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PUBLIC HEARINGS 

Old Business 

None  

 

New Business 

1. Applicant:   Alantic Funding & Real Estate, LLC 

Location:   103-305 Pinewild Drive  

Mon. Co. Tax No.:  089.04-1-14.121 

Request:  Minor subdivision approval for the Gateway Business Center 

subdivision consisting of three (3) lots on approximately 8.74± 

acres. 

Zoning District:  BG (General Business) and EDIO (Economic Development and 

Innovation Overlay) 

 

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

request. 

Mike Montalto, Costich Engineering , presented the application: 

Mr. Montalto: The applicant is seeking to divide the eight acre parcel into three parcels of 

about 2.7, 2, and 4.1 acres each. This is a mechanism for financing for the three buildings.   

The site plan approval was granted in 2015. The properties would continue to operate as a 

business center and there would be a blanket reciprocal access easement agreement, and a 

draft was provided to the Town.   This would cover the entire parcel. There is no change to 

site plan and the lot lines are drawn down the center of the drive aisles and parking areas.  

The parking would be shared parking.   Building one has had some interest and through the 

pandemic some of the deals have gone away.   Should the subdivision move ahead we would 

go ahead for build out of the interior and seek tenants.   The foundation for the second building 

has been constructed.  We have received comments from the building department, we can 

add building outlines as matter of references.   This will not create a change in setbacks for 

the building. The shared property line Lot R1B and R1C is roughly 70 feet between edge of 

buildings and lot line.   To the right Lot R1B and R1A is about 30 feet. There was no comments 

from zoning, planning had comments regarding the non-revocable easement only from the 

Town.  We have no exception to that comments.  

Mr. Caterino: This did receive site plan approval in 2015 and this is a conveyance application.  

There were no comments from Monroe County Planning and Development. The Building 

Department asked to comply with the NYS Building Code and no comments from our zoning 

or our Fire Marshal.    Planning comments were regarding the easement, which we did review 

and did not see any issues.  

Mr. Gauthier: No further comments.  

Mr. Selke: This a good opportunity to develop this site.  

Mr. Fisher: It looks straight forward. 
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Mr. Selke made a motion, seconded by Mr. Geisler, to continue the application to the 

December 8, 2021 meeting, as requested by the applicant. 

 

VOTE:  Antelli  Absent  Burke  Absent 

  Geisler  Yes   Anthony  Yes 

  Selke   Yes   Sofia  Yes 

  Fisher   Yes   

 

 

MOTION CARRIED 

APPLICATION CONTINUED TO 

DECEMBER 8, 2021 MEETING 

_________________________________________________________________ 
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2. Applicant:  Dennis Edwards 

 Location:  1857 Edgemere Drive 

 Mon. Co. Tax No.: 034.08-1-82 

Request: Minor subdivision approval for the Edwards subdivision consisting 

of two (2) lots on approximately 0.43± acres.  

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

 

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

request. 

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

Mr. Caterino: We have an existing lot at 1857 Edgemere Drive. The applicant wants to 

subdivide the lot into two lots.  He currently resides across the street so the lots would be 

similar to what’s on the north side of Edgemere Drive.   This was heard last night by the Board 

of Zoning Appeals, for the lot width and lot area. The reason for the variances is that the 

properties on both sides of those lots inflates the zoning requirements. This is just a 

conveyance of land.   Comments were minimal.  

Mr. Geisler: Any comments from neighbors.  

Mr. Caterino: I have not heard anything.  

 

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

December 8, 2021 meeting, as requested by the applicant. 

 

VOTE:  Antelli  Absent  Burke  Absent  

  Geisler  Yes   Anthony  Yes 

  Selke   Yes   Sofia  Yes 

  Fisher   Yes   

 

 

MOTION CARRIED 

APPLICATION CONTINUED TO 

DECEMBER 8, 2021 MEETING 

_________________________________________________________________ 
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SITE PLANS 

Old Business 

None  

 

New Business 

Applicant:   Li-Cycle North American Hub, LLC 

Location:   50 and 205 McLaughlin Road 

Mon. Co. Tax No.:  089.04-1-3.21 and 089.04-1-3.22 

Request:  Site plan approval for the construction of a hydrometallurgical 

processing facility (multiple buildings and exterior equipment/storage 

tanks) related parking, utilities, grading, and landscaping on 

approximately on 119.49± acres. 

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

Innovation Overlay) 

 

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

request. 

Chris Biederman, Ala Hussain, Kurtis Boehm, Jackie Jordan, Li-Cycle, presented the 

application: 

Mr. Biederman: I have the follow-up from our November 4, meeting, we formalized the Q&A 

to make sure we covered all questions that were asked.    The first question was regarding 

the delivery of black mass and using internal roads of Kodak. We have a meeting tomorrow 

and all the discussions have been positive, and likely to happen. We just need to go through 

the motion and what road we would be using.   The percentage of black mass will be about 

7% from the spoke that is a mile away.   In terms of the imbalance of rails coming and going, 

we have 50 incoming cars to the facility and those are predominately railed for reagent supply.  

Those reagents are unloaded into bulk storage tanks and taken away from our facility as 

empty cars.  There will be 20 cars that are empty that we use to load and transport our 

product to keep product for us out of our facility, so that’s the 50 in/20 out.   The outgoing 

material from our hub is predominately product and most of those leave the facility in one 

ton bulk bags.   There is one that leaves by rail and that’s the 20 cars that were mentioned.   

The other point to this question is the reagents that we bring in, essentially go to become a 

component of the product that we sell. We will have between 7 to 10 deliveries per day of 

black mass and that to warehouse facility. We will have some reagents that come in by truck 

and we have listed three to five deliveries per day, that will be dependent on the storage of 

our reagents look like, and it may not be that number per day constantly. The outgoing traffic 

from our warehouse will be 33 trucks per day and that’s moving all our product to market.  

We had a questions regarding on site treatment of water and will be confirming the quality of 

the treated water before we discharge it. We won’t have any air quality concerns throughout 

the facility, we have control monitoring devices, emission controls devices, and they will meet 

all short term and annually guide lines from DEC and EPA guidelines at the property lines. 

Anything related to that will be reviewed with the Town’s building group and a third party 

engineer who we are still in the process of contracting with.   The volatility of chemicals by 

rails, one primary reason we selected is that they come fully contained, fully sealed and we 

off load them with dedicated systems’ into our storage tanks, so there will be no vapors.  The 

transfer from rail is contactless and optimizes safety.  We are in the processing of finalizing 

the agreement between all of the parties involved, that includes the Town, Li-Cycle and the 
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third party engineering firm.  They will begin their review assuming we get our agreement in 

place over the next two weeks.  

Mr. Fisher: I appreciate you doing that and was very helpful.  

Mr. Biederman:  The OSHA definition hazardous material, “any substance or chemical which 

is hazardous to people’s health or is physically hazardous.”   When you look at your daily life 

you interact with materials that are hazardous, chlorine for pools, pesticides, herbicides for 

instance.  Taking that definition forward we have identified in our zoning board special use 

permit application the following hazardous material we will have at our HUB. These are the 

reagents that we will use.  We have also listed various process solutions, so those are solutions 

that effectively are generated as intermediate solutions as we work from black mass 

concentrate as feed all the way through to our products that make our sulfate.  These 

hazardous materials that are stored at our HUB, they are either introduced into the process 

at chemical reagent, that’s the predominate form or they are produced from the process as 

our final product, so nickel sulfate is considered a hazardous material, or ultimately introduced 

as intermediates.   Those would be our process solutions, which get us from black mass to 

the products.    Just to show where the bulk storage of these chemicals are on our facility, we 

have a model shown here. In terms of delivery to the HUB, this is included in our SEQRA 

package. We have up to 10 inbound shipments of black mass per day to our warehouse, and 

we will have 25 outbound shipment of products out of our warehouse that will depend on the 

ramp of our facility.   We have 30 shipments per day between the warehouse and the HUB. 

If you recall we have our warehouse to the north and HUB to the south and we use an internal 

Eastman Business park road to the west to move black mass to our HUB and our warehouse.  

The movement of material will be 7 days a week both inbound and out bound.  I expect the 

majority of the movement will be during the week.   That will be determined once we get into 

operation. We have about 130 employee and visitor vehicles that will generate 78 vehicle 

trips during peak daytime of travel on roads to our HUB.  This is movement of personnel.   As 

part of our traffic study a determination was that the daily traffic will not exceed the 

infrastructure in place.   Shifting over to rail cars, we will have 50 rail car shipments per week 

of our chemical reagent and 20 outbound.  Even with this additional rail car usage, the 

projected car loading is only one quarter of the annual loading that was handled by Kodak, 

so we are well within the infrastructure that Kodak currently has.  What we are showing and 

what is true, is that rail is more desirable in moving bulk chemicals in; it is the safest method 

and cost and schedule efficient for us.  We will get into the details of unloading liquids. We 

will separate unloading areas, with separated spill containment under those rail cars and 

pumping systems for each of these materials.   The spill containment systems will be coated 

to resist corrosion.  I show photos that represent the rail cars and the spill containment area; 

the photo is a represented example of a rail system for unloading.   We want to touch on 

safety; we show the recommended PPE, and it will be a chemical suit, with chemical resistant 

gloves, boots and face shields.   There are also in the design - multiple safety showers and 

eyewash stations.   Unloading of dry material from rail cars is done by pneumatic conveying 

and that is effectively using air to blow this powder product into a storage silo. I have a picture 

that shows an example of what the system looks like.   It is ground mounted and effectively 

an air receiver plus a compressor. You will see in the picture a control devise to control dust 

and there are filters on top of the silos to prevent any dust from escaping the silos while we 

are unloading. We also unload dry material by truck.   The trucks themselves should have the 

air pneumatic systems to unload them materials into the silos. The process will be fully 

contained while this happens and the process will be executed by the truck driver who is fully 

trained and certified by the supplier of this material.  We will also have a Li-Cycle operator 

present while this is happening.  I mentioned the silo emissions control device and show a 

picture of it here, any dusting that happens while we are unloading inside will be captured by 

these devices.   The last delivery method is truck in bulk bags.    I show a picture here, it’s a 

dry product that comes in iso-containers or shipping containers which is used to move material 
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from outside the United States into the U.S.   Those shipping containers will likely contain up 

to about 24 of these bags.  When we need a bag we will lift it by fork truck to an automated 

bulk bag discharge system.   This a hoist, a fully contained bag breaker, and a dust collector 

system. This allows us to load this reagent into our tank completely contactless aside from 

the forklift that has to pick it up.   The material will then be mixed with water and that’s where 

we form the solution in our manufacturing process; we do this in batches.   The storage tanks 

we have on site will be within containment areas.  These are concrete containment systems, 

all the joints are sealed and they have the appropriate coating and lining, we also have the 

transfer pumps installed within the containment area.    These are three foot tall wall 

surrounding the entire tank.   The way they are sized is for 110% of the total tank and we 

add a contingency for precipitation. This is carrying a 25 year, 24 hour storm event.  We have 

significant containment both for the reagent and precipitation.  The containment area has a 

sloped floor that goes to a sump that contains a manual pump, the manual pump is conscious 

decision in the design. The reason being that any liquid in this containment area most likely 

will be rain and snow and what we need to do before we move this liquid to Kings Landing or 

on site treatment is test it.  There will be no automated movement of liquid of the containment 

area as it will be tested first.   The quality of that liquid within that containment area is 

checked and if meets the discharge requirements of Kings Landing or the industrial sewer 

we’ll send it there if it does not we’ll send it to be treated on site before we discharge it to the 

sewer.  On our model we show the different storage tanks with the three foot walls around 

the tanks.  The piping itself between storage tanks and the process tanks that require the 

chemical reagents is done through what is called pipe racks.    The overhead pipe racks is 

mostly structural steel and our pipes run along that structural steel, that allows for regular 

visual inspection of the pipeline from our operators.    

Ms. Hussain: Our approach for the walkthrough was that we wanted to walk you through the 

utilities as well.   Highlighting utilities in particular that we going to speak to.   So starting 

with potable water, this will be used for our eyewash and safety showers and well at the 

building sinks toilets and fixtures.   I show the tie in point on the north side of the facility. At 

the south end it will be valve off.   Fire water has a more extensive network, essentially our 

approach will be a main fire water line that going to be surrounding the HUB property.   We 

have two ties in for that, on the west side this will be our first tie in point, we’ll use a 16 inch 

fire main.  The intention is to have a fire system which distributes to each of our buildings 

within the HUB facility.  Within those building we have a fire riser room which connect to our 

sprinkler systems.   This slide shows our second tie in main with a 16 inch pipe. When it 

comes to the industrial sewer, we will have a manual sump system for all of our tank systems, 

they will be diverted to depending on the quality will be to area #2030 (shown on slide), and 

we will have a pretreatment facility that will treat the water, make sure it meets specifications 

required for the sewer.  We’ll have an above grade system, we will be putting in an above 

grade infrastructure, it will cross Kodak Park Road as well on an existing bridge that exists 

and will tie into the industrial sewer on the west side of the road.   For sanitary sewer in 

particular will be connected to an eight inch main from Monroe County Pure Waters, that will 

then go to the Van Lar treatment plant.  We have it running on the north side, then runs 

south on the eastern portion of the HUB facility.  In terms of power, we have a proposed duct 

bank. We are currently coordinating its requirements with RED Rochester, it will be connected 

on the northwest end of the HUB in an electrical room. The methodology is the same when it 

comes to the fire water system when it distributed into the facility. We have this main 

electrical room that will essential distribute all of our electrical requirements along the HUB, 

with the exception of some of the structures and building on the east side.   We have some 

wiring below grade that we’ll be distributing to some of these buildings as show on the slide.  

When it comes to the above ground utilities, I show on the slide the connect points.   The 

utilities is to be extended by RED Rochester and provide us with the infrastructure for us to 

tie into and distribute to the facility. We are in the preliminary design and are working with 
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them closely. On to storm water, we have a network at the facility to capture the storm water.  

We have divided it on the north side as well as the south side. We will have two feeds for our 

storm water requirements.   The intention is that it is a bio-retention system, its depressed 

areas in between our buildings in specific areas that will be capturing our run-off.   These 

flows are collected within the depressed systems. The north end will be tied into a proposed 

management system that the warehouse lot is designing through Bergmann.   The south end 

will be similar design and what we will be tying into an existing man hole which goes into the 

storm water on the south side.   I want to touch on grading, it’s a very simplified approach 

that we are taking.  For the warehouse and the HUB grading will be completed together for 

both lots.   The intention is to be completed together, the HUB lot was previous graded, so 

when it comes to significant earth work that will not necessarily be required for the HUB 

because we wanted to leverage what was previously done.    

Mr. Fisher: As I listen to the complexity of the chemical operation, I saw that you did not 

mention was high quality and high skilled industrial jobs.   Kodak has been famous for over 

the years and that’s been lost. What you are bringing back is to the community is highly 

skilled jobs that people would like to have.   

Mr. Biederman: We are bringing our first operator on board Monday and are really excited.  

Mr. Fisher: Keep that going.  

Mr. Sofia:  In the previous meeting, I thought we were hiring an outside safety agency.  This 

is new to me and would feel significantly more comfortable having an experienced person that 

is familiar with this process.  It sounds like you are taking the measures and there are a lot 

of moving parts and would I would like that to be clear.  

Mr. Schiano: Just so you are clear, the Fire Marshal and a ton of government agencies are 

going to be involved. It’s my understanding that even the suppliers will inspect the facility 

before the deliveries.   

Mr. Biederman: You are correct and will be supplied training.  

Mr. Schiano: Do you have a short list of agencies? 

Mr. Murtha: We have NYSDEC. One question asked was if Department of Homeland Security 

would be involved.   This is under the chemical facility program that the Department of 

Homeland Security manages, it looks at all the security and safety provisions that are put into 

place to verify who else should be involved.    We will put together a list and provide that to 

the Town. 

Mr. Schiano:  So there is a lot of agencies that will look at this.  

Mr. Fisher: One question was the third party engineer? 

Mr. Biederman: That comes into play post site plan approval but what we are setting up is 

that staff will have access to a third party engineer that’s funded by Li-Cycle, separate from 

us to ask any questions on the project.   They will have the ability to support the Town and 

their review.      

Ms. Hussain: Just to add, that pads the code compliance aspect, the safety aspects they are 

coming on board to address on the Town’s behalf.  

Mr. Fisher: After we approve the site plan it would be subject to approval of various town 

staff.   

Mr. Caterino: That is correct and allowing staff the flexibility for revisions or change orders.    

Due to the uniqueness of this project, there are parts that might change over time whether 

it’s the placement of equipment or tanks.  That is something we will have to tie into any 
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approval.  Getting back to the third party side of it, we have been engaged with Li-Cycle along 

with the building department and Fire Marshal; its running parallel with this process.   

Mr. Selke: Is there any hazardous material in the soil? 

Mr. Biederman: The site is under a site management plan, the DEC has been monitoring the 

plan, the soil and management point of view.  We did not find anything that would cause 

concern but the site management plan states we have to keep the soil on site.  

Mr. Selke: Are we are at maximum use for this site or will there be some growth.  

Mr. Biederman: There is area to expand but not in our plan now.  

Mr. Fisher: Before we take action we need the Town Board to complete the environmental 

review. There is a possibility tomorrow they might approve that. So it is possible at our next 

meeting we act on act on this application based on comments provided.  

 

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

the December 8, 2021 meeting, as requested by the applicant. 

 

VOTE:  Antelli  Absent  Burke  Absent 

  Geisler  Yes   Anthony  Yes 

  Selke   Yes   Sofia  Yes 

  Fisher   Yes   

 

 

MOTION CARRIED 

APPLICATION CONTINUED TO 

DECEMBER 8, 2021 MEETING 

_________________________________________________________________ 
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SPECIAL PLANNING TOPICS 

Old Business 

1. Applicant:  Bank of America  

 Location:  3796 Dewey Avenue   

 Mon. Co. Tax No.: 060.10-1-16.11 

Request: Minor improvement plan for the construction of a remote drive –

up ATM in the parking lot of Northgate Plaza improvements 

include lighting on approximately .088± acres. 

Zoning District: BG (General Business)   

 

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

request. 

 

Arthur Kuyan, PE, CME Stonefield Engineering, presented the application: 

Mr. Kuyan: We were her in September and would like to address comments from then.  We 

are still proposing the stand alone ATM.  There was a request to locate the ATM in the parking 

lot and not in the green space.   We focused on the location and we have moved it to the 

parking lot, with this location we have increased the greenspace.  We are still providing LED 

lighting for the ATM to meet standards.  The last item was the look and style of the ATM itself, 

in working the Town’s Planner we came up with three different looks.  I have shown here the 

existing building that is on site.  Our preferred option is option #1, option #2 matches the 

Walmart style brick.  

Mr. Caterino: I would like to thank you for hearing our comments and moving the ATM out of 

the green space, and changing the look of the exterior. This a big improvement from what 

was initially proposed and really fits into the plaza.  Staff is in favor of option #2 and we do 

have a draft resolution of approval based on that.    

Mr. Geisler:  I’m in favor of #2 and glad to hear they made those adjustments.   

Mr. Selke:   I did favor #3, full brick and the trim of the plaza, I can go with either one.  

Mr. Fisher: I favor # 2, the buildings in the photo are entirely brick, that one makes it the 

most consistent and we spent a lot of time on this plaza.   I’d like to recognize the efforts of 

changes made.  

Mr. Sofia: I agree with #2; it is very classy.  

Ms. Anthony: I agree with #2.  

Mr. Fisher: The placement is ideal, it fills up a space that we have not used for parking and 

adds green space.  

Mr. Sofia made the following motion, seconded by Mr. Selke: 

 WHEREAS, Bank of America (the “Applicant”) has submitted a proposal to the Town of 

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

subdivision, as more fully described in the minutes of this public meeting (the “Proposal”), 

relative to property located at  3796 Dewey Avenue (the “Premises”); and 

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

evidence submitted, the Planning Board makes the following findings: 
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1. Upon review of the application, the Planning Board determined that the application is 

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

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

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

Unlisted action under SEQRA. 

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

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

were afforded an opportunity to be heard. 

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

to the Proposal for the Planning Board’s consideration. 

4. The Planning Board has carefully considered an Environmental Assessment Form 

(“EAF”) and supplementary information prepared by the Applicant and the Applicant’s 

representatives, including but not limited to supplemental maps, drawings, 

descriptions, analyses, reports, and reviews (collectively, the “Environmental 

Analysis”). 

5. The Planning Board has carefully considered additional information and comments that 

resulted from telephone conversations or meetings with or written correspondence 

from the Applicant and the Applicant’s representatives. 

6. The Planning Board has carefully considered information, recommendations, and 

comments that resulted from telephone conversations or meetings with or written 

correspondence from various involved and interested agencies, including but not 

limited to the Monroe County Department of Transportation, the Monroe County 

Department of Planning and Development, and the Town’s own staff. 

7. The Planning Board has carefully considered information, recommendations, and 

comments that resulted from telephone conversations or meetings with or written 

correspondence from nearby property owners, and all other comments submitted to 

the Planning Board as of this date. 

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

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

considered the information contained therein. 

10. The Planning Board has met the procedural and substantive requirements of SEQRA. 

11. The Planning Board has carefully considered each and every criterion for determining 

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

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

look” at) the Proposal and the relevant environmental impacts, facts, and conclusions 

disclosed in the Environmental Analysis. 

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

Environmental Analysis. 

14. The Planning Board has made a careful, independent review of the Proposal and the 

Planning Board’s determination is rational and supported by substantial evidence, as 

set forth herein. 

15. To the maximum extent practicable, the Proposal as originally designed or as 

voluntarily modified by the Applicant will minimize or avoid potential adverse 

environmental impacts that were revealed in the environmental review process. 

 NOW, THEREFORE, be it 
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 RESOLVED that, pursuant to SEQRA, based on the aforementioned information, 

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

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

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

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

constitutes a negative declaration. 

 

VOTE:  Antelli  Absent  Burke  Absent  

  Geisler  Yes   Anthony Yes 

  Selke   Yes   Sofia  Yes 

  Fisher   Yes 

 

 

MOTION CARRIED 

_________________________________________________________________ 

 

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

Proposal, subject to the following conditions: 

 

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

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

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

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

the proposal, or the requirements or restrictions of this resolution, the Applicant agrees 

that the Planning Board shall determine the resolution of such dispute. 

2. Any Town of Greece approval or permit for these premises does not relieve the 

applicant, developer, or owner of the premises from obtaining all other town, county, 

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

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

3. No building permits shall be issued unless and until highway permits are issued.  A 

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

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

proposed ATM Kiosk shall be generally consistent on all sides of the proposed addition.  

As offered and agreed by the Applicant, such materials and colors shall be CMU 

wainscoting with cap to match existing Walmart building with brick veneer to match 

and the canopy to be aluminum framed with cladding to match existing shopping 

center buildings. Elevations of the exterior appearance shall identify these colors and 

materials, shall show all sides of the proposed building, and shall be filed with the site 

plan. Details or catalogue cuts of the proposed light fixtures and standards shall be 

added to the plan. 

5. The lighting on the Premises that is intended to comply with the requirements of the 

New York State Automated Teller Machine Safety Act et seq. (the “ATM Safety Act”), 

shall not exceed the minimum requirements of the ATM Safety Act.  To the extent 

practicable within the lighting requirements of the ATM Safety Act, light spill shall be 

contained on the Premises, and outdoor light sources shall be aimed or shielded so 

that they are not visible when viewed from off the Premises and so that light spill is 

cast only downward onto the Premises.  A note that indicates these requirements shall 

be added to the plan. 
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6. The landscaping on the Premises shall be maintained by the current owner of the 

Premises, and by any future owner.  The owner of the Premises shall replace any dead 

plants with the same species or a similar species.  The replacement plant shall be no 

smaller than the previous plant when it originally was installed.  A note that indicates 

these requirements shall be added to the plan. 

7. 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. 

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

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

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

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

construed to include agents, designees, and successors. 

11. 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  Absent  Burke  Absent 

  Geisler  Yes   Anthony  Yes 

  Selke   Yes   Sofia  Yes 

  Fisher   Yes   

 

 

MOTION CARRIED 

APPLICATION APPROVED WITH CONDITIONS 

_________________________________________________________________ 
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New Business 

1. Applicant:  Peter Elitzer 

 Location:  2695 and 2723 West Ridge Road 

 Mon. Co. Tax No.: 074.14-3-2 and 074.14-3-3.1 

Request: Concept plan review for the construction of a two-story building 

(6,660 square feet each floor; 13,200 square foot total) and site 

improvements include grading, new sidewalk connections and 

landscaping on approximately 2.6 acres 

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

 

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

request. 

 

Chris Corfield, President, and Whelan & Curry Construction; Peter Elitzer, presented the 

application: 

Mr. Corfield: Mr. Elitzer has a purchase offer in on this parcel and intends to demolish the 

building and wishes to put up a two story structure that’s approximately 6,600 square feet 

per floor.  We intend to keep the zoning which is medical or professional offices.  For the time 

being it will be vacant building that will be leased out that has not been determined yet. We 

have a simple concept shown and we are here to get some feedback.   The intent is to 

implement some of the residential features of the neighborhood while utilize some of the 

materials from the shopping center.   

Mr. Fisher: One comment that you might have received is that the existing buildings are one 

story and your height is substantially higher, so that would stick out too much.  I think you 

need to try and reduce the height of the structure that is consistent with the building on either 

side.    

Mr. Corfield:  Would the Board be open to a more commercial style building? We showed the 

shingled stye roof was from comments we received on a phone call we had some months ago.   

There was a desire for a residential features on this building, we would be open to a flat roof 

or parapet style construction that matches the shopping center. Because of the size of the 

site and return on investment we are pushing for two stories, so make this a feasible 

investment we do want to try and get that 12,000- 13,000 square feet of leasable space. So 

what are your thoughts on a flat roof style?  

Mr. Fisher: That would be consistent with the buildings on either side.  That’s what the public 

will see as they are driving by. It would be interesting to see in the reduction of height you 

achieve when you did that.  So I think it would be worth it to do something like that and come 

back and we’ll take another look at it.  

Mr. Selke:  The arrangement for parking should be different as to accommodate the new 

building.   Along the back side there should be new trees. This building has to have a 

dumpster.  The building should have a flat roof. The fencing to the east should be repaired or 

updated.  

Mr. Eliezer: the suggestions are straight forward and we would share the dumpster. The 

fencing will be maintained or replaced, we are mindful of that.  The new building and the 

building to the rear which is residential, we can make sure that is properly buffered.   We 

gave some of the rear property to the residents there to keep it more wooded.   The comments 
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about the parking would be easy to accommodate because the retail residents really only use 

that front row.     

Mr. Fisher: You hit one of the other issues and that’s the buffering, between the new building 

and the neighbor to the south.   

Mr. Geisler: Is this building oversized for the site? 

Mr. Corfield: Lot coverage, we are in compliance.  

Mr. Caterino: We would treat this a business center, so they can be separate tax parcels.  

Mr. Sofia: The buffering has to be significant.  What about the opportunity to increase the 

frontage on Ridge Road.  I don’t know the need for all the parking, but whatever green space 

we can add should be done at this time. It will change the perception as it is today.  

Mr. Geisler: Will there we entrance from the side road. 

Mr. Corfield: No there will not be. I think it would be easy to add landscaping, but if it does 

not meet the zoning for parking how would that be handled.  

Mr. Caterino: We would view the business center as a whole, so we would need to know the 

square footage and the users. Once we determine that and it’s non-compliant, you could go 

to the Board of Zoning Appeals for a variance as an option.  

Mr. Elitzer: We will certainly be creative with the parking and landscaping, I don’t want to 

lose too many spaces 

Mr. Selke: If you are looking for a medical facility you have to remember they are older and 

might want to be dropped off close to the entrance. You want to make it as safe as possible.  

Mr. Elitzer: That’s a good point to make so I have to be mindful of that.  

Mr. Fisher: Another way to build up the appearance of the building would be to include more 

vegetation out front at the road side.   

Mr. Elitzer: That can set the tone for the plaza without having any adverse effect on parking.  

Mr. Corfield: Regarding the height is there a certain height? We can go as low as possible but 

will still be in the 25 – 30 foot range.  

Mr. Fisher: With concept that is where you can come up with an idea of the same range.  

Mr. Sofia:  Does the first floor have to be at ground level?  Could that be set in the ground?  

Just a thought.  

Mr. Corfield: Certainly feasible but ADA comes into play.  

Mr. Selke: Any utilities have to be screened.  

Mr. Eliezer: We can put them inside, the compressor can be easily screened.  

CONCEPT REVIEWED 

_________________________________________________________________ 

 

 

 

 

 

 



PLANNING BOARD MINUTES 

November 17, 2021 

Page 16 

2. Applicant:  Fallmarc Development, LLC 

 Location:  Peck Road west of North Greece Road 

 Mon. Co. Tax No.: 058.01-1-001 

Request: Extension of preliminary and final plat approval for the 

Stonewood Estates subdivision, a cluster development 

subdivision pursuant to the requirements of Section 211-64 of 

the Zoning Ordinance, consisting of 13 Lots on approximately 

21.7 acres originally approved March 3, 2021 

Zoning District: R1-44 (Single-Family Residential)  

 

Motion by Mr. Geisler, seconded by Mr. Selke, to grant two 90-day extensions of the 

preliminary and final plat approval of the subdivision, previously approved on March 

3, 2021.  

 

VOTE:  Antelli  Absent  Burke  Absent  

  Geisler  Yes   Anthony Yes 

  Selke   Yes   Sofia  Yes 

  Fisher   Yes    

 

 

MOTION CARRIED 

TWO 90-DAY EXTENSIONS GRANTED 

_________________________________________________________________ 
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ADJOURNMENT:    8:45 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 


