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Work Session Began:  6:30 p.m. 

Meeting Began:  7:00 p.m. 
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Alvin I. Fisher, Jr., Chairman 

Christine R. Burke 

John Geisler 

William E. Selke 

Michael H. Sofia 

William P. Timmons 

 

Christopher A. Schiano, Esq., Deputy Town Attorney 

Mathew J. Trau, Junior Engineer 

John T. Caterino, Clerk of the Planning Board 

Janelle Castellana, Planning Board Secretary 

 

Absent 

Jamie L. Anthony 

John Gauthier, P.E., Associate Engineer 

 

 

Additions, Deletions and Continuations to the Agenda 

Continuations: Splash Car Wash, 1248 Long Pond Rd, continued to the 

meeting of 8/17/2022; Vendi Enterprises Inc., 2221 Ridgeway Ave, 

continued to the meeting of 9/7/2022. 

 

Announcements 

 

Policy of Decorum 
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PUBLIC HEARINGS 

Old Business 

1. Applicant:  The ARC of Monroe County 

 Location:  1051 Long Pond Road 

 Mon. Co. Tax No.:  059.03-4-25 

 Request:  Minor subdivision approval for the ARC subdivision consisting of 

two (2) lots on approximately 1.51± acres.  

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

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

request. 

Mr. Caterino: After the last meeting they were still waiting approval from the Board of Zoning 

Appeals for variances and at last night’s meeting the Zoning Board did approve those 

variances, so we have a resolution for standard conditions of approval of the subdivision. 

 

Mr. Geisler made a motion, seconded by Mr. Selke: 

WHEREAS, The ARC of Monroe County (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 1051 Long Pond Road (the “Premises”); and 

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

evidence submitted, the Planning Board makes the following findings: 

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

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

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

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

Unlisted action under SEQRA. 

2. The Planning Board has considered the Proposal at a public meeting (the “Meeting”) in 

the Greece Town Hall, 1 Vince Tofany Boulevard, at which time all parties in interest 

were afforded an opportunity to be heard. 

3. Documentary, testimonial, and other evidence were presented at the Meeting relative 

to the Proposal for the Planning Board’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 
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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 

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

constitutes a negative declaration. 

VOTE:  Burke   Yes   Anthony Absent 

  Geisler  Yes   Sofia  Yes 

  Selke   Yes   Timmons Yes  

  Fisher   Yes 

 

MOTION CARRIED 

_________________________________________________________________ 

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

3. 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 
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be obtained before any future construction.  A note that indicates this requirement 

shall be added to the plat. 

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

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

and Fire Marshal. 

6. Subject to the conditions of approval granted by the Board of Zoning Appeals on 

August 2, 2022. A note that indicates this requirement shall be added to the plat.  

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

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

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

construed to include agents, designees, and successors. 

9. 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:  Burke   Yes   Anthony Absent 

  Geisler  Yes   Sofia  Yes 

  Selke   Yes   Timmons Yes  

  Fisher   Yes 

 

MOTION CARRIED 

APPROVED WITH CONDITIONS 

_________________________________________________________________ 
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New Business 

1. Applicant:  Upstate Roots Design, LLC 

 Location:  978 North Greece Road (Covert-Brodie-Pollok House) 

 Mon. Co. Tax No.: 058.04-3-65.1 

Request: Minor subdivision approval for the Parcel 978 subdivision 

consisting of two (2) lots on approximately 14.95± acres. 

Zoning District: R1-18 (Single-Family Residential) & HPOD (Historic Preservation 

Overlay) 

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

meeting relative to the request for special use permit by applicant Upstate Roots 

Design, LLC. 

MOTION CARRIED 

APPLICATION CONTINUED TO 

AUGUST 17, 2022 MEETING 

_________________________________________________________________ 
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2. Applicant:   Upstate Roots Design, LLC 

 Location:   978 North Greece Road (Covert-Brodie-Pollok House) 

 Mon. Co. Tax No.:  058.04-3-65.1 

Request:  A special use permit to operate a low intensity retail and service 

use (interior decorating and boutique business) in accordance 

with Section 211-24 of the Zoning Ordinance.  

Zoning District:  R1-18 (Single-Family Residential) & HPOD (Historic Preservation 

Overlay)  

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

request. 

John Sciarabba, LandTech; Kristin Lindley and Meagan Baker, Upstate Roots Design, LLC 

presented the application: 

Mr. Sciarabba: This is a very interesting project in a historic home on the corner of North 

Greece Road and Mill Road.  Property is zoned R1-18 and approximately 15 acres in size.  

What Upstate Roots is planning on doing is purchasing 3.2 acres of this property surrounding 

the house and the outbuildings.  It is a very unique project due to the fact that it is the first 

application that has received the Historic Preservation Overlay district that the Town Board 

approved a couple of weeks ago.  Now it has certain guidelines that this applicant needs to 

adhere to that run with the property.  Last night, we received area variances for the proposed 

2,400 square foot structure, for the size of it and the height which will be 20-foot in size.  

Upstate Roots is a locally own business, both owners live in Greece.  It is an interior design 

and staging company.  So, if you have a house that needs to be sold, they will bring the 

furnishings in, stage the house for sale, and the house sells. They currently have three (3) 

people working with them and with this new operation they hope to grow their business and, 

in the future, have between five (5) and seven (7) employees.  Most of the business takes 

place outside of the residence.  This facility is going to be mostly offices and storage for their 

goods, decorations and things such as that. So, it is very low impact to the neighborhood, not 

a lot of customers coming here to this site, there will be when they have meetings and show 

them what they have, but most work is done off site.  They also have a warehouse in the city 

where they keep the large furniture, sofa’s, tv’s, bed things like that, that will not be coming 

here. They have a business plan which includes keeping the Pollock house intact.  I think 

interior designers are the best people for that.  We are not proposing to remove any 

landscaping, existing structures as they are to remain, we are proposing no changes to the 

Pollock house on the exterior.  The proposed 2,400 square foot out building is set about 200 

feet off the right of way of North Greece Road. It is also set over 200 feet from the North 

property line which is an existing property that is vacant right now, well buffered by the 

existing three (3) car garage so that won’t be impacted.  It is also 200 feet North of the 

current property line so that is important, quite a distance from that.  We do not believe it 

will impact any of the neighbors.  The barn is going to be for storage, they have racks that 

they set up inside the building with lamps, vases, plants, etc. set up so they can grab and set 

up at a site.  We asked for a height variance because they do have plans to buy a box truck 

so they can take the goods.  We have shown seven (7) parking spots on the north side, we 

are proposing landscaping to buffer any light spill to the north and south.  We are proposing 

board-on -board fence at the east end of the pavement, to shield lights.  Lights won’t be a 

big deal because the hours of operation for this business are 8am to 7pm during the week 

and 9am to 3pm on Saturday.  There will be no permanent residence in the structures, just 

offices. We aren’t proposing any cars to be parked overnight, no big trucks or advertising 

vans.  Signage will be within the Town requirements. We will comply with all Town staff 

comments, we are aware this building will need to be sprinklered and the driveway will meet 

the weight requirements per the Fire Marshal.  We have plenty of land to do a rain garden or 

bio swale to address drainage. 
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Mr. Caterino: This type of application is new to the Board.  A product of our newly created 

Historic Preservation Overlay which allows for limited, low intensity non-residential uses in 

designated local landmarks.  The Pollock house was the Town’s first local landmark designated 

in 1998.  We are still trying to track down minutes of that approval in 1998 because it does 

impact the application notably if a Certificate of Appropriateness is required and that is 

something we will work with the applicant to try and track down in advance of the next 

meeting.  This was before the Board of Zoning Appeals last night where the Board did grant 

area variances for the outbuilding due to the size and height of it. Even though the property 

is allowed to limited commercial uses, it still retains its residential setback, lot coverage etc. 

zoning requirements.  The Zoning Board did place conditions of approval on the outbuilding, 

similar to any large structure on a property, subject to random inspections by Code 

Compliance, the type of utilities, those types of things.  In terms of Planning comments, the 

hours of operation, types and quantities of deliveries, how is refuse going to be handled, and 

number of employees over time.  For the site layout, we had questions about removing the 

banked parking, dropping the drive aisle to 20 feet wide, eliminating more pavement from 

the site, and re-configuring the fence.  Fire Marshal did state this would need a fire sprinkler 

system.  Building comments were related to ADA compliance for the site. 

Mr. Trau: The only thing Engineering is looking for is the storm water facility that Mr. 

Sciarabba talked about, we will work that out with him. 

Mr. Sciarabba: This is a residential project so we will have totes, not dumpsters.  The fencing 

is only going to be for buffering lights, they do not want to go to an enormous amount of 

expense for that. They are going to landscape beyond what we are showing, on the outer 

limits of the property.  The manager of the trust is working on a further development to the 

east so keeping that in mind. 

Mr. Fisher:  Can you show us what the proposed structure would look like? 

Mr. Sciarabba: We do not have architectural drawings yet but have a picture of ideas of what 

they would like to include on it, elements of stone to mimic the Pollock house, white siding 

that matches the existing garage at the rear of the property. Rural barn look, 20-foot-high to 

accommodate a 14-foot door for a step truck.  We are pointing the doors to the north to make 

more of a courtyard appearance and so no one is affected by the movement of vehicles and 

doors.  We plan for several pine trees, lilac bushes and things. 

Mr. Fisher: We cannot act on this tonight due to the information on the Certificate of 

Appropriateness.   

Mr. Caterino:  Per our local law there is a process that has to happen for a Certificate of 

Appropriateness, so we have to go by those requirements.  If we can track down the initial 

approval that would be very beneficial.  We might need to discuss with Counsel.  Outside of 

the Board, you will be able to get the process started for the Certificate of Appropriateness.   

Vince Ragonese, 507 East Moreno Drive: What is the time frame for construction and what 

kind of noise? 

Mr. Sciarabba: The building will take about 2 months after getting all permits. After the 

building is up it will be internal work.  

Gina DiBella, 224 Northwood Drive: I was the chair of the Historic Preservation Commission 

when this property was designated as our Town’s first historic landmark. The Town really 

should have the minutes from the meeting along with a map, I do recall five (5) acres being 

involved, meaning that Mr. Pollock really wanted to protect the five (5) acres that surrounded 

his property, also a Certificate of Appropriateness is required by law.  

Mr. Caterino: Mr. Chairman, with this project involving a special use permit, the Board is not 

just going to be approving site layout and aesthetics, we are going to be approving the use 

and how the business is operated.   
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Mr. Fisher:  So it might be appropriate for the people who are operating the business, if can 

outline how you are going to be operating the business, to refresh some of us as well. 

Ms. Baker: We are a local staging and re-design business.  There are two (2) stages of our 

business, we work with real estate agents, homeowners and investors to bring a property 

back to life that is empty.  So when home buyers walk through they feel a sense of emotional 

connection and can envision property as their home. The other stage of our business is interior 

design, decorating, working with homeowners to re-invent their space, refresh it.  Our goal 

for this property, we are called to it because we love old and bringing in new but keeping the 

character of old homes.  So when we called the Town of Greece we were really called to this, 

to keep the integrity of the home, the character and value of it, and we want to invite the 

community back in to appreciate the property.  That is our goal when we turn this into a 

business.  We will hold all our staging décor items in this new outbuilding, which we will have 

racks holding artwork, lamps, vases, kitchenware.  We need a docking station so we can load 

and unload.  A set up area where we can build our looks for each space which is why we have 

asked for this size of building. We will run the business out of the home, office space, 

employee meetings, conference rooms.  Inviting clients in but it is low traffic.  For the most 

part we are out in the field with our clients. 

Mr. Fisher: One of the beauties is if people get to see what a cobblestone home is, precious 

resource you don’t get to see, the mammoth walls and windows, it’s a real resource for the 

Town of Greece. This is our first designated landmark, so we are particularly proud and want 

to make sure that we preserve it. 

Ms. Lindley:  We are honored to take it over, the history of it and researching the Pollock 

family and everything that happened previous to it and the story behind it and how hard they 

fought to get it.  A historic landmark is really important to us too.  

Mr. Geisler:  What is the plan for the attached garage and the three (3) car garage? 

Ms. Baker: The one attached to the house we will keep recycling bins and garbage, it also 

holds tools and acts as a workshop and we plan to maintain that. For the tools and things we 

use to hang our own décor in the field.  Detached garage will be for parking if needed, snow 

removal equipment, lawn mowers, exterior maintenance. 

Mr. Geisler: How much driveway will you have?  

Mr. Sciarabba:  40 foot of pavement which includes parking spaces on the north side. 

Mr. Geisler:  The parking is concealed quite a bit from the road, that’s good, it’s going to look 

nice. 

Mr. Selke: There will be more traffic than before, concerned about stacking into North Greece 

Road.  Are you keeping the stone, looking at mud and stuff digging in with the traffic. 

Mr. Sciarabba:  To meet the Fire Marshal requirements it will be redone so it is intended to 

be asphalt at some point.  There will be maybe two (2) deliveries a day: Amazon delivery 

truck and the business truck. A house with five (5) kids would create more traffic than they 

are thinking about.  Their employees are generally in the field with clients. 

John Grieco, 144 Cedar Creek Trail: Just an ethical question for the Board, this happens to be 

the first historical landmark is the Town of Greece and it is zoned residential and now for the 

very first property you’re going to make it non-residential?  Are you aware of the traffic 

density in the area and the concerns? If the Town of Greece was so interested in the Historical 

site, turn it into a museum, it’s for the public.  

Mr. Fisher:  What the Town Board is provided is a new approach so that we could take 

properties that are currently designated as landmarks and to encourage those properties to 

stay and to be used productivity, we have set a series of criteria that would allow low impact 

business to be able to go there so they property is developed and continued to be a resource 
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for the Town.  This is the first of that approach. That is one of the impacts, how much 

additional traffic there is going to be, that’s one of our considerations is the traffic. 

Mr. Sofia: I would prefer to see less north and south of the fence, to block just the visibility 

of the entrance and some landscaping on each end, I don’t want to break the bank with the 

fence that looks like the one Bank of America did, it fits the property, your doing such a great 

job on keeping it in its present use I really would love to see that, even if it shortened the 

length of it.  If it’s not going to be a resident, this is a great use for this property, you have 

gone into great detail in the past with us on the use of this low intense business. We will need 

more materials to be used for the building at the next meeting in order to approve. 

Mr. Fisher: We are not in the position to act on this but I think we have identified the 

information we need to get. The passion you have shown is the kind of thing what we need 

for historical buildings to recognize the resource they are. 

Mr. Geisler made a motion, seconded by Mr. Timmons to continue the application to 

the meeting of August 17, 2022. 

 

 

VOTE:  Burke   Yes   Anthony Absent 

  Geisler  Yes   Sofia  Yes 

  Selke   Yes   Timmons Yes  

  Fisher   Yes 

 

MOTION CARRIED 

APPLICATION CONTINUED TO 

AUGUST 17, 2022 MEETING 

_________________________________________________________________ 
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SITE PLANS 

Old Business 

1. Applicant:  Splash Car Wash Rochester, LLC 

 Location:  1250 Long Pond Road 

 Mon. Co. Tax No.:  074.14-2-10.0 & 074.14-2-9.0 

 Request:  Site plan approval for a proposed car wash facility (one-story; 

8,350± square feet), with related parking, utilities, grading, and 

landscaping, on approximately 1.49± acres.  

 Zoning District:  BR (Restricted Business) 

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

request. 

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

meeting of August 17, 2022. 

 

VOTE:  Burke   Yes   Anthony Absent 

  Geisler  Yes   Sofia  Yes 

  Selke   Yes   Timmons Yes  

  Fisher   Yes 

 

MOTION CARRIED 

APPLICATION CONTINUED TO 

AUGUST 17, 2022 MEETING 

_________________________________________________________________ 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



PLANNING BOARD MINUTES 

August 3, 2022 

 

Page 11 

New Business 

1. Applicant:  Vendi Enterprises, Inc. 

 Location:  2221 Ridgeway Avenue 

 Mon. Co. Tax No.:  089.04-01-5 

 Request:  Site plan approval for a proposed addition (50.0 feet x 80.0 feet; 

4,000 square feet) to an existing building, with related parking, 

utilities, grading, and landscaping, on approximately 2.72± 

acres.  

 Zoning District:  IG (General Industrial) 

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

request. 

 

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

meeting of September 7, 2022.  

VOTE:  Burke   Yes   Anthony Absent 

  Geisler  Yes   Sofia  Yes 

  Selke   Yes   Timmons Yes  

  Fisher   Yes 

 

MOTION CARRIED 

APPLICATION CONTINUED TO 

September 7, 2022 MEETING 

_________________________________________________________________ 
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2. Applicant:  St. Lawrence Church 

 Location:  1000 & 1030 North Greece Road 

 Mon. Co. Tax No.:  058.04-3-62.1, 058.04-3-62.2 

 Request:  Site plan approval for land disturbance (clearing and grading) 

exceeding one (1) acre on approximately 17.21± acres. 

 Zoning District:  R1-18 (Single-Family Residential) 

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

request. 

Greg Bell, BME Associates, presented the application: 

Mr. Bell: The church is requesting site plan approval for selective tree clearing that has already 

taken place.  The church had safety concerns and thought some of their trees were potential 

hazards. Not realizing that the Town had requirements of needing a site plan approval for 

disturbing more than one (1) acre they went ahead and had the trees removed.  So, we are 

here now requesting approval for the 1.4 acres, just a little above the requirement. The church 

also had the brush from the downed trees cleared and existing swale along the south property 

line, existing ground topography was not impacted as a result of this operation thus the 

drainage pattern went unaltered.  Currently the church has no intentions of cutting anymore 

trees down.  

Mr. Caterino: We are kind of doing the process in reverse on this one, most of the work has 

already occurred. This was reviewed by Monroe County, they didn’t have many comments, 

just making sure to confirm with other agencies if approvals were needed.  In this case, its 

just clearing.  Building, Fire Marshal, Zoning office had no comments.  In terms of Planning 

comments, trees were already cut down, so we wanted to know if they intend to cut down 

anymore, if so, please provide them on the plan. Some of the trees that were cut down, is 

there a process to remove any of those?  We have received some calls from the neighbors, 

but some of them were thinking that development would occur on the property.  I did receive 

the following email from a neighbor: 

My name is Diane Quinn.  I reside at 88 Cedar Creek Trail, Greece, NY  14626. 

Here's my comments for consideration regarding the application by St. 

Lawrence Church for the Site plan approval for land disturbance (clearing and 

grading) exceeding one (1) acre on approximately 17.21 acres on the "Project 

Site" as defined on the Site Aerial Map: 

The request is "post" the original work that has already been performed of 

taking down many, many trees.  Therefore, I would propose that this be a 

"conditional approval" of permission based on the following conditions be met: 

1.  There are many piles of trees that have been taken down which are 

extremely visible and unsightly behind my property and devalue the properties.  

It looks like a war zone or a demolition site when the shrubs and remaining 

trees are NOT in full bloom outside the summer season.  The trees that have 

been taken down should be removed in the near term (within 3-4 months) with 

a start and end date so they are no longer visible once the leaves start to fall.  

Whatever trees are left should be mulched up in a way that is beautiful like a 

park-like setting. (Wood from the trees could be sold for a profit that would 

benefit both the church and alleviate the unsightly situation behind our 

properties).  There is also the impact to the environment from the natural 

habitat for the beautiful deer, but also a threat of many rodents that will invade 

if the area of the brush and downed trees are not removed. 
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2.  A full scope document needs to be provided as to the proposed "clearing 

and grading" that is being proposed, or is it limited to the work that has already 

been completed?   The current description is too vague.  Just leaving the mess 

as is really is not acceptable.   

3.  There should be no disruption to individual property or access given to the 

neighboring property without discussion and written consent of the property 

owner.  

Thank you. 

Diane M. Quinn   8-3-2022 

Mr. Caterino then showed pictures from April 2022 and July 2022 from the property that he 

had taken  

Mr. Sofia:   I hate to jump ahead here, but I think leaving those is unacceptable.   

Mr. Fisher:  In some cases they appear to be in visible danger and trees that are leaning. 

Mr. Bell:  One of the reasons they are planning on leaving the trees is financial, the cost would 

be substantially more if they had to remove those trees. 

Mr. Sofia:  I’m sorry.  With all due respect you can’t leave these neighbors back yards looking 

like that.  If that was natural falling that’s one thing, but you have stumps, an eye sore. 

John Grieco, 144 Cedar Creek Trail:  I have a letter, the reality is we have had a long running 

with St. Lawrence Church, we as a community have done all that we can possibly do to help 

support them.  They ask for funds for Deacon Hall, funds for playground, and the community 

around us has always come to their aid and supported them.  We contacted them for two (2) 

years to cut those trees down because how it rendered our backyards.  I have a shed that I 

had to empty out because of the dead trees that were hanging over it and I’m a property 

owner in Honeoye Falls and the Ash tree is not unique to St Lawrence church, I had to cut 

and remove and that is an expense and a responsibility of being a landowner.  If not, sell us 

the property. An ethical standpoint as well, it took us two (2) years to get them to finally cut 

the trees, they cut the trees and now they let them lay where they fall.  With kids and things 

of that nature, its like a jungle gym back there and extremely unsightly, like a war zone.  We 

have letters stating that they were going to come and clear that.  Time comes and goes and 

hasn’t been addressed. I am asking you to hold them responsible to do something with that 

wood, move it to the center, put behind the church, get it away from our property.  This is 

the same church that tried to put the cell tower behind them. I appreciate your opinion on 

the unsightliness.  What is the proposed plan? 

Marisa Stieve, Finance Director, St. Lawrence Church: I was the one that initiated the tree 

removal, unaware that we were going to be disturbing over an acre.  I had phone calls and 

this was the first time I had heard of it, being the director for three (3) years, of trees falling 

or coming close to falling on people’s property.  I went and scanned it with my building and 

grounds Chairman Tony, we took a look and realized if we didn’t take these trees down they 

were going to crush people’s homes, pools, possibly kids and human lives. I was extremely 

scared with winter coming up that we were going to have 40 – 50 trees coming down.  So we 

rushed to get it together, we pulled funds out of our savings, we did not technically really 

have the money to be doing that.  This has cost of upwards of $80,000 so far.  We did get 

informed from the Town, I believe I was called by Sebastian or a John, not 100 percent sure, 

saying they did get complaints, because we had to contact a lawyer we had to actually get 

the neighbors to agree to give us access to their backyards so they could go in and do the 

work.  We had a real issue with getting access.  People were coming after the church asking 

us to pay them $10,000 to be able to come into their backyards.  It became a huge project.  

After talking with Birchcrest, the tree removal company, they said they were going to do their 

best to stay on our property line to remove the trees, nobody was ever informed the trees 

were going to be completely torn down.  Actually, everyone that called me I told them we cut 
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them so in case they did fall there was no way for them to actually fall and hit any property.  

We as the Parish have no money to go in and remove all of those trees not to mention trying 

to fight to get onto people’s property, having to pay to get on the property to remove the 

trees. That would be upwards of hundreds of thousands of dollars. We do not have the money.  

There is nothing we can do about taking down anymore of those trees.  There are no more 

trees coming down.  We have no intention of taking down anymore trees but our concern was 

safety, if all those trees came down and crushed people’s houses I think everyone would be 

a little more upset with their house being crushed than having a non-aesthetically pleasing 

wooded backyard.  It is not their property; it is our property.  Put up a fence, I’m not trying 

to be rude, we cannot do it, we cannot pay for it, and it was a safety hazard.  I did not want 

a phone call saying my child was crushed by one of the trees. 

Mr. Selke:  It’s a safety hazard now  

Ms. Stieve:  It’s not because it’s our property, no one should be on it. 

Mr. Fisher:  It becomes an attractive nuisance when you have property like that as a possibility 

that kids are going to be going onto that property. 

Ms. Stieve:  The only way for kids to get to the property is by going into those people’s 

backyards, they can’t get in from our side because it’s fully wooded so our property we can’t 

get through there that’s why we had to get access onto people’s properties.  Residents are 

going to have to keep an eye on the children in the backyard and tell them not to go just like 

you would tell them not to go into the road. 

Mr. Sofia: I understand it wasn’t intentional for cutting them down without knowledge of a 

permit process.  This is part of the reason there is a permit process, so we aren’t sitting here 

doing this after the fact.  If you came here and applied for the permit, the request would have 

been for them to be removed.   

Ms. Stieve:  Then we wouldn’t have removed them and they would have fallen on people. 

Mr. Sofia:  That is a liability as a landowner that you would have had to take.  We would have 

requested them be removed. 

Mr. Selke:  Did you make the decision? 

Ms. Stieve: It was made between the committee’s 

Mr. Fisher: Rather than completely removing them from the site, can you move them away 

from property lines? 

Ms. Stieve:  I am not even sure that can be done, I can consult with a tree person.  It is 

heavily dense wooded; I am not even sure they could get them in there. 

Mr. Geisler:  How did the tree company access the property to cut the trees? 

Ms. Stieve:  They went on our lawn, next to the school behind the playground and just sawed 

it down.   

Mr. Selke:  Does that wood have any value? 

Ms. Stieve:  It’s junk wood, nobody wants it. 

Mr. Geisler: It’s unfortunate all these committee and the finance committee and nobody 

thought to seek a permit from the Town on this. 

Mr. Sofia:  Or what the impact on the neighbor’s visibility would have been. That is interesting.  

I think we have to reserve and if there’s a path, they have to make a decision to pull them 

out.   

Mr. Fisher: What I would like to understand is if it could be moved away from the adjacent 

property owners. 
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Ms. Stieve:  It’s the back of everybody’s yards, it’s very thick, there’s nowhere to bring it.  I 

can call the owner of Birchcrest and see what he suggests, if some can be tossed into the 

back.  They cut the trees and stacked them, so in the pictures any that are leaning, it probably 

just fell, we had a couple cases of that.  

Mr. Fisher:  We need to continue this to be able to get additional information, see what 

Birchcrest can do to improve.  

Mr. Schiano: One thing I would request is, they are talking about neighbors wanting to be 

paid to be on their property, I would suggest the Church send letters to the neighbors making 

request to go on the property and find out what neighbors are looking to make money on 

this, to have an access it so we know, then it’s on the neighbors not the Church.  So, I prefer 

a letter be sent out that way just to cover the Church.  You can provide them to Mr. Caterino. 

Mr. Grieco:  A couple statements were not true, Birchcrest was great.  A gentleman contacted 

us and we did grant him access through our property.  We were happy just to get the trees 

cut.  They aren’t stacked.  I considered selling my property and a realtor told me I would have 

to clean up that property in the back because it is defacing the value of my property.  That is 

an issue that the Church has to deal with.  There are some people that were upset but most 

were very rational and wanted the trees removed.   

Mr. Fisher: I would ask the representative of the Church to see what some of the alternatives 

to removing the residuals away from the neighbor’s property and work with Mr. Caterino to 

be able to get the information.  I suggest we continue to two (2) weeks to give the applicant 

time. 

Mr. Timmons:  What was the original contract, to leave them on the ground flat or stack them 

or both? 

Ms. Stieve:  It was to drop the trees in place.  Cut them far enough and drop them.  That’s 

how I got the quote down enough to be able to get it done.  

Mr. Sofia made a motion, seconded by Mr. Timmons to continue the application to 

the meeting of August 17, 2022.  

VOTE:  Burke   Yes   Anthony Absent 

  Geisler  Yes   Sofia  Yes 

  Selke   Yes   Timmons Yes  

  Fisher   Yes 

 

MOTION CARRIED 

APPLICATION CONTINUED TO 

AUGUST 17, 2022 MEETING 

_________________________________________________________________ 
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3. Applicant:  Hospitality Syracuse, Inc. 

 Location:  3530 West Ridge Road 

 Mon. Co. Tax No.:  073.02-1-72.4 

 Request:  Site plan approval for proposed one-story drive-thru 

establishment (2,600± square feet) with related parking, 

utilities, grading, and landscaping, on approximately 0.77± 

acres.  

 Zoning District:  BG (General Business) 

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

request. 

Richard Llanos and Stephanie Albright, APD Engineering and Architecture; Mike McCracken 

Hospitality Syracuse, presented the application: 

Mr. Llanos: Currently there is an existing Taco Bell located at 3530 West Ridge Road that was 

being leased by Hospitality Syracuse.  They want to build a new store in order to have new 

updated site, features similar to the one built on the corner of Stone Road.  The existing site 

most of the utilities will be demolished and removed.   The current store is located on the 

eastern property line, we plan to rotate the building closer to the southern part of the property 

line.  In order to do that we plan to demolish and remove the current utilities. The parking 

spaces will be reduced from 42 down to 30.  There will be an added drive thru lane, making 

it two (2) lanes.  Recently we changed our site, there is a State Department of Transportation 

(DOT) easement along the south property line, we just made some site plan changes to avoid 

that. The building itself will be increased by 600 square feet.  The dumpster pad will be 

relocated, it was closer to the entrance along the northwest, it will not be moved closer to the 

northeast property line.  The disturbance will be less than one (1) acre. We determined from 

a storm water analysis that an underground detention basin is needed to meet the 30 percent 

required by Town.  We addressed the comments from the Town, adding signs along the 

bottom of the drive thru for parking, goose neck lighting, roof top screening, dumpster 

enclosure with masonry and composite gate.  Landscape will be salt tolerant throughout the 

entire site.  Access easement information has been provided to the Town.  

Ms. Albright: I do want to add that we were before the Zoning Board last night and they did 

not have the County Planning comments in front of them, so they were not able to act last 

night, we are asking for variances for the 20-foot parking set back along the frontage. With 

this new modified site plan, it will reduce the variance that we are asking for, but it will still 

require a variance.  The Board didn’t seem to have any major concerns with that.  We are 

improving from the existing Taco Bell radius in that southwestern corner of the drive thru is 

on that property line.  The other variance is signage related.  In general, I think the pylon 

sign is going to be the biggest point of contention, we are not allowed a pylon sign because 

of the business center.  This change provides more vehicle stacking and brings the building 

closer to West Ridge Road for visibility. 

Mr. Caterino:  They were before the Board of Zoning Appeals last night for parking setback 

and signage so the Board can’t act tonight.  As mentioned, there was a question about the 

property line as a result to appropriations done by the New York State Department of 

Transportation (NYSDOT) when they widened West Ridge Road, so we just wanted some 

clarification on that.  Any site changes as a result of that we don’t think are major, just 

shifting.  Building comments were related to ADA compliance, Fire Marshal comments were 

the location of no parking signage along with the building having to be sprinklered. Planning 

was just the elevations of the building, they added the spandrel glass and the gooseneck 

lights on the west side to give it symmetry on all four (4) sides given that its on the entrance 

to Elm Ridge Center and to view the roof screening. 

Mr. Trau:  Engineering has no further comments, everything has been addressed.  
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Mr. Fisher:  The second lane improves the business 

Ms. Albright:  This business will have a prepay window also 

Mr. Fisher:  We still need the Board of Zoning Appeals to act on the parking before we can 

approve.  We will continue to the next meeting.  

 

Mr. Selke made a motion, seconded by Mr. Sofia to continue the application to the 

meeting of August 17, 2022.  

VOTE:  Burke   Yes   Anthony Absent 

  Geisler  Yes   Sofia  Yes 

  Selke   Yes   Timmons Yes  

  Fisher   Yes 

 

MOTION CARRIED 

APPLICATION CONTINUED TO 

AUGUST 17, 2022 MEETING 

_________________________________________________________________ 
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SPECIAL PLANNING TOPICS 

Old Business 

None 

New Business 

1. Applicant:   Upstate Roots Design, LLC 

 Location:  978 North Greece Road (Covert-Brodie-Pollok House) 

 Mon. Co. Tax No.:  058.04-3-65.1 

 Request:  Minor improvement plan approval for a proposed barn (40.0 feet 

x 60.0 feet; 2,400 square feet), with related parking, utilities, 

grading, and landscaping on approximately 3.23± acres 

 Zoning District:  R1-18 (Single-Family Residential) & HPOD (Historic Preservation 

Overlay) 

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

meeting relative to the request for special use permit by applicant Upstate Roots 

Design, LLC. 

MOTION CARRIED 

APPLICATION CONTINUED TO 

AUGUST 17, 2022 MEETING 

_________________________________________________________________ 
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2.  Applicant: Big Ridgecrest, LLC 

 Location: 1960 West Ridge Road 

 Mon. Co. Tax No.: 074.16-2-22.1 

 Request: Minor improvement plan approval for a proposed compactor 

addition and loading dock, with the related parking, utilities, 

grading, and landscaping on approximately 5.12± acres. 

 Zoning District: BG (General Business) 

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

request. 

Mike Montalto, Costich Engineering, presented the application: 

Mr. Montalto: We were before the Board in October of last year and obtained site plan approval 

for the conversion of Ashley Furniture to Hobby Lobby.  The reason we are back for the Minor 

Improvement Plan is to add a compactor and loading dock.  After reviewing with Town staff, 

the input was to put the compactor at the rear of the building and the loading dock at the 

face of the building.  The reason for this is that trucks would take multiple movements very 

close to the property line to maneuver. This area for a loading dock already exists, cutting a 

penetration into the wall, the overhead door will be white with a rain guard above it, lowering 

the pavement, adding trench drain.  It is 135 feet back from the face of the building so tractor 

trailer when at the dock is fully behind the face of the building, it’s also behind the face of the 

adjacent buildings.  Now the tractor trailer deliveries are not up against the residential 

properties. The compactor behind the building is said to be good because instead of a 

dumpster its fully enclosed, all the waste goes directly from the inside building, no personnel 

outside out back, truck comes around back and puts a new container and drives off the site.  

Screen wall for the compactor is 10 feet high, masonry wall same color as building.  We will 

be screening the overhead rooftop units as well.  

Mr. Caterino: Most of the staff comments are provided in the staff notes that we provided.  

Because where the dock is located is going to be visible, we wanted the Board’s input.  

Comments are on the look, so it complements the existing building. We wanted to make sure 

the wall for the compactor is taller than the compactor itself. We will modify staff note #4 to 

say that wall will be 10-feet tall and higher than the compactor.  The loading dock staff note 

#5 the dock should complement the building.  The HVAC units up top, we had said anything 

that compliments the building during initial reviews for this.  We had thought maybe warm 

white or regal white, looks like it matches the exterior best, but whatever the Board thinks. 

Mr. Selke:  The site is looking pretty good, is the power station remaining?  Does Hobby Lobby 

lease?  The property owner was supposed to clean up, fencing is down. 

Mr. Montalto: The transformers do stay.  They do lease, the landlord has some responsibilities 

to be completed, fence has to be fixed, dumpster that is being put on the southwest corner. 

Mr. Sofia: What is the noise level of the compactor and how often do they compact and how 

often does it get removed? 

Mr. Montalto: It’s basically a roll off, bolts on to the bailor, so the trash goes into it, gets filled 

to a certain point, electric motor comes on and compacts it and pushes into the bailor.  The 

idea here is a lot less trucks.  With all the equipment behind a screen wall, the decibel level 

is minor.  Mostly cardboard material.  Not a high compacting force.  Limited to the hours of 

operation. 

Ms. Castellana:  I have worked with compactors.  They aren’t too noisy and its not constant.  

Just while its being used to crush the cardboard.  It would be limited to the hours they are 

open or the scheduled hours of the person working in that department.  The one I worked 

with got changed out once every three months. 



PLANNING BOARD MINUTES 

August 3, 2022 

 

Page 20 

Mr. Fisher:  This should be a major improvement. Anything that reduces dumpsters and 

reduces truck traffic are positives.  

 

Mr. Timmons made a motion, seconded by Mr. Geisler: 

WHEREAS, Big Ridgecrest, 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 1960 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 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:  Burke   Yes   Anthony Absent 

  Geisler  Yes   Sofia  Yes 

  Selke   Yes   Timmons Yes  

  Fisher   Yes 

 

MOTION CARRIED 

_________________________________________________________________ 

Mr. Timmons made the following motion, seconded by Mr. Geisler with 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 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. 

3. Subject to approval by the Town’s Building Inspector, Fire Marshal, and Engineering 

Staff.  

4. The height of the proposed compactor wall shall be at least 10-feet tall and of 

masonry material, subject to the approval of the Planning Board Clerk. 

5. The exterior colors of the loading dock and associated features (e.g. hand railings, 

truck well walls, etc.) shall be consistent with the exterior building, subject to the 

approval of the Planning Board Clerk.  

6. All heating, ventilation, and air conditioning (HVAC) equipment shall be screened 

from public view. The screening for the roof top HVAC equipment shall be visually 

compatible with the existing building, subject to the approval of Planning Board 

Clerk.   

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

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

8. 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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9. 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:  Burke   Yes   Anthony Absent 

  Geisler  Yes   Sofia  Yes 

  Selke   Yes   Timmons Yes  

  Fisher   Yes 

 

MOTION CARRIED 

APPROVED WITH CONDITIONS 

_________________________________________________________________ 
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3. Applicant:  Li-Cycle North America Hub, Inc. 

Location:   205 McLaughlin Road 

Mon. Co. Tax No.:  089.04-1-3.22 

Request:  Extension of the Site plan approval for the construction of a 

hydrometallurgical processing facility (multiple buildings and 

exterior equipment/storage tanks) related parking, utilities, 

grading, and landscaping on real property located at 205 

McLaughlin Road (“Hub Facility”) within the Economic 

Development and Innovation Overlay District for the Eastman 

Business Park previously approved on December 8, 2021 

Zoning District:  IG (General Industrial) and EDIO (Economic Development and 

Innovation Overlay) 

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

request. 

Mr. Caterino: Li-Cycle is in the process of constructing the Hub facility and getting some 

additional approvals.  There site plan would expire at the end of the year and they are just 

requesting a two (2) year extension of their site plan approval. 

Mr. Sofia made a motion, seconded by Mr. Timmons  

Issuance of waiver, pursuant to Section 211-19(B)(3)(b) and Section 211-19(B)(5)(a, 

d and e), and in accord with Section 211-19(A)(1), of the Town of Greece Code, of the 

expiration date of the initial site plan approval granted on December 8, 2022 to Li-Cycle North 

America Hub, Inc. for its hydrometallurgical processing facility, consisting of multiple buildings 

and exterior equipment/storage tanks, and related parking, utilities, grading, and landscaping 

on real property located at 205 McLaughlin Road (“Hub Facility”) within the Economic 

Development and Innovation Overlay District for the Eastman Business Park, thereby 

extending, subject to all of the conditions set forth in this Planning Board’s approval motion 

made by Mr. Antelli and seconded by Ms. Anthony on December 8, 2021, the expiration date 

of that initial site plan approval for the Hub Facility to December 31, 2024. 

VOTE:  Burke   Yes   Anthony Absent 

  Geisler  Yes   Sofia  Yes 

  Selke   Yes   Timmons Yes  

  Fisher   Yes 

 

MOTION CARRIED 

TWO (2) YEAR EXTENSION APPROVED  

_________________________________________________________________ 
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4. Applicant:  Barnard Fire District 

Location:   3084 Dewey Avenue 

Mon. Co. Tax No.:  060.81-2-1 

Request:  Review of interior modifications to an existing building.  

Zoning District:  DMU (Dewey Avenue Mixed Use) 

 

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

request. 

John Caterino, Planner, Town of Greece presented the application: 

Mr. Caterino showed the Board the changes to the Barnard Fire District Headquarters located 

on Dewey Avenue. 

Mr. Caterino: This structure was on the Town’s survey of significant architectural and historical 

structures.  Built in 1928 and I believe with a series of additions for the apparatuses in the 

50’s and 60’s.  They do not need approvals from the Board, but they are proposing some 

interior modifications.  With the Board being the Historic Preservation body and because of 

the significance of the structure, we wanted to show the Board what they are doing.  We had 

a meeting with last week with Bergmann, the architect, and the Chief of the District.  Most of 

the modifications are for staffing and operational standpoint to include meeting rooms, 

restrooms and locker rooms, bunk spaces, dining facility. They will need local permits from 

Building Department and/or Fire Marshal.  

Mr. Fisher: I think one of the intents was to try and support the professional force which is 

now primarily what is operating in Barnard, to be able to get the facilities so it is acceptable 

for both men and women.  Keeping the outside virtually identical but making the facility 

effective and accommodating. 

UPDATE PROVIDED 

_________________________________________________________________ 
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ADJOURNMENT:   8:57 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 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


