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PUBLIC HEARINGS 

Old Business 

None 

 

New Business 

1. Applicant: Greece Towne Mall, LP 

 Location: 346 Holmes Road 

 Mon. Co. Tax No.: 074.18-4-14.1 

 Request: Re-approval for the resubdivision of Lot 6 of The Mall at Greece 

Ridge Center Addition subdivision, consisting of 2 lots on 

approximately 2.889 acres, previously approved on January 3, 

2017 

 Zoning District: BG (General Business) 

 

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

request. 

Scott Copey, Town of Greece, presented the application. 

Mr. Copey:  In summary, this subdivision previously was approved by the Board, but the 

approval expired.  The property is located behind the mall, east of the Target store.  As part 

of a rezoning approval for the Target store, Wilmorite offered to donate that land to the Town 

or to the Greece Central School District.  It is in the process of being conveyed to the Town 

so that it won’t be developed.  We have an access easement, which was a condition of Planning 

Board’s previous approval; the easement will be filed along with the resubdivision map. 

 

Mr. Antelli made the following motion, seconded by Ms. Burke: 

 WHEREAS, Greece Towne Mall, LP (the “Applicant”) has submitted a proposal to the 

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

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

relative to property located at 346 Holmes 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 November 17, 1998, the Town Board changed the zoning of adjoining property 

from SF1 (Single-Family Residential) to BG (General Business).  As a Type I 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.  The Applicant included in the 

rezoning request, as design feature, a commitment to acquire the Premises for visual 

buffering.  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. 



PLANNING BOARD MINUTES 

October 17, 2018 

Page 3 

2. 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. 

3. 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. 

4. 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  Yes 

  Geisler  Yes   Slocum Yes 

  Selke   Yes   Sofia  Yes 

  Fisher   Yes 

 

_________________________________________________________________ 

 

Mr. Antelli then made the following motion, seconded by Ms. Burke, to approve the 

Proposal, subject to the following conditions: 

1. The Applicant shall subdivide and convey the Premises in conformity with all details of 

the Proposal as presented in the written descriptions and maps, 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 maps 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 Premises remain subject to any and all conditions associated with the Town 

Board’s November 17, 1998, rezoning approval. 

3. No final approval signature shall be placed on the plat unless and until an easement 

or other acceptable means of direct or indirect legal access to a public highway has 

been provided for Lot R-6B, in a form acceptable to the Planning Board’s attorney.  

Such easement shall be filed in the Office of the Monroe County Clerk in conjunction 

with the plat, and shall be referenced on the plat. 

4. Any Town of Greece approval or permit for the Premises does not relieve the applicant, 

developer, or owner of the Premises from obtaining all other town, county, state, or 

federal government approvals or permits that are required for the Premises.  A note 

that indicates this requirement shall be added to the plat. 

5. This subdivision map is for conveyance purposes only; no new construction is 

proposed.  Approval of this map does not supersede any other conditions imposed by 

the Town of Greece or any other agency.  A note that indicates this requirement shall 

be added to the plat. 

6. The Applicant shall submit to the Town 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 
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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. 

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

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

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

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

construed to include agents, designees, and successors. 

10. 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  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 

None 

 

New Business 

1. Applicant: MUY Hamburger Partners, LLC 

 Location: 3190 Latta Road 

 Mon. Co. Tax No.:  045.03-1-4.111 

 Request: Site plan for proposed Wendy’s restaurant (2,700± square feet), 

with related drive-up service lanes and window, parking, utilities, 

grading, and landscaping on approximately 1.14 acres 

 Zoning District: BR (Restricted Business) 

 

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

request. 

Mike Neikirk, Civil Engineer for MUY Hamburger Partners, LLC; and Ken Bracker, R.A., Bracker 

Associates, presented the application. 

Mr. Bracker:  I have forwarded to the Board new renderings of the exterior of the building 

today; I have some samples here.  Cementitious material will be used for the towers.  We 

also have a cementitious material with a wood look that will give the building some character.  

We met with Town staff, and they liked the building, with the exception of the walk-in box, 

and thought that using the wood look would be better used for that space. 

Mr. Fisher:  Will you provide a rendering that shows the correct material? 

Mr. Bracker:  The final plan will show the correct materials. 

Mr. Fisher:  The element I’m not seeing is glass.  Spandrel glass that is what we look at for 

the architected elements to be on four sides, this is a building that is visible on all four sides; 

you need something on that rear side that appears to match or blend in with the other sides. 

Mr. Bracker:  If we needed to introduce spandrel glass we could do something like what is in 

the front. 

Mr. Selke:  Is this a corporate design? 

Mr. Bracker:  No, but I can take the elevations and render up the elevations. 

Mr. Selke:  So the wood look is on all four sides?  The Chairman is saying that it has to have 

some similarity on all four sides. 

Mr. Bracker:  If that’s what it will take to get us approved, then that’s what we’ll do.  We’ll 

look at it again and do something like that.  I personally don’t think that it’s necessary; the 

rear is obscured, but if it’s necessary we will. 

Mr. Selke:  I was expecting something that fits into the character of the neighborhood.  The 

bank is schoolhouse looking, and there’s Ricci’s Plaza. 

Mr. Bracker:  I did not get sense when we met with the Town staff.  I walked out of that 

meeting with the sense that they were generally happy with this design approach.  The 

principal concern was to do something with the walk-in box enclosure. 
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Mr. Copey:  That was staff; this is the Planning Board. 

Mr. Selke:  This the first time that we are looking at this.  We have to digest this, and for me, 

decide how it fits and what it does for the area.  This area was once designed for the center 

of the town and it’s supposed to be a little on the older character-type approach years ago, 

but maybe today we can look at this and live with it. 

Mr. Bracker:  We can look at it again. 

Mr. Neikirk:  As was stated in the comments, traffic comes in from the access road on the 

west to the south around to the drive-through lane where the order boards are on the north 

on the back of the building.  They continue around down the west side of the building to the 

pickup window, exit around the south, around the east and out to the north, so traffic does 

circle twice. 

Mr. Geisler:  You have two order lanes? 

Mr. Neikirk:  Yes, this configuration is not uncommon.  It’s a common approach when you 

don’t have access to the front of the building.  It works well, and I believe that it’s an 

acceptable approach.  I also will add that the site goes through Wendy’s corporate review, so 

it has to meet their review before we can take it to the Town Board.  They would not let an 

unacceptable design out the door. 

Mr. Geisler:  Where is all the parking?  Is there parking on the east side? 

Mr. Neikirk:  Parking on the east, south, and west sides. 

Mr. Geisler:  Is there room for an ordering lane, passing lane, and parking lane?  Do the 

people parking there have to cross two lanes of traffic? 

Mr. Neikirk:  Yes. 

Mr. Sofia:  Have you entertained any other designs for the building? 

Mr. Neikirk:  It was suggested to rotate the building 180 degrees.  We don’t think that that 

would be a good approach.  From an architectural standpoint, this is an attractive building 

and the owner would like the front to face Latta Road.  Wendy’s requires queuing space for 6 

or 7 cars; we are showing queuing space for 9 cars, and we can go up to 16 cars. 

Mr. Selke:  Where are the handicapped persons supposed to park? 

Mr. Neikirk:  Handicap parking spaces are on the east side. 

Mr. Fisher:  Why don’t we go to staff comments first?  

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

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

Department of Public Health noted that some approvals were needed from their end, and that 

a backflow preventer might be needed.  The New York State Department of Transportation 

(“NYSDOT”) noted that if work was to be performed in the Latta Road right-of-way, permits 

would be required for that.  The Town’s zoning staff noted some variances that might be 

required.  There already is a business center sign.  The fire marshal asked for an improvement 

in the turning radius.  The Building Department noted that the design sends traffic around 

twice.  The Town’s Traffic Advisory Committee (“TAC”) expressed concerns about the traffic 

pattern within the site.  We also have talked about the easternmost entrance extending all 

the way to the intersection. 

Mr. Gauthier:  As Mr. Copey stated, the TAC reviewed this twice and expressed the same 

concerns.  Because of two circulations around the being required to get an order and exit the 

site, they make the suggestion of rotating the building 180 degrees, moving the building 

northward and eastward, and relocating some of the parking so that some of the cars would 
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not have to cross two lanes.  Moving the dumpster, adding the additional access point to the 

north, the TAC stressed that the current layout could be dangerous for the pedestrians and 

vehicles trying to get out.  The proposed layout could stop altogether it there was ever a 

backup in the entrance lane to the west.  In the Department of Public Works comment letter, 

we asked, “With all of the drive-through traffic, is all the parking necessary?”  We find 

frequently that developers provide way more parking than they need.  We certainly would 

make recommendations to the Board of Zoning Appeals if you wanted to reduce parking.  

Additional comments were minor but do need to be addressed. 

Mr. Copey:  It was noted that if the building was flipped, the exterior business side of the 

building (e.g., for deliveries and exterior utilities) would be out toward Latta Road.  The 

Planning Board has dealt with this situation before; it required changing the floor plan inside.  

We can forward you those plans for you to take a look at. 

Mr. Sofia:  I don’t think that it’s practical to go around the building twice.  I think that it will 

deter people.  The west entrance into the access road, if you have an adequate road to the 

north, without changing the building around—other than the ordering window and the pickup 

window—if that was switched and there was only one order lane, it certainly would make 

more sense.  Without changing the building, it still would face Latta Road.  I’m not going to 

wait behind 16 cars of stacking; maybe that’s not realistic. 

Mr. Bracker:  Flips of buildings are not looked upon well.  Is it hard to do?  No. 

Mr. Geisler:  I use every fast food restaurant in our town.  Wendy’s is one lane, you order, 

pick up, and you’re on your way.  The Burger King is one lane, so is McDonalds, and they are 

not congested.  Maybe it’s the size of the site that makes it function or not function well.  One 

thing I do like is some of the red brick treatment.  It has a good look, but the windows along 

the top look like a garage, and you can see the ductwork.  Is there a reason for that?  

Mr. Bracker:  It looks architecturally striking. 

Mr. Geisler:  It does?  It seems very commercial. 

Mr. Bracker:  I might have misunderstood that it should have been in a different direction.  

We feel it’s a beautiful building. 

Mr. Geisler:  I just expressed my opinion.  It gives a lot of height to the viewer but I don’t 

think that it’s attractive.  I like the parapet and the overhangs, but the windows are not 

attractive. 

Mr. Selke:  What about the lighting plan?  I’m glad that you put in the walkways but they 

have to be lighted.  Will you add to the lights that are there? 

Mr. Neikirk:  There is parking lot lighting, and a combination of both.  I will confirm. 

Mr. Selke:  The dumpster has to complement the building.  Where will the snow storage be?  

How much landscaping will remain and what will be added? 

Mr. Neikirk:  There is a swale and we are elevating the site.  Landscaping plans were included.  

Do you prefer that we keep the existing or put in more? 

Mr. Fisher:  It looks good there already.  The bigger issue is why people have to go around 

so many times because the entrance is behind where it should be.  If you were able to put an 

entrance at roughly the front of the building you would not have to go around.  The building 

might be pushed back for that to happen.  You should look at that and work with our staff so 

that it will work safely and so that cars go around the building only once. 

Mr. Neikirk:  We could accommodate that; we will look at that—lose the north entrance and 

have the primary entrance close to the front of the building.  You have to have adequate 
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distance to make the turn and go right to the drive-through.  I have concerns about the 

turning radius; if we lost some parking spaces, that might work. 

Mr. Sofia:  It has to go ahead of the pickup window. 

Mr. Selke:  Remember that your senior citizen customers should be able to park near the 

building. 

Mr. Neikirk:  If we can could come to an agreement and eliminate the twice around the 

building, that’s the major concern.  Would you entertain variances?  We do not need all 40 

parking spaces that are required by code, and we could use some of that area for snow 

storage. 

Mr. Fisher:  Yes.  And yes, requests for variances will go through our Board of Zoning Appeals 

process. 

 

Ms. Burke made a motion, seconded by Mr. Geisler, 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 

_________________________________________________________________ 
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SPECIAL PLANNING TOPICS 

Old Business 

None 

 

New Business 

1. Applicant: Bob Johnson Automotive 

 Location: 1225 West Ridge Road 

 Mon. Co. Tax No.: 075.17-6-25 

 Request: Minor improvement plan for parking alterations and vehicle 

display with related grading and landscaping approximately on 

0.19 acres 

 Zoning District: BG (General Business) 

 

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

request. 

Ed Martin, P.E., LandTech Surveying & Land Planning, PLLC, presented the application. 

Mr. Martin:  We are here to ask if you would consider allowing this plan to be approved 

administratively.  It was presented to Town staff, and was received well.  We will be removing 

about 0.20 acres of pavement along the west Outer Drive perimeter.  It increases green 

space.  It requires about 350 cubic yards of fill. 

Mr. Fisher:  From a drainage standpoint, the more grass the more absorption; that’s great. 

Mr. Martin:  The guardrail also will be removed. 

Mr. Copey:  This is a fairly minor site change, and we would like to handle it administratively, 

unless the Board wanted to vote on the project tonight.  The plans show some parking areas 

that will be decorative for display vehicles. 

Mr. Fisher:  What you have proposed looks nice and provides a benefit to you, but is limited 

in scope. 

Mr. Selke:  Where will they be? 

Mr. Martin:  Right up to the edge of pavement, but there is a green buffer.  These are 

permanent vehicle display spots. 

Mr. Selke:  I’m fully supportive. 

Mr. Copey:  Is there new lighting? 

Mr. Martin:  No. 

Mr. Geisler:  What are you using for curbing? 

Mr. Martin:  It’s on a slope that is easily mowed and maintained. 

 

Ms. Slocum made the following motion, seconded by Mr. Geisler: 

 WHEREAS, Bob Johnson Automotive (the “Applicant”) has submitted a proposal to the 

Town of Greece (the “Town”) Planning Board (the “Planning Board”) for approval of a minor 
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improvement plan, as more fully described in the minutes of this public meeting (the 

“Proposal”), relative to property located at 1225 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 Proposal, the Planning Board determined that the Proposal 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 Proposal constitutes an 

Unlisted action under SEQRA. 

2. On October 17, 2018 at 7:00 p.m. in the Greece Town Hall, 1 Vince Tofany Boulevard, 

the Planning Board held a public meeting (the “Meeting”) to consider the Proposal, at 

which time all parties in interest and citizens were afforded an opportunity to be heard. 

3. Documentary, testimonial, and other evidence relative to the Proposal was presented 

at the Meeting for the Planning Board’s consideration. 

4. The Planning Board has carefully considered environmental information that was 

prepared by the Applicant/Project Sponsor’s representatives or the Town’s staff, which 

included but was not limited to:  a project narrative; a conceptual site plan; aerial 

photographs; and Part 1 of an Environmental Assessment Form (the “EAF”) 

(collectively, the “Environmental Analysis”). 

5. The Planning Board also has included in the Environmental Analysis and has carefully 

considered additional information submitted by the Applicant’s representatives, 

including but not limited to:  oral or written descriptions of the Proposal; maps and 

other drawings of the Proposal; and various oral or written comments that may have 

resulted from meetings with or written correspondence from the Applicant’s 

representatives. 

6. The Planning Board also has included in the Environmental Analysis and has carefully 

considered information, recommendations, and comments that may have resulted 

from telephone conversations or meetings with or written correspondence from various 

involved and interested agencies, including but not limited to the Town’s own staff. 

7. The Planning Board also has included in the Environmental Analysis and has carefully 

considered information, recommendations, and comments that may have resulted 

from telephone conversations or meetings with or written correspondence from owners 

of nearby properties or other interested parties, and all other relevant comments 

submitted to the Planning Board as of October 17, 2018. 

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

and the Project. 

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 and the Project 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 Project and the relevant environmental impacts, facts, 

and conclusions disclosed in the Environmental Analysis and all additional relevant 

information submitted. 
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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 reasoned elaboration of the rationale for arriving at 

its determination of environmental significance and the Planning Board’s determination 

is supported by substantial evidence, as set forth herein. 

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

modified by the Applicant will avoid or minimize potential adverse environmental 

impacts that were identified 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 hereby 

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

which constitutes a negative declaration.   

 

VOTE:  Antelli  Yes   Burke  Yes 

  Geisler  Yes   Slocum  Yes 

  Selke   Yes   Sofia  Abstain 

  Fisher   Yes 

 

MOTION CARRIED 

_________________________________________________________________ 

 

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

the Proposal, subject to the following conditions: 

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

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

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

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

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

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

2. Any Town of Greece approval or permit for the Premises does not relieve the applicant, 

developer, or owner of the Premises from obtaining all other town, county, state, or 

federal government approvals or permits that are required for the Premises.  A note 

that indicates this requirement shall be added to the plan. 

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

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

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

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

these requirements shall be added to the plan. 

4. The locations, heights, and types of outdoor lighting fixtures shall be shown on the 

plan.  If none are proposed, a note to this effect shall be added to the plan. 

5. A detail or catalogue cut of the proposed light fixture and standard shall be added to 

the plan. 
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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. Subject to approval by the Town’s engineering staff and Building Inspector. 

 

VOTE:  Antelli  Yes   Burke  Yes 

  Geisler  Yes   Slocum Yes 

  Selke   Yes   Sofia  Abstain 

  Fisher   Yes 

 

 

MOTION CARRIED 

APPLICATION APPROVED WITH CONDITIONS 

_________________________________________________________________ 
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ADJOURNMENT:  8:10 p.m. 

 

APPROVAL OF PLANNING BOARD MEETING MINUTES 

The Planning Board of the Town of Greece, in the County of Monroe and State of New York, 

rendered the above decisions. 

 

Signed:  ___________________________________         Date:  ____________________ 

  Alvin I. Fisher, Jr., Chairman 


