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Old Business  

 

1.  Applicant:   Lien Thi Gallagher 

     Address:   16 Centerwood Drive aka 4396 Mt. Read Boulevard 

     Mon. Co. Tax No.:    060.06-3-25 

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

Request:  A special use permit for a major home occupation (in home nail 

salon). § 211-11C(2)(a) 

 

Ms. Andreano 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 16 Centerwood Drive aka 4396 Mt. 

Read Boulevard, 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. Hartwig and duly put to a vote, which resulted as follows: 

 

VOTE:  Ms. Andreano Yes           Mr. Hartwig  Yes  

Mr. Jensen  Yes           Mr. Meilutis  Yes  

Mr. McMichael Absent 

Mr. Wechsler Yes 

 

Motion Carried 
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Ms. Andreano then offered the following resolution and moved for its adoption: 

 With regard to the application of Lien Thi Gallagher, of 16 Centerwood Drive (also known as 

4396 Mt. Read Boulevard), for a special use permit for a major home occupation (in home 

nail salon), the findings of facts are as follows. 

Mrs. Gallagher came before this board at the meeting of January 2nd, 2024, to apply for the 

Special Use Permit. James Gallagher, who lives on Latta Road, also represented the 

application. She stated to the board that she has owned the house for 4 months and is a 

licensed nail technician. She resides there with her daughter, Khnah Ngo, who will also be 

working for the nail salon. Hours of operation will be limited to 10 a.m. to 6 p.m., Monday 

through Saturday by appointment only. The board had concerns about the property’s ability 

to handle the parking needs that this use would generate, as the applicant’s property is on 

the corner of Mt. Read Boulevard and Centerwood Drive. The driveway accesses Centerwood 

Drive, about 100 feet from the intersection of the two roads. The applicant stated that 7 cars 

can fit in her driveway without spilling into the right of way or onto the lawn, as it has been 

expanded. The board asked town staff to verify if permits had been obtained for the driveway 

expansion. The board asked about how many customers maximum the applicant would hope 

to accommodate at one time. The applicant was unsure. The applicant discussed her plans 

for an identification sign but did not have a design or specifications. The board asked for a 

mock-up of the sign, and for a more detailed interior layout. The board also asked for more 

information about the ventilation of the space: where the chairs and tables would be ventilated 

and what filtration, if any, would be used. 

 

During the public hearing, the board received comments from Joanne Carbone, the resident 

at 4360 Mt. Read Boulevard, who expressed concern about traffic impacts, stating that traffic 

is already an issue. She also expressed other concerns in line with the board’s questions for 

the applicant. 

The board finally asked if permits had been obtained for needed plumbing and electrical work, 

which Mr. Gallagher stated had begun. The applicant didn’t know. The board asked town staff 

to research the current permitting status. The hearing was continued to the meeting of 

January 16, 2024.  

Prior to the meeting of January 16, the applicant contacted town staff and requested a 

continuation of the application to February 6, to give her more time to follow up on the board’s 

questions and concerns. The application was so continued.  

In the intervening time between meetings, Town staff, including a building inspector, visited 

the premises in question. It was determined that a permit was not needed for the driveway 

expansion, as it did not affect the sidewalk or expand the size of the curb cut and was wholly 

contained to the applicant’s property. The building inspector determined that minor 

renovations had been done, and informed the applicant that the work that had already started 

would have to be exposed in order to complete necessary inspections. At the direction of the 

building inspector and town staff, no further work or inspections were completed to be able 

to conform to any conditions of approval rendered by this board. The applicant provided the 

board with an updated floor plan that reduced the floor area of the salon area in the home, 

as well as reducing the number of pedicure chairs to two. The applicant also provided technical 

specifications for the ventilation system she plans to install, as well as a mock-up of a building-

mounted sign placard-style sign measuring no more than 2 square feet. 

Prior to the meeting of February 6, due to a personal issue with a board member, the board 

conferred with the applicant, who agreed to continue the application to tonight’s meeting. 
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At tonight’s meeting on February 20, 2024, the applicant has brought a rendering of the sign 

she would like to post in the window of the house. It is 5 inches by 11 inches, and the applicant 

agreed to keep that sign in an unlit state and only post it in the window.  

No special permit shall be granted by the board of Zoning appeals unless and until the 

applicant has demonstrated to the satisfaction of the board that: 

 

1) Access to the site and the size of the site are adequate for the proposed use: The 

applicant has expanded the parking area of her driveway, and access and egress from 

the driveway is addressed in the conditions of approval. 

2) The proposed use will not adversely affect the orderly pattern of development in the 

area. The applicant is not expanding her house footprint, and no aspect of her 

operation will affect development or redevelopment of the area. 

3)   The nature, duration and intensity of the operations which are involved in or conducted 

in connection with the proposed use will be in harmony with nearby uses and will not 

alter the essential character of the neighborhood nor be detrimental to the residents 

thereof: Home occupations are legally established uses in residential zones. This board 

has worked with the applicant to agree upon an appropriate size and intensity for her 

home occupation to be complementary to, and not detrimental to, the character of the 

neighborhood. 

 4)  The proposed use will not create a hazard to health, safety, or general welfare: Any 

fumes or noxious air from the use will pass through industry-rated filtration before 

being ventilated to the exterior of the house. No other hazards are anticipated from 

this use. 

 5)  The proposed use will not be detrimental to the flow of traffic in the vicinity: Potential 

traffic hazards have been addressed and will be the subject of approval conditions. 

 6)  The proposed use will not place an excessive burden on public improvements, facilities, 

services, or utilities: No public improvements are required, and the burden of facilities, 

services and utilities will be similar to the existing residential use.  

 

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 

the applicant for a special use permit to operate a nail salon, to be known as “Lee Nails”, on 

property located at 16 Centerwood Drive, also known as 4396 Mt. Read Boulevard, in a R1-E 

zoning district, hereby be and the same is approved and granted, subject to the following 

conditions: 

1. The Applicant shall operate this home occupation 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 hearing, shall determine the resolution of such conflict.           

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 

therefrom.  Failure to comply with these requirements may be grounds for revocation 

of this special use permit.  

3. The maximum occupancy in this home occupation shall be the limit established by the 

town’s Fire Marshal pursuant to the Building Codes of New York State. 
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4. The Applicant shall comply with all requirements of the town’s staff relative to local 

laws, ordinances, codes, rules, and regulations, and the Building Codes of New York 

State.  Failure to comply with these 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 other transfer of controlling interest in this home occupation to any 

person or entity other than Lien Thi Gallagher, a new application for a special use 

permit must be submitted to the Board of Zoning Appeals. 

8. All building permits must be obtained. 

9. No customer or personal cars of any kind are permitted to be parked on Centerwood 

Drive or Mt. Read Boulevard in connection with this use. 

10. Customers may not double park in the applicant’s driveway in such a way that cars 

are reversing into Centerwood Drive and idling/standing to let another car back out 

onto Centerwood Drive. 

11. As offered and agreed to by the applicant, the salon will contain no more than two nail 

tables and two pedicure chairs total, and the home occupation will take place according 

to the floor layout provided to the Town as a part of this application. 

12. The hours of operation will be from 10 a.m. to 6 p.m., Monday to Saturday, by 

appointment only. 

13. The signage will be one sign, no larger than 5 inches x 11 inches, non-lighted, and 

window mounted as offered by the applicant, and a sign permit must be obtained from 

the Building Department. 

 

 

So moved. 

 

 

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

 

VOTE:  Ms. Andreano Yes           Mr. Hartwig  Yes  

Mr. Jensen  Yes           Mr. Meilutis  Yes  

Mr. McMichael Absent 

Mr. Wechsler Yes 

 

 

Motion Carried 

Application Approved 

With Conditions 
_________________________________________________________________ 
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2.  Applicant:   True Storage LLC  

     Address:   317 Greece Ridge Center Drive 

     Mon. Co. Tax No.:    074.18-4-8 

     Zoning District:   BG (General Business) 

Request:  A special use permit to operate a self-storage facility in a General 

Business (BG) district. § 211-17C(3)(b)[8] 

 

 

 

 

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

the public hearing on this application until the meeting of March 5, 2024.  

 

VOTE:  Ms. Andreano         Yes           Mr. Hartwig  Yes  

Mr. Jensen  Yes  Mr. Meilutis  Yes  

Mr. McMichael Absent Mr. Wechsler Yes 

 

 

 

Motion Carried 

Application Continued Until 

The meeting of March 5, 2024 

_________________________________________________________________ 
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3.    Applicant:   Denise LaMere 

        Address:            21 Sixth Ave 

        Mon. Co. Tax No.:   026.30-1-7.1 

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

   Request:        

a) An area variance for an accessory structure (pool, 15 feet by 30 

feet; 450 square feet) to have a rear setback of 10 feet, instead 

of the 30-foot minimum side setback required on through lots. 

§ 211-11E(1), Table I 

 

b) An area variance for an accessory structure (pool, 15 feet by 30 

feet, 450 square feet) to have a side setback of 3 feet, instead 

of the 6-foot side setback required. § 211-11E(1), Table I 

 

Ms. Andreano 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 21 Sixth Avenue, an R1-E (Single 

Family Residential) district requesting 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. Hartwig and duly put to a vote, which resulted as follows: 

VOTE:  Ms. Andreano Yes           Mr. Hartwig  Yes  

Mr. Jensen  Yes           Mr. Meilutis  Yes  

Mr. McMichael Absent         Mr. Wechsler  Yes 

 

Motion Carried 

Application Approved 
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Ms. Andreano then offered the following resolution and moved its adoption: 

 

 WHEREAS, the findings of fact are as follows. Ms. LaMere has lived in this home for 37 

years. She is familiar with Local Law 2 of 1990, the Town of Greece pool laws, regarding the 

safety of pool users, structural safety, flood potential, proper drainage and the appearance of 

the neighborhood and she intends to meet any of those requirements. She is familiar with the 

permits process and has agreed to sign a Hold Harmless agreement for the Town of Greece. 

The pool is being professionally installed sometime in Spring 2024. The applicant has spoken 

with her neighbors and there were no comments received by this Board. The location in the 

yard was chosen so the applicant would be able to continue to use the yard for other purposes. 

Since the parcel is so narrow, she is unable to place it in another location. 

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 required Town permits be obtained 

    2. That the applicant signs a Hold Harmless agreement with the Town of Greece    

 

 

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

VOTE:  Ms. Andreano Yes           Mr. Hartwig  Yes  

Mr. Jensen  Yes           Mr. Meilutis  Yes  

Mr. McMichael Absent         Mr. Wechsler  Yes 

 

Motion Carried 

Application Approved 

With Conditions 

_________________________________________________________________ 

  



BOARD OF ZONING APPEALS MINUTES 

February 20, 2024 

Page 10 

4.  Applicant:             Worksmart Design 

     Address:    3603 Mount Read Boulevard 

     Mon. Co. Tax No.:   060.17-3-6.5 

     Zoning District:   BG (General Business) 

     Request: 

a) An area variance for a second building-mounted sign, (“Kinecta 

– banking done different,” west side, 34.5 square feet), instead 

of the 29.3 square foot building-mounted sign permitted by the 

Board of Zoning Appeals on October 20, 2009. § 211-56B(2)(a), 

Table VII 

 

b) An area variance for a third building-mounted sign (“Kinecta – 

banking done different,” north side) to have a size of 46.5 square 

feet, instead of the 7-square-foot sign (south side) permitted by 

the Board of Zoning Appeals on October 20, 2009. § 211-

56B(2)(a), Table VII 

 

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

 WHEREAS, Rob Rowden came before the Town of Greece Board of Zoning Appeals (the 

“Board of Zoning Appeals”) on behalf of Worksmart Design and relative to the property at 

3603 Mount Read Boulevard in a BG (General Business) district, 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. 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”). 

4. 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. 

5. 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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6. 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. 

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

Proposal. 

8. The Board of Zoning Appeals has completed Parts 2 and 3 of the EAF and has 

carefully considered the information contained therein. 

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

of SEQRA. 

10. 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. 

11. 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. 

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

contained in the Environmental Analysis. 

13. 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. 

14. 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 Ms. Andreano and duly put to a vote, which resulted as follows: 

 

VOTE:  Ms. Andreano Yes           Mr. Hartwig  Yes  

Mr. Jensen  Yes           Mr. Meilutis  Yes  

Mr. McMichael Absent 

Mr. Wechsler Yes 

 

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

 

WHEREAS, regarding the application of Worksmart Design, located at 3603 Mount 

Read Boulevard, zoning district is BG (General Business), Rob Rowden appeared before the 

board of Zoning Appeals requesting an area variance as outlined above. The reasons for 

variances are as follows: 

1) Regarding item “a” this location was previously occupied by Key Bank which had 

less letters requiring a smaller sign. The ability to read the proposed signage legibly 

from customers passing by and coming in, requires it to be larger.  

2) Regarding item “b” the visibility for the southbound traffic on Mt. Read Boulevard 

and the location being next to Wegman’s and Tim Hortons, made it necessary for 

this westbound sign. The sign on the east is 46.5 square feet and applicant requests 

the same for uniformity. 

The signs will be illuminated 24hrs a day due to an ATM being onsite, despite the business 

hours of 9am to 6pm Monday through Friday, and 9am to 2pm on Saturdays.  

 

So moved. 

 

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

 

VOTE:  Ms. Andreano Yes           Mr. Hartwig  Yes  

Mr. Jensen  Yes           Mr. Meilutis  Yes  

Mr. McMichael Absent 

Mr. Wechsler Yes 

 

 

Motion Carried 

Application Approved 
_________________________________________________________________ 
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5.  Applicant:            Bruster’s Real Ice Cream c/o Jay Negrin 

 

     Address:    824, 828, and 830 Long Pond Road 

Mon. Co. Tax No.:   059.01-3-59, 059.01-3-60, & 059.01-3-61 

Zoning District:              BR (Restricted Business) 

Request:    

a) An area variance for a freestanding sign (“Brewster’s Real Ice 

Cream,” 7 feet by 4.5 feet) to have an area of 31.5 square feet, 

instead of the 20 square feet permitted. § 211-56B(1)(d), Table 

VI 

 

b) An area variance for a drive-through menu board to have 

maximum height of 7 feet, instead of the 6-foot-high menu board 

permitted. § 211-56B(1)(a)[4] 

 

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 824,828,830 Long Pond Road, for 

two area variances, 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. 
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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. 

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. 

 

VOTE:  Ms. Andreano Yes           Mr. Hartwig  Yes  

Mr. Jensen  Yes           Mr. Meilutis  Yes  

Mr. McMichael Absent 

Mr. Wechsler Yes 

 

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

 

WHEREAS, regarding the application of Bruster’s Real Ice Cream, located at 824, 828, 

830 Long Pond Road, zoning district is BR (Restricted Business), Richie Llanos appeared before 

the board of Zoning Appeals on behalf of Bruster’s Real Ice Cream who is requesting two area 

variances as outlined above.   

 WHEREAS: The findings of fact are as follows. Mr. Llanos states that pertaining to 

variance “a”, the freestanding sign, this sign does constitute 31.5 square feet. However, the 

base that this sign will be installed constitutes 7 square feet so the sign itself will be 24.5 

square feet. This size is necessary due to potential snow accumulation in the winter, so that 

the sign remains visible to traffic. In addition, if the sign was reduced in height the lettering 

would also need to be reduced making it more difficult to read. The sign will not be illuminated. 

For variance “b” the applicant did investigate reducing the height of the menu board to 6 feet 

but that would negatively impact the speaker’s audibility due to location, and the visibility of 

the menu board itself. Therefore, a 7-foot board is requested.  

 

As such, I move to approve this application with the following condition: 

 

1) That all necessary permits be obtained. 

 

So moved. 

 

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

VOTE:  Ms. Andreano Yes           Mr. Hartwig  Yes  

Mr. Jensen  Yes           Mr. Meilutis  Yes  

Mr. McMichael Absent         Mr. Wechsler  Yes 

 

Motion Carried 

Application Approved 

With Condition 
_________________________________________________________________ 
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NEIGHBORHOOD NOTIFICATION MODIFICATION: None  

 

ADJOURNMENT:  8:11 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, March 5, 2024 


