? 

Mr. Hourmanesh:  They were boarded up, I like the windows, and glass brings in light and 

shows transparency.    

Mr. Fisher: Having the additional transparency would be helpful.  This will be a substantial 

improvement.   
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Mr. Selke: Can you bring in some samples of the materials used? There are some old light 

poles, will they be removed? 

Mr. Hourmanesh: I will bring some to show you. Yes the poles will come down.   

Mr. Fisher: I think it will be a big advantage to get the access to the traffic light.  

Mr. Hourmanesh:  I will work on that.   

Mr. Selke: What will be done with the parking lot? 

Mr. Hourmanesh:  We will put top course on and stripe it.  I’m also proposing to put some 1 

½  PVC piping in the landscaped area to drain the water on the parking lot. I’m not sure if a 

catch basin has to be put in.  

Mr. Gauthier: You can sheet drain, you just have to show there is a reduction from what it 

was before, minor infiltration or increase the green adequately.  

Mr. Caterino: Is the building structurally sound?  

Mr. Hourmanesh: I will follow NYS building code.  

  

CONCEPT REVIEWED   

_________________________________________________________________ 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



PLANNING BOARD MINUTES 

July 10, 2019 

Page 16 

ADJOURNMENT:     8:40 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 


