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Work Session Began:  6:30 p.m. 

Meeting Began:  7:00 p.m. 

Place:  Community Conference Room, Greece Town Hall 
 

 

Present:    

Albert F. Meilutis, Chairman 

Thomas F. Hartwig 

Sharon M. Quataert 

Bradford Shea 

Anthony F. Wechsler   

 

 

Christopher A. Schiano, Esq., Deputy Town Attorney 

Ivana Casilio, , Zoning Administrator 

Maryjo Santoli, Planning and Zoning Secretary 

 

 

Absent 

Linda Andreano 

Randy T. Jensen 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Additions, Deletions and Continuances to the Agenda 

Decorum Policy  

Announcements 
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Old Business: 

1. Applicant: KBM Associates, Inc. (aka American Custom Exteriors) 

 Address: 2015 Maiden Lane 

 Mon. Co. Tax No.: 074.06-1-11 

 Zoning District: BN (Neighborhood Business) 

Request: An area variance for a second story addition, (32.0 feet x 40.0 

feet; 1280 square feet second floor), to an existing (32.0 feet x 

40.0 feet; 1280 square feet first floor) detached accessory 

structure, to have a (west) side setback of 3.0 feet, instead of 

the 15.0 feet minimum required, from a residential district.  

Section 211-20 A(6)(d)[3] 

 

On a motion by Mr. Hartwig and seconded by Ms. Quataert, it was resolved to 

continue the public hearing on this application until the meeting of May 3, 2022. 

 

VOTE:  Ms. Andreano Absent Mr. Hartwig  Yes  

Mr. Jensen  Absent Mr. Meilutis  Yes  

Ms. Quataert Yes   Mr. Shea  Yes 

Mr. Wechsler Yes 

 

   

Motion Carried 

Application Continued Until 

the Meeting of May 3, 2022  

_________________________________________________________________ 
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2. Applicant: APL Properties LLC  

 Address: 543 Long Pond Road 

 Mon. Co. Tax No.: 045.01-3-28.2 

 Zoning District: RP (Planned Residential) 

Request: An area variance for a proposed 8.0 feet high, closed 

construction fence, totaling approximately 160.0 lineal feet, to 

be located in a rear and side yard, where fences in rear and side 

yard shall yards shall not exceed 6.0 feet in height.  Section 211-

51 

 

Mr. Hartwig offered the following resolution and moved for its adoption: 

 WHEREAS, the Applicant came before the Town of Greece Board of Zoning Appeals 

(the “Board of Zoning Appeals”) relative to the property at 543 Long Pond Road, as outlined 

above; and 

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

evidence submitted, the Board of Zoning Appeals makes the following findings: 

1. Upon review of the Proposal, the Town Board determined that the Proposal is subject 

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

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

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

II action under SEQRA.  (SEQRA Regulations, §617.5(c) (2), (11), (13), (16) & (17).) 

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

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

 NOW, THEREFORE, be it 

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

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

Proposal. 

 

Seconded by Mr. Shea and duly put to a vote, which resulted as follows: 

 

VOTE:  Ms. Andreano Absent Mr. Hartwig  Yes  

Mr. Jensen  Absent Mr. Meilutis  Yes  

Ms. Quataert Abstain Mr. Shea  Yes 

Mr. Wechsler Yes 

 

Motion Carried 

 

Mr. Hartwig then offered the following resolution and moved its adoption: 

   

 Regarding the application of APL Properties, LLC for an area variance for a proposed 

8.0 feet high, closed construction fence, totaling approximately 160.0 lineal feet, to be located 
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in a rear and side yard, where fences in rear and side yard shall yards shall not exceed 6.0 

feet in height. 

The applicant’s representative and father, Mr. Gary Lang, appeared before the Board of Zoning 

Appeals on March 15, 2022.  Mr. Lang was the previous owner of this parcel, purchasing it in 

1985 and sold it to his son approximately two and half years ago.  

The parcel is located at 543 Long Pond Road and is approximately 325 feet wide by 335 feet 

deep and located in an RP (Planned Residential) district.  It is surrounded by R1-E (Single-

Family Residential) to the south and west; by BP (Professional Office) to the north and Long 

Pond Road to the east with RP (Planned Residential) immediately across the road. 

The parcel contains a two-story wood frame house, detached garage and framed barn. The 

dwelling serves as both a residence and dental office.  Directly to the north parcel is another 

dental office.  Mr. Lang stated that his son and family reside at 543 Long Pond and also work 

there, as a home occupation use.  Office hours are approximately 8 am to 5 pm.   

Mr. Lang stated that the dwelling has large living room windows, twelve (12’) foot and six (6’) 

foot that look out to the north, to the adjoining parcel.  He also stated that his son and family 

keep the shades down on these windows, so as to not view the adjoining northern parcel.  

The dwelling itself is located approximately 60 feet or so from the northerly property line.     

The request for an eight (8’) feet high, vinyl fence that would extend  from the northwest 

corner of the dwelling, approximately 40 lineal feet north and then 95 lineal feet west, which 

would then turn into a four (4’) high, black chain link fence for the remaining portion of the 

northerly yard.  The four feet fence would extend another 40 lineal feet along the west 

property line, then east connecting to the southwest corner of the barn and starting again at 

the northwest corner of the barn, easterly until it is flush with the detached garage and 

connected again by another section of eight (8’) feet of closed construction vinyl fencing.  Mr. 

Lang, who appeared this evening, stated that there are planted trees along the northerly 

property line, but the spacing has gaps that allow for viewing into the neighboring parcel.   

However this section near the detached garage is not along the same side of the home with 

the living room windows.  It was stated that the Lang’s have small dogs and a child, of which 

a six (6’) feet high fence would be adequate for privacy and security.  There are no other 

fences of this height in the area.  There are no unique topographic features to the site, other 

than being of normal flat grade.   

The eight (8’) feet high, closed construction fence would be for purely visual reasons. The 

Lang’s believe by erecting an eight (8’) feet high fence, it would shield their view from living 

room windows and allow them to enjoy their view without interior shades.   

This Board is charged with evaluating the information provided and making a decision based 

on the existing and proposed uses affecting the site.  Based on all the data received, the 

Board of Zoning Appeals shall consider the benefit to the applicant, weighed against the 

detriment to the health, safety and welfare of the neighborhood or community, using the 

following criteria: 

1. An undesirable change will be produced in the character of the neighborhood and will 

be a detriment to nearby properties should this variance be granted.  After carefully 

considering the information presented; listening to the testimony pertaining to this 

application, and taking into account the character of the area, it is my belief that the 

erecting of a eight (8’) feet high fence would be an undesirable change to the 

neighborhood, where there currently are none in this area. 

2. The benefit sought by the applicant can be achieved by some other method feasible 

for the applicant to pursue.  This dwelling is also almost 60 feet from the property line.  

It is very common to be able to see “over a fence” from the inside of a dwelling.  The 

applicant is able to pursue installing additional shrubbery to shield his view of the 
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northerly line and/or installing a permitted six (6’) high closed construction fence.  The 

applicant has given no compelling reason for approval of the request, other than visual 

preference.   

3. The requested area variance is substantial in the context of this application.  Given the 

dynamics of this application, it is this board members view that such a request is 

substantial. 

4. The proposed variance will have an adverse effect or impact on the physical or 

environmental conditions in the neighborhood or district.  The installation of an eight 

(8’) feet high closed construction fence would have an adverse impact on the 

neighborhood, changing the aesthetics of the area and again, while also setting a 

precedent for additional fences of this nature to the area.  The applicant can erect a 

six (6’) feet high closed construction fence and/or install various types of trees/shrubs 

for screening of the neighboring parcel. 

5. The alleged difficulty was self-created, which consideration is relevant to the decision 

of the Board, but shall not necessarily preclude the granting of the area variance.   

 

Therefore, I am going to move to deny the application as requested. 

 

So moved. 

 

Seconded by Mr. Shea and duly put to a vote, which resulted as follows: 

 

VOTE:  Ms. Andreano Absent Mr. Hartwig  Yes  

Mr. Jensen  Absent Mr. Meilutis  Yes  

Ms. Quataert Abstain  Mr. Shea  Yes 

Mr. Wechsler Yes 

 

 

Motion Carried 

Application Denied 

_________________________________________________________________ 
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3. Applicant: Suzanne Wagner 

 Address: 449 Stone Road 

 Mon. Co. Tax No.: 060.82-9-3 

 Zoning District: DMU (Dewey Avenue Mixed Use) 

Request: An area variance to have farm animals (6 chickens) on a 

residential property with less than ten (10) acres.  Section 211-

33B & Section 211-33D 

 

Mr. Hartwig offered the following resolution and moved for its adoption: 

 WHEREAS, the Applicant came before the Town of Greece Board of Zoning Appeals 

(the “Board of Zoning Appeals”) relative to the property at 449 Stone Road, as outlined above; 

and 

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

evidence submitted, the Board of Zoning Appeals makes the following findings: 

1. Upon review of the Proposal, the Town Board determined that the Proposal is subject 

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

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

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

II action under SEQRA.  (SEQRA Regulations, §617.5(c) (2), (11), (13), (16) & (17).) 

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

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

 NOW, THEREFORE, be it 

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

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

Proposal. 

 

Seconded by Mr. Wechsler and duly put to a vote, which resulted as follows: 

 

VOTE:  Ms. Andreano Absent Mr. Hartwig  Yes  

Mr. Jensen  Absent Mr. Meilutis  Yes  

Ms. Quataert Abstain Mr. Shea  Yes 

Mr. Wechsler Yes 

 

Motion Carried 

 

Mr. Hartwig then offered the following resolution and moved its adoption: 

 WHEREAS, with regard to the application of Suzanne Wagner, 449 Stone Road, in a 

DMU (Dewey Avenue Mixed Use) zoning district, Ms. Wagner appeared before the Board of 

Zoning Appeals requesting an area variance to have farm animals (6 chickens) on a residential 

property with less than ten (10) acres. 
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The findings of fact are as follows: 

This parcel is located on the south side of Stone Road and is approximately 62.5 feet wide 

and approximately 192.8 feet deep; and consists of approximately 0.28+/_ acres of land.  It 

is situated in the DMU (Dewey Mixed Use) zoning district, with DMU zoning to the north, east 

and west - with commercial uses to the east and west and residential uses to the immediate 

north - and R1-E (Single-Family Residential) zoning to the south – also being residential uses.   

449 Stone Road consists of a single-family dwelling with a detached garage.  The principal 

structure sits about 47 feet from the right of way; the sides and rear portions of the parcel 

are fully fenced in with a 6 feet high wooden fence.  There is an existing chicken coop in the 

rear yard, adjacent to and west of the existing detached garage. 

The applicant, Suzanne Wagner, appeared before this Board at a hearing on March 15, 2022, 

requesting an area variance for six (6) egg-laying Silky chickens, which the applicant 

considers “quiet” and “cold hearty”.   Ms. Wagner testified that she has been residing at this 

address since October of 2012.  The residence is a single-family home and Ms. Wagner stated 

that she resides here with her three daughters, and according to the applicant, they assist 

with taking care of the chickens      

 

The applicant stated that she constructed the coop to house the chickens and obtained six 

chickens on Valentine’s Day of 2021.  The coop is eighteen (18’) feet long, by six (6’) feet 

wide, by eight (8’) feet high and can house approximately 36 chickens.   It is attached to a 

fenced in kennel that is approximately twelve (12’) feet long, by six (6’) feet wide by eight 

(8’) feet high.  The coop is not heated, but it is insulated.   It has some kind of automatic 

door that allows for the chickens to go in and out by themselves and is movable.  It is currently 

located on the west side of the detached garage, shielding it from parcel to the east.  The 

chickens are in the coop at night and in the kenneled area during the day.     

Sometime in December, the applicant was in the hospital overnight and while she was gone, 

the door to the coop malfunctioned and four of the six chickens died outside in the extreme 

cold.  In January the applicant was cited for having the chickens and she re-homed them to 

a relative in Scottsville. 

The applicant stated that chickens lay one egg a day.  Having six chickens will provide for 

approximately 6 eggs a day or around 42 eggs per week.  The applicant stated various reasons 

for the request of harboring chickens: agricultural; for the production of fertilizer (from the 

chicken waste) for her gardens; for pest control of various bugs; for educational purposes for 

her children and for the eggs themselves.  The applicant stated that they clean the coop every 

three to four days, composting the waste and power washing the coop. 

Staff visited the site on February 16, 2022 and at such time there were no chickens on site, 

just the coop and an attached fenced in area.  - 

Staff has received a joint correspondence dated March 11, 2022, from the following neighbors,  

 Jonathan Moody of 51 Cosmos Drive; 

 Matt Buesing of 50 Cosmos Drive; 

 Janelle Hardwick of 56 Cosmos Drive; 

 Tricia Davlin of 61 Cosmos Drive; 

 James Feenin of 290 Willis Avenue; 

 Jody Holland of 42 Cosmos Drive; 

 459 Stone Road (cannot read signed name); 

 465 Stone Road (cannot read signed name); 

 Nancy Johnston of 284 Willis Avenue; 

 298 Willis Avenue (cannot read signed name); 

 Steven Walter of Cosmos Drive and 

 B. Butman of 57 Cosmos Drive 
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Each of these neighbors are in opposition to the request and believe that it would be a 

detriment to their neighborhood as a whole.  The letter cited concerns such as: threat of 

disease, predation from coyotes and foxes (with the fear of putting neighborhood pets in 

danger), degradation (as this address has had numerous building code violations in the past).  

There was also the mention of the concern with the two businesses that adjoin this parcel and 

a disruption to peace.    

Pertaining to the numerous code violations, the applicant has been served with several Notice 

and Orders that range from Accumulation of refuse/storage of junk (cited on September 25, 

2017); Tall grass/Weeds or Hazardous Tree/Vegetation (cited on June 22, 2020); Tall 

Grass/Weeds or Hazardous Tree/Vegetation and Outdoor storage of junk (cited August 27, 

2020); Exterior Property Areas violation (cites August 16, 2021); Outdoor storage of junk 

(cited January 5, 2021); Farm animals (cited November 17, 2021).  

This board recently denied a request for 10 chickens on a parcel of land located on Rae Drive 

in the town.  The Rae Drive parcel was larger in width, depth and area.  However, was denied 

the variance as there was a concern that by granting the variance, it would establish a 

precedent and allow for anyone living on a small parcel in this or any neighborhood to request 

the same.   

In terms of past variances granted for chickens, this board has previously granted such to 

two past applicants, each having just over an acre of land; Only one additional variance was 

granted for a smaller parcel being slightly under a half acre and allowing for just two chickens 

and a duck – but these chickens were domesticated, considered pets and a service companion 

to the duck that was blind.  

This Board is charged with evaluating the information provided and making a decision based 

on the existing and proposed uses affecting the site.  Based on all the data received, the 

Board of Zoning Appeals shall consider the benefit to the applicant, weighed against the 

detriment to the health, safety and welfare of the neighborhood or community, using the 

following criteria: 

 

1. An undesirable change will be produced in the character of the neighborhood and will 

be a detriment to nearby properties should this variance be granted.  After carefully 

considering the information presented; listening to the testimony pertaining to this 

application, and taking into account the correspondence from the neighbors, it is my 

belief that the harboring of these chickens, at this location, would indeed change the 

character of the neighborhood and be a detriment to nearby properties.  This would 

come in the form of unwanted predators, not only in the form of wild animals and small 

rodents, but also domestic dogs and cats.   

 Additionally, the size of the lot is extremely small for such activities, being just over a 

quarter of an acre.  These neighborhoods were established in the late 1920’s/early 

1930’s, with an average lot being just around 40 feet wide x 100 feet deep and the 

homes being only about roughly 20 feet apart. 

The applicant testified that she composts the chicken waste for fertilizer use in her 

gardens. This result of manure and other waste excretions in the kenneled area, can 

bring about the possibility of odors that are associated with such solid and liquid waste.  

Over time, especially in the warmer months, an odor could be be produced from the 

harboring of these animals and being in-between two commercial uses, one of which 

is a food establishment, is not ideal. 

 Previously, this Board granted variances for the harboring of chickens at two 

residential locations.  However, in both cases, the applicants had parcels in excess of 
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one acre, both parcels had the coop in a location that was not visible or was visually 

shielded from neighboring parcels, and both applications had the coop far enough away 

from neighboring homes (exceeding 100 ft. in all directions) so as not to disturb 

residents with noise or odors.  In both past approvals that this Board has granted, the 

applicants provided extensive security for the protection of the chickens, keeping them 

in a secured pen.  In both approvals, the applicants had support from neighbors, with 

no opposition; in this case, neighbors have cited valid reasons for opposition. This 

parcel has already been issued several Notice and Orders for the outdoor storage of 

junk, and tall grass and weeds.  So, maintaining the parcel, with chickens living in the 

rear yard, is a concern. 

2. The benefit sought by the applicant can be achieved by some other method feasible 

for the applicant to pursue.  The applicant has given no compelling reason for approval 

of the request.   

3. The requested area variance is substantial in the context of this application.  The lot 

size is very small for this type of use and contributes to making the coop, chickens, 

waste, noise and odors close to neighbors;  

4. The proposed variance will have an adverse effect or impact on the physical or 

environmental conditions in the neighborhood or district.  The environmental concern 

stemming from the very small size of the parcel and the resultant proximity of the 

chickens to the neighbors and commercial parcels; the potential for predators to be 

attracted to the chickens; the number of citations issued in past years to this parcel, 

are adverse effects on this neighborhood.  As already discussed, there also is the 

potential for odors generated from the waste excretions of the chickens.  The 

probability of picking up all feces from the yard on a daily basis is unlikely.  There also 

is no way to thoroughly clean up liquid excretions from the floor of the coop or the 

area where these chickens spend their day.  Because of the close proximity to 

neighbors, storm water runoff carrying such waste also could be an issue. 

5. The alleged difficulty was self-created, which consideration is relevant to the decision 

of the Board, but shall not necessarily preclude the granting of the area variance.  In 

this case, the self-created difficulty can be avoided by not permitting any further 

harboring of chickens; as the parcel is too small and too close to neighbors to 

accommodate the requested use without adversely affecting the neighborhood. 

Therefore, I am going to move to deny the application as requested.   

So moved 

Seconded by Mr. Wechsler and duly put to a vote, which resulted as follows: 

 

VOTE:  Ms. Andreano Absent Mr. Hartwig  Yes  

Mr. Jensen  Absent Mr. Meilutis  Yes  

Ms. Quataert Abstain Mr. Shea  Yes 

Mr. Wechsler Yes 

 

 

Motion Carried 

Application Denied 

_________________________________________________________________ 
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4. Applicant: Peter Elitzer 

 Address: 2723 & 2695 West Ridge Road 

 Mon. Co. Tax No.: 074.14-3-2 & 074-14-3-3.1 

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

Request: An area variance for a proposed business center to have 100 

parking spaces, instead of the 148 minimum spaces required.  

Section 211-49 C(1) & Section 211-49 I 

 

On a motion by Mr. Hartwig and seconded by Mr. Shea, it was resolved to continue 

the public hearing on this application until the meeting of April 19, 2022. 

 

VOTE:  Ms. Andreano Absent Mr. Hartwig  Yes  

Mr. Jensen  Absent Mr. Meilutis  Yes  

Ms. Quataert Yes   Mr. Shea  Yes 

Mr. Wechsler Yes 

 

 

Motion Carried 

Application Continued Until 

Meeting of April 19, 2022 

_________________________________________________________________ 
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5. Applicant: Royal Wash Development, LLC  

 Address: 55 Greece Center Drive 

 Mon. Co. Tax No.: 045.03-4-2.1 

 Zoning District: BR (Restricted Business) 

Request: A special use permit for a motor vehicle service station (car 

wash) in accordance with the regulations established in Section 

211-39.  Section 211-17 B(3)(b)[5] 

 

On a motion by Mr. Wechsler and seconded by Mr. Hartwig, it was resolved to 

continue the public hearing on this application until the meeting of May 3, 2022. 

 

VOTE:  Ms. Andreano Absent Mr. Hartwig  Yes  

Mr. Jensen  Absent Mr. Meilutis  Yes  

Ms. Quataert Yes   Mr. Shea  Yes 

Mr. Wechsler Yes 

 

 

Motion Carried 

Application Continued Until 

Meeting of May 3, 2022 

_________________________________________________________________ 
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New Business: 

1. Applicant: Ann Petock 

 Address: 2152 Edgemere Drive 

 Mon. Co. Tax No.: 026.20-1-27 

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

Request:   An area variance for a proposed principal structure addition (10.5 

feet x 20.0 feet; 210.0 square feet), to have a (west) side 

setback of 2.3 feet, instead of the 6.0 feet minimum required.  

Section 211-11 D(2), Table 1 

 

Mr. Wechsler offered the following resolution and moved for its adoption: 

 WHEREAS, the Applicant came before the Town of Greece Board of Zoning Appeals 

(the “Board of Zoning Appeals”) relative to the property at 2152 Edgemere Drive, as outlined 

above; and 

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

evidence submitted, the Board of Zoning Appeals makes the following findings: 

1. Upon review of the Proposal, the Town Board determined that the Proposal is subject 

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

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

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

II action under SEQRA.  (SEQRA Regulations, §617.5(c) (2), (11), (13), (16) & (17).) 

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

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

 NOW, THEREFORE, be it 

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

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

Proposal. 

 

Seconded by Mr. Shea and duly put to a vote, which resulted as follows: 

 

VOTE:  Ms. Andreano Absent Mr. Hartwig  Yes  

Mr. Jensen  Absent Mr. Meilutis  Yes  

Ms. Quataert Yes   Mr. Shea  Yes 

Mr. Wechsler Yes 

 

Motion Carried 

 

Mr. Wechsler then offered the following resolution and moved its adoption: 

 WHEREAS, with regard to the application of Ann Petock, 2152 Edgemere Drive, in an 

R1-E (Single-Family Residential) zoning district, Ms. Petock’s representative, Robert Hannon, 

appeared before the Board of Zoning Appeals this evening, requesting an area variance for a 

proposed principal structure addition (10.5 feet x 20.0 feet; 210.0 square feet), to have a 

(west) side setback of 2.3 feet, instead of the 6.0 feet minimum required.   



BOARD OF ZONING APPEALS MINUTES 

April 5, 2022 

Page 13 

 WHEREAS, the findings of fact are as follows.  The property is located at 2152 

Edgemere Drive.  The property is bordered along the north edge of Lake Ontario and divided 

by Old Edgemere Drive with corresponding garages across the street from the main portion 

of the parcel.  The applicant has requested this variance due to the fact that the pre-existing 

location of the house is only two and a half feet instead of the 6 ft. variance and it would be 

an undue hardship to try to move the house, so based upon that and  

 

 Having reviewed all the testimony and evidence as just summarized in the findings of 

fact, and having considered the five statutory factors set forth in New York State Town Law, 

Section 267-b, and finding that the evidence presented meets the requirements of that 

Section, and having found that there is no significant detriment to the health, safety, and 

welfare of the neighborhood or community and that the benefit to the applicant is substantial, 

and having found that this is a Type II action under SEQRA regulations, requiring no further 

action by this Board, I move to approve this application with the conditions that all building  

permits are applied for and are adhered to.  

 

So moved. 

 

Seconded by Mr. Shea and duly put to a vote, which resulted as follows: 

 

VOTE:  Ms. Andreano Absent Mr. Hartwig  Yes  

Mr. Jensen  Absent Mr. Meilutis  Yes  

Ms. Quataert Yes   Mr. Shea  Yes 

Mr. Wechsler Yes 

 

 

Motion Carried 

Application Approved 

With Conditions 

_________________________________________________________________ 
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2. Applicant: Asli Turkoglu 

 Address: 55 Emery Run (aka 10 Radford Way) 

 Mon. Co. Tax No.: 045.02-1-76 

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

Request:   An area variance for a proposed 6.0 feet high, closed-

construction fence, approximately 60.0 linear feet, to be located 

in a front yard, where fences in a front yard shall not exceed 4.0 

feet in height and shall be of open construction.  Section 211-50 

L 

 

On a motion by Mr. Shea and seconded by Mr. Hartwig, it was resolved to continue 

the public hearing on this application until the meeting of April 19, 2022. 

 

VOTE:  Ms. Andreano Absent Mr. Hartwig  Yes  

Mr. Jensen  Absent Mr. Meilutis  Yes  

Ms. Quataert Yes   Mr. Shea  Yes 

Mr. Wechsler Yes 

 

 

Motion Carried 

Application Continued Until 

Meeting of April 19, 2022 

_________________________________________________________________ 
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3. Applicant: Kathleen D. Burns 

 Address: 104 Doerun Drive 

 Mon. Co. Tax No.: 074.17-1-24 

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

Request: An area variance to allow four (4) dogs to be kept at a residence, 

where not more than three (3) dogs shall be permitted per 

dwelling unit. Sec. 211-33 A 

 

Mr. Wechsler offered the following resolution and moved for its adoption: 

 WHEREAS, the Applicant came before the Town of Greece Board of Zoning Appeals 

(the “Board of Zoning Appeals”) relative to the property at 104 Doerun Drive, as outlined 

above; and 

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

evidence submitted, the Board of Zoning Appeals makes the following findings: 

1. Upon review of the Proposal, the Town Board determined that the Proposal is subject 

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

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

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

II action under SEQRA.  (SEQRA Regulations, §617.5(c) (2), (11), (13), (16) & (17).) 

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

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

 NOW, THEREFORE, be it 

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

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

Proposal. 

 

Seconded by Mr. Shea and duly put to a vote, which resulted as follows: 

 

VOTE:  Ms. Andreano Absent Mr. Hartwig  Yes  

Mr. Jensen  Absent Mr. Meilutis  Yes  

Ms. Quataert Yes   Mr. Shea  Yes 

Mr. Wechsler Yes 

 

Motion Carried 

 

Mr. Wechsler then offered the following resolution and moved its adoption: 

 WHEREAS, with regard to the application of Kathleen Burns, 104 Doerun Drive, in an 

R1-E (Single-Family Residential) zoning district, Ms. Burns and Matt Clonick appeared before 

the Board of Zoning Appeals this evening, requesting an area variance to allow four (4) dogs 

to be kept at a residence, where not more than three (3) dogs shall be permitted per dwelling 

unit. 
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WHEREAS, the findings of fact are as follows.  Ms. Burns, along with Matt Clonick, 

appeared before this board tonight, they both reside at this address.  The applicant has 

resided at this property since June of 2015, she is the owner of these four dogs.  She acquired 

the first dog “Teddy”‘a four year nine month old Shih Tzu mix in May of 2017, she acquired 

“Charlie” a four year eight month old Bichon in June of 2017, “Eva” a three year ten month 

old German Shepherd in July of 2018, and at that point she was still under code, until she 

acquired Wyatt, who is an almost two year old Bernese Mountain dog in May of 2020.  This 

situation was brought to the attention of the Town from an anonymous neighbor calling animal 

control in February of this year and reported the four dogs.  The applicants have since come 

before this board to apply for this variance pertaining to the situation.  They were not aware 

that there was a problem with having four dogs at the property.  They have agreed that if 

anything was to happen to any of these four dogs at that time that they would not replace 

the dog and they would go back to having three dogs bringing them under code.  When asked 

about the dogs barking and that situation, although they did state that the dogs will bark 

when people come to the house, it didn’t seem to be a major issue and another neighbor has 

also stated that there are lots of dogs in the neighborhood.  Karen Kinnear of 126 Doerun 

Drive stated that she has no issues with the dogs and dog noise is not out of character with 

this neighborhood.  There was a Peter Garrisi, of 17 Stone Fence Circle, who would be located 

behind this property, who expressed some concerns about the barking, however has 

interestingly stated that since the notification has gone out the barking has not been as much 

of a problem.       

 

Having reviewed all the testimony and evidence as just summarized in the findings of 

fact, and having considered the five statutory factors set forth in New York State Town Law, 

Section 267-b, and finding that the evidence presented meets the requirements of that 

Section, and having found that there is no significant detriment to the health, safety, and 

welfare of the neighborhood or community and that the benefit to the applicant is substantial, 

and having found that this is a Type II action under SEQRA regulations, requiring no further 

action by this Board, I move to approve this application with the following conditions: 

1. That the dogs will remain as they currently are, fully licensed. 

2. This variance is for the life of one of the dogs, if any of the dogs were to leave the        

household or become ill and pass away, the variance would no longer exist and the 

applicant would not replace the dog, which would be within code.     

 

So moved. 

 

Seconded by Mr. Shea and duly put to a vote, which resulted as follows: 

 

VOTE:  Ms. Andreano Absent Mr. Hartwig  Yes  

Mr. Jensen  Absent Mr. Meilutis  Yes  

Ms. Quataert Yes   Mr. Shea  Yes 

Mr. Wechsler Yes 

 

 

Motion Carried 

Application Approved 

With Conditions 

_________________________________________________________________ 
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4. Applicant: Laurie E. Gianforti-Shea 

 Address: 102 California Drive 

 Mon. Co. Tax No.: 075.26-3-12 

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

Request: An area variance for a proposed 6.0 feet high, closed-

construction fence, approximately 60.0 linear feet, to be located 

in a front yard, where fences in a front yard shall not exceed 4.0 

feet in height and shall be of open construction.  Section 211-50 

L 

Mr. Shea offered the following resolution and moved for its adoption: 

 WHEREAS, the Applicant came before the Town of Greece Board of Zoning Appeals 

(the “Board of Zoning Appeals”) relative to the property at 102 California Drive, as outlined 

above; and 

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

evidence submitted, the Board of Zoning Appeals makes the following findings: 

1. Upon review of the Proposal, the Town Board determined that the Proposal is subject 

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

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

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

II action under SEQRA.  (SEQRA Regulations, §617.5(c) (2), (11), (13), (16) & (17).) 

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

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

 NOW, THEREFORE, be it 

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

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

Proposal. 

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

 

VOTE:  Ms. Andreano Absent Mr. Hartwig  Yes  

Mr. Jensen  Absent Mr. Meilutis  Yes  

Ms. Quataert Yes   Mr. Shea  Yes 

Mr. Wechsler Yes 

 

Motion Carried 

 

 

Mr. Shea then offered the following resolution and moved its adoption: 

 WHEREAS, with regard to the application of Laurie Gianforti-Shea, 102 California Drive, 

in an R1-E (Single-Family Residential) zoning district, located at the corner of California Drive 

and Haviland Park, Ms. Gianforti-Shea appeared before the Board of Zoning Appeals this 

evening, requesting an area variance for a proposed 4.0 feet high, closed-construction fence, 

approximately 60.0 linear feet, to be located in a front yard, where fences in a front yard shall 

not exceed 4.0 feet in height and shall be of open construction.   

WHEREAS, the findings of fact are as follows.  This home is located on the corner of 

California Drive and Haviland Park.  The applicant has mentioned that she has lived there for 
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19 years and the reason for the application is to provide safety for her three dogs, her family 

and for privacy as well, so a closed construction fence is best suited for that.  There is currently 

a stockade fence running along the back of her property and a stockade fence, a chain link 

fence and a wall on the other side of her property.  The fence will be constructed of white 

vinyl and the current picket fence will be removed accordingly.  The applicant did speak to 

her neighbors and no one had any comments. 

 

Having reviewed all the testimony and evidence as just summarized in the findings of 

fact, and having considered the five statutory factors set forth in New York State Town Law, 

Section 267-b, and finding that the evidence presented meets the requirements of that 

Section, and having found that there is no significant detriment to the health, safety, and 

welfare of the neighborhood or community and that the benefit to the applicant is substantial, 

and having found that this is a Type II action under SEQRA regulations, requiring no further 

action by this Board, I move to approve this application with the condition that all Town 

permits be obtained by the applicant.  

 

So moved. 

 

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

 

VOTE:  Ms. Andreano Absent Mr. Hartwig  Yes  

Mr. Jensen  Absent Mr. Meilutis  Yes  

Ms. Quataert Yes   Mr. Shea  Yes 

Mr. Wechsler Yes 

 

 

Motion Carried 

Application Approved 

With Condition 

_________________________________________________________________ 
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5. Applicant: Ozgur & Stacy Ercan 

 Address: 31 North Avenue 

 Mon. Co. Tax No.: 058.02-2-30.111  

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

Request: a)  An area variance for a proposed accessory structure (40.0 

feet x 60.0 feet; 2400.0 square feet detached garage), resulting 

in a total gross floor area of 3245.3 square feet in all accessory 

structures, where 1250.0 square feet is the maximum gross floor 

area permitted for lots over one acre in area.  Section 211-11 E 

(1), Table I 

b)  An area variance for a proposed accessory structure (40.0 

feet x 60.0 feet; 2400.0 square feet detached garage), resulting 

in a total gross floor area of 3245.3 square feet in all accessory 

structures, exceeding the principal structure square footage of 

2888.0 square feet and where the total gross floor area for all 

accessory structures on a premises shall not exceed the total 

area of the principal structure.  Section 211-11 D (2), Table I 

 

Mr. Hartwig offered the following resolution and moved for its adoption: 

 WHEREAS, the Applicant came before the Town of Greece Board of Zoning Appeals 

(the “Board of Zoning Appeals”) relative to the property at 31 North Avenue, as outlined 

above; and 

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

evidence submitted, the Board of Zoning Appeals makes the following findings: 

1. Upon review of the Proposal, the Town Board determined that the Proposal is subject 

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

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

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

II action under SEQRA.  (SEQRA Regulations, §617.5(c) (2), (11), (13), (16) & (17).) 

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

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

 NOW, THEREFORE, be it 

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

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

Proposal. 

 

Seconded by Mr. Wechsler and duly put to a vote, which resulted as follows: 

 

VOTE:  Ms. Andreano Absent Mr. Hartwig  Yes  

Mr. Jensen  Absent Mr. Meilutis  Yes  

Ms. Quataert Yes   Mr. Shea  Yes 

Mr. Wechsler Yes 

 

Motion Carried 
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Mr. Hartwig then offered the following resolution and moved its adoption: 

 WHEREAS, with regard to the application of Ozgur & Stacy Ercan, 31 North Avenue, in 

an R1-E (Single-Family Residential) zoning district, on an eleven acre lot, Mr. Ercan appeared 

before the Board of Zoning Appeals this evening, requesting an area variance for a proposed 

accessory structure (40.0 feet x 60.0 feet; 2400.0 square feet detached garage), resulting in 

a total gross floor area of 3245.3 square feet in all accessory structures, where 1250.0 square 

feet is the maximum gross floor area permitted for lots over one acre in area and an area 

variance for a proposed accessory structure (40.0 feet x 60.0 feet; 2400.0 square feet 

detached garage), resulting in a total gross floor area of 3245.3 square feet in all accessory 

structures, exceeding the principal structure square footage of 2888.0 square feet and where 

the total gross floor area for all accessory structures on a premises shall not exceed the total 

area of the principal structure.    

WHEREAS, the findings of fact are as follows.  Mr. Ercan stated that he has owned this 

property since November of 2021.  He is on a property of eleven acres and what is causing 

the need for the project is for the storage of personal items; namely a truck and snowplow, 

he has two automobile classics, there are three trailers, two snowmobiles, two ATV’s, a zero 

turn radius lawnmower and such that necessitate this amount of square footage that is being 

asked for.  It will be located in a heavily wooded area that will obscure the view from the 

street and placed in such a location that it will be adjacent to the existing driveway, so no 

additional asphalt or driveway needs to be installed.  The floor will be a concrete slab.  Due 

to the number of items that will be stored here it cannot be reduced in size.  The items that 

will be placed in this structure are currently either outdoors on the property or being placed 

in storage elsewhere so that the construction of this structure will house the items being 

stored outdoors to enhance the view of the property and also to reduce his storage 

requirements.  It will be constructed in a pole barn type style.  The finishes will match that of 

the house and as far as utilities, only electric and water will be run to it, and water just for 

one spigot.  There are no commercial activities that he has planned for the facility, but he has 

offered and agreed to allow Town personnel to do periodic inspections of the garage.  If there 

is a subdivision of this property at some point in the future where additional lots would be 

created out of the eleven acres, Mr. Ercan has agreed to reappear before the board to review 

this situation as the 2400 sq. ft. garage would be excessive on a smaller lot.  He has spoken 

to his neighbors or has written correspondence to his neighbors and has received no negative 

concerns.  There was a Mr. Dan Parks who resides at 37 North Avenue, who appeared before 

the board and he had no objections.          

 

Having reviewed all the testimony and evidence as just summarized in the findings of 

fact, and having considered the five statutory factors set forth in New York State Town Law, 

Section 267-b, and finding that the evidence presented meets the requirements of that 

Section, and having found that there is no significant detriment to the health, safety, and 

welfare of the neighborhood or community and that the benefit to the applicant is substantial, 

and having found that this is a Type II action under SEQRA regulations, requiring no further 

action by this Board, I move to approve this application with the following conditions: 

1. That all building permits be obtained and Town building codes satisfied. 

2. That just electricity will be run to the structure along with water, but only one 

spigot is permitted. 

3. As agreed to and offered by the applicant, he will allow Town personnel to 

conduct periodic inspections of the garage. 
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4.  And also, he has offered and agreed if this parcel is subdivided that he will 

reappear before the board relative to the size of this garage possibly being 

placed on a smaller parcel. 

 

So moved 

The public hearing was closed.  

 

At this point, due to the need for more discussion and clarification, it was decided 

to reopen the public hearing.   

 

On a motion by Mr. Shea and seconded by Mr. Wechsler, it was resolved to reopen 

the public hearing on this application. 

 

VOTE:  Ms. Andreano Absent Mr. Hartwig  Yes  

Mr. Jensen  Absent Mr. Meilutis  Yes  

Ms. Quataert Yes   Mr. Shea  Yes 

Mr. Wechsler Yes 

 

Motion Carried 

Application Reopened 

_________________________________________________________________ 

The public hearing was reopened for further discussion. 

 

The applicant was asked if he agreed to condition #5 and the applicant did agree. 

 

5. Prudent for the Applicant to agree to list it as a Deed restriction so it is filed in the 

clerk’s office so future owners would be aware of this (wants the owner to agree to 

this) and also he is agreeing that if his property is subdivided that it would not be a 

hardship to take this structure down because the whole concept here is about if he 

subdivides it, it becomes a detriment to health, safety, and welfare of the 

neighborhood due to the size of the detached structured, as these are typically 

approved on lots that are larger in size (one acre or more). The applicant has also 

agreed that it would not be a hardship to take it down, if directed to do so upon any 

subdivision of this parcel.  

So moved 

The public hearing was closed and the application was approved with those stated 

conditions. 

Seconded by Mr. Wechsler and duly put to a vote, which resulted as follows: 

 

VOTE:  Ms. Andreano Absent Mr. Hartwig  Yes  

Mr. Jensen  Absent Mr. Meilutis  Yes  

Ms. Quataert Yes   Mr. Shea  Yes 

Mr. Wechsler Yes 

 

Motion Carried 

Application Approved 

With Conditions 

_________________________________________________________________ 



BOARD OF ZONING APPEALS MINUTES 

April 5, 2022 

Page 22 

6. Applicant: Trang Vu (Mia Nails) 

 Address: 3595 West Ridge Road 

 Mon. Co. Tax No.: 073.04-2-15 

 Zoning District: BR (Restricted Business) 

Request: a) A special use permit for a home occupation (nail salon).  

Section 211-11 C(2)(a); Section 211-26 A 

 b)  An area variance for a proposed home occupation (nail salon) 

to have a floor area of 700 square feet, instead of the 461 square 

feet maximum permitted.  Section 211-26 B(4) 

 

Mr. Wechsler offered the following resolution and moved for its adoption: 

 WHEREAS, the Applicant came before the Town of Greece Board of Zoning Appeals 

(the “Board of Zoning Appeals”) relative to the property at 3595 West Ridge Road, for a  

special use permit, as outlined above; and 

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

evidence submitted, the Board of Zoning Appeals makes the following findings: 

1. Upon review of the application, the Board of Zoning Appeals 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 Board of Zoning Appeals 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 and citizens were afforded an opportunity to be heard. 

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

to the Proposal for the Board of Zoning Appeals’ consideration. 

4. The Board of Zoning Appeals has carefully considered environmental information that 

was prepared by the Applicant and/or the Applicant’s representatives or the Town’s 

staff, which included but was not limited to maps, drawings, descriptions, analyses, 

reports, reviews, and an Environmental Assessment Form (“EAF”) (collectively, the 

“Environmental Analysis”). 

5. The Board of Zoning Appeals also has included in the Environmental Analysis and has 

carefully considered additional information submitted by the Applicant’s 

representatives, including but not limited to:  oral or written descriptions of the 

Proposal; maps and other drawings of the Proposal; and various oral or written 

comments that may have resulted from meetings with or written correspondence from 

the Applicant’s representatives. 

6. The Board of Zoning Appeals 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. 

7. The Board of Zoning Appeals also has included in the Environmental Analysis and has 

carefully considered information, recommendations, and comments that may have 

resulted from telephone conversations or meetings with or written correspondence 

from various involved and interested agencies, including but not limited to the Monroe 

County Department of Planning and Development and the Town’s own staff. 
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8. The Board of Zoning Appeals also has included in the Environmental Analysis and has 

carefully considered information, recommendations, and comments that 

recommendations and comments that may have resulted from telephone 

conversations or meetings with or written correspondence from nearby property 

owners, and all other comments submitted to the Board of Zoning Appeals as of this 

date. 

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

10. The Board of Zoning Appeals has completed Parts 2 and 3 of the EAF, and has carefully 

considered the information contained therein. 

11. The Board of Zoning Appeals has met the procedural and substantive requirements of 

SEQRA. 

12. The Board of Zoning Appeals has carefully considered each and every criterion for 

determining the potential significance of the Proposal upon the environment, as set 

forth in SEQRA. 

13. The Board of Zoning Appeals 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 and all additional relevant 

information submitted. 

14. The Board of Zoning Appeals concurs with the information and conclusions contained 

in the Environmental Analysis. 

15. The Board of Zoning Appeals has made a reasoned elaboration of the rationale for 

arriving at its determination of environmental significance and the Board of Zoning 

Appeals’ determination is supported by substantial evidence, as set forth herein. 

16. To the maximum extent practicable, the project as originally designed or as voluntarily 

modified by the Applicant will minimize or avoid potential adverse environmental 

impacts that were identified in the environmental review process. 

 NOW, THEREFORE, be it 

 RESOLVED that, pursuant to SEQRA, based on the aforementioned information, 

documentation, testimony, and findings, and after examining the relevant issues, the Board 

of Zoning Appeals’ own initial concerns, and all relevant issues raised and recommendations 

offered by involved and interested agencies and the Town’s own staff, the Board of Zoning 

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

environment, which constitutes a negative declaration. 

 

Seconded by Mr. Shea and duly put to a vote, which resulted as follows: 

VOTE:  Ms. Andreano Absent Mr. Hartwig  Yes  

Mr. Jensen  Absent Mr. Meilutis  Yes  

Ms. Quataert Yes   Mr. Shea  Yes 

Mr. Wechsler Yes 

 

Motion Carried 

_________________________________________________________________ 

 

Mr. Wechsler then offered the following resolution and moved its adoption: 
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WHEREAS, regarding the application of Trang Vu (Mia Nails), located at 3595 West 

Ridge Road, zoning district is BR (Restricted Business), Ms. Trang Vu (Mia Nails), appeared 

via zoom before the Board on April 5, 2022.  

WHEREAS, the findings of fact are as follows: Trang Vu and her husband, Sang Tran, 

appeared before this board regarding their property, 3595 West Ridge Road, in a BR 

(Residential Business) district.  They are requesting a special use permit for a home occupancy 

nail salon and a variance for a proposed home occupation nail salon to have a floor area of 

700 sq. ft., instead of the 461 sq. ft. maximum permitted.  This evening, I have learned from 

staff that this occupancy was previously a home insurance company, so it was a home 

occupied business in the past. The applicants are living in the house, it is an 1800 sq. ft. 

house and they will be using 700 sq. ft. for the in-home salon.  The reason for it being so 

large is because the sizes of the manicure and pedicure tables, plus a reception area and 

waiting area are required for a more comfortable environment for the customers.  The hours 

of business will be Monday through Friday from 9:00am until 5:00pm.  There will be no 

employees as Ms. Vu will be working directly in the salon herself.  There are car spaces for 

approximately twelve cars and again, this is considered a home occupied business.    

Based on the aforementioned information, documentation, testimony, and findings, 

pursuant to the authority conferred by New York State Town Law, Article 16, the request 

submitted by Trang Vu, for a special use permit to operate a nail salon, to be known as Mia 

Nails, on property located at 3595 West Ridge Road, in a BR (Restricted Business) district 

hereby be and the same is approved and granted, subject to the following conditions: 
 

1. The Applicant shall operate this nail salon in conformity with all details of the 

Proposal as presented in the written descriptions and site development plans of the 

Proposal, as orally described at the Hearing, 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 Board of Zoning Appeals, in its sole discretion and judgment and 

without public hearing, shall determine the resolution of such conflict at a regularly 

scheduled public hearing; 

 

2. The Applicant shall comply with all requirements of the Code of the Town of Greece, 

New York, Chapter 211, the town’s zoning ordinance or any variance granted 

thereafter.  Failure to comply with these requirements may be grounds for 

revocation of this special use permit; 

 

3. The maximum occupancy of this nail salon shall be the limit established by the 

town’s Fire Marshal pursuant to the Building Codes of New York State, if applicable; 

 

4. The Applicant shall comply with all applicable federal, state, county, and town laws, 

ordinances, codes, rules, and regulations, including but not limited to the Building 

Codes of New York State.  Failure to comply with such requirements may be grounds 

for revocation of this special use permit; 

 

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

construed to include successors and assigns; 

 

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

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

 

7. Upon the sale or transfer of controlling interest in this nail salon to any person or 

entity other than Trang Vu, its wholly owned subsidiaries, or its franchisees, a new 
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application for a special use permit must be submitted to the Board of Zoning 

Appeals. 

 

So moved 

Seconded by Mr. Shea and duly put to a vote, which resulted as follows: 

VOTE:  Ms. Andreano Absent Mr. Hartwig  Yes  

Mr. Jensen  Absent Mr. Meilutis  Yes  

Ms. Quataert Yes   Mr. Shea  Yes 

Mr. Wechsler Yes 

 

Motion Carried 

Application Approved 

With Conditions 

_________________________________________________________________ 
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SPECIAL ZONING TOPIC: 

 

1. Applicant: DuPont Industrial Bioscience 

 Address: 1700 Lexington Avenue (Eastman Business Park) 

 Mon. Co. Tax No.: 089.83-2-35 

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

Innovation Overlay) 

Request: a) Pursuant to the Economic Development & Innovation Overlay 

(EDIO), a request for a waiver of a special use permit, for an 

above ground tank which has an individual or aggregate storage 

capacity greater than 1,000 gallons.   Section 211-19 B(1)(a); 

Section 211-19 B(3)(a) & Section 211-29 (C)(2) 

b)  Pursuant to the Economic Development & Innovation Overlay 

(EDIO), a request for a waiver of a special use permit for the use 

of barbed or other similar sharpened enclosure material on 

fences Section 211-19 B(1)(a); Section 211-19 B(3)(a) & Section 

211-53 A(2), Section 211-53 B(1), Section 211-53 B(2), Section 

211-53 B(3) & Section 211-53 B(4) 

 

On a motion by Mr. Hartwig and seconded by Ms. Quataert, it was resolved to 

continue the public hearing on this application until the meeting of April 19, 2022. 

 

VOTE:  Ms. Andreano Absent Mr. Hartwig  Yes  

Mr. Jensen  Absent Mr. Meilutis  Yes  

Ms. Quataert Yes   Mr. Shea  Yes 

Mr. Wechsler Yes 

 

 

Motion Carried 

Application Continued Until 

Meeting of April 19, 2022 

_________________________________________________________________ 
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ADJOURNMENT:  9:25 P.M. 

 

APPROVAL OF BOARD OF ZONING APPEALS MEETING MINUTES 

The Board of Zoning Appeals of the Town of Greece, in the County of Monroe and State of 

New York, rendered the above decisions. 

 

Signed:  ___________________________________         Date:  ____________________ 

  Albert F. Meilutis, Chairman 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

NEXT MEETING:  Tuesday, April 19, 2022 
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