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PUBLIC HEARINGS 

Old Business 

None 

 

New Business 

1. Applicant: Sanco Builders, LLC 

 Location: 981 Latta Road 

 Mon. Co. Tax No.: 046.19-3-20 

 Request: Preliminary and final plat approval for the Legends at Latta 

subdivision, consisting of 28 lots (27 new houses; 1 existing 

house) on approximately 10.8 acres 

 Zoning District: R1-8 (Single-Family Residential) 

 

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

request. 

Richard Giraulo, Landtech Surveying & Planning, PLLC, presented the application. 

Mr. Giraulo:  I’m happy to be here for a project that many have seen multiple times.  This 

subdivision originally was approved by the Planning Board in 2013, then in July 2016, and 

then in August 2016.  It’s a project that is a part of the Fleming Homestead.  The old Fleming 

house is being preserved as part of this project.  This has been listed as a historic property in 

the state registry and so it will be maintained as such.  This is a project with smaller lots.  At 

the time that it was approved, costs were quite high to develop it and the developers felt that 

the market demand could not support the necessary sale price at that time.  I think that there 

is more of a demand for these smaller lots at this time, so the owner is bringing it back to get 

re-approval.  There are 27 lots, and nothing about the design has changed.  The storm water 

management design includes two detention ponds in the front (north side) of the project site 

and a bio filter in the cul-de-sac.  The subdivision’s road will be a private drive, and will be in 

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

and Town storm water regulations.  I’ve looked at the comments from the Town’s engineering 

staff, and we don’t have any issues, and I think we’re good to go. 

Mr. Copey:  The project is a re-approval, it was not circulated to the Monroe County 

Department of Planning and Development and the Monroe County Development Review 

Committee because the expiration has been under five years.  It was subject to several public 

meetings at the time because, as Mr. Giraulo noted, the historic house is both listed as local 

landmark and on the state registry of Historic places.  There are no changes to the subdivision 

as approved at the time, so the proposed conditions of approval the same as before. 

Mr. Gauthier:  Our comments are relatively minor in details; we can work them out. 

Gina DiBella, 224 Northwood Drive:  I am a historic preservation consultant and the former 

chairperson of the Town’s former Historic Preservation Commission.  I just wanted to note 

that the house is a local landmark, and as the Planning Board you are in charge of the local 

landmarks.  The house is not listed in the state registry; it is under a protective covenant with 

the State Historic Preservation Office.  That is different than being listed in the state registry.  

I wanted to make that clarification. 

Mr. Selke:  What are the hours of construction? 
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Mr. Giraulo:  They plan to build the infrastructure in one phase.  They may phase the filing of 

the lots on a map in the Office of the Monroe County Clerk.  It will be a three- to four-month 

project, and they will work normal construction hours. 

 

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

 WHEREAS Sanco Builders, LLC (the “Applicant”) has submitted a proposal to the Town 

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

preliminary and final plat, as more fully described in the minutes of this public meeting (the 

“Proposal”), relative to property generally located near 981 Latta Road (the “Premises”); and 

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

evidence submitted, the Planning Board makes the following findings: 

1. On March 15, 2011, the Town Board changed the zoning of the subject property from 

R1-12 (Single-Family Residential) to R1-8 (Single-Family Residential).  As an Unlisted 

action pursuant 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”), the rezoning was the 

subject of a coordinated environmental review, for which the Town Board was the Lead 

Agency and the Planning Board was an involved agency.  Following the review of the 

Full Environmental Assessment Form and supplemental information provided by the 

Applicant and other interested or involved parties, the Town Board issued a negative 

declaration pursuant to SEQRA, indicating that there would be no significant adverse 

environmental impact. 

In its role as the Lead Agency, the Town Board exercised due diligence in identifying and 

notifying involved agencies, including the Planning Board, and pursuant to the SEQRA 

Regulations, Section 617.6(b)(3)(iii), the Lead Agency’s Negative Declaration is binding on all 

involved agencies. 

The Planning Board has considered the Lead Agency’s Negative Declaration, and reviewed 

additional detailed information related to traffic, buffering, utilities, drainage, and other 

relevant issues. 

The Planning Board finds the proposed project to be consistent with the project reviewed by 

the Town Board. 

 NOW, THEREFORE, be it 

 RESOLVED that SEQRA requires no further environmental review by the Planning 

Board. 

 

VOTE:  Antelli  Yes   Burke  Absent 

  Geisler  Yes   Slocum Yes 

  Selke   Yes   Sofia  Yes 

  Fisher   Yes 

 

MOTION CARRIED 

_________________________________________________________________ 

 

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

Proposal, subject to the following conditions: 
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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. 

A dated signature of the owner/developer shall be added to the plat. 

The private drive shall not be offered for dedication to the Town of Greece.  A note to this 

effect shall be added to the plat. 

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. 

Subject to approval and filing of appropriate easements for shared access. 

Subject to approval and filing of appropriate easements for public utilities, as may be directed 

by the Commissioner of Public Works. 

Proposed storm water ponds shall be maintained by the homeowner’s association that will be 

formed for the residents in this subdivision.  Final plat approval shall be subject to the approval 

and filing of a Storm Water Facility Maintenance agreement in accordance with Chapter 176 

of the Town of Greece Code. 

Upon completion of construction of the storm water management pond, the Applicant shall 

provide certification that such pond was constructed as designed and approved.  Such 

certification shall be provided in the form of an as-built topographic survey with pertinent 

utility structures shown, prepared by a New York State Licensed Land Surveyor.  No final 

approval signatures shall be placed on the site plan unless and until the Applicant has 

submitted to the Town a financial guarantee (such as a letter of credit, certified check, or 

other acceptable instrument), in an amount approved by the Town’s Commissioner of Public 

Works and the Town Attorney, that is sufficient to properly construct the proposed pond, and 

to provide the aforementioned certification.  No release of such financial guarantee shall be 

made unless and until the improvements and certification are completed to the satisfaction 

of the Town’s Commissioner of Public Works and the Town Attorney. 

In addition to final printed copies of the approved Preliminary Plat, a digital copy shall be 

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

Subject to approval by the Town’s Commissioner of Public Works and Deputy Commissioner 

of Public Works for Engineering. 

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

it shall be construed to include successors and assigns. 

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

include successors and assigns. 
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Wherever this resolution refers to a specific law, ordinance, code, rule, or regulation, it shall 

be construed to include any succeeding or superseding authority. 

Construction access shall be from Latta Road only. 

The Applicant shall remove the dilapidated perimeter fence that surrounds the Premises. 

 

VOTE:  Antelli  Yes   Burke  Absent 

  Geisler  Yes   Slocum Yes 

  Selke   Yes   Sofia  Yes 

  Fisher   Yes 

 

MOTION CARRIED 

APPLICATION APPROVED WITH CONDITIONS 

_________________________________________________________________ 
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2. Applicant: Hi-Style Development Corporation 

 Location: 849 Flynn Road 

 Mon. Co. Tax No.: 033.04-2-62.112 

 Request: Preliminary plat approval, pursuant to New York State Town Law, 

Section 278, for the Chase Run Estates subdivision, consisting of 

13 lots on approximately 10.9 acres 

 Zoning District: R1-18 (Single Family Residential) 

 

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

request. 

Randy Bebout, TY Lin International, presented the application. 

Mr. Fisher:  Before we start the discussion, I want to provide a little background.  Normally 

when we have a subdivision before us, one of the first steps in the process is we review a 

concept plan, where the applicant meets with the Planning Board.  It’s not a public hearing; 

we don’t notify the neighbors because no approval is being requested at time.  Neighbors are 

welcome to attend the meeting to listen, but the Planning Board does not take in comments 

from the public at that stage.  We try to give the applicant feedback about the concept plan, 

long before he’s done any detailed engineering work; it’s a very preliminary stage in the 

process.  The Planning Board doesn’t give the developer any indication of possible future 

approval; we’re just providing feedback.  Because this subdivision was proposed under New 

York State Town Law, Section 278 (a “278 application”), we felt that it was not appropriate 

to have the typical concept plan discussion at the Board’s last meeting.  We used that meeting, 

in which the applicant presented a concept plan of what they wanted to do—and there were 

neighbors present—but the Planning Board but did not provide any real feedback to the 

applicant because New York State Town Law requires a public hearing for a 278 application 

before this board gives makes any kind of decision, positive or negative.  We have continued 

that forum to tonight, not for approval or disapproval, because the applicant hasn’t done any 

of the detailed engineering for this.  We are at a preliminary stage, and because it’s a 278 

application it’s important that the public has an opportunity to participate 

Mr. Copey:  I printed from the Internet an example of a cluster subdivision that involves 32 

building lots.  So that you understand a cluster subdivision, New York State Town Law, Section 

278, is a part of the state land use and zoning code that dictates what the Planning Board’s 

authority is.  In contrast, approval of a rezoning application, which is under the purview of 

the Town Board, would allow the permitted density (that is, the number of houses per acre) 

on a piece of property to be increased.  In the case of a rezoning, let’s say that the current 

zoning permits two lots per acre; however, the Town Board could choose to change the zoning 

to allow three or four lots per acre; the Town Board twice denied rezoning requests for this 

property.  That’s the concept of density.  New York State Town Law does not give the Planning 

Board the authority to increase the density; it does, however, give the Planning Board 

authority, under specific circumstances, to approve what is called a cluster subdivision.  Under 

this authority, the law permits the Planning Board to shrink the size of the 32 lots in this 

example, in exchange for preservation of open space for public benefit.  So, it’s same piece 

of property, both layouts with 32 lots and no more, but different layouts and lot sizes.  The 

Planning Board has the authority to determine that allowing smaller lots is appropriate in this 

example because open space is being preserved.  The Planning Board has to determine 

whether the use of a cluster subdivision would benefit the town.  If the Planning Board 

approved a cluster subdivision, they also would have to put in place a mechanism to ensure 

the preservation of the open space area; that could be in the form of public ownership, 
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ownership with a protective conservation easement, or conveyance of the open space to the 

protection and conservancy of a land trust.  This cluster development has the same overall 

density that is permitted by the zoning; it’s just that the developed area is more compact.  

The Planning Board has the authority to determine whether clustering is appropriate at this 

location and in the layout that is proposed.  The Planning Board can approve the cluster 

subdivision or a conventional subdivision. 

Mr. Fisher:  One critical item is that the overall cluster subdivision has to benefit the town.  

Sometimes there is a homeowners association that would maintain the open space balance 

of the property so that you knew what was going to happen.  In some cases the town may 

have accepted ownership.  There could be a recreation resource.  In any case, you would 

have knowledge that there was a purpose and that there was a control.  Those are the 

elements that really need to be present for us to do that.  As Scott mentioned, this site has 

been up for rezoning twice and was denied.  I think that we need to take that into account 

when we are considering something that might be a cluster subdivision. 

Mr. Bebout:  This is proposed as the Chase Run Estates Cluster Subdivision.  It consists of 13 

lots, and the general size is 60 feet wide by 140 feet deep, which is 8400 square feet; those 

dimensions are consistent with the development to the south.  We have proposed to cluster 

this subdivision for various reasons.  One is because the concerns of the neighbors that the 

development of this land backing up to them.  As Mr. Copey stated, we can develop this as a 

conventional subdivision.  We have provided to the Planning Board a layout of the 

conventional plan that we believe, from a zoning standpoint, meets all the requirements to 

put 13 lots on this parcel.  For what it’s worth, we have been through two rezoning 

applications; we asked for a higher density.  One big hurdle was the length of the road and 

the fact is there are 450 feet of roadway before we get to the first lot, so the developer looks 

at that as that as money that he is not getting a return on.  He is getting his return from the 

13 lots but there are no houses on the frontage.  That is different from what you would see if 

you were to zoom out and look at an aerial photo of most developments, where you have a 

house on the corner or shortly into the development.  This project has been around for a long 

time; my involvement has been since 2015.  Since then the housing market has changed and 

is a little more viable.  It’s viable to build as a conventional subdivision but the developer 

really has an interest, given what we have been through with the neighbors, to build this as 

cluster subdivision.  With this layout we have limited it to two lots that back up to the houses 

on Jonquil Lane—Lots # 9 and 10.  Setbacks are 50 feet in the front and rear.  The exception 

is on Lots 9 and 10; we propose to move them 10 feet closer to the road so that we would 

have a 40-foot setback in the front yard and a 60-foot setback in the rear; we’re just trying 

to increase the rear yard space for the three neighbors on Jonquil Lane who would adjoin 

these lots.  The road length is about 810 feet, and the intent is for it to be a public street 

dedicated to the Town; that is consistent with the conventional subdivision layout.  That is a 

summary of the layout.  We look at the benefits of the subdivision. 

Mr. Fisher:  Who owns the large remaining land that is not subdivided? 

Mr. Bebout:  That land is about four acres in area.  The developer is open to any mechanism 

that would work for the town. 

Mr. Fisher:  It’s a landlocked parcel. 

Mr. Bebout:  Yes, it’s landlocked.  One vehicle for protection could be a conservation 

easement; that may be the most viable. 

Mr. Fisher:  Owned by whom? 

Mr. Bebout:  It could be owned by one person or multiple adjoining property owners. 
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Mr. Fisher:  Our experience has been that when somebody has a large piece of property and 

they are paying taxes on it, they say, “Hey I’m paying taxes on this and I want to use it.”  

And that use may not benefit the town. 

Mr. Bebout:  Understood.  Thus, the reason for a conservation easement that has language 

in it that protects the land. 

Mr. Fisher:  Many people who buy a lot don’t look at the deed, and think that they can use 

the land any way that they want, which may not be consistent with the town’s intent.  So the 

town has to go out and keep that use consistent with the easement.  It does not seem like a 

benefit; it seems like a detriment.  We are looking at benefiting the town. 

Mr. Bebout:  Understood.  The town would have more control if it owned the land, but the 

town may not want to do that. 

Mr. Fisher:  The Town doesn’t. 

Mr. Bebout:  I think that you would have the same issue whether it was owned by the town 

or a private owner. 

Mr. Fisher:  If the entire parcel was owned by a single private owner it might be a different 

situation. 

Mr. Fisher:  These are the questions that have to be answered in order to get approval of a 

278 application; it ought to be clear. 

Mr. Schiano:  It’s a condition that the applicant has to meet.  He has to show that this would 

benefit the town.  We’ve had examples before in which the builder put in a conservation 

easement over walking trails that benefited the town.  This is landlocked.  How can you get 

to it? 

Mr. Fisher:  Or you have a homeowners association that takes care of it. 

Mr. Bebout:  That’s where I was going with my reasoning—either a homeowners association, 

or the developer. 

Mr. Fisher:  Frankly, I don’t see where you’ve defined how this would benefit the town.  So 

far, I see it as a potential public detriment. 

Mr. Bebout:  I respectfully disagree. 

Mr. Fisher:  Well, you’re looking for feedback.  In order for you to get an approval that issue 

of benefit has to be very clear and does not seem to very clear at all.  To me it’s more of a 

detriment than a benefit.  If it is developed as zoned then there are controls on the placement 

and the size of the house, and the accessory structures; they are well established, and that 

is what this has been zoned for.  We have that being defined but what you have provided at 

least it seems undefined as to what the disposition of the undeveloped property is to be and 

how this would benefit the town. 

Mr. Bebout:  Our opinion is that there is a public benefit, given the history. 

Mr. Fisher:  I don’t see it. 

Mr. Schiano:  It’s the discretion of the Board, not yours. 

Mr. Bebout:  I understand that; I’m just trying to state our position.  In that we through two 

rezonings, a lot is going against it. 

Mr. Fisher:  Just as this would be in a concept plan, we are trying to tell you before you put 

the money in, these are what the requirements are for you to have a 278 application, and so 

far I don’t see you meeting what the requirements are. 
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Mr. Bebout:  Understood. 

Mr. Fisher:  I have seen a lot of 278 applications, but not like this one.  With the 278 

applications that I have seen, there was some accessibility, there was some control to the 

property, and it was defined. 

Mr. Bebout:  If I can finish with my presentation, this site is next to the Hojack Trail, which I 

know that the town has the hope of, and long-range plans for, further developing that.  There 

is potential for some public access way. 

Mr. Fisher:  If the open land were owned by somebody else—you’re saying that this property 

would be owned by an individual—it would not be appropriate then to say to those people 

who run the possible trail that they would be able to use this property. 

Mr. Bebout:  We have not gotten into that level of detail. 

Mr. Fisher:  What you have proposed so far does not cut it.  There are some very specific 

requirements, because it is a deviation from a conventional subdivision.  Especially what you 

have proposed is to rezone the western part of the property and the rest well, whatever, the 

Town Board has already ruled twice on the rezoning of this property and we have to take that 

in to consideration. 

Mr. Bebout:  Two things we heard at the rezoning was traffic and storm drainage.  Regardless 

of whether we built a conventional or cluster subdivision, we still have to reduce our runoff 

rate to the town’s requirements; ultimately it reduces the volume of storm water runoff that’s 

coming off the site.  That was the other benefit that this cluster design would provide.  We 

also talked about potential parking spaces for potential users of the trail in the future. 

Mr. Fisher:  That could also be done with a conventional development. 

Mr. Bebout:  Understood.  The other benefit would be that the town will take ownership of 

this road and all its infrastructure, and the town maintains the road and utilities.  There would 

less roadway and utilities length, less future cost to the town, in a cluster layout than in a 

conventional layout. 

Joseph Camiolo, 447 Creighton Lane:  I walk that path with my dog.  The growth is so bad 

that I have stopped walking my dog there.  As far as access for the public that should be 

there, it’s not happening.  The drop-off from the former railroad bed is so bad it that would 

be unsafe for me to get to the property.  On the other side there is also the same drop-off.  

If you fill in the area, the water will go to the Flynn Road neighbors.  When you fill it in, the 

Town will have the potential of having a road that will sink and be a real issue in the future.  

It just does not work.  Big, small or otherwise it won’t work.  You said the same thing, but 

wanted to express my opinion.  Thank you. 

Rob Storey, 833 Flynn Road:  I’m one of those houses that are affected by spring flooding; it 

has gotten worst since I moved in, in 1988.  This whole lot slopes down toward Flynn Road 

about 18 feet.  This area is swamp; there is standing water, and the water did not disappear 

until June.  There are three feet of standing water where the road is sited.  All the ponds are 

filled up and in the spring, with the snowmelt and then rain, this lot can easily generate eight 

acre-feet of water.  That’s about two million gallons; I looked it up.  It can come over a period 

of three days with the vegetation there.  If you strip the vegetation it can be a 12-hour 

inundation, and the water has come up to my neighbor’s back door before, and we were 

almost ready for sandbags at times.  The flooding risk is my big objection.  I don’t see how 

you’re going to stack eight acres of water in a half-acre pond. 

Mr. Schiano:  Are you saying that this should not be developed at all or that it should not be 

a 278 application or for anything?  It’s private property and the owner can develop it as long 

as he can demonstrate that he can comply with all the development requirements. 
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Mr. Storey:  I’m having a hard time seeing it happen successfully. 

Mr. Gauthier:  The applicant has not yet done anything except present a concept plan.  His 

task is to meet all state requirements and the more stringent local requirements to show how 

he will reduce the flow coming off the site.  When he achieves that, then he will get our 

recommendation.  He’s only offered a concept.  The developer does not have to solve the 

existing problems, and this development wouldn’t make them all go away, but they are going 

to be lessened and that’s the task that any applicant has here. 

Mr. Storey:  I understand. I wanted to express my trepidation about messing with the natural 

sponge that’s there.  One last thing—adding another entrance on Flynn Road; it’s a dragstrip 

already. 

Mr. Fisher:  There is nothing trivial about those issues, and the developer needs to do 

engineering studies, but we understand that there are significant issues. 

Charles Gruener, 244 Jonquil Lane:  My neighbors have nominated me to go over some of 

their concerns.  Our concerns from the Town Board meeting are still the same.  I find it 

interesting that the builder brings up the 450 feet of road and somehow it should be the 

neighbors’ problem. 

Mr. Fisher:  It doesn’t benefit the town. 

Mr. Gruener:  How many other cluster developments have been approved? 

Mr. Fisher:  I’ve been on the Board a long time, 40 years, and long ago that used to be 

prevalent.  Because of the requirements you have to clearly benefit the town.  In this case, 

there needs to be someone who will take care of the open land that’s proposed to be set 

aside; if isn’t anyone, it’s just a hassle for the Town. 

Mr. Gauthier:  Stonewood Manor is a relatively recent example of a subdivision that was 

approved under New York State Town Law, Section 278.  In that subdivision, we were 

preserving a wetland and a floodplain, and it made sense because it would have been a 

dangerous place to develop. 

Mr. Gruener:  That’s interesting.  Here you have a piece of land that’s almost all a wetland. 

Mr. Gauthier:  Not the whole thing. 

Mr. Gruener:  Almost, but still the town has recognized the situation in which you wanted to 

prevent that type of a problem. 

Mr. Gauthier:  The project that I’m referring to was about 80 or 90 total acres, in which more 

than half was a designated wetland and Federal Emergency Management Agency (“FEMA”) 

floodplain; more than half of the entire site.  Stonewood Manor contains the main branch of 

Larkin Creek, so if you built to the full extent—and it’s been done elsewhere—it would have 

represented a significant danger to much of the community.  It was very large, it was an 

environmentally sensitive area, and it made a lot of sense for the folks on the perimeter of 

that project to preserve the environmental resource and to prevent it from getting significantly 

worse.  It would have affected 25% of the community if that had been encroached upon.  It 

was a large benefit; cases such as that are very rare. 

Mr. Gruener:  The last time before this board, the builder mentioned that he was interested 

in the conservation easement and conservation of the space, and we were wondering why 

now? 

Mr. Schiano:  It’s a conservation easement so no one can touch the land, by means such as 

clearing it. 
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Mr. Gruener:  It seems like it’s profit maximization under the guise of environmental concern.  

Is the developer trying to use it to pad the number of acres the town has for open space?  I’m 

assuming that the town has way more. 

Mr. Fisher:  If the town were to accept the offer of conveyance of the land, the land would 

have to be accessible and useful, and it does not look like the town going to accept ownership. 

Mr. Copey:  A conservation easement is not uncommon and not always available for public 

access, but it still could benefit the town, by providing buffering, or maybe preserving 

wetlands. 

Mr. Gruener:  We had two layout options.  The full development seems like more of a benefit 

to the town. 

Mr. Fisher:  In a conventional subdivision built in accordance with zoning ordinance 

requirements, the town can exercise more control.  There are things that you can expect—

size of lots and houses, accessory structures, maintenance of the property. 

Mr. Gruener:  We neighbors on Jonquil Lane would like to see the site developed fully.  They 

mentioned the development would be building on grade.  With all the water on the site, I see 

come concerns.  What about the debris?  Will it be left there? 

Mr. Gauthier:  With any development, the discussion is always, is this a balanced site?  Is fill 

material coming in?  Where is coming from?   Mass grading and stockpiles are identified during 

engineering design and review.  In 99% of the cases, the site is balanced. 

Mr. Fisher:  Tonight this Board is duplicating a concept review, we are providing feedback to 

the applicant, and we are not guaranteeing anything about what our position is on the project.  

This Board is not in favor of a 278 application for approval of a cluster subdivision.  It has not 

been demonstrated that the applicant is proposing something that would meet our criteria for 

this to benefit the town.  That would be the direction we would provide to the applicant.  This 

meeting is not in any sense the end where we are in a position to approve or not; we are 

saying only that a cluster subdivision is not appropriate.  It sounds like you are in favor of 

that opinion. 

Mr. Gruener:  Yes. 

Mr. Schiano:  Now it’s up to the developer to see how a conventional subdivision will work. 

Mr. Gruener:  I don’t want the Board to forget, when more 278 applications come up, that 

the law talks about accessibility.  That is a huge portion of the law. 

Mr. Fisher:  There has to be a way for people to access the property.  Another very important 

part is that the process includes a public hearing so that you know at the early stages what 

is going on.  It’s important to us because we find out things that we don’t see; we don’t live 

there.  I think that the applicant’s representative understands what the position of the 

Planning Board is. 

Mr. Bebout:  I do.  Thank you for your time. I can’t speak for my client but I anticipate that 

we will move forward with a conventional subdivision. I will reach out to staff and likely send 

a letter to withdraw the 278 application.  
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SITE PLANS 

Old Business 

None 

 

New Business 

1. Applicant: Hope Lutheran Church 

 Location: 1301 Vintage Lane 

 Mon. Co. Tax No.: 059.03-2-37.121 

 Request: Site plan for proposed addition (14,300± square feet, with 

basement, 4,300± square feet), to existing church, with minor 

site parking expansion on approximately 12.86 acres. 

 Zoning District: R1-18 (Single Family Residential) 

 

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

request. 

Richard Giraulo, LandTech Surveying and Planning, PLLC; David Day, Expansion Project 

Manager, Hope Lutheran Church; and Mike Hughes, Mann-Hughes Architecture: presented 

the application. 

Mr. Day:  The new building will consist of 14,300± square feet and a 4,300± square-foot 

basement; it will be attached to the west side of our church facility.  The new addition will be 

occupied by two of our growing ministries.  The first one will occupy the south portion of the 

addition.  The kids’ ministry will have a large lobby, two new classrooms, and a kids’ church, 

which will hold up to 100 kids; also, there will be a large indoor playground.  It will be 

accessible to not only the ministries but kids that come into the church from the community.  

In addition, we will have added security.  This will give us more space for our preschool, our 

Sunday school, and our Vacation Bible School, in which we have over 1000 children.  The 

second ministry that will occupy the addition is our community care center, which serves the 

community.  It will have a dedicated food pantry with refrigerator and freezer storage, as well 

as dry storage.  Food will be displayed as if you were in a grocery store.  This ministry started 

in 2011, serving 15 families a month.  It has grown to serve 500 families, needy families that 

have a need that is being provided for free.  This facility will have a lobby, interview rooms, 

meeting rooms, counseling and some rooms for some limited heath care.  The new layout will 

not impact the entrance and exit from our facility, so it is not affecting the perimeter of our 

property and the neighbors.  It will reduce vehicular traffic flow.  Currently 500 families come 

in on a Saturday, the third weekend of the month.  We have over 100 volunteers, they get 

set up on Friday, families come in on Saturday, and then we do a breakdown in the afternoon.  

You can imagine the traffic on that particular Saturday of the month.  With the new, dedicated 

food pantry laid out like a grocery store, we will have the opportunity to spread that out that 

community service over the entire month. 

Mr. Giraulo:  With this addition there will be a basement and that will be used to store 

materials inside the building; that will allow the church to get rid of the the metal storage 

containers that are outdoors on the site.  This addition will accommodate better the church’s 

existing programs, and saves the volunteers from having to set up and then break down 

before and after each time that they run a program.  We are proposing new parking, which 

will serve the community care center.  There are handicapped spaces located there, and also 
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we are adding handicapped spaces near the children’s ministries entry.  Folks will not use this 

during those events.  The playground will be relocated to south of the addition in a fenced-in 

area.  We are proposing some improvements to the storm water management on the site.  

This is a redevelopment site, so it is subject to particular New York State Department of 

Environmental Conservation (“NYSDEC”) requirements.  We need to deal with the runoff from 

the new asphalt and the new roof; to do that, I’m proposing infiltration basins.  To manage 

large storm events, we have to manage storm water quantity.  We will be improving the 

existing detention basin to the west, which was designed as a dry basin; it will be enlarged.  

A new sprinkler line will be added and will come from the east end and will serve the new 

addition.  We will not sprinkler the existing building, but we will be adding a firewall between 

the existing and the new.  Sanitary sewer and domestic water connections for the addition 

will come from inside of the existing building; no new outdoor lines will be run. 

Mr. Hughes:  The renderings show the addition in context with the entire building, viewed 

from both Vintage Lane and the parking lot.  This shows the scale of what we are adding.  We 

kept the addition so that it would fit within the existing drives.  Part of our goal was to create 

an addition that fit with the scale and the color palette of what was there, sort of a bookend 

to the building.  Some of the images show that the rooftop units will be shielded, but if 

screening is necessary we can do that.  We decided to use a combination of materials that 

would work with the existing materials.  We have created two entrances—one for the 

community care center, and the other for the children’s care; we have put a canopy over both 

to provide cover.  The addition is slightly higher than the education building, but both are 

lower than the height of the worship area’s roof.  We did not want to repeat brick but are 

using a metal rain screen panel in a couple of different textures and patterns, as well as some 

concrete masonry units along the Vintage Lane side and west side.  We are hoping to vary 

the colors and textures to give it some interest but not stand out from the rest of the building.  

The children’s area will have a raised roof and a lot of glass, we hope inviting looking into that 

area.  We want to keep the entrances separate from each other. 

Mr. Geisler:  What is the material used on the north elevation? 

Mr. Hughes:  It’s a brick veneer; I have brought samples to show you.  The color range 

matches the existing building. 

Mr. Selke:  Can we see the samples?  I just want to get this established for the record.  You 

can work with staff on the details. 

Mr. Hughes:  It’s in the earth tone range to match the existing building. 

Mr. Selke:  You have done a wonderful job. 

Mr. Fisher:  I’m drawn to the children’s center, with the glass and elevated roof. 

Mr. Sofia:  You have done a great job.  When the church was first built it was recognizable 

and ahead of its time, and this certainly enhances and advances it again. 

Mr. Copey:  Very limited staff comments.  The Monroe County Department of Planning and 

Development and the Monroe County Development Review Committee had just detailed 

notes; the fire marshal mentioned that the fire lane had to be posted.  There were no issues 

from building and zoning departments. 

Mr. Gauthier:  Public Works and engineering have a lot of minor technical comments, but 

nothing that can’t be worked out. 

Mr. Camiolo, 447 Creighton Lane:  I just had a concern with the two driveways.  If emergency 

responders had to get in I would hate to see it blocked. 

Mr. Fisher:  There also is an exit by the property to the west, with shared access. 
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Ms. Slocum made the following motion, seconded by Mr. Antelli: 

 WHEREAS, Hope Lutheran Church (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 1301 Vintage 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”), 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 Transportation, the Monroe County 

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

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

comments that resulted from telephone conversations or meetings with or written 

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

the Planning Board as of this date. 

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

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

considered the information contained therein. 

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

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

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

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

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

disclosed in the Environmental Analysis. 
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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  Yes 

  Selke   Yes   Sofia  Yes 

  Fisher   Yes 

 

MOTION CARRIED 

_________________________________________________________________ 

 

Ms. Slocum then made the following motion, seconded by Mr. Sofia, 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 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. All heating, ventilation, and air conditioning (HVAC) equipment shall be screened from 

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



PLANNING BOARD MINUTES 

October 3, 2018 

Page 16 

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

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

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

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

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

signature to the site plan. 

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

proposed addition shall be generally consistent on all sides of the proposed addition, 

and shall be visually compatible with the existing building.  As offered and agreed by 

the Applicant, such materials and colors shall be concrete masonry units (in the earth 

tone color family) and metal cladding (in the earth tone and gray color families), with 

gray trim as shown on elevations presented this evening.  Elevations of the exterior 

appearance shall identify these colors and materials, shall show all sides of the 

proposed addition, and shall be filed with the site plan. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

requirement shall be added to the plan. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

10. Water mains and hydrants shall be installed and be in proper operating conditions prior 

to the commencement of any aboveground construction. 

11. Suitable access roads and temporary street signs shall be installed and maintained so 

as to provide continuous access to fire department and other emergency vehicles prior 

to the commencement of any aboveground construction. 

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

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

added to the plan. 

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

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

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

Commissioner of Public Works. 

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

Engineering staff. 

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

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

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

construed to include agents, designees, and successors. 
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17. 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 Yes 

  Selke   Yes   Sofia  Yes 

  Fisher   Yes 

 

MOTION CARRIED 

APPLICATION APPROVED WITH CONDITIONS 

_________________________________________________________________ 
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2. Applicant: Reid Petroleum Corporation 

 Location: 3561 Latta Road 

 Mon. Co. Tax No.: 044.04-1-01 & 12 

 Request: Site plan for proposed convenience store and fuel sales (4,200± 

square feet), including a Dunkin Donuts with related drive thru, 

parking, utilities, grading, and landscaping on approximately 

1.38 acres. 

 Zoning District: BR (Restricted Business) 

 

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

request. 

Richard Giraulo, LandTech Surveying and Planning, PLLC; and Louis Terragnoli, Reid 

Petroleum Corporation, presented the application. 

Mr. Fisher:  This an unusual application in that this is a historical location where the Hotel 

DeMay was located.  That was building was demolished, and we will not be able to bring it 

back.  In the State Environmental Quality Review Act (“SEQRA”) environmental review that 

the Town Board conducted during its process of rezoning this property from BP-2 (Professional 

Office) to BR (Restricted Business), the applicant offered and agreed to provide historical 

perspective both on the outside with architecture and inside to remind people that this is 

where the Hotel DeMay, with a lot of history for the town, was located.  I met with the 

applicant’s representatives last week and took a look at the exterior elevations of the proposed 

building, and I found them to be totally unacceptable.  I explained to the applicant’s 

representatives today that, from the standpoint of the historical approach that the Town Board 

wanted, and the Planning Board’s interest in our own, independent environmental review 

under SEQRA, we will use tonight’s meeting as an opportunity to gather comments from the 

public so that we can achieve what the Town Bard wanted.  We will limit our discussion this 

evening to that topic, both from the public and from members of the Board and its staff; this 

will help to achieve what the Town Board wanted.  There is a historical marker that is 

proposed, and that work is underway; there are discussions underway with the New York 

State Department of Transportation (“NYSDOT”) to see where it might be placed.  I would 

like to hear suggestions about what I said, and from the applicant I’d like to focus on the 

other aspects. 

Mr. Giraulo:  We are proposing a 4200-square-foot store and fuels sales facility, with a Dunkin 

Donuts included in the building.  It’s a convenience store that will feed off existing drive-by 

traffic as its main source of revenue to serve the community; Reid Petroleum also owns the 

small gas station at the northwest corner of Latta Road and North Greece Road.  If our new 

project here at the southeast corner were to move forward, Reid Petroleum would close the 

existing gas station.  They are proposing six fuel pumps with a canopy.  We have a an 

application in front of the Board of Zoning Appeals for an area variance for the size of the 

canopy; we propose a little over 3600 square feet, where code allows a maximum of 1500 

square feet.  Based on discussions at the Board of Zoning Appeals, our request is about in 

the middle of the range of area variances for canopy size that have been granted for other 

sites.  To make the site functionally viable, we need to be able to make sure that we optimize 

the use of the site.  The other area variance that we requested is for a six-foot-high fence 

along the residential side of the site; we have extended it along the eastern side and moved 

the dumpster enclosure to the eastern side.  We also need from the Board of Zoning Appeals 

a special use permit to operate a fueling station.  The Dunkin Donuts will have a drive-up 

service lane on the south and east sides; it will be 18 feet wide and will allow for a bypass for 



PLANNING BOARD MINUTES 

October 3, 2018 

Page 19 

a fire lane, and will be marked as such.  The ordering board will be located opposite the 

adjoining U.S. Post Office to the south, away from the residence; the volume on the 

loudspeakers will be controllable.  Originally, we had proposed to plant trees to the east.  

Based on comments from the adjoining neighbor, however, he would rather see a fence, so 

we have taken out those trees and added a fence.  I have a storm water facility underground 

near there, so I wasn’t crazy about having the trees that close to that facility, anyway.  Dunkin 

Donuts will not be preparing their food from scratch; the food will come in mostly prepared 

for in-house finishing, so there will be very little food odor.  The hours will be from 5:00 a.m. 

to 12:00 midnight.  Sanitary sewer to the site will come from the lateral from North Greece 

Road; the lateral service that previously connected to the hotel will be abandoned.  Water will 

be provided from a new service; it will allow us to sprinkler the building.  The storm water 

system design will be compliant with New York State Department of Environmental 

Conservation (“NYSDEC”) and town regulations.  The intent for the site will be to capture 

runoff from our impervious areas.  We are curbing the entire pavement area.  The run-off will 

go in a treatment “train,” if you will, and have a “downstream defender,” a product that 

separates pollutants such as sediment or oils.  From there, the runoff will go to half-pipe 

systems, which are infiltrators so that the storm water can infiltrate back into the ground; 

this effectively will eliminate all runoff from the site.  We have a catch basin should there be 

overflow; the overflow can run down the swale that exists on Latta Road.  We all that know 

this a very difficult intersection; it has a lot of traffic.  At the Town Board’s public hearing for 

the rezoning of this property, the Chief of Police stated that accident data show that this is a 

very safe intersection.  With only one lane in each direction, traffic has to move slowly; 

although this results in traffic getting backed up at times, the slow speed gives us a safer 

intersection.  It doesn’t appear that NYSDOT has any desire to improve this intersection at 

this time.  Our site has one main access coming off Latta Road, and we will get a permit from 

the NYSDOT.  We have shown them our proposed access design, and they are in agreement 

with the location and size.  We are proposing new sidewalk on Latta Road.  Town staff has 

raised a concern that if the sidewalk was extended in a straight line the sidewalk would be 

fairly close to the front entrance.  I think that we should leave the sidewalk on our property; 

if the sidewalk were extended, it could swing out around the house and connect later on.  I 

don’t think that the NYSDOT will want us to encumber the Latta Road right-of-way any further.  

We will be replacing existing stone from the site with lawn.  North Greece Road is a Monroe 

County highway.  During the rezoning process and the review of the traffic study that we 

provided, the Monroe County Department of Transportation (“MCDOT”) recommended that a 

southbound bypass shoulder be provided on North Greece Road for left turns; we are showing 

the lane improvements that were requested by the MCDOT.  Neighbors were concerned about 

any encroachment of pavement on the west side of North Greece Road because the houses 

are so close to the road.  We are proposing to shift the centerline of the pavement about three 

feet to the east, so that new pavement can be installed as requested by the MCDOT.  Any 

improvements will be made to the east side of North Greece Road.  We will add curbing to 

the road in the vicinity of our project, in accordance with MCDOT requirements.  The site has 

two-way access proposed on North Greece, in addition to a right-in, right-out access further 

north to provide speedy access.  It is really a requirement of these kinds of sites so that cars 

aren’t queuing up.  The MCDOT has reviewed the access; we are in discussions with them 

regarding the dimensions of the lanes.  I would like to get into the proposed architecture of 

the building to get discussion going. 

Mr. Fisher:  I would like to get the discussion going, but I don’t want to see a specific drawing.  

I want to spend time on what people want to see.  I do want to get comments from residents 

about the architecture, not of just the building but the canopy, too. 

Mr. Terragnoli:  I would like to touch on the need for six pumps.  We talked about our business 

model.  We estimate the number of gallons to be pumped at a site, safety, and convenience.  

The Board of Zoning Appeals requested an independent model that would support our 
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business model, and we are putting that together now.  We have reached out to some 

members of the community; we are here to take notes and get some feedback. 

Mr. Giraulo:  We have committed to a historical marker on the site.  We have talked to 

community folks and are open to discussion, but we will be providing that marker.  Also, a 

mural will be put inside the store.  We are not sure of the details, but we are committed to 

doing something inside the store. 

Mr. Schiano:  Do you have a size? 

Mr. Terragnoli:  We don’t have specifics yet; we’ll know better after we finalize the store’s 

interior layout. 

Mr. Copey:  This proposal was reviewed by the Monroe County Department of Planning and 

Development and the Monroe County Development Review Committee.  The bulk of the 

comments came from the MCDOT under previous cover; discussions are ongoing.  Mr. Giraulo 

has asked for comments from the Town’s Traffic Advisory Committee; we should have 

comments for the Planning Board’s next meeting.  The applicants were before the Board of 

Zoning Appeals last night; the public hearing was continued.  The Board of Zoning Appeals 

wanted to get feedback from the Planning Board about the height of the fence.  The Fire 

Marshal questioned the fire lane postings.  Our building department asked about handicap 

accessibility.  We received a new lighting plan, and it seems to be an improvement over the 

initial plan; light spill is at 0.0 (zero) foot-candles on the perimeter of the site.  The lighting 

intensity under the canopy still is high.  The light pole height has been reduced, as we 

requested; that should help with the glow off the site.  Currently, the site and its surroundings 

are a dark area, and the neighbors pointed that out.  On the topic of traffic, both the NYSDOT 

and the MCDOT reviewed it during the rezoning process.  The NYSDOT determined that it was 

not feasible to install a left-turn lane for westbound traffic.  For a number of reasons—

principally, the locations of the existing structures at the other three corners of this 

intersection—the lanes would not line up.  Within the last several months, the NYSDOT has 

made changes to the timing of the green cycle on the Latta Road part of the traffic signal; the 

green time has been increased.  I’m hearing that that has resulted in an improvement.  I 

have a number of e-mails that we have received from neighbors.  One was from Brandon 

LaSage, no address given.  He was concerned about the LED lighting, light pollution, and 

noted the blue spectrum of LED lighting.  Another neighbor, from College Avenue, suggested 

that the proposed six-foot-high fence might not be adequate, that eight feet would be better, 

expressed concerns about light spill and noise from the drive-up service lane, and snow 

storage and how that would drain away.  They also suggested improvements to the Latta 

Road-North Greece Road intersection, but also noted deterioration to College Avenue due to 

cut-through traffic.  They asked if sanitary sewers could be brought to College Avenue and if 

sidewalks could be installed in the interest of safety.  Anne Miller of 204 Hickory Drive noted 

issues with the intersection. 

Ms. Betters:  We also received a call from someone at 115 College Avenue, with some of the 

same concerns that already were mentioned.  I received an e-mail from Paul Hare, who 

mentioned the height of the fence, traffic concerns, and concerns about one of the proposed 

access driveways being across from his house.  I did not receive his letter attachment, and 

requested him to send again so that it could be read into the record. 

Mr. Copey:  We received an e-mail from Brian Anton, who is directly east of the site asking 

to replace the trees with a fence.  Mr. Giraulo has stated that they would do that, and they 

already have made that change.  Bret Lowden of 78 College Avenue wanted to voice his 

opposition about the project, on the grounds that it’s out of place, traffic, lighting, noise, and 

quality of life. 

Mr. Schiano:  The Town Board’s rezoning approval found that this was a compatible use. 
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Mr. Gauthier:  There is more engineering review that has to be done.  One thing that I’m 

cautious about is that the site is very full, and sometimes the engineering aspects could spill 

over; before the Planning Board meets again, we need to come to more understanding and 

agreement about some design details. 

Lindsey Beaumont, 51 College Avenue:  My greatest concern is safety and traffic on my street, 

which is a one-way and is used a cut-through.  I realize that something has to go in the space, 

but I feel a gas station of this size with quick service, with high traffic volumes, will cause 

there to be more cut-through traffic on our street.  The traffic study that was done did not 

include our street and how will that affect the level of service on my street.  What mitigation 

measures does the applicant propose for the demise of our street?  There are a lot of small 

children, we have no sidewalks, and it usually is quiet.  We have PO Box at the post office, 

and we do not walk to get the mail after 4 p.m. due to the high rate of traffic on College 

Avenue.  If the traffic study was done during the winter it’s much different than in the 

spring/summer when the nearby Little League ball fields are open.  I can’t get out of my street 

sometimes, and sometimes cars go the wrong way down our one-way street.  We also are 

concerned about the noise from the drive-up.  What about a study for blast radius for the 

underground storage tanks?  What is the track record for unresolved spill for this applicant?  

Light screening would be of concern, too. 

Deborah Janowitz, 492 Country Woods Lane:  I live about a mile from this site, and go by it 

about once a day.  I am very concerned for our neighborhood.  The Planning Board needs to 

consider how future buildings fit in better with the neighborhood.  I’d like to see it look like 

more of a house, with shutters and character. 

Mr. Schiano:  That’s what we are trying to do. 

Ms. Janowitz:  We have to make Greece look better than it does.  When you took away the 

Hotel DeMay, you took away the last corner that had three old buildings; it was a shame.  I 

accept the gas station, but there will be issues for the neighbors.  This is a neighborhood, and 

the quality of life should be considered.  If they are coming into our neighborhood, they have 

to be willing to make the site look attractive.  Sure, it will cost more money but I think that 

the Town owes it to the neighborhood.  Why do they need such a big canopy? 

Mr. Schiano:  They have to demonstrate the need for it. 

Mr. Fisher:  The Board of Zoning Appeals will determine what the size will be.  This Board will 

look at the appearance that will go the rest of the site. 

Ms. Janowitz:  Some decorative stone should be used, some dimension to the property, some 

more plants could be used to dress it up.  I think that College Avenue should have sidewalks. 

Joseph Edmond, 42 Jonquil Lane:  My family owns Green Acre Farms.  I think that the traffic 

study was done in the winter and should be looked at again.  And there is still a backup along 

Latta Road.  The curbing is a great idea; there is a lot going in this site.  If you get rid of the 

illegal turning lane, the façade, the tall peaks should be included, the black roof, that’s 

possible.  I don’t know why the canopy has to be so tall.  Can the middle be taller?  That 

might help with the lighting.  The fence is okay.  Don’t they make acoustic panels to help with 

the sign? 

Mr. Fisher:  The traffic is a continuing thing and the NYSDOT and MCDOT will determine what 

can be done.  If you want to facilitate the north bound right turn this project has the ability 

to facilitate that.  It may not be able to put in a left turn lane.  Maybe the Town’s Traffic 

Advisory Committee can provide some form of recommendation. 

Arthur Daughton, 146 Fisherman’s Cove:  Sidewalks are great.  A lot of the responsibility does 

not belong to the Town.  I’ve written letters.  Latta Road is seven miles long and has five 
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different speeds.  You should put the trees back and the dumpster back too.  What are they 

proposing to put at the old gas station? 

 Mr. Schiano:  That question is not before this Board. 

Mr. Daughton:  The pole on the north is gone.  That’s an issue. 

Brandon LaSage, 62 College Avenue:  You stated that traffic is better on Latta Road when the 

light is green longer.  North Greece Road got worse because you extended the red.  My 

concern is that the storm water runoff is going to be dumping onto our properties.  We all 

have septic systems, and the land slopes down from this property to ours; our septic systems 

will overflow.  The water table has risen over the last two years since I have moved in.  In 

addition, the snow will build up there and will head toward us. 

Mr. Gauthier:  We have reviewed their proposed drainage design and calculations; it’s a work 

in progress.  When it’s completed, they are going to be required to reduce the rate of runoff 

from the site.  The plans include pre-treatment of the runoff before going to the distribution 

system, so any water that is infiltrated will not have gasoline in it.  The new technology for 

containment for gasoline is a much better system than what it used to be.  When we are done 

with the drainage, you will receive less water from the site than you currently do. 

Mr. LaSage:  If we don’t, who should we follow up with? 

Mr. Gauthier:  I already have raised that issue with the applicant’s representatives, and that 

is one that we will continue to work on.  We have had tight sites like this one before, and the 

Planning Board has required snow to be trucked off the site once the snow reaches a 

threshold.  The Board has made that a condition of approval in the past. 

Gina DiBella, 224 Northwood Drive:  Gina DiBella, 224 Northwood Drive:  As many of you 

know, I was involved with the grassroots group that was working to save and find a new use 

for the historic Hotel DeMay, which once sat on this site.  Unfortunately, it was demolished 

before any conversations could be had with its current owners or any plans were approved 

by the Town.  This was very disappointing for me and the hundreds of people who supported 

the historic building.  I know that we cannot bring back the Hotel DeMay, and that is a real 

tragedy.  Now we have to do the best that we can to ensure that what’s left of the character 

of the hamlet of North Greece is not completely destroyed.  We have to insist that the project 

that is replacing the Hotel DeMay recognizes the history and the significance of both the 

former historic building and the community surrounding it. I was very disappointed that the 

building came down without any comments on the Planning Board’s part or even a request 

for formal documentation before issuing a demolition permit.  Thank you for your time and 

consideration. 

Summary of Ms. DiBella’s comments.  (Note:  Because Planning Board minutes are a synopsis 

of the Board’s discussions, not a verbatim transcript, Ms. DiBella’s comments have been 

summarized below.  If Ms. DiBella submitted or were to submit any paper or electronic version 

of her oral comments to the Planning Board, such submittal, in its entirety, would be stored 

with the Board’s records for this application.) 

Background comments: 

 The former Hotel DeMay had historic significance in the Town of Greece.  Three examples 

of the significance were cited. 

 This proposed project is located at the four corners of the hamlet of North Greece, an area 

that is mentioned several times in the Town’s current Community Master Plan (2001) as 

an area of historic significance.  Three examples of why the intersection of Latta Road and 

North Greece Road is historically significant were cited. 
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 Two recommendations from the Town’s Community 2001 Master Plan Update, regarding 

historic preservation in the hamlet of North Greece and the intersection of Latta and North 

Greece Roads, including a special designation, were cited. 

Site- and project-specific comments: 

1. Ensuring that the design of the project fits into the character of the neighborhood 

(which is still primarily residential with a few small businesses that have minimal 

impact on the homes).  Twenty questions and comments were listed, including but not 

limited to questions/comments/recommendations about historic background and 

context for the new building and site layout, and issues to be considered when deciding 

on the details and overall exterior appearance of the new building, the gasoline pump 

canopy, and the layout of the site. 

2. Discuss ways for the history and significance of the building and neighborhood to be 

recognized.  Four recommendations were presented, including but not limited to ways 

in which the applicant or the Town could provide printed historical information about 

the history of the Latta Road North Greece Road intersection, ways to enhance the 

presentation of information (such as signage) on the site, participation by the Greece 

Historical Society in the upkeep and enhancement of the historical reminders on the 

site (with financial contributions from the applicant and/or the Town), and the lending 

or donation of artifacts from the Hotel DeMay to the Greece Historical Society for 

preservation purposes. 

Mr. Schiano:  This is not the first or only go-around; they will be back. 

Mr. Fisher:  It seemed that this building was coming down over a period of months.  They 

were extracting things from the inside. 

Curt Rossow, Stonefence Road:  I live a ways away, so why am I here?  I have enjoyed the 

former site; it’s gone, and I applaud this Board for focusing on the architectural treatment 

that is key to what is new here.  I think you want a new but it looks like it’s been here a while, 

vintage.  I know there are a multitude of possibilities of materials that could be used.  I think 

earth tones, nothing bright, I’d like to see dormer and a pitched roof, clapboard siding would 

also be nice to use.  I know this will cost some money, but I think if it’s done right business 

will boom to a much greater extent.  There was mention of the other gas station being closed; 

you have an opportunity to start something there.  There is a website, and I encourage you 

to check it out:  “The Finest website for gas pumps.com.”  This might help with ideas for the 

project.  The other thing I will mention is the drive-thru.  I hope it’s expendable; I think for 

this area, it should be done away with. 

Mr. Selke:  Will you have timers on the light.  How many employees? 

Mr. Terragnoli:  Yes, the lights are on timers.  There will be about six to eight employees. 

Mr. Selke:  Is there a statement that the NYSDOT or MCDOT has put out, saying that highway 

improvements are not needed? 

Mr. Copey:  Several. 

Mr. Giraulo:  I’d like to mention that we have heard a lot about traffic related to this project.  

It is not up to this project to solve the existing traffic problems; it already was and is a difficult 

intersection.  People making illegal turns is out of our control.  We have done the traffic study 

that the NYSDOT and MCDOT required.  The findings were that this project would not 

significantly alter the traffic conditions there in a negative way.  We have been to both DOTs; 

both have told us what they wanted they wanted us to do, and that’s what we are doing.  We 

are putting in the bypass lane on North Greece Road because the MCDOT felt that this project 

caused that need. 
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Mr. Selke:  But the public does not know this, so I want it for the record. 

Mr. Copey:  It’s all on the public record already. 

Mr. Selke:  The landscaping should be increased.  Also, maybe shutters on the building should 

be thought of.  The fencing to the south side should be maybe eight feet tall. 

Mr. Giraulo:  We have proposed six feet.  Eight feet high would make it look like a prison. 

Mr. Copey:  Seven would not be out of the realm of possibility.  Sound dampening material 

was mentioned; that’s a great idea. 

Mr. Giraulo:  There are two big maple trees that we are saving.  I think that the landscaping 

might help with the noise. 

Mr. Fisher:  I think that you need something that’s going to serve as positive noise control, 

and at the same time not present a terrible view to the neighbors and the public. 

Mr. Copey:  There is material that could be suited for that. 

Mr. Geisler:  I was concerned about the location of the drive-up service lane and window, and 

neighbors are concerned about it being near their bedroom window.  Could the window be 

located on the North Greece side of the site? 

Mr. Giraulo:  We have to have room for vehicle queuing, and the service window would be on 

the wrong side of the car.  To summarize, we talked about the canopy, the building sounds 

like more clapboard siding, get rid of the stone, and use earth tones.  I think that we will go 

that way. 

Mr. Copey:  Are we talking white or earth tones? 

Mr. Sofia:  Someone mentioned that it should not match exactly the Hotel DeMay. 

Mr. Copey:  I think that the porch would be good for business. 

Mr. Sofia:  I think that people will embrace that. 

Mr. Giraulo:  We will work on the canopy.  If we made the building with a steeper roof and 

added a porch, should we make the canopy with a different roof, and add clapboard? 

Mr. Copey:  There is a gas station at the northeast corner of Manitou Road and Frisbee Hill 

Road, and another at the southwest corner of West Ridge Road and Latona Road, take a look 

at the posts themselves, maybe not stone, but something that looks something like that. 

Mr. Sofia:  As long it does not hide the building. 

Mr. Fisher:  I encourage you to work with the Planning Board staff. 

Ms. DiBella:  It would not hurt to have some stone at the base. 

Mr. Copey:  I think that the Board has covered what we can cover this evening.  We will get 

comments from the Town’s Traffic Advisory Committee. 
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Ms. Burke made a motion, seconded by Mr. Antelli, to continue the application to the 

November 8, 2018, 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 

NOVEMBER 8, 2018, MEETING 

_________________________________________________________________ 

 

  



PLANNING BOARD MINUTES 

October 3, 2018 

Page 26 

SPECIAL PLANNING TOPICS 

Old Business 

1. Applicant: McDonald’s USA, LLC 

 Location: 2341 West Ridge Road 

 Mon. Co. Tax No.: 074.14-4-13.11, 074.19-4-1-1.2 & 074.196-4-7.113 (part) 

 Request: Minor improvement plan approval for proposed façade 

improvements, modifications to vehicle circulation and drive-up 

service window, and additional landscaping at an existing 

restaurant, on approximately 1.32 acres 

 Zoning District: BG (General Business) 

 

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

request. 

Randy Bebout, TY Lin International, presented the application. 

Mr. Bebout:  We are here tonight to request the modified site approval for the remodel of the 

McDonalds in front of The Mall at Greece Ridge Center.  At our last meeting we presented our 

plan and elevation; nothing has changed since then.  In summary, we requested 48 parking 

spaces; 56 are required by the zoning ordinance.  We went to the Board of Zoning appeals 

and were granted a variance for that.  After discussion with the Planning Department, we 

were asked to reduce the pavement area to help with some known drainage issues in the 

Mall.  With the change in plan for the drainage, we went back to the Board of Zoning Appeals 

and were granted a variance for 37 spaces.  Our plan has been accepted by the Town’s 

engineers which involves adding a water quality structure.  We are not addressing the volume 

of water that leaves the site, but we are addressing water quality.  We have a slight reduction 

in impervious area.  Note that the parking distribution has changed from spaces that will be 

toward the front of the store. 

Mr. Copey:  No additional comments. 

Mr. Gauthier:  No additional comments. 

Mr. Fisher:  This is an application that we have seen several times.  The last time we met we 

addressed all the outstanding issues.  But what was required before the Planning Board can 

act on an application, if there are any outstanding issues, in case there was, they were before 

the Board of Zoning Appeals and had to get a new approval.  It looks like we whizzed through 

but we have gone through quite a bit. 

Arthur Daughton, 146 Fisherman’s Cove:  Why was the permission was given for the variance? 

Mr. Fisher:  What happened before was that most of the parking was in the back.  You had to 

walk, go upstairs, and go the whole length of the building.  Now they are in the front and on 

the side.  Now, all spaces are accessible and usable.  Yes, they were parking spaces but they 

were not of any benefit.  Because of the drainage requirements, we wanted to see some 

reduction in asphalt, and if you reduce the number of paved parking spaces, you reduce the 

amount of impervious surface.  The Planning Board made a recommendation to the Board of 

Zoning Appeals that it was appropriate to grant a variance for less parking. 

Mr. Selke:  Do you still have spaces for pickup in the front?  Will this be restriped?  Will the 

handicapped parking spaces remain? 

Mr. Bebout:  Yes, the handicapped spaces will remain, and they actually will be safer. 
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Mr. Sofia made the following motion, seconded by Ms. Slocum: 

 WHEREAS, McDonald’s USA, LLC (the “Applicant”) has submitted a proposal to the 

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

improvement plan, as more fully described in the minutes of this public meeting (the 

“Proposal”), relative to property located at 2341 West Ridge Road (the “Premises”); and 

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

evidence submitted, the Planning Board makes the following findings: 

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

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

Conservation Law, Article 8) and its implementing regulations (6 NYCRR Part 617, the 

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

Type II action under SEQRA.  (SEQRA Regulations, §617.5(c)(1) & (2).) 

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

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

 NOW, THEREFORE, be it 

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

and findings, SEQRA does not require further action by the Planning Board relative to the 

application. 

 

VOTE:  Antelli  Yes   Burke  Absent 

  Geisler  Yes   Slocum  Yes 

  Selke   Yes   Sofia  Yes 

  Fisher   Yes 

 

MOTION CARRIED 

_________________________________________________________________ 

 

Mr. Sofia then made the following motion, seconded by Ms. Slocum, 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 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 
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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. All heating, ventilation, and air conditioning (HVAC) equipment shall be screened from 

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

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

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

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

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

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

signature to the site plan. 

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

building shall be the same on all sides of the building.  As offered and agreed by the 

Applicant, such materials and colors shall be brick (in the tan/brown color family) and 

exterior insulation and finishing system (“EIFS”) (in the tan/brown color family), with 

corrugated metal parapet.  Elevations of the exterior appearance shall identify these 

colors and materials, shall show all sides of the building, and shall be filed with the 

site plan. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

requirement shall be added to the plan. 

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

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

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

added to the plan. 

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

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

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

Engineering staff. 

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

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

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

construed to include agents, designees, and successors. 

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

it shall be construed to include any succeeding or superseding authority. 
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VOTE:  Antelli  Yes   Burke  Absent 

  Geisler  Yes   Slocum Yes 

  Selke   Yes   Sofia  Yes 

  Fisher   Yes 

 

MOTION CARRIED 

APPLICATION APPROVED WITH CONDITIONS 

_________________________________________________________________ 
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New Business 

None 

 

ADJOURNMENT:  10:35 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 


