TOWN OF GREECE

PLANNING BOARD
William D. Reilich MINUTES

Supervisor MARCH 16, 2022

Work Session Began: 6:30 p.m.
Meeting Began: 7:00 p.m.
Place: Community Conference Room, Greece Town Hall

Present

Alvin I. Fisher, Jr., Chairman
Jamie L. Anthony

Christine R. Burke

John Geisler

William E. Selke

Michael H. Sofia

John T. Caterino, Clerk of the Planning Board
Janelle Castellana, Planning Board Secretary
Matthew Trau, Junior Engineer

Christopher A. Schiano, Esq., Deputy Town Attorney

Absent
Richard C. Antelli
John Gauthier, P.E., Associate Engineer

Additions, Deletions and Continuances to the Agenda

Under Site Plans, deletion: Site plan approval application for Royal Car
Wash Development, LLC, 55 Greece Center Drive, which was continued
to the meeting date of April 6, 2022.

Announcements

Policy of Decorum



PLANNING BOARD MINUTES
March 16, 2022

PUBLIC HEARINGS

Old Business

None

New Business

1. Applicant: Spencerport Professional, LLC
Location: Manitou Road
Mon. Co. Tax No.: 033.01-3-42.1
Request: Minor subdivision approval for the Manitou Meadows subdivision,

consisting of 9 lots on approximately 18.77+ acres.
Zoning District: R1-18 (Single-Family Residential)

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

Kris Schultz, Spencerport Professional LLC, presented the application:

Mr. Schultz: This development is being done by us on family owned property. We propose
nine (9) oversized lots with hedgerows as barriers and there will be track restriction for
removal of those barriers. It is being served with a private drive; a dedicated road does not
make sense for the development here. We have done the soil test and plans have been
submitted and reviewed by county. This meets all criteria for zoning. We have had interest
on a few lots so far, and hope to start construction later this year.

Mr. Caterino: With this being a subdivision, it was reviewed by the Monroe County Planning
and Development, and most of the comments pertained to the different agencies who would
need to review the drawings and have approval authority. The Building and Fire Marshal
comments were mostly regarding the width of the private drive, and location and placement
of fire hydrants. Planning comments were with this being a private drive, we do not want to
see any of the infrastructure so the private drive and the storm water facility to be owned or
maintained by the Town of Greece. In the notes provided to the Board, we do have a condition
of approval that reflects that the Town won’t have ownership or be required to maintain any
of the facilities moving forward.

Mr. Trau: There are no major concerns with this project. Engineering would recommend an
easement or a different disbursement method for the storm water facility outlet.

Mr. Schultz: Where the drainage discharges is actually were it has always historically
discharged, unfortunately over the years of farming the drainage improvements were kind of
neglected. Over the winter months we have gone through and opened up the ditch to restore
the natural drainage. The discharge from the site is all the way off to the east and flows into
an area of land that was given to the YMCA, mature woods, with a regulated wetland which
is good in that you won't see any disturbance.

Mr. Michael Kobryn, 772 Manitou Rd: I border lots 2 and 4. South side of my property, both
of my survey pins are gone and they knew it last year and told me not to worry about it. They
said they would put them back in for me, well it has been over a year and my pins are not in
there. I think they dug a drainage ditch and I am pretty sure some of that is on my property;
I am not sure because my pins are gone. I think they took a tree out from out in back of my
property, but I cannot prove that either because I do not have any pins. The drainage they
put in there, to me it is kind of a safety hazard. I had a little kid over picking up branches
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from the wind storm, I had to move him out of there, that thing is deep and if it’s full of water,
someone could fall in there and drown.

Mr. Schultz: We certainly intend to replace the pins and stake the line. As part of the work
that was done out there over the winter months was certainly done within the boundaries.
The ditch we put in was potentially to relieve drainage issues. The gentleman’s backyard
historically has water lying in it. Right now the ditch is approximately 3 feet lower than his
yard. When the ditch is graded out there will be a natural flow off his property and he will be
able to use all his property in the spring time.

Mr. Fisher: Anything that you propose for drainage would be reviewed by our Engineering
department to be sure it meets the safety and drainage requirements.

Mr. Schultz: Yes, we have submitted and it has been reviewed by Mr. Gauthier and he has
given us comments back on it. The design of the drainage was well over-designed
intentionally.

Mr. Geisler: Is it a normal septic system or sand filled system
Mr. Schultz: These are sand beds. The soils in that area are not the greatest.

Mr. Michael Kobryn 772 Manitou Rd: When they replace the pins and the drainage ditch is on
my property, what options do I have?

Mr. Schiano: He cannot develop on your property. There will be action taken. The Town will
have to go out and look at it too.

Mr. Selke: Are you going to have a homeowners association with this? What will be their
responsibility? Any signage?

Mr. Schultz: For the care and maintenance of the private drive and the improvements. I am
also adding the storm water maintenance, the pond, as part of the responsibility for the lots.
No signhage for the development, no additional lighting for the private drive. These are
intended to be private secluded lots.

Mr. Fisher: Is the Town being provided an access easement?
Mr. Schultz: Yes

Mr. Caterino: In the staff notes, we included a condition to address the ownership and
maintenance of the private drive. At this point it would be to add two (2) conditions: the one
Mr. Selke recommended about the drainage and the second would be as Mr. Sofia
recommended - the reestablishment of the surveying monumentation to 772 Manitou Rd.

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

WHEREAS, Spencerport Professional, LLC (the “Applicant”) has submitted a proposal to the
Town of Greece (the “"Town”) Planning Board (the “Planning Board"”) for approval of a minor
subdivision, as more fully described in the minutes of this public meeting (the “Proposal”),
relative to property located at Manitou Road (the “Premises”); and

WHEREAS, having considered carefully all relevant documentary, testimonial and other
evidence submitted, the Planning Board makes the following findings:

1. Upon review of the application, the Planning Board determined that the application is
subject to the State Environmental Quality Review Act (New York State Environmental
Conservation Law, Article 8) and its implementing regulations (6 NYCRR Part 617, the
“SEQRA Regulations”) (collectively, "SEQRA"), and that the application constitutes an
Unlisted action under SEQRA.
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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.

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
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that the Proposal will not have a significant adverse impact on the environment, which
constitutes a negative declaration.

VOTE:

Antelli Absent Burke Yes
Geisler Yes Anthony Yes
Selke Yes Sofia Yes
Fisher Yes

MOTION CARRIED

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

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.

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.

No building permits shall be issued unless and until the highway permits are issued, if
any are required. A note that indicates this requirement shall be added to the site plan.

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.

No building permits shall be issued for any of the lots in this subdivision unless and
until the appropriate easement documents, including all necessary map references,
have been filed in the Office of the Monroe County Clerk. The Liber and Page of
easement filing shall be referenced on final as-built record drawings provided to the
Town.

No pre-construction meeting shall be scheduled unless and until a Notice of Intent
(NOI) has been filed with the New York State Department of Environmental
Conservation (the “NYSDEC").

Throughout the life of the storm water permit (from the filing of the Notice of Intent
to the Notice of Termination), the developer shall comply fully with all aspects of the
NYSDEC General Permit No. GP-0-15-002, particularly Part IV, which describes:

e periodic inspections of the construction site by a qualified professional; and
¢ maintenance of a site log; and

e stabilization requirements; and
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¢ maintenance of sediment traps and ponds during construction.

The periodic inspection reports shall be provided to the Town’s Engineering staff within
24 hours of inspections.

The private drive, storm sewers, and stormwater management facilities shall not be
offered for dedication to the Town of Greece. Furthermore, the Town of Greece shall
not be responsible for the maintenance for said facilities and infrastructure. A note to
this effect shall be added to the plat.

The addresses of the lots in this subdivision shall be added to the plat.

A 5-foot-wide concrete sidewalk and sidewalk easement to the Town of Greece shall
be provided along the Manitou Road frontage of the site. If the Town Board grants a
waiver of the sidewalk requirement, the date of such waiver shall be added to the plat.

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

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.

Wherever this resolution refers to a specific applicant, developer, operator, or property
owner, it shall be construed to include any successors and assigns.

Wherever this resolution refers to a specific public official or agency, it shall be
construed to include agents, designees, and successors.

Wherever this resolution refers to a specific law, ordinance, code, rule, or regulation,
it shall be construed to include any succeeding or superseding authority.

The Applicant shall submit a drainage plan for the proposed project, subject to the
approval of the Town Engineer.

The Applicant shall reestablish survey markers/monuments along the northern
property line adjoining 772 Manitou Road.

Antelli Absent Burke Yes
Geisler Yes Anthony Yes
Selke Yes Sofia Yes
Fisher Yes

MOTION CARRIED
APPROVED WITH CONDITIONS
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2. Applicant: Rhonda Marie & Brian Sweet
Location: 281 Deming Street
Mon. Co. Tax No.: 088.04-4-3
Request: Minor subdivision approval for the Sweet subdivision, consisting

of 2 lots on approximately 5.1+ acres.

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

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

Brian Sweet, 24 Ascot Drive Rochester, NY; Ashley Hudson, 614 Behan Rd Rochester, NY
presented the application:

Mr. Sweet: We are proposing to subdivide the 5.4 acres into two (2) lots for two residential
house in the future. At this time there is no site engineer involved yet, I want to make sure
that this goes through ok and bring it to the Board at a future date.

Mr. Caterino: Staff comments are pretty minimal. This is strictly a conveyance application.
Down the road if they want to build on either lot they will need site plan approval from the
Town, which will be an administrative process. The only comment we have is regarding Round
Pond Creek that runs through the middle of the property and we just request that they provide
a drainage and flooding easement to the Town of Greece over the creek. It is a serious
tributary that could have negative impacts to downstream residents.

Mr. Geisler: Do you have any flood indications for the area?

Mr. Sweet: At this time, from what I understand there aren’t any in that area. That will all
come to fruition with a site engineer.

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

WHEREAS, Rhonda Marie and Brian Sweet (the “Applicant”) has submitted a proposal to the
Town of Greece (the “"Town”) Planning Board (the “Planning Board”) for approval of a minor
subdivision, as more fully described in the minutes of this public meeting (the “Proposal”),
relative to property located at 281 Deming Street (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,
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descriptions, analyses, reports, and reviews (collectively, the ™“Environmental
Analysis”).

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.

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.

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.

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

The Planning Board has completed Parts 2 and 3 of the EAF, and has carefully
considered the information contained therein.

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

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.

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.

The Planning Board concurs with the information and conclusions contained in the
Environmental Analysis.

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.

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 Absent Burke Yes
Geisler Yes Anthony Yes
Selke Yes Sofia Yes
Fisher Yes
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Mr. Sofia made the following motion, seconded by Mr. Geisler:

1.

VOTE:

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.

Any Town of Greece approval or permit for these 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.

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. Additional Town of Greece approvals must
be obtained before any future construction. A note that indicates this requirement
shall be added to the plat.

The addresses of the lots in this subdivision shall be added to the plat.

As offered and agreed to by the Applicant, the Applicant shall provide a drainage and
flooding easement to the Town of Greece over portions of Round Pond Creek, subject
to the approval the Town’s Engineering staff.

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

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 agents, designees, and successors.

Wherever this resolution refers to a specific law, ordinance, code, rule, or regulation,
it shall be construed to include any succeeding or superseding authority.

Antelli Absent Burke Yes
Geisler Yes Anthony Yes
Selke Yes Sofia Yes
Fisher Yes

MOTION CARRIED
APPROVED WITH CONDITIONS
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Location:

Mon. Co. Tax No.:

Request:

Zoning District:

VOTE: Antelli
Geisler
Selke
Fisher

MOTION CARRIED
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Royal Car Wash Development, LLC
55 Greece Center Drive
045.03-4-2.1

Site plan approval for a proposed car wash facility (one-story;
4,096+ square feet), with related parking, utilities, grading, and
landscaping, on approximately 1.23% acres.

BR (Restricted Business)

Absent Burke Yes
Yes Anthony Yes
Yes Sofia Yes
Yes

APPLICATION CONTINUED TO

APRIL 6, 2022
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SITE PLANS
New Business
Applicant: Peter Elitzer
Location: 2695 and 2723 West Ridge Road
Mon. Co. Tax No.:  074-14-3-2 and 074-14-3-3.1
Request: Site plan approval for a proposed building (two-story; 13,500+

square feet total), with related parking, utilities, grading, and
landscaping, on approximately 2.54% acres.

Zoning District: BP (Professional Office) and BR (Restricted Business)

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

Chris Corfield, Whelan & Curry Construction and Neil Zinsmeyer, Napierala Consulting,
presented the application:

Mr. Corfield: You have all seen this project a few times in a concept review and we are now
formally submitting a full set of civil engineering plans. The project has not changed much
since concept review and we have shown more detail as it relates to landscaping, parking
layout, and expanded the building footprint over the existing shared property line. We are
looking to eliminate that property line. Provided a synopsis to staff comments which are on
file.

Mr. Caterino: This application was before the Board of Zoning Appeals last night for a parking
variance and they are looking for some guidance. In terms of code standpoint, they would
need 132 parking spaces and currently there is 100 provided on this plan. If we removed the
spaces on the east and west side of the existing building that would drop it down to 91. I
took some pictures last week of the viewpoints from those parking spaces. Where those are
located they sit 3-4 feet above the neighboring properties and there is an existing fence, but
you can still see the entire back of the house, so headlights would be a real concern there.

Mr. Corfield: The point my client wanted to make on that is the business hours of the existing
tenants generally close around 6 or 7 o’clock at night. The new facility will likely close around
5 or 6 o’clock at night. So there won’t be heavy traffic in the middle of the night.

Mr. Caterino: The big question is the parking count. We need to look at where are areas on
the property where we can maximize parking. The existing tenants are a plumbing, auto and
flooring business, what type of deliveries do they have and where are they staging on the
plaza?

Mr. Selke: We also need to worry about where they are putting snow in the winter.

Mr. Keith O'Toole, O'Toole law firm PLLC: I am here with my clients Betty Joseph and David
Joseph, the owners of property at 28 Fox Meadow Road. The engineers comments are about
more parking, they need more parking. The reason is because they are replacing a 1,600
square foot house with a 13,500 square foot office building. It would be ideal to reduce the
height of the building by removing the second story to that building. As for the site plan issues
specifically: The common boundary line. Once you build the new building you open up the
site, there is going to be more impact from noise, car traffic, headlight issues, and customers
coming and going. What we would like to see: Get rid of the parking spaces, we would like
to see a noise mitigation fence running along the common boundary. I have provided some
examples of fences to help with the noise mitigation. The southern side of the house is where
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the bedrooms are, we would like to enhance the proposed landscaping. Northern Spruces are
proposed, we would like the trees to run the full length of the common boundary and add a
few more for any coverage gaps. The proposed utility pad should be moved out to Ridge Road
where there is already significant traffic and noise. We ask them to reconsider the design of
the building to more like the design of Country Village, which blends a commercial project
into a residential neighborhood.

Mr. Selke: I don't see the utility pad being relocated to Ridge Road an issue, I am not seeing
any plans for dumpster enclosures.

Mr. Corfield: There are two (2) existing dumpster enclosures on the property, this new tenant
will likely only have trash containers. They would share and one does need to be fixed up.

Mr. Schiano: I believe we had this applicant in front of the Board for concept for a two-story
building the entire length of the building, you purposely made them cut it back in so that you
would not have that big, looming second-story towards the house.

Mr. Corfield: We have made quite a bit of effort to ease the concern of the second-story. The
windows are 20-22 feet in from the edge of the first floor of the building, shading visibility.

Mr. Fisher: In my opinion, parking on the side of the building is a place that will have the
maximum impact on the surrounding and by itself is difficult to be able to do because of the
elevation change. The one by Fox Meadow I think needs to be eliminated. I think it may be
appropriate to look at other places as John suggested to see where those can be placed
without negative impact on the neighbors. It looks like people are parking in existing lot but
on the site you cannot see where the parking spaces are.

Mr. Caterino: Has there been a break down done of the individual tenants, the number of
employees, and hours of operation?

Mr. Corfield: Not those specifics. We did receive some information about tractor trailer
deliveries. The flooring store does not get any tractor trailer deliveries, just a showroom.
Advance Auto gets one tractor trailer per week. Ferguson Plumbing Supply place gets two
tractor trailer deliveries per month and they have a straight truck daily between 8am-1pm.
The new medical tenant only anticipates UPS and FedEx deliveries. We will have to do a study
on the traffic pattern.

Mr. Selke: A medical facility is going to have medical materials and they may need to be
handled specially and may have to be picked up on site.

Mr. Geisler: A lot of medical facilities are by appointment only, so you may not have the traffic
simultaneously.

Mr. Sofia: The fencing around the property needs to be a priority for buffering to the neighbors
on both sides, and enhance the look of the property. To the Attorney’s points....is the applicant
ok with moving the utility pad to the front of the building? Is the applicant ok with adding
more trees between the neighbor’s property? We would not require removing windows from
the second-story. As far as the sound proof fencing, you do not have traffic there, I don't
think it's realistic. Parking spaces on the side would have to be leveled, maybe even labeled
as employee parking, if that is decided. Maybe shrubs or a fence up to the property line to
protect the snow plowing issue, to prevent from going into the neighboring properties.

Mr. Corfield: Trees, yes. I will have to get with my client on the fencing.

Mr. Fisher: Parking is something we need to look at. Are there some additional places we can
put parking without a negative impact?

Mr. Caterino: A better idea of the tenants, hours of operation, employee numbers and what
they think their peak times of foot traffic are would help.
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Mr. Sofia: We also need to take into consideration the tenants looked at this and felt
comfortable with the parking. They certainly are not going to put themselves in a position
that puts them in jeopardy, so that has to have some weight in the recommendation to the
Zoning Board. The tenant has looked at this and are not going to occupy 13,000 square feet
and feel uncomfortable with the parking situation.

Mr. Fisher: Need some type of verification as to how many parking spaces the current tenant
uses vs how much is required for the applicant. Then we get propose to zoning for any
variances.

Mrs. Anthony made a motion, seconded by Ms. Burke, to continue the application to
the April 6, 2022 meeting, as requested by the applicant.

VOTE: Antelli Absent Burke Yes
Geisler Yes Anthony Yes
Selke Yes Sofia Yes
Fisher Yes

MOTION CARRIED
APPLICATION CONTINUED TO
April 6, 2022 MEETING
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1. Applicant: DVL2, LLC
Location: 75 Greece Center Drive
Mon. Co. Tax No.: 045.03-4-4.1

Request: Concept plan review for the construction of a one-story drive-
thru establishment (2,300+ square feet) with parking, utilities,
grading, and landscaping, on approximately 0.97+ acres.

Zoning District: BR (Restricted Business)

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

Matt Tomlinson, Marathon Engineering, Jeff Saeger, DVL2, LLC, presented the application:

Mr. Tomlinson: Proposal is for Lot 2 of the subdivision, which is the northeast most parcel.
These have been done is phases looking at traffic studies with NYSDOT. There is one access
point from Greece Center Drive. There is a double drive through to avoid backing onto Greece
Center Drive. Starbucks’ typical drive through stacking is 11; seven (7) to the order point
from the pickup window and four (4) behind that. This plan actually gives seven (7) to where
the two (2) order points merge together and then five (5) behind them each so a total of 17
vehicles queuing before it impacts the drive aisle. We are proposing 24 parking spaces, which
is slightly over the required amount. The dumpster is located in the lower right hand
(southeast) corner in an enclosure matching the fagade of the building. A small outdoor
seating area in a patio with a pedestrian connection to Latta Road. Screening walls and
landscaping out front in-line with the rest of the proposed projects. Stormwater is handled
for the overall development down behind Ocusight. There will be a small green infrastructure
practice to handle storm water quality. South of the building is a little green area, for snow
storage. We are still working on a sidewalk or pedestrian connection internal to the site along
Greece Center Drive. The building will be brick with a lot of glass facing Latta Road and the
parking lot.

Mr. Fisher: In looking at the entrance as to what is identified as the bypass lane to me is
confusing, people could come in and think that is the place to go and order. I also question
the location of the dumpster, it's within feet of Greece Center Drive. It should be moved and
screened, perhaps up in the far corner.

Mr. Tomlinson: We put the bypass lane there for delivery trucks. We will have clearance bars
and indicators for the drive-thru lanes. We can stripe across the entrance of the bypass lane.

Mr. Selke: Do you have any kind of safety bollards for the outdoor seating area? Awning?

Mr. Tomlinson: Decorative overhang but no awning. There will be a fence and a curb around
seating area.

Mr. Selke: Is this design of Starbucks unique or standard? Pick up and pay at the same
window?

Mr. Tomlinson: One window to pay and pick up, some will use the Mobile app so just order
and pick up, also walk up/pick up window

Mr. Saeger: This is a new prototype of Starbucks, square building style to allow for a walk
up/pick up window and different fagade criteria.
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Mr. Fisher: The critical concern is traffic, especially next to another traffic generator. It will
be very helpful to get the data from the Traffic Advisory Committee.

CONCEPT REVIEWED
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2. Applicant: 1031 Janes Road, LLC
Location: 1031 Janes Road
Mon. Co. Tax No.:  045.01-1-8
Request: Re-approval of the site plan for proposed flex industrial buildings,

(three-one story; 57,600 total square feet), with related parking,
utilities, grading, and landscaping on approximately 8.10% acres
originally approved on October 2, 2019.

Zoning District: IL (Light Industrial)

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

Mr. Caterino: Nothing new to report. The Applicant just wants to hold onto their approval.

Mr. Sofia made a motion, seconded by Mr. Geisler, to re-approve the site plan, as
requested by the applicant.

VOTE: Antelli Absent Burke Yes
Geisler Yes Anthony Yes
Selke Yes Sofia Yes
Fisher Yes

MOTION CARRIED
RE-APPROVAL GRANTED
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3. Applicant: Allied Property Developers
Location: Sand Pebble Lane
Mon. Co. Tax No.: 025.03-3-35.101

Request: Extension of final plat approval for Section 7 of the Buttonwood
Heights subdivision, consisting of 18 lots on approximately 6.72
acres previously approved on August 8, 2019.

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

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

Mr. Caterino: They are requesting two 90 days extensions.

Mr. Selke made a motion, seconded by Mr. Sofia, to approve two 90 day extensions,
as requested by the applicant.

VOTE: Antelli Absent Burke Yes
Geisler Yes Anthony Yes
Selke Yes Sofia Yes
Fisher Yes

MOTION CARRIED
APPROVED TWO 90 DAY EXTENSION
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ADJOURNMENT: 9:06p.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
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