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PUBLIC HEARINGS 

Old Business 

1. Applicant: DMK Development – Greece, LLC 

 Location: 3230 Latta Road  

 Request: Minor subdivision approval for DMK Subdivision, a re-subdivision of 

Lot 1 of the Latta Road Subdivision, consisting of 2 lots on 

approximately 12.14 acres 

 Zoning District: BR (Restricted Business)  

Mon. Co. Tax No.      045.03-1-13.1 

 

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

meeting relative to the request for site plan approval by applicant DMK 

Development-Greece, LLC. 

 

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

the August 21, 2019, meeting, as requested by the applicant. 

 

VOTE:  Antelli  Yes   Burke  Yes 

  Geisler  Yes   Slocum Yes 

  Selke   Yes   Sofia  Yes 

  Fisher   Yes 

 

MOTION CARRIED 

APPLICATION CONTINUED TO 

AUGUST 21, 2019, MEETING 

_________________________________________________________________ 
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New Business 

1. Applicant: Rockwood Construction Management 2015, LLC  

 Location: Sand Pebble Lane  

 Request: Final plat approval for Section 7 of the Button Wood Heights 

subdivision, consisting of 18 lots on approximately 6.72 acres 

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

Mon. Co. Tax No.      024.03-3-35.101 

 

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

request. 

Richard Giraulo, LandTech Associates, presented the application.   

Mr. Giraulo: There will be 18 lots for this Button Wood Heights subdivision, it has been stalled 

for some time, but it has been purchased by a new developer who is continuing on with the 

project.  It will connect up Sand Pebble Lane to Groundsel Drive.   This section in in compliance 

with the exiting preliminary plat.  With this application we need to get a SPEDES permit for 

the entire remaining property that is in process.  We have some storm water features I would 

like to point out as part of that permit.   In order to be in compliance we are proposing three 

small rear yard bio-retention areas, these are shown on the utility plan, and they won’t show 

up on the final plat.  They are located within easements, they are subject to the standard 

Town of Greece storm water maintenance agreement that will ensure to some extent their 

continuance in their maintenance and perpetuity.    There will be a storm water management 

pond that will be constructed and we show that on the grading plan.   I show here at the end 

of section 7, further east, we are proposing a storm water pond in that facility as part of the 

SPEDES permit process.  The sanitary sewer connection will be on Groundsel Drive, we will 

have to remove some sidewalk and one neighbor’s driveway inside the right-of-way and then 

have it replaced, in order to get that extended. This property has drainage that is off-site that 

is entering from the south, the town has a right-of-way and a larger property that abuts us, 

they have allowed us to propose some grading on their property to redirect the drainage so 

it does not have to be picked up by the storm sewer system.  I will show you the over 

preliminary to give you an overall context.   Section 7 is in the lower left corner, over the 

years the state and federal wetlands have expanded on the property.   The current plat shows 

Cotoneaster Drive with a curve and would be impacted by the increased wetlands.  In order 

to avoid we looked at different layout, it would be straight in with a “T” turnaround at the 

end. We have had discussions with engineering and the Fire Marshal and they are okay with 

this layout.   Our goal is to get this underway for the new buyers and come back to the Board 

with a revised preliminary plat.  

Mr. Caterino:   Monroe County was not required to review this because it was final plat 

approval.   Our building, zoning and Fire Marshal had no comments.    

Mr. Gauthier: Mr. Giraulo pointed out an oddity that if you start a preliminary in the 1970’s 

and then you stop for twenty years, couple things happen, the wetland may change where 

they were and the rules change.   As a result to be compliant with today’s rules we have to 

define some gray areas, one novel approach that we were forced to do is a bio retention area 

that will be located on private property.  I suspect with green infrastructure we may see these 

in the future.   This a will be an interesting test case, when people are paying taxes on 

property they don’t take kindly to people telling them what they have to do with their property 

even though there is an easement.  



PLANNING BOARD MINUTES 

August 7, 2019 

Page 4 

Mr. Sofia:  Obviously it’s unique to see the bio-retention on private property even though 

there is an easement, they are going to want to build a shed or not maintain it.  

Mr. Gauthier: We have asked the developer to put some form of informative sign to explain 

what it is and what’s got to happen.    We have done this and folks have taken them down.  

Mr. Sofia: Is there room on the town’s land to put those ponds? 

Mr. Gauthier: That’s an access. It’s under 20 feet.  They are going to grade it so the run-off 

that comes from the south, from mudding up the storm water facility.  

Mr. Giraulo: We need to drain the rear yards, I like that idea, but have to get them to drain 

over to there.  

Mr. Gauthier: The idea is to treat water where it occurs.  

Mr. Fisher: Maybe you could use the one adjacent to the facility. 

Mr. Sofia: Do any other towns have this? 

Mr. Gauthier: They are struggling with how to get around this. There are lawn cutting services 

that are offering to maintain the facilities.    

Mr. Sofia: What maintenance do they need? Is there anything in the deed? 

Mr. Gauthier:  They need to be cleaned and replenished, there will be an easement, and they 

could try and record them on the deed.  

Mr. Giraulo: That is typically signed by the developer, gets filed and shown on the filed plat 

as an easement, so in theory the home owner is subject to those conditions.  

Mr. Gauthier: But it’s hard to make someone subject to a contract that they were not party 

to at all.   What the penalty to them if they ignore it.  

Mr. Fisher: We have had most success with the concreate ballads, it makes it obvious to the 

homeowner and hold up better than the wooden ones.  

Mr. Sofia: So if we did move them on town property we would have the issue of maintenance. 

There is some wire fence, will that stay? 

Mr. Giraulo: There is some old wire that will be removed, the property line has vegetation and 

will try and keep most of it.   

 

 

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

 WHEREAS, Rockwood Construction Management 2015, LLC (the “Applicant”) has 

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

Board”) for approval of a subdivision plat, as more fully described in the minutes of this public 

meeting (the “Proposal”), relative to property generally located on Sand Pebble Lane (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”). 
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2. The environmental review of the entire subdivision was completed pursuant to and in 

conformity with the requirements of 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”) 

when the preliminary plat was approved by the Planning Board 

3. The final plat is consistent with the preliminary plat. 

 NOW, THEREFORE, be it 

 RESOLVED that the SEQRA Regulations require no further environmental review by 

the Planning Board. 

 

Seconded by Ms. Burke and duly put to a vote, which resulted as follows: 

 

VOTE:  Antelli  Yes   Burke  Yes 

  Geisler  Yes   Slocum Yes 

  Selke   Yes   Sofia  Yes 

  Fisher   Yes 

 

MOTION CARRIED 

_________________________________________________________________ 

 

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

3. 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 
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submitted to the Town.  A note that indicates this requirement shall be added to the 

plat. 

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

easement documents have been submitted to and approved by the Town. 

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

until the appropriate easement documents, including all necessary map references, 

have been filed in the Office of the Monroe County Clerk.  The Liber and Page of 

easement filing shall be referenced on final as-built record drawings provided to the 

Town. 

6. No pre-construction meeting shall be scheduled unless and until a Notice of Intent 

(NOI) has been filed with the New York State Department of Environmental 

Conservation (the “NYSDEC”). 

Throughout the life of the storm water permit (from the filing of the Notice of Intent 

to the Notice of Termination), the developer shall comply fully with all aspects of the 

NYSDEC General Permit No. GP-0-15-002, particularly Part IV, which describes: 

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

maintenance of a site log; and 

stabilization requirements; and 

maintenance of sediment traps and ponds during construction. 

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

24 hours of inspections. 

7. 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. 

8. Subject to approval by the Town’s Fire Marshal, Commissioner of Public Works, and 

Engineering staff. 

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

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

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

construed to include agents, designees, and successors. 

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

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

12. As it relates to the bioswales, the Applicant shall install concrete bollards with 

informational signage to educate the perspective property owners of the function as 

well as required maintenance of the individual bioswales. The location of said concrete 

bollards shall be added to the plan.  
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VOTE:  Antelli  Yes   Burke  Yes 

  Geisler  Yes   Slocum Yes 

  Selke   Yes   Sofia  Yes 

  Fisher   Yes 

 

MOTION CARRIED 

APPLICATION APPROVED WITH CONDITIONS 

_________________________________________________________________ 
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SITE PLANS 

Old Business 

1. Applicant: DMK Development – Greece, LLC 

 Location: 3230 Latta Road    

 Request: Site plan approval for construction of a proposed retail, Tractor 

Supply Company(one story; 19,097± square feet), with outside 

trailer/equipment display area, related parking, utilities, grading, 

and landscaping on approximately 6.11 acres 

 Zoning District:      BR (Restricted Business) 

     Mon. Co. Tax No.: 045.03-1-13.1 

 

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

the August 21, 2019, meeting, as requested by the applicant. 

 

VOTE:  Antelli  Yes   Burke  Yes 

  Geisler  Yes   Slocum Yes 

  Selke   Yes   Sofia  Yes 

  Fisher   Yes 

 

MOTION CARRIED 

APPLICATION CONTINUED TO 

AUGUST 21, 2019, MEETING 

_________________________________________________________________ 
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2. 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, Betsy Brugg, Esq. Woods Oviatt, 

property owner, presented the application.   

Mr. Giraulo: We were before you back in July, we are proposing small scale flex use and last 

time issues were raised.   The changes that were made were the parking, we have reduced 

the parking to what code has required, we believe there would be about three employees per 

space so we figured 96 spaces.   We have eliminated all the parking we can on this side, we 

still have some bays of parking to keep us with code, and we have also added handicapped 

parking with access aisles.  We have added the dumpster location, there is one at the entrance 

drive, and there is a second dumpster between the larger buildings on the west side and 

another on the east side.   We have added a fire hydrant at the entrance and further into the 

property to be able to reach all sides.   Fire department connections have been added to the 

northwest corners of the buildings.   We did talk about the house last time and that will stay, 

the intent is that it will be rented as a single family home or used by the site manager for 

home/office, there is no intent to remove that house.   Another change was the berm along 

the east side where is abuts the adjacent properties.   I have added a seven foot high berm 

along the entire property line, we have taken down the woods area that we have once 

proposed retaining, this will have a 1:3 slope on the residential side and a 1:2 on the 

commercial side.   We don’t have any landscaping yet, but if the Board thinks we are in the 

right direction then we will come up with a landscaping plan.  

Mr. Gauthier: When you say its seven feet high, what is the point of reference? 

Mr. Giraulo: At the property line.   

Mr. Gauthier: Relative to the base of the building what’s the elevation? 

Mr. Giraulo:  About five to six feet. One issue which is character of the neighborhood, I have 

some pictures but tough to see.   I show the property to the west, this is again is light 

industrial zoning, we have an undeveloped restricted business in this location, we have 

storage units, we have a construction yard, and there is an auto body shop and an auto repair 

shop. To the east there is an industrial space that is currently in used, there are three existing 

houses, but there is a large industrial building that is being operated currently on that 

property.    So in terms of our use, we are certainly in compliance with this kind of 

commercialized area.   

Mr. Fisher: Is that property zoned industrial? 

Mr. Giraulo: It’s pre-existing, non-conforming.  

Mr. Sofia: Is that the building Alaimo was using for construction.  

Mr. Selke: Is that really industrial or storage area?  
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Mr. Giraulo: There is a client that leases space there.  

Mr. Sofia: Is there site equipment? 

Ms. Teresa Wendorff:  There are three tenants, I have been in the building, there is a roofing 

contractor, the owner himself and there is some one that seals basements.   There is tractor 

trailer that is filled with stuff, there are several barrels.  We were going to purchase the 

property but we had an environmental study done and did not pass.   He did clean up a bunch 

of stuff but there is still a lot.  I was there about three months ago and there are barrels on 

the east side.  

Mr. Selke: John if you could check on the conditions of that property, I know it was not 

forever, there was a limit.    

Mr. Giraulo: Are any of the operations that are taking place there inconsistent with home 

building? 

Ms. Wendorff: They are consistent with home building. I’m not complaining, you asked what 

was there, I have been in it.  

Mr. Caterino: I’ll perform property research.  

Mr. Giraulo:  We are not proposing any large scale manufacturing or assembly operations. 

We are not proposing any loading docks, we have not laid the site out for tractor trailers to 

maneuver, its intended for light use.   With the small space we don’t envision large trucks, 

maybe a box truck or vans.  

Mr. Selke: Suppose you have a dozen box trucks and they are all parked there.  

Mr. Giraulo: We don’t know yet.  This a very small piece of property. Given this site we feel 

it important that we have access to Janes Road for tenants.   If you look at the images I have 

provided, you’ll see what it looks like.   One issue is that the Long Pond entrance is a private 

drive, the drive does not come up all the way to the 1031 Janes Road property, it ends, the 

private drive is owned by 11 different tenants, there is an access easement but the private 

drive does not extend to the property.  

Mr. Selke: It curves around and the maintenance has not been the best there on that road.  

Mr. Giraulo: You have pointed out, we don’t know how we would market to clients if we told 

them they had to enter through that stuff.   There’s old trucks with trees growing through 

them, old junk along the property line that our tenants would have to drive through.   We feel 

that is a hindrance to our marketing.  I asked engineering for a list of the classifications of 

the roads, like what Janes Road is intended to be, Janes would be a collector road, it’s under 

the urban collector road category. This does point out that this a major thoroughfare for the 

Town of Greece to move in and out.  The definition would be “collector roads surface streets 

provide an access, land access and traffic circulation service within residential, commercial 

and industrial areas” that what we have here, exactly that, residential, commercial and 

industrial all coming off the Janes Road entrance.   Our thoughts are that what we are asking 

for is not unreasonable.  

Mr. Caterino: Since the last meeting, there was concerns from residents about how much 

traffic would be generated with this.  We found an analysis that was done by Monroe County 

Department of Transportation in 2008 about signalizing the intersection of Janes Road and 

Long Pond Road.  They did not feel signalization was warranted.   In terms of the submittal 

this evening, they did scale back the parking, the major issues are screening and access.   

Mr. Gauthier: I reviewed a revised drainage analysis and found it to be generally acceptable.  

With regards to the berm, I feel to be a seven foot berm it should be seven foot as measured 
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from the front of the building.  The ground is irrelevant, we are trying to block sound and 

visual form the building itself.   

Mr. Giraulo:  We were trying not to have a giant wall on the residence side.  Their swale is 

deeper so they have a nine foot wall now.    

Mr. Gauthier: We could be with sound generating operations and if the intent is to block sound 

and visual you have to take a substantial piece of the frontage.   

Mr. Caterino: If raising the height of the berm is difficult, any consideration for fencing on 

top? 

Mr. Giraulo: It’s a possibility.  

Mr. Fisher: I think it’s essential, have taken some pictures of berms with fencing.   For example 

Lowes has about 10 foot berm with a six foot fence, along with Walmart and Kohl’s.    It looks 

like we have done this in the past and is possible.  Most of these are eight feet minimum and 

then six feet above that.  

Mr. Sofia: What is the height of the building? 

Mr. Giraulo: About 18 feet.  

Mr. Fisher: In combination of the visual and noise protection is an easy thing to do.  

Mr. Geisler: There is some shrubbery, will that help with noise? 

Mr. Gauthier: Some, there has to be some vegetation to keep it in place. 1:3 could be mowed, 

it’s the descression of the Board.   

Mr. Steve Pikuet, 53 Belmore Way:   There are two issues, we are right next door to the 

Alaimo building, it’s about 50 x 100 feet, and Alaimo is not active there anymore.   There are 

four contractors and they are all great guys, but there is sizable amount of traffic.  There is a 

diesel truck that goes in and out every morning about 6 am, there a fence guy.   I have no 

problem with that but these are the type of business that should go in this new development.    

Mr. Fisher: I think one thing is that we the Town had given them permission, for level of 

activity for some number of years.   We have to look at what were those conditions and see 

if they are currently in place.  If not they need to vacate.  

Mr. Pikuet: There is a tractor trail that come in twice a month for deliveries, he has an awful 

time getting in there, but that’s beside the point.  At times there in the morning it’s busy, and 

two and three in the morning. Another thing is I’m still not clear with the infiltration system.     

Mr. Fisher: That is an important point.  

Mr. Gauthier: We do a much better job with maintaining commercial facilities.   It’s simple 

they have one pond and they file a storm water maintenance agreement by which they 

promise to maintain the function of it and if  they fail the town steps in and does it and charges 

them back.  It’s enforceable.   

Mr. Pikuet: I know the higher the berm the wider the base.  

Mr. Fisher: When you have the berm it moves the protection for your property at least the 

top of it will be 20-25 feet away.   

Mr. Pikuet: The last meeting there was talk about coming in from Janes Road.  

Mr. Fisher: Our interest is to be able to come in from Long Pond Road. That is industrial site, 

we don’t want to have increase industrial traffic come down Janes Road, and Long Pond is 

more designed to have that traffic.  It might provide an incentive to clean up that entrance.  

Mr. Pikuet: This is a better plan, the berm is nice and glad they reduced the parking.  
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Mr. Geisler: Is there an alternative for access off Long Pond Road.  

Mr. Giraulo: There is shared private drive, they have access easements among themselves, 

we don’t have access to their private drive nor can I force them to give me one. The private 

drive itself does not come all the way to the property line.   There is a garage with storage 

bays and can park there, to think that this open, I don’t know if it’s possible to even go at 

that way.  

Mr. Geisler: Did you say there is no access off the service road to the site? 

Mr. Giraulo: Right, the private drive turn and goes to Long Pond Auto Body.  

Mr. Geisler: What is right outside the property line? That’s owned by the applicant? What 

about the storage of trucks and such? 

Mr. Giraulo: They are owned by a separate entity.  They do not own the property with the 

metal on it.  

Mr. Geisler: Have they considered the other entity an access through there.  

Mr. Giraulo: Again, we would block the doors, how can we get out safely?   

Ms. Brugg: I’m new to the project, what is the concern to the access on Janes Road? 

Mr. Fisher: We want to keep the industrial traffic off Janes Road, there are a number of homes 

there, and with our first hearing there were concerns with traffic going on to Janes Road.  

Ms. Brugg: I think you’re looking for a solution to that may be a perception but not necessarily 

a problem.  There is not a safety issue exiting onto Jane Road, for the record I will submit 

you’re zoning map, this is an industrial site and in a very mixed zoned area of the town, it is 

not fully developed.   If you look at the development itself, this is not being designed to 

accommodate large volumes of trucks.    

Mr. Selke: There’s a concern for safety, you’re putting more traffic through the area.  

Ms. Brugg: There are concerns with connecting a type of tenant you will get in a light industrial 

area if they have to drive through the private drive.   Light industrial mean you might have 

office use, it’s not designed to be high intensity.  There are issues with the private drive, it’s 

owned by multiple parties, the drive does not go up to the property line, there is a storage 

units that people need to get in and out of.  There is no curbing.  

Mr. Selke: That is not in the best shape, there would have to be some improvements.  

Ms. Brugg: This is flex space.  

Mr. Sofia: Is there proposed signage.  

Ms. Brugg: We have not gotten that far.  

Ms. Betters: So what you are saying is you don’t want the access off Long Pond Road, that’s 

what the Board wants and you’re saying that’s not possible? 

Ms. Brugg: There are many obstacles, I don’t think it’s feasible to come off Long Pond Road, 

I question the concern, and we’ll explore it.  

Mr. Sofia: We have to be completely satisfied that all those objections can’t be satisfied. It’s 

shared, but there is an entity that’s part of it, to potentially share in that road and to maintain 

and improve could be satisfied.   The eyesore that is there, a fence could be added.    Trucks 

backing into the garage does not seem logical, signs could help.   There are potential 

satisfactions.   

Mr. Fisher: I will add that you might have to go to the Board of Zoning Appeals for the fence.  
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Ms. Geisler made a motion, seconded by Mr. Antelli, to continue the application to 

the September 4, 2019, meeting, as requested by the applicant. 

 

VOTE:  Antelli  Yes   Burke  Yes 

  Geisler  Yes   Slocum Yes 

  Selke   Yes   Sofia  Yes 

  Fisher   Yes 

 

MOTION CARRIED 

APPLICATION CONTINUED TO 

SEPTEMBER 4, 2019, MEETING 

_________________________________________________________________ 
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New Business 

None 

 

SPECIAL PLANNING TOPICS 

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

the September 4, 2019, meeting, as requested by the applicant. 

 

VOTE:  Antelli  Yes   Burke  Yes 

  Geisler  Yes   Slocum Yes  

  Selke   Yes   Sofia  Yes 

  Fisher   Yes 

 

MOTION CARRIED 

APPLICATION CONTINUED TO 

SEPTEMBER 4, 2019, MEETING 

_______________________________________________________________ 

 

 

New Business 

None 
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ADJOURNMENT:    8:35 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 


