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PUBLIC HEARINGS 

Old Business 

1. Applicant: Ridgeway Properties I, LLC 

 Location: 1349–1401 Ridgeway Avenue & 50 McLoughlin Road Extension 

 Mon. Co. Tax No.: 089.04-1-3.2, 090.09-1-16, 090.09-1-17, 090.09-1-19, 

090.09-1-20, 090.09-1-21 

 Request: Site plan approval for a proposed eco-industrial park (5± 

buildings, 2,000,000± square feet at full buildout), with related 

parking, utilities, grading, and landscaping on approximately 

124 acres 

 Zoning District: IG (General Industrial) & BP-1 (Office) 

 

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

request. 

David Cox, P.E., Passero Associates, presented the application. 

Mr. Cox:  Since the last meeting, there were some items that we had to work out.  We have 

been working with the New York State Department of Environmental Conservation 

(“NYSDEC”) and have arrived at a solution to move forward with the approval.  This project 

is in an archaeologically sensitive area.  We have been working with the New York State 

Historic Preservation Office (“NYSHPO”) and had Powers Archaeology investigate the 

property.  They found no forms of cultural significance, and have submitted that report to 

the Town and NYSHPO.  Powers Archaeology has told us that, because the report 

recommends no further action, we should be all set.  In the building we have changed the 

bays to make them bigger to make the operation more efficient. 

Mr. Selke:  Is this a daily cycle? 

Mr. Cox:  Yes.  As I have mentioned before, because this product will be grown locally, it 

will save on production costs and will save water by growing it this way. 

Mr. Copey:  The reports that were referred to have been submitted.  We have approval of 

that plan back from the NYSDEC.  We have copies of a Phase One cultural resource plan, 

which had no significance findings.  With that information, we are recommending that the 

Board, as the lead agency in the coordinated environmental review of this Type I action 

under the State Environmental Quality Review Act, could issue a negative declaration for the 

whole site.  I have drafted some approval conditions, and will highlight some of them.  One 

recommended condition of approval is that the applicant agrees that they will get 

concurrence from NYSHPO on the cultural resource investigation.  They agree to update the 

traffic impact study and submit for review with each future stage of development; that was 

requested by both the New York State Department of Transportation and the Monroe 

County Department of Transportation.  The architectural elevations show the materials to be 

used, but there’s nothing about the greenhouse; I’m not sure whether the Board would like 

details on that. 

Mr. Gauthier:  Most of the technical details have been worked out; the two remaining issues 

we can take care of post-approval.  One issue is the details of the floodplain at the 

easternmost end of the property; it narrows down and we want to review that.  I also want 

to make sure what the terms of temporary sediment control are outside the upstream final 

storm water control facility during the mass grading. 
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Mr. Selke:  How long before you have products?  Could you go over the elevations of the 

greenhouse? 

Mr. Cox:  We hope to have product in September or October.  The greenhouse is metal 

frame with plastic over it. 

Mr. Fisher:  It has been a while since we have seen this because of all the work that you 

have gone through.  I think that it’s important that it went this way because things that we 

have looked at are more appropriate on a site-wide basis and it’s helpful to see what the 

total impact will be.  I really welcome this, and your Phase One operation is just perfect for 

this site; it’s hard to find a better use for an industrial site like this.  I wish it was more 

apparent to people.  What we have been used to is chemicals and heavy noise.  Everything 

here is contained and controlled, and adds jobs.  We look forward to the rest of the site to 

be developed in the same way. 

Mr. Selke:  Congratulations on a great project. 

Mr. Sofia:  I hope that this project gets the recognition that it deserves, and thank you for 

coming to our community. 

 

Motion by Mr. Sofia, seconded by Mr. Antelli: 

WHEREAS, Ridgeway Properties I, LLC (the “Applicant”) has submitted a proposal to 

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

proposed Eco-Industrial Park within Eastman Business Park (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 Applicants request site plan approval for a proposed eco-industrial 

park (5± buildings, 2,000,000± square feet at full buildout), with related parking, 

utilities, grading, and landscaping on approximately 124 acres (the “Project”). 

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

account numbers 089.04-1-3.2, 090.09-1-16, 090.09-1-17, 090.09-1-19, 090.09-1-

20, 090.09-1-21) within the portion of Eastman Business Park bordered by Lee Road 

(Monroe County Route 154) to the west and Ridgeway Avenue (Monroe County 

Route 111) to the north. 

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 October 5, 2016. 

5. On October 5, 2016, in accordance with SEQRA, the Planning Board passed a 

resolution declaring its intent to become Lead Agency in the coordinated 

environmental review of the Project, directing the Planning Board staff to provide 

notice of such intent to all involved and interested agencies.  Such Notice of Intent to 

Become Lead Agency was distributed on October 10, 2016. 

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; site development plans; a pre-

development site assessment; a Traffic Impact Study (the “TIS”); a Phase 1 Cultural 

Resource Assessment; a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (the “SWPPP”); an 

Engineering Report; and Part 1 of an Environmental Assessment Form (the “EAF”), 
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which was prepared in part by using the 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 Monroe 

County Department of Transportation (the “MCDOT”); the New York State 

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

Planning and Development; the Monroe County Water Authority; the NYSDEC; the 

New York State Historic Preservation Office (the “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 February 8, 2017. 

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

examined the potential effects of the Project on the following principal relevant 

issues:  surface or ground water quality; air quality; historic or archaeological 

resources; and vehicular traffic impacts.  A summary of the analyses of these issues 

and the Planning Board’s reasoned elaboration supporting its determination of 

environmental significance follows. 

11. Surface or Ground-Water Quality 

The Project is located in a long-time industrial park where contamination is 

documented and monitored.  The NYSDEC has an Environmental Easement over 

portions of the Premises which includes engineering controls and a Site Management 

Plan (the “SMP”).  The Applicant has prepared and submitted to the NYSDEC a 

Change of Use Notification document (dated January 17, 2017 and prepared by 

LaBella Associates, D.P.C.), consistent with the SMP, which details management 

activities to be conducted during and after construction.  The SMP provides guidance 

for addressing potential surface or groundwater impacts which may be encountered 

during site development, including but not limited to: 

 Coal ash and fly ash relocation 

 Site grading and soil staging 

 Decommissioning of existing monitoring wells 

 Construction 

 Disposal of excess materials 

 Backfill materials 

 Storm water management during development 

 Soil vapor intrusion 
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 The site is serviced by a Monroe County Division of Pure Waters public sewer which, 

according to the September 2016 Engineering Report prepared by Passero 

Associates, has adequate capacity to service the proposed industrial uses. 

 The site is served with potable water by a Monroe County Water Authority public 

water supply.  Additional process and fire suppression water is supplied by an 

agency-approved purveyor. 

 Construction and post-construction storm water management measures are detailed 

are detailed in the final SWPPP, prepared by Passero Associates, subject to final 

approval by the Stormwater Management Officer. 

12. Air Quality 

Pursuant to the SMP, air quality will be monitored during excavations, and any 

potential air quality impacts will be mitigated per the plan.  The SWPPP also dictates 

monitoring and control of any dust related to site grading. 

13. Historic or Archaeological Resources 

The project site is located in an area identified by the SHPO as being sensitive with 

regard to archaeological resources.  A complete Phase 1 Cultural Resource 

Investigation, dated February 7 and prepared by Powers Archaeology LLC, was 

conducted over portions of the site which are proposed to be developed and had not 

been previously disturbed.  The investigation included 495 shovel tests which 

produced no cultural materials.  No further archaeological investigations were 

recommended. 

14. Traffic Impacts 

The Premises are located in previously developed and undeveloped portions of an 

existing industrial complex which is served by an existing high-capacity road 

network.  The TIS prepared by Passero Associates in August 2016 concluded that no 

highway improvements are needed to accommodate Phase 1 of the Project, which is 

currently under consideration for final site plan approval by the Planning Board.  

Future phases of development may require highway improvements, including but not 

limited to a possible dedicated left turn lane for the northbound approach to the 

intersection of Ridgeway Avenue and McLaughlin Road, and possible signal 

optimization at the intersection of Ridgeway Avenue and Bellwood Drive. 

The Applicant has addressed comments and questions raised in the MCDOT’s 

November 2, 2016, review of the TIS relating to existing intersection configurations, 

future access configurations, and land use for future phases of the Project.  The 

Applicant has agreed to provide an updated TIS for agency review with each future 

phase of the Project. 

In an October 13, 2016, letter, the NYSDOT accepted the TIS as submitted, without 

revisions.  The Applicant has agreed to provide an updated TIS for agency review 

with each future phase of the Project. 

The Applicant has provided an Emergency Access Plan detailing current and future 

emergency access scenarios, which has been reviewed by the Town’s Fire Marshal.  

The Emergency Access Plan will be included as part of the site plan approval. 

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

Project. 

16. The Planning Board has completed Parts 2 and 3 of the EAF, and has carefully 

considered the information contained therein. 
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17. The Planning Board has met the procedural and substantive requirements of SEQRA. 

18. 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. 

19. 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. 

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

Environmental Analysis. 

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

its determination of environmental significance and the Town Board’s determination 

is supported by substantial evidence, as set forth herein. 

22. 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. 

 

VOTE:  Antelli  Yes   Burke  Yes 

  Helfer   Yes   Slocum  Yes 

  Selke   Yes   Sofia  Yes 

  Fisher   Yes 

 

MOTION CARRIED 

_________________________________________________________________ 

 

Mr. Sofia then made the following motion, seconded by Mr. Selke, to approve 

Phase I of the Project, subject to the following conditions: 

1. The Applicant shall develop the Premises in conformity with all details of the Project 

as presented in the written descriptions and site development plans, as orally 

presented to the Planning Board, and as set forth herein.  In the event of any conflict 

among the oral or written descriptions of the Project, the site development plans of 

the Project, or the requirements or restrictions of this resolution, the Applicant 

agrees that the Planning Board shall determine the resolution of such dispute. 
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2. As offered and agreed by the Applicant, the Applicant shall submit the Phase 1 

Cultural Resource Investigation, dated February 7 and prepared by Powers 

Archaeology LLC, to the New York State Historic Preservation Office (the “SHPO”) for 

review.  The SHPO’s concurrence with the report’s finding shall be provided to the 

Town prior to final site plan approval signatures and any ground disturbance 

activities. 

3. As offered and agreed by the Applicant, and as noted in the Traffic Impact Study 

(the “TIS”) prepared by Passero Associates in August 2016, the Applicant shall 

update said TIS for agency review with each future phase of the Project. 

4. The developer/contractor is responsible for removal and disposal of brush, trees, and 

debris from any lot clearing.  A note that indicates this requirement shall be added to 

the plan. 

5. Approval is for only those items identified as “new” or “proposed” on the site plan.  

Granting approval of this site plan does not supersede any other conditions imposed 

by the Town of Greece or any other agency.  A note to this effect shall be added to 

the plan. 

6. Any Town of Greece approval or permit for the Premises does not relieve the 

Applicant, developer, or owner of the Premises from obtaining all other town, county, 

state, or federal government approvals or permits that are required for the Premises.  

A note that indicates this requirement shall be added to the plan. 

7. Addresses for each building shall be added to the plan. 

8. The exterior appearance (that is, materials, colors, and architectural style) of the 

proposed distribution center shall be split-faced block and insulated metal panels (in 

the tan and grey color families).  Elevations of the exterior appearance shall identify 

these colors and materials, shall show all sides of the proposed distribution center, 

and shall be filed with the site plan. 

9. No building permits shall be issued unless and until a digital copy of the plans has 

been submitted.  All sheets in the drawing set, with all necessary signatures, shall be 

provided in Tagged Image File (“.TIF”) format at a minimum resolution of 400 dpi. 

10. The locations of the designated fire lanes shall be shown on the Site Plan. 

11. The locations of all exterior doors shall be shown on the plan.  All exterior doors shall 

be connected by a sidewalk to an acceptable fire safety zone. 

12. Water mains and hydrants shall be installed and be in proper operating conditions 

prior to the commencement of any aboveground construction. 

13. Suitable access roads and temporary street signs shall be installed and maintained 

so as to provide continuous access to fire department and other emergency vehicles 

prior to the commencement of any aboveground construction. 

14. Permanently mounted “No Parking – Fire Lane” signs shall be posted along the fire 

lanes at intervals of 50 feet or less.  A note that indicates this requirement shall be 

added to the plan. 

15. No building permits shall be issued unless and until the Applicant executes an 

agreement for maintenance of the proposed storm water management pond.  Such 

agreement shall be subject to approval by the Planning Board’s Attorney and the 

Commissioner of Public Works. 

16. Drainage easements shall be provided over the proposed storm water management 

facilities, and any streams, wetlands, or flood zone areas on the site.  Such 
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easements shall be shown on the plat, site plan, utility, and grading sheets.  The 

final boundaries and terms of such easements shall be subject to approval by the 

Planning Board’s Attorney, and the Commissioner of Public Works. 

17. No final approval signature shall be placed on the plans unless and until the 

appropriate easement documents have been prepared and provided to the Town for 

review. 

18. No building permits shall be issued unless and until the appropriate easement 

documents, including all necessary map references, have been filed in the Office of 

the Monroe County Clerk. 

19. No pre-construction meeting shall be scheduled unless and until a Notice of Intent 

(NOI) has been filed with the New York State Department of Environmental 

Conservation (the “NYSDEC”). 

 Throughout the life of the storm water permit (from the filing of the Notice of Intent 

to the Notice of Termination), the developer shall fully comply with all aspects of the 

NYSDEC General Permit No. GP-02-01, particularly subsections Part III.D.4 through 

III.D.7 which describe: 

 periodic inspections of the construction site  by a qualified professional,  

 maintenance of a site log, 

 stabilization requirements, and  

 maintenance of sediment traps and ponds during construction. 

 The site log shall be made available to Town inspection staff upon request. 

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

Engineering staff. 

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

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

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

construed to include agents, designees, and successors. 

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

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

 

VOTE:  Antelli  Yes   Burke  Yes 

  Helfer   Yes   Slocum  Yes 

  Selke   Yes   Sofia  Yes 

  Fisher   Yes 

 

MOTION CARRIED 

APPLICATION APPROVED WITH CONDITIONS 

_________________________________________________________________ 
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2. Applicant: Ronald J. Berardi 

 Location: 839 North Greece Road 

 Mon. Co. Tax No.: 058.01-2-19.2 & part of 058.01-2-20.2 

 Request: Preliminary and final plat approval and site plan approval for 

the Meadows at English subdivision, consisting of 29 lots (7 

one-story buildings of 4 dwelling units each (28 lots), plus 1 

common lot), with related parking, utilities, grading, and 

landscaping on approximately 6.94 acres 

 Zoning District: RMS (Multiple-Family Residential – Senior Citizen) 

 

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

request. 

John Sciarabba, L.S., LandTech Surveying & Planning, PLLC, presented the application. 

Mr. Sciarabba:  We have made changes that were requested and reduced some of the 

variances.  Two weeks ago, we were asked to screen some areas and have hired a 

landscape architect, who has prepared a detailed plan.  We have two plans—one is for the 

whole site, and the other is for the buildings; they show the details of the vegetation to be 

planted.  I think your goal was to soften the visibility of the buildings and to hide the 

driveway that runs parallel to North Greece Road.  We have about 1.3 acres of trees that 

will remain on the northwest corner, and we have a sidewalk running along the North 

Greece Road frontage.  We show spruce trees at the end of the roads to shield the 

headlights.  We have worked with the Town’s engineering staff regarding the floodplain.  We 

were hoping for approval from the Board of Zoning Appeals last night and were wondering 

how this board felt about the project.  We do not have strong enough information to pass 

along to the Board of Zoning Appeals, so we would hope that this board could pass along 

some information to them. 

Mr. Copey:  We just received the landscape plan, and we will take a closer look at it, but it 

seems to be good as presented.  I’m glad that they are looking at salt-tolerant plants for 

the front, and they seem to have taken into account the screening of the driveways.  

Another concern of the Board of Zoning Appeals was the grading in the easement.  From a 

staff perspective, they have made an effort to minimize the impact and they lost a unit in 

the process.  I think we are in a good position to recommend approval.  I would like to have 

something to pass along to the Board of Zoning Appeals so that they hear loud and clear. 

Mr. Gauthier:  There were floodplain and drainage concerns, but the developer is not 

encroaching at all.  We are comfortable with the drainage analysis approach at this point.  

The grading in the easement is not to benefit the project; it is to soften the movement of 

potential work in that area.  I’m confident that we can resolve that and recommend moving 

forward. 

Mr. Schiano:  You are recommending to the Board of Zoning Appeals that you are OK with 

the grading? 

Mr. Gauthier:  Yes. 

Jack Rittler, 839 North Greece Road:  I’d like to speak about the light spill from the 

driveways.  I appreciate the initial effort to add trees, but you must realize that there will be 

about eight potential vehicles on those driveways.  There might be development as well on 

the adjoining property and those lights will shine in back yards.  I have come up with a 

sketch that shows a fence with plantings.  I don’t think evergreens are a good choice 
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because you would have to trim the bottoms as they grow.  You have to remember that 

there will have to be room for snow storage too. 

Mr. Schiano:  Are you requesting a fence? 

Mr. Ritter:  Yes.  That should prevent light spill. 

Mr. Selke:  I look at your suggestion as valid.  Trees die and such, but the fence will have to 

be taken care of. 

Mr. Sciarabba:  We understand that light spill is an issue, and we will continue to work with 

Mr. Rittler.  We don’t have the ability to do a lot there.  There is a swale, but if a section of 

fence will work there, a six-foot-high fence the width of the driveway, if it will be agreeable 

with the applicant. 

Mr. Schiano:  I’ll tell the Board of Zoning Appeals that the Town’s engineering staff is 

confident that we have an indication that they will work with us in resolving those issues. 

 

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

to the February 22, 2017, meeting, as requested by the applicant. 

 

VOTE:  Antelli  Yes   Burke  Yes 

  Helfer   Yes   Slocum  Yes 

  Selke   Yes   Sofia  Yes 

  Fisher   Yes 

 

MOTION CARRIED 

APPLICATION CONTINUED TO 

FEBRUARY 22, 2017, MEETING 

_________________________________________________________________ 
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New Business 

None 

 

SITE PLANS 

Old Business 

None 

 

New Business 

1. Applicant: Bell Atlantic Mobile Systems of Allentown, Inc. (d.b.a. Verizon 

Wireless) 

 Location: 1510 Maiden Lane 

 Mon. Co. Tax No.: 059.19-3-1.1 

 Request: Site plan approval for a proposed cellular service 

telecommunications facility, consisting of a freestanding 

antenna tower (115 feet-high, including lightning rod) and 

related antenna(s), accessory antenna structures, and access 

driveway, on approximately 0.13 acres 

 Zoning District: R1-18 (Single Family Residential) 

 

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

request. 

Nathan Vander Wal, Esq., Nixon Peabody, presented the application. 

Mr. Vander Wal:  I’ll give a brief summary of the project.  Verizon Wireless has a license and 

as an entity regulated by the FCC is charged with providing adequate and substantial 

coverage within its licenses areas.  As part of this charge, it routinely is scouring its network 

and determining where there are any deficiencies as well as any projected deficiencies going 

into the future with their anticipated demand within the network.  Both of these are required 

by the Federal Communications Commission (“FCC”) in connection with the maintenance 

and renewal of their license.  Verizon has identified an issue within their network in the 

town.  First, there was a gap in the 4G LTE coverage.  Second was a capacity issue.  The 

neighboring sites are unable to fill in these gaps and provide the requisite level of coverage, 

they are too far away or do not have capacity themselves.  Verizon’s new Paddy Hill site, for 

example, is too far.  This site would fill in those gaps and relieve the capacity for other sites.  

Verizon’s radio frequency (“RF”) engineers have issued a search ring—that area within 

which a tower at a given height can meet or be expected to meet the coverage objective of 

the project.  The search ring was identified, and then Verizon goes out and explores the 

parcels within that search ring.  Four parcels were identified as potential candidates.  The 

parcel owned by the Savages was the appropriate parcel for this project.  The site was 

investigated, and extensive research goes into determining the appropriate tower height for 

the site.  In this case, this required the Paddy Hill site to be finalized, as these towers work 

off and in conjunction with neighboring sites.  After that was completed, the team 

determined that a 110-foot height was appropriate, which lead to the 115-foot-tall 

monopole.  There were advantages to this site:  it provides natural screening; it provides 

access from Vintage Lane, which minimizes the disturbance to the site and has minimal 

disturbance to the creek slopes; and it meets the RF objectives of the project.  There is a12-
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foot-wide gravel drive within a 30-foot-wide access easement, all within a 58 feet x 36 feet 

fenced-in compound.  Based on our meeting with the Town, they suggested a board-on-

board fence for ground level screening, and we have done that.  This a permitted use, and it 

needs approval from the Board of Zoning Appeals and the Planning Board.  We requested 

that this Board consent to the Board of Zoning Appeals becoming lead agency.  Some issues 

were raised at a previous Development Review Committee meeting, and a request was 

made to explore potentially moving the tower west or south.  That has been explored, and 

engineers have located an alternative location about 158 feet southwest on this parcel.  I 

have a plan that shows that location, but we still need to research whether we will need 

additional height; there also will be the need to remove more trees.  Another issue raised 

was whether the project would affect the orderly pattern of development on this parcel.  We 

have prepared a site development exhibit, which shows that development could occur with 

the tower in its proposed position. 

Mr. Schiano:  The Board of Zoning Appeals made a request to engage the services of an 

expert, not only with regard to reviewing the documentation that was provided but any 

other locations that would be suitable for this project. 

Mr. Fisher:  Another thing to point out is that there are two boards reviewing this project.  

The Board of Zoning Appeals deals with a special use permit and that body covers about 

90% of the substantial decisions that have to be made on this type of project.  We work in 

tandem but the Board of Zoning Appeals has declared its intent to become the lead agency 

for the purpose of environmental review because they have the most significant review to 

be made. 

Mr. Copey:  The Monroe County Department of Planning and Development and the Monroe 

County Development Review Committee reviewed the application.  They noted the presence 

of federal wetlands on the site, and agricultural district property is adjacent to the property.  

We provided a notice to the owners of that property, pursuant to the New York State 

Agricultural and Markets Law.  The County also noted that a regulated waterway was on the 

property.  The Monroe County Department of Transportation (“MCDOT”) had comments and 

questions about the location of the access and the details of its construction.  Our Fire 

Marshal noted that the tower site will have a Vintage Lane address.  We received 

correspondence from Catherine Anderson, 287 Stoneycreek Drive, who concerns about 

locating the tower in a residential area, wondered why the tower is close to trees, and had 

concerns about aircraft and lights; she requested that the applicant look for another site.  

We have received the alternative plan, but that takes out more trees.  Looking at the 

hypothetical, conceptual layout for future development of the property around the proposed 

site, the layout seems to work. 

Mr. Gauthier:  The site contains a floodplain from a study in 1975.  We compared that study 

to a recent topographic survey of the property, and I have reason to believe that the recent 

survey is more accurate than what was available in 1975.  The applicant’s representatives 

have assure me that their site is outside the floodplain. 

Arthur Daughton, 52 Goethels Drive:  A question that has to be answered is why another 

tower?  The Town should hold Verizon to the same standards as their last tower. 

Mr. Schiano:  Those are questions for the Zoning Board of Appeals.  They have requested 

an expert to look at the proposal. 

Joan Wiesner, 1390 Maiden Lane:  I have lived in Greece for 70 years.  Mr. Schiano heard 

this last night.  Much of what I have to say really belongs with the Board of Zoning Appeals.  

This property does not belong to my relatives; because of an inheritance issue, it was 

separated from the DeConinck farm less than two years.  I know that Sunscape Farms has a 

right to do what they want with their property.  There is a huge emotional element for all of 
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us because the DeConinck Farm has existed since 1912.  My sister and her family currently 

are operating the farm.  They were approached by Verizon but turn them down.  I heard 

last night that they have to have substantial proof against it to be turned down.  I was 

happy about the other application and the appreciation of farming.  The proposed tower 

location just destroys the character of the farm and what it was.  The tower has to be so 

high because of the trees.  I feel that I have to vent, and the people need to know what 

goes on.  Agriculture is under a lot of pressure.  This will have impacts on the farm next 

door; it will have a negative impact. 

Mr. Fisher:  Because of current technology, telecommunications towers are not as high as 

they used to be, but compared to most trees they are higher. 

Timothy Paulman, I live at the residence.    I am the fourth generation taking over the farm.  

My questions are more for the Board of Zoning Appeals.  With the proposed screening, when 

you open up the back of the farm for this site, you open it up for vandalism.  People can go 

around the proposed gate.  Verizon wants to put in a power line and run it down the 

property from Maiden Lane, when it would be shorter to run it from Vintage Lane.  I have 

14 drainage tiles that are there and have been there for over 60 years.  I have major issues 

if those are dug up.  I’m trying to make a living.  I don’t want to look at tower.  I don’t want 

my kids to look at.  I’m opposed to the whole thing; it negatively impacts in a major way. 

Annette Wiesner, 220 Haddon Road:  I left a letter with your secretary with my concerns.  I 

feel at a disadvantage in this case because I don’t know enough about this process. 

Mr. Fisher:  I think that is why we are asking for an expert. 

Ms.  Wiesner:  I don’t want their cell tower.  I wonder how state of the art they really are.  I 

think that the FCCs write the laws and then use them as a weapon.  We have been here a 

long time; all of us had to work on the farm.  Nate Savage, the owner of Sunscape Farms, 

promised that he would keep it as a farm.  What responsibility does the Town have when 

someone vandalizes the property?  How will they take care of the snow removal?  Who 

holds their feet to the fire when they do not hold up their promises?  I hope that they look 

at alternatives sites. 

Mr. Fisher:  What is the justification for the tower is something that will be determined by 

the Board of Zoning Appeals.  There are some aspects of the site plan that this board can 

look at.  We can’t control what at third party does. 

Mr. Copey:  The proposed gate is about 20 or 30 feet off Vintage Lane, so I assume that a 

truck will be able to get off Vintage Lane. 

 Ms. Wiesner:  You have make it available for others to get in? 

John Farnan, 48 Kirkstone Pass:  Thank you for letting us know the responsibilities of the 

Boards.  We would like to know the sightlines of this from our back yards.  If the tower were 

approved, would there be some things that would blend it in with the trees? 

Mr. Fisher:  I think that if we know where the tower will be, we can show what it will look 

like; with the trees there, that will provide buffer. 

David Hummel, 201 Mascot Drive:  I had a letter to be read but the Board of Zoning 

Appeals would not accept it because it was about health concerns, which the FCC says there 

are not.  I will be looking at the tower and it is screened on only three sides.  This will kill 

property values. 

Mr. Fisher:  It is possible that it will be at another site. 

Mr. Hummel:  I have concerns about the health aspects of it. 
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Mr. Antelli then made a motion, seconded by Ms. Burke, to continue the application 

to the March 22, 2017, meeting, as requested by the applicant. 

 

VOTE:  Antelli  Yes   Burke  Yes 

  Helfer   Yes   Slocum  Yes 

  Selke   Yes   Sofia  Yes 

  Fisher   Yes 

 

MOTION CARRIED 

APPLICATION CONTINUED TO 

MARCH 22, 2017, MEETING 

_________________________________________________________________ 
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SPECIAL PLANNING TOPICS 

Old Business 

None 

 

New Business 

None 

 

ADJOURNMENT:  9:15 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 


