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PUBLIC HEARINGS 

Old Business 

None  

New Business 

None 

 

SITE PLANS 

Old Business 

1. Applicant: Air Water Gas Solutions, Inc. 

 Location: Eastman Business Park – Parcel 304 

 Mon. Co. Tax No.: Part of 090.05-1-14.111 

 Request: Site Plan approval for a proposed two-story building (15,750± 

square feet) with storage tanks, 127-foot-tall chiller tower, 

parking, utilities, grading, and landscaping on approximately 

3.1± acres 

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

Innovation Overlay) 

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

request. 

 

Shelby Vakiener, LaBella Associates; Eileen Brown, Air Water Gas Solutions Inc., presented 

the application: 
 

Ms. Vakiener: We were before the board in April, since then we have submitted new plans 

and documentation for review. We have gotten a third-party study performed to help address 

some of the concerns.  We provided an updated response letter to town staff.  We have 

provided an updated Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) and soil management 

plan for the Eastman Business Park.  We provided a Geotech analysis, some coordination with 

DEC regarding if air permitting was required, some additional renderings of the site as well 

as a night rendering per the request, and a third-party noise study.   

Ms. Brown: One of the actions from the noise was to have a third-party verify the study that 

was done.  In general, they said everything was good from the study, they agree with what 

the noise modeling said, there wouldn’t be an impact to the community.  There were a couple 

of action items they recommended: the third party thought there was some minor 

disagreement between the data and what was in the report, they asked to clarify that, and 

we have started the process.  We have an emergency generator on site that requires testing 

and that could be a little loud, so it was recommended that the testing be done during daytime 

weekday hours so to not impact the neighbors, we have no issue with that.  They 

recommended that the emergency generator does not exceed 80dba at a distance of 23 feet, 

that is not a problem, we can meet that.  They recommended a post construction noise survey 

be conducted and submitted to the town within (x) months (to be talked through tonight).  If 

the post construction survey is not in line with the pre-construction study the applicant will 

work with Eastman Business Park to remedy the issue within (x) months.  We just have a 

couple questions on that; one is if it is in line with the study or in line with the code? Second 

is since I cannot control what is being built around this area, if it does get louder, it doesn’t 

necessarily mean it’s our fault, so how do we take that into account?  So, in general we agree 

but need some clarification.   
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Mr. Caterino: So, for other agency comments, I will defer to the minutes from the previous 

meeting.  As mentioned, they provided us with responses, revised plans, and additional 

renderings for the site, day and night.  We were able to review the revised plans, and it 

addressed a lot of the items asked for.  One big item that we asked for was the site 

management plan for Eastman Business Park which spells out the do’s and don’ts once you 

start excavating work and procedures they have to follow and abide by.  They did submit the 

updated third-party study as alluded to and there were some comments and 

recommendations.  Notably, the original firm that did the study double check their work; the 

generator and traffic as that was something that wasn’t considered in part of the initial study.  

In the Town Code when it comes to noise, it is defined as excessive noise as anything over 

85 decibels at the property line.  The remaining item in the study was regarding a post 

construction study and if the board decides to do that, how to implement that.  They still need 

a special use permit from the Zoning Board for their storage tanks capacity.  The Zoning 

Board is waiting for us to do the environmental review because this is a Type I action, and 

the Planning Board is the lead agency.  I have provided a draft resolution factoring in the 

noise study and some other items, and we can work through the rest in an open discussion 

tonight.  They will still need to come before this board for final site plan approval so if we 

have any outstanding comments, we still have time to work through those. 

Mr. Trau: We are still reviewing some of the responses, but no concerns on the initial 

comments. 

Mr. Zodarecky, 218 Hoover Drive: It’s great they are doing these studies but it usually doesn’t 

work out as great as you think it does.  (played recording from his phone of the sound that 

the neighborhood hears daily).  Studies have been done on the groundwater; we never see 

the results.  We have like three to four different noises in the community, all that have to 

come before the board, some we weren’t invited to attend, but we have to live with these 

noises.  I believe the noises are from the new power plant, some new towers, new fans, now 

they have truck noise.  These are new noises even though we were promised they wouldn’t 

impact us.  We can’t tell them not to build, we just want to know what it is going to be like 

once complete. 

Mr. Fisher: One item we talked about at the last meeting was to find a contact number for 

someone to call at Eastman Business Park when there are complaints/issues. 

Mr. Caterino: After the last meeting,  Scott Copey did have a meeting with someone at the 

park and I believe we have a name and number, I will get that for the next meeting.  

Mr. Fornataro: I think we are looking for a fail-safe once the project is complete. 

Mr. Caterino: That is where the post construction study comes into play, but we have to figure 

out the time frame afterwards from full completion and how do we determine the remedy 

especially since it is noise in an already noisy area.  In the SEQR resolution we do have 

conditions that will carry over to the site plan approval if granted.  One would be the 

generator, the testing of the generator and the decibel limit; we do have some control over 

these. 

Mr. Schiano:  Your going to have to rely on experts. 

Mr. Fisher: It sounds like there is a substantial increase in noise, that’s why we need a contact 

in the park so Kodak can respond to something that is not related to this application. 

Mr. Selke: Is there room for more business to come in? 

Ms. Brown:  Yes, there is property right next to our space. 

Mr. Caterino: Any new application will be coming in for site plan and we will review the noise 

again. 

Mr. Selke: Noise seems to be a concern.  What about truck noise, have we mitigated that? 
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Mr. Caterino:   The applicant has stated that deliveries will mostly be between 7am-7pm but 

there could be emergency situations where a hospital runs out of oxygen and a special trip is 

needed.  They have agreed to put signage around to say, “No Truck Idling”.  

Ms. Brown: We designed the site so trucks don’t have to back up, they enter at the top of the 

site, fill in the middle and exit at the bottom of the site. 

Mr. Fisher: I feel pretty good about this application, that we are going to have a good handle 

on the noise, but in terms of Kodak Park projects that we do not directly approve, that 

contribute to the noise, I think it would be helpful to be able to provide assistance to the 

community, with a contact. 

Mr. Caterino: We will look at the vegetation for buffering with the noise as well. 

Mr. Timmons: asked to see the renderings and current vegetation. Did anything change with 

the dead end at the east side of the building? 

Ms. Vakiener: No changes, after the Fire Marshal reviewed and had no comment, we left the 

layout the same.  It’s really just for maintenance access.   

Mr. Timmons: Can we put a sign that says no trucks allowed or no deliveries in this area. 

Ms. Vakiener: We can look at the options of signage, ending pavement, adding a hammerhead 

as discussed tonight. 

Mr. Fisher: We can look into that more when we finalize the site plan at the next meeting.  

Today let’s get the environmental findings complete.   

Ms. Anthony made a motion, seconded by Mr. Barry: 

WHEREAS, Air Water Gas Solutions, Inc. (the “Applicant”) has submitted a proposal to 

the Town of Greece Planning Board (the “Planning Board”) for site plan approval for property 

located at Eastman Business Park – Parcel 304 (the “Premises”); and 

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

other evidence submitted, the Planning Board makes the following findings: 

1. In summary, the Applicant requests site plan approval for a proposed two-story building 

(15,750± square feet) with storage tanks, 127-foot-tall chiller tower, parking, utilities, 

grading, and landscaping on approximately 3.1± acres (the “Project”). 

2. The Premises is located on property in the Town of Greece (Monroe County tax account 

number 090.05-1-14.111) south of Hoover and Vista Drive, in Eastman Business Park. 

3. Pursuant to the State Environmental Quality Review Act (New York State Environmental 

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

“SEQRA Regulations”) (collectively, “SEQRA”), the Project constitutes a Type I action 

under SEQRA. 

4. The Planning Board considered the Project at a regular meeting on April 2, 2025, and 

May 21, 2025. 

5. On February 10, 2025, on behalf of the Planning Board, the Clerk of the Planning Board 

distributed to all involved and interested agencies a Notice of Intent to Become Lead 

Agency for the coordinated environmental review of the Project. 

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

prepared by the Applicant’s representatives, which included but was not limited to:  oral 

and written descriptions of the Project; the site plan; architectural elevations and 

renderings; the Site Management Plan for Eastman Business Park; a draft Stormwater 

Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP); Pre-Construction Sound Study; and Part 1 of an 

Environmental Assessment Form (the “EAF”), which was prepared in part by using the 
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New York State Department of Environmental Conservation’s (the “NYSDEC”) online EAF 

Mapper application (collectively, the “Environmental Analysis”). 

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

considered additional information submitted by the Applicant’s representatives, including 

but not limited to: supplemental or revised maps, drawings, architectural elevations, 

descriptions, analyses, and reports; and various oral or written comments that may have 

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

representatives. 

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

considered information, recommendations, and oral or written comments that resulted 

from telephone conversations, meetings, or correspondence from or with various involved 

and interested agencies, including but not limited to: the Ridge Road Fire District; the 

Monroe County Department of Transportation (“MCDOT”); the Monroe County 

Department of Planning and Development; the New York State Historic Preservation 

Office (“SHPO”); and the Town’s own staff. 

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

considered information, recommendations, and comments that may have resulted from 

telephone conversations or meetings with or written correspondence from owners of 

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

to the Planning Board as of May 21, 2025. 

10. The Planning Board has carefully considered the Environmental Analysis, which examined 

the potential effects of the Project on the following principal relevant issues: Impact on 

Ground Water; Impact on Aesthetic Resources; Impact on Historical and Archeological 

Resources; Impact on Noise, Odor, and Light; and Impact on Human Health.  A summary 

of the analysis of these issues and the Planning Board’s reasoned elaboration supporting 

its determination of environmental significance as follows:  

Impact on Ground Water 

The proposed project location is Eastman Business Park (“EBP”), an active industrial park, 

and is currently listed on the New York State Department of Environmental Conservation’s 

(“NYSDEC”) Environmental Remediation Database due to past operations and uses that 

occurred on the site. As part of their submittal, the Applicant has provided a Site 

Management Plan (“SMP”) dated January 2016, which was created by the Eastman Kodak 

Company in consultation with NYSDEC for permitting of corrective actions and remedial 

measures across EBP. The SMP plan was developed to ensure that remedies remain 

protective, that institutional controls and engineering controls remain effective, that soil 

generated during routine excavation activities is managed properly, and that potential 

exposures to the remaining soil and ground water contamination are effectively 

controlled. While the project location is sited over or adjoining a principal aquifer, the 

Applicant will be required to comply with SMP’s requirements and should not impact those 

aquifers. As it relates to water supply, the proposed project will utilize existing water 

supply services offered by RED Rochester, which is the utility provider for EBP, and will 

not require the construction/installation of water supply wells. In addition to the SMP, the 

project will be required to comply with all applicable local, state, and federal regulations 

regarding impacts to ground water. 

Impact on Aesthetic Resources 

The proposed Project involves the construction of a proposed two-story building (15,750± 

square feet) with storage tanks and a 127-foot-tall chiller tower. The Project location is 

directly south of the Koda Vista National Historic District, which contains predominantly 

single-family residential homes, and was constructed between the 1920s and 1960s, 

meaning the Koda Vista neighborhood predated EBP. While the Project will be visible to 
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residents in Koda Vista and vehicle travel on New York State Route 390, it would be in 

line with existing buildings and structures in EBP. Notably, as it relates to the 127-foot-

tall chiller tower, EBP currently is home to existing facilities and structures that exceed 

the height of the proposed chiller tower, notably the nearly 400-feet-tall double smoke 

stacks associated with the former coal-fired power plant on site, and four (4) exhaust 

stacks constructed by RED Rochester for a power generation facility with a height of 

approximately 150 to 200 feet. The proposed two-story, 15,750± square foot building, 

will have a height of approximately 36-feet. The location of the building on the Project 

site will also serve a visual screen and buffer for residents in Koda Vista for certain 

outdoor storage tanks which are associated with the project.   

Impact on Historical and Archeological Resources 

The proposed Project location is adjoining and directly south of the Koda Vista 

neighborhood, which is a historic district listed on the National Register of Historic Places. 

As part of the Applicant’s submittal, a letter dated January 9, 2025, from the New York 

State Division for Historic Preservation of the Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic 

Preservation (“OPRHP”) was included. In that letter, OPRHP states that they “have 

reviewed the submitted materials in accordance with the New York State Historic 

Preservation Act of 1980 (Section 14.09 of the New York State Parks, Recreation and 

Historic Preservation Law)” and “that the proposed undertaking is adjacent to the Koda 

Vista Historic District, which is listed in the State and National Register of Historic Places”. 

OPRHP concludes that “based on that review, it is the OPRHP’s opinion that the project, 

as describes, will have No Adverse Impact on historical or archeological resources”. 

Impact on Noise, Odor, and Light 

As mentioned previously, the Project location is directly south of the Koda Vista 

neighborhood, which consists of pre-dominantly single-family residential home. As part 

of the application, the Applicant submitted a Pre-Construction Sound Study performed by 

SLR dated February 3, 2025. Per the study, the existing background sound level for EBP 

is 60.2 dBA, the proposed project would contribute to 48.1 dBA, resulting in a cumulative 

dBA (background + proposed project) of 60.5 dBA, meaning increase over existing 

background level of 0.3 dBA. It should be noted that the Town of Greece’s Noise 

Ordinance defines Excessive Noise as an incessant or repeated sounds that have the 

effect of disturbing the welfare, comfort, peace and quiet of the community, or any sound 

in excess of 85 decibels. Due to comments from the Planning Board and neighboring 

residents, the Planning Board requested a third-party review of the study to verify its 

accuracy. Planning Board staff is in receipt of a third-party review of the Pre-Construction 

Sound Study by Ostergaard Acoustical Associates (OAA), dated May 20, 2025. In their 

review OAA found that the SLR study uses “credible acoustical evaluations and 

methodologies and apply a level of conservatism to their analysis”. While OAA was not 

able to validate the accuracy of the source data referenced in the SLR study, “source 

sound levels generally align with what OAA might expect”. The report only discusses the 

primary stationary noise sources and omits truck deliveries and the emergency 

generator. Included in their review OAA provided comments, findings and 

recommendations for consideration.  Based on those items, the Applicant has agreed to 

the following: 

a. SLR to update their study and resubmit to remove inconsistences to ensure that 

the model inputs and outputs are correct. Said resubmittal shall occur prior to 

Planning Board approval of the project.  

b. Emergency generator testing shall be confined to daytime hours (7:00am – 

10:00pm) and preferably during weekdays. 
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c. Emergency generator shall not exceed 80 dB(A) at a distance of 23 feet. Per the 

plans, the generator location is over 130 feet from the property line of the nearest 

resident in Koda Vista.   

d. A post-construction survey shall be conducted and submitted to town staff within 

six (6) months of full operations commencing. If the post-construction survey 

indicates excessive noise per the Town Code Chapter 139 (Noise), which was 

referenced earlier in the meeting, the applicant will work with Eastman Kodak to 

remediate the issue.       

While OAA provided comments, findings and recommendations for consideration, there 

review did conclude with that they “do not believe this application will have any negative 

acoustical impacts on the nearby residences. The sound study has demonstrated that 

project sound emissions will be below 50 dBA at residential receptors, which is generally 

acceptable. The SLR ambient sound study has revealed that the area is already quite 

noisy, which will mask project sound”.  

While the project’s operations will be 24 hours a day, 7 days a week, and 365 days a 

year, the Applicant anticipates approximately 10 truck deliveries to and from the site 

throughout the day once in operation. Typically, the targeted time frame for said 

deliveries would be from 7:00am to 7:00pm, Monday – Friday, however there is potential 

for deliveries outside of those time frames given their operation and the type of users 

the Applicant serves, notably hospitals. In effort to mitigate any potential noise impacts, 

the Applicant has agreed to utilize trucking parking at the southern end of the site and 

to add signage at the northern side of the site, adjacent to Koda Vista, stating “No Truck 

Idling”. As it relates to odor, should a nuisance from excavation be identified as a concern 

or nuisance odor complaints are received associating with site excavation, mitigation of 

said odor complaint shall occur as outlined in the SMP. In terms of lighting, the Applicant 

has provided a photometric plot plan demonstrating 0.0 foot-candle levels in a 20-foot 

area adjoining the residence in Koda Vista to the north. Furthermore, Section 211-35 of 

the Town of Greece Zoning Ordinance does not permit light spill onto adjoining properties 

and requires that any outdoor light which is permitted shall be shielded so that is not 

visible when viewed off site. Currently, the common property line of the properties within 

Koda Vista and EBP contains mature trees. In effort to provide additional buffering and 

screening of the project and limiting light impacts, the Applicant has agreed to provide 

additional plantings in this area to provide a uniform vegetative buffer for the benefit of 

the adjoining residents. In terms of the exterior of the building and chiller tower, the 

Applicant is proposing to utilize matte type exterior paint in effort to reduce light reflection 

off the building and to the adjoining residences.   

Impact on Human Health 

As mentioned previously, EBP is currently listed on the NYSDEC Environmental 

Remediation Database due to past operations and uses that occurred on the site and has 

active SMP to ensure that remedies remain protective, that institutional controls and 

engineering controls remain effective, that soil generated during routine excavation 

activities is managed properly, and that potential exposures to the remaining soil and 

ground water contamination are effectively controlled. As it relates to impacts to human 

health, any soil excavation that occurs as part of this proposed project shall be done in 

accordance with the SMP.   

11. The Environmental Analysis examined the relevant issues associated with the Project. 

12. The Planning Board has completed Parts 2 and 3 of the EAF and has carefully considered    

the information contained therein. 

13. The Planning Board has met the procedural and substantive requirements of SEQRA. 
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14. The Planning Board has carefully considered each and every criterion for determining the 

potential significance of the Project upon the environment, as set forth in SEQRA. 

15. The Planning Board has carefully considered (that is, has taken the required “hard look” 

at) the Project and the relevant environmental impacts, facts, and conclusions disclosed 

in the Environmental Analysis and all additional relevant information submitted. 

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

Environmental Analysis. 

17. The Planning Board has made a reasoned elaboration of the rationale for arriving at its 

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

supported by substantial evidence, as set forth herein. 

18. To the maximum extent practicable, potential adverse environmental impacts revealed 

in the environmental review process will be avoided or minimized by Project elements 

that are integral to the design or by the Applicant’s voluntary incorporation of Project 

design modifications that were identified as practicable. 

NOW, THEREFORE, be it 

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

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

Board’s own initial concerns, and all relevant issues raised and recommendations offered by 

involved and interested agencies and the Town’s own staff, the Planning Board determines 

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

constitutes a negative declaration. 

And be it further 

RESOLVED that this determination constitutes the Planning Board’s analysis of Part 2 and 

Part 3 of the Full Environmental Assessment Form, and constitutes the Board’s reasoned 

elaboration of why the Project, with the design elements proposed by the Applicant, will not 

have a significant adverse environmental impact. 

Ms. Anthony made a motion, seconded by Mr. Barry: 
 

VOTE:  Anthony Yes   Timmons Yes  

  Barry  Yes   Selke  Yes 

Fornataro Yes   Fisher  Yes 

Geisler Yes  

 

MOTION CARRIED 

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW CONCLUDED NEGATIVE DECLARATION  

_________________________________________________________________ 

Mr. Fisher:  We are going to be continuing this application, two weeks and a day to 

Thursday June 5, 2025. 

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

to Thursday June 5, 2025 
 

VOTE:  Anthony Yes   Timmons Yes  

  Barry  Yes   Selke  Yes 

Fornataro Yes   Fisher  Yes 

           Geisler Yes 

MOTION CARRIED 

CONTINUED TO MEETING OF THURSDAY JUNE 5, 2025 

_________________________________________________________________ 
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New Business 

None 

 

 

SPECIAL PLANNING TOPICS 

Old Business 

None 

New Business 

Meeting Date change- from Wednesday June 4, 2025 to Thursday June 5, 2025 

 

 

ADJOURNMENT:   8:04 p.m. 

 

APPROVAL OF PLANNING BOARD MEETING MINUTES 

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

rendered the above decisions. 

 

Signed:  ___________________________________         Date:  ____________________ 

  Alvin I. Fisher, Jr., Chairman 
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