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A regular meeting of the Town of Victor Planning Board was held on Tuesday, January 28, 2020
at 7:00 p.m. at the Victor Town Hall at 85 East Main Street, Victor, New York, with the
following members present:
PRESENT: Ernie Santoro, Chairman; Joe Logan, Vice Chairman; Scott Harter, Al Gallina
ABSENT: Joe Limbeck
OTHERS: Wes Pettee, Town Engineer Consultant; Kim Kinsella, Project Coordinator;
Councilman Dave Condon, Town Board Liaison; Lee Wager, David Nankin, Scott DeHollander,
Fran Murphy, Chloe Brownell, Amy DiPrima, Michael Gardula, Lisa Brotsch, Charles Smith,
Sandra and Michael Schneider, Enrica, Sharp, Scott Morrell, Jeff Morell, Steve and Mary
Neelin, Marsha Senges, Lisa Boughton, Secretary;
The meeting was opened, the Flag was saluted, and the Pledge of Allegiance was recited.
Chairman Santoro made the announcements regarding emergency exits; restrooms; attendance
sheet; business cards; resolutions and agenda; conversations and cell phones.
APPROVAL OF MINUTES
Minutes were tabled until February 11th, 2020
CORRESPONDENCE
None received.
BOARDS AND COMMITTEE UPDATES
Councilman Condon to report from the Town Board
Councilman Condon – Nothing to report except without violating any HEPA laws, Jack is doing
well and is back in the office. Very thankful for that. He is well enough to be attending a
conference down in Albany this week. He is putting in 4-5 hours a day in the morning. He feels
good and making progress. I
PLANNING BOARD reported by Kim Kinsella
 February 11th, 2020
o PUBLIC HEARINGS
 Colombo Pole Barn, located at 7769 Dryer Road, applicant is requesting
approval to construct a 42’ x 23’ pole barn for personal storage and a
hobby workshop.
 Dick’s Sporting Goods Speaker System & Fence, located at 200 Eastview
Mall Drive, Board asked that a sound study be conducted.
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Blumont Rise Subdivision, located at County Road 41, applicant is
requesting approval to create 35 single family home lots with an additional
74.8 acres being subject to a development restriction easement for a total
of 108 acres.

PUBLIC HEARING
Speakers are requested to limit comments to 3 minutes and will be asked to conclude
comments at 5 minutes.
Chairman Santoro – We instituted a procedure near the end of last year which I forgot to do last
meeting and that is when we are giving our votes on resolutions explain the rational what the
vote is.
SCOUT RESERVE – LOT #2 SUBDIVISION
3-PS-19
6771 Aldridge Road
Zoned –Residential 2 w/C overlay
Owner – DeHollander Design, Inc.
Applicant is requesting approval for five new home sites on lot sizes ranging from .57 acres
to 7.9 acres and a single unapproved lot approximately 10.29 acres. The property will be
accessed via a private roadway from Aldridge Road.
Scott DeHollander of 7346 Dryer Road
Mr. DeHollander – This is the first time we are in for preliminary consideration. Our lot
configuration is very consistent with the sketch plan submission that we previously completed
with the Board and was some time ago. In the duration since we submitted the sketch plan. We
had some coordination with the Corp of Engineers that confirmed the wetlands in this phase of
the project. It has specifically impacted our lot configuration in regards to wetlands (C) as
shown on the plan just above the scale at the bottom of the plan. That was previously on
delineated at the sketch plan phase and resulted in a shuffling of some of the home sites. We
have been able to configure things at the same level of density and perhaps with a little less road
than what was previously prepared. As part of our preliminary package we did receive
comments from all of the town’s agencies the Fire Chief, the Code Enforcement Officer, the
Town Engineer. I think there were some significant issues raised by the Fire Department and I
wanted to talk about those and also by the Town Engineer.
I want to summarize all of the comments into four significant groups of comments. The
first is our proposal to cluster. I think that is a significant thing for us to work thru here in
preliminary. The common driveway and our proposed density for it. The hydrant situation and
our stormwater issues. I want to summarize with those four broad groups of comments. I am
here to answer any questions and talk further thru the application.
Chairman Santoro – I would note that we are still waiting for the Town of Farmington Water &
Sewer comments as well as the Army Corp.
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Mr. DeHollander – We have completed the regulatory issues with the Corp. We have an
accepted map that shows the regulated areas that would be impacted and we have coordinated
with Farmington Sewer and Water to a point. We understand that there is adequate capacity.
We are expecting to be here for a couple of meetings.
Chairman Santoro – Anyone from the public who wishes to ask questions or has comments about
this project?
Lisa Brotsch on 6768 Aldridge Road
Ms. Brotsch – I just wanted to know if you will be taking down any more trees in the back there
with the new configuration.
Mr. DeHollander – There will be some more trees that come down. We have on the plans shown
a clearing limit and we can talk into detail what that looks like.
Ms. Brotsch – Is that the pine area?
Mr. DeHollander – The pines will stay. We have preserved the pines with both a conservation
easement and then a slightly less restrictive easement for use but protecting the trees specifically
the pines and the buffer that exists between the thruway and the project.
Ms. Brotsch – The ones that you will be taking will they be open up to the thruway more?
Mr. DeHollander – No. The intent is to keep the screening there not only as an area benefit but
also a benefit to the project.
Fran Murphy 6851 Aldridge Road
Mr. Murphy – Question we have is about the single unapproved lot approximately 10.29 acres.
Where is that going to be and what is the purpose of it? Is this something that you are going to
give to the town eventually or built on eventually and what is the number of homes that can be
off of a private driveway? Is there any regulation on that?
Chairman Santoro – There is.
Mr. Pettee – Per the towns Design and Construction Standards there is a maximum of three
homes allowed on a private driveway. The developer has acknowledged this and recognizes this
and has requested a waiver. There is a Town Code that does allow for the Planning Board to
waive certain elements within the Design and Construction Standards that they might see fir thru
the review of a project.
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Mr. DeHollander – I will talk about the remaining vacant property. We will stipulate that there
will be no development without coming back to the Planning Board on the remaining land.
There is some frontage on County Road 9. It seems very complicated to develop and we have
steered away from it. This is the frontage that exists and is adjacent to Polidori’s five lot
subdivision here and he has not yet started. We are steering away from any complicated issues
that could develop around trying to push an application thru there and we just don’t see it as the
area we are interested in working in right now. We will stipulate to not requesting a building
permit for the vacant land without coming back to the Planning Board first.
Chairman Santoro – Does that answer your question?
Ms. Brotsch – Yes. So you waive them to have four lots off that driveway?
Mr. Pettee – The Planning Board has not made any decision in that regard. It is simply just been
a request by the applicant at this point.
Chairman asks for comments from the Board
Mr. Gallina – No. I do not have any questions at this time.
Mr. Logan – It is five homes that he is requesting a waiver for not four, the way I read these
plans. True Scott?
Mr. DeHollander – Yes, there are five home sites that will access the driveway.
Mr. Logan – It begs the question of why should we give you a waiver?
Mr. DeHollander – I think there is precedent from other adjacent projects.
Mr. Logan – I understand there is precedent but I just want to know why. Lt’s put aside any
precedent and what is the hardship for this.
Mr. DeHollander – Understood. We got to this point and we talked to the Fire Chief about this
as well. We have permitted two crossings with the Corp. over the intermittent stream and we
could reconfigure the subdivision al-be-it at a higher impervious area to access all of the six lots
that would include existing lot #1 and stay under the threshold. We reached, I believe, a
consensus with the Fire Departments that we met with that the preference would be to have a
single driveway like we are showing and make an improvement to the end of the single driveway
such that they would be able to turn there fire trucks around like we did on Dryer Road at Scout
Crossing.
Mr. Logan – Do you have a plan showing the alternative laid out. You said there would be more
imperviable surfaces and you must have been looking at that once before or is the current
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configuration along Aldridge Road concluding that plan anymore. In other words you have
developed the frontage on Aldridge that would preclude meeting the code.
Mr. DeHollander – No. It still can be configured thru the two crossings that we are considering
now. We would have parallel long driveways and would look a little different. To comply with
the code it would be basically doubling the square footage of the impervious area to achieve the
same amount of access.
Mr. Logan – For the benefit of the public here attending. The reason we would consider an
application to waive the requirement of the limit of three homes is for, as Scott is describing, is
that the trade off and impact to a site if Scott could put it in, what would it look like? How much
impervious are we talking about versus what would we be gaining by allowing him to do this.
Mr. DeHollander – I think also the safety issue. The three driveway configuration would not
require a fire equipment turnaround at the end of it and we have already agreed that would be an
improvement that we would be adding. It would be in front of the wetland and provide safer
emergency access and turn around at the private driveway.
Mr. Logan – So you are saying the Fire Department would have turn around in the cross
intersection by the three homes?
Mr. DeHollander – Yes, we have a hammerhead there now and will be reconfiguring that to a
cul-de-sac with the structural capability like we did at Dryer Road Scout Crossing for full size
largest piece of equipment that the Fire Department has.
Mr. Logan – So what we are seeing does not represent what you have concluded with the Fire
Department?
Mr. DeHollander – That is correct. It was a meeting we had probably several weeks ago now but
we wanted to get to this phase and collect all the input and make a change.
Mr. Logan – All I had Ernie. Thanks Scott.
Mr. Harter – So that the comments from Bob Graham dated December 26th, assuming you have
received these, that you have worked those out with Bob at this point and Bob is happy?
Mr. DeHollander – So raised some concerns about hydrant spacing, this is the Fire Marshal
comments, I believe we have. There expectation is that there will be sprinklers installed for the
houses that are further than 500 feet from the hydrant which is opposite the driveway proposed
location. That will affect certainly the houses in the far back and I do not have the recall on the
lot numbers. The layout of lot 2.0 and 2.1 maybe within hoe lengths of the hydrant which is
directly across from the driveway so they may not be sprinklered. The balance of the lots would
have sprinklers in them and he was sufficiently satisfied that the hydrant at the end of the cul-de-
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sac that were also proposing as part of this package would not be necessary. One hydrant would
be sufficient.
Mr. Harter – So this information that you are telling me supersedes this item that I’m looking at?
Mr. DeHollander – Yes, it certainly does. There was some strong resistance in that memo to the
driveway configuration that was shown. I think the expectation of the Fire Marshal is that there
will be a response letter back, reconfigured drawings and then he would issue a revised memo.
Mr. Harter – sorry to ask the question but I would not have known that if I hadn’t. How about
the width of 20’ versus 16’?
Mr. DeHollander – He is I think asking for an H-20 width so we will beef up the shoulders to
provide the H-20 capacity. It will be consistent with the 16’ width paved asphalt.
Mr. Harter – My final question is when I went thru the plans and not sure if I went thru the latest
plans but do you have a shared water main, is that what is going on thru there or how is the water
main working thru there?
Mr. DeHollander – We have individual water services that extend from the Monroe County
Water Authority main which is on the north side of Aldridge to meter pits on the south side and
then in a common trench all five mains will extend services.
Mr. Harter – So you have five meter pits there at the road.
Mr. DeHollander – Yes, this is very consistent with Scout Crossing.
Mr. Harter – MCWA is okay with that?
Mr. DeHollander – They are.
Mr. Harter – I do not have any more questions.
Mr. Pettee – So we did offer a comment letter dated January 20, 2020 and there are a few
technical comments in here that we do not need to go over and I am sure the applicant will
provide a response to our comments. I am curious about the Lot 1 ownership. Is that a lot you
still own? (Yes) The only reason I was asking about that was I noticed that lot 1 was going to be
re-subdivided in terms of there is a previous lot 1 and now that is going to shrink due to a
relocation of a home. Now that I understand due to the recent delineation of wetland (C) down
on the far end towards where that cul-de-sac would be repositioned home behind the existing lot
1 home site. Now I understand that. We have gone over the common driveway comments. We
had also been trying to coordinate with our engineer, Mike Schaffron, about the sanitary sewer
and we will have a few more comments. It looks like the system has capacity but there are some
minor technical comments for the applicant to address. We are going to put together a separate
memo to kind of supplement our comment letter and that will be coming shortly.

TOWN OF VICTOR PLANNING BOARD

January 28, 2020

7

Mr. DeHollander – State Health Dept. will also be reviewing the plan for both water and sanitary
sewer standard practice issue as part of their reality subdivision approval.
Steve Neelin 6845 Aldridge Road
Mr. Neelin – A question. Are there any plans to lower the speed limit on that street? Where
these drives are going to be coming out its just east of a significant tree line along 6815 and there
is also a bump in the road there and I am more concerned about cars coming up over the top. It
is kind of a blind drive coming out. Having lived on that street for 15 years with the speed limit
being 50 that means cars are doing 55 -60.
Chairman Santoro – The notation on the plan here, the private road available site distance to the
left is 950 feet and to the right is 675 feet.
Mr. Neelin – Ok but there is bump there and when I am going out there to get my mail my
concern is that people are going to be coming thru and again there is a pretty cold tree line there
along 6815, the Murphy’s. There is a tree line that goes right down here and you are saying
there is a site line I would beg to differ. I don’t think it is the 900 feet you have indicated.
Chairman Santoro – This is what his plan says.
Mr. DeHollander – We did measure the site distance and it does exceed the stopping site distance
for the posted speed of the road. Site distances do diminish as you move to the west. We have
studied that because we have another application here with driveways further to the west where
site distance is an issue.
Chairman Santoro – We do not do the speed limit here but the Town Board if they want to do it
would do it. That is where your request should go.
Councilmen Condon – Inaudible
Ms. Boughton – I am sorry but you will need to go before the microphone for me to hear you on
the record.
Mr. Neelin – What I was saying if weather comes into play and if there is any kind of pitch on
that driveway cause that is a lower area going back there so for someone to exit that private drive
I believe they would be going on an uphill incline and again if you are looking at the kind of
conditions today where people are coming home from work late afternoon where it was getting
slippery that makes exiting those roads that much more treacherous and that much slower than
on a nice warm sunny day.
Chairman Santoro – You can lower the speed limit but does not mean they are going to abide by
it.
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Mr. Neelin – Well, if you lowered it to 20 they wouldn’t be going 60. They probably would be
doing 40.
Mr. Murphy – Question for the Board. What is the max that we have other private roads with
more than 5 people off a private road? You have a private road right now that will have 5 homes
on it.
Chairman Santoro – We have not visited that yet.
Mr. Murphy – Why was this not made a town road then if it is so many homes? Is there a break
off point? Or is this something Scott has to request?
Chairman Santoro – He has to request it.
Mr. Murphy – Ok, so it is money.
Mr. Logan – Three is code. Three homes is maximum on a private driveway unless the Town
Planning Board grants a waiver to that requirement or extenuating reasons which I tried to
explain earlier.
Mr. Pettee – So the next step we would need to see some responses from the applicant which
sounds like he is in the process of putting those together. A set of revised plans and then after
we have had the opportunity to look at those we would need to go thru Part 2 of the EAF before
we take any action. Sounds like the Planning Board would be interested in seeing confirmation
from the Fire Marshal, Fire Chief in regard to safety and issues revolving around the five
individual homes accessing a shared driveway. It sounds like we will get that information.
Chairman Santoro – Ok, you will be back.
Mr. DeHollander – Yes, can I just ask for a little bit of preliminary feedback on the
reconfiguration that I will be under taking. I am specifically interested in any one opposed to the
clustering concept that we have proposed because that would drive a question that the Code
Enforcement Officer had and also the type of modifications I make to the plan.
Mr. Pettee – Maybe to add on what Scott has identified here. Correct me if I am wrong but I
think the sketch plan depicted these parcels each having 100 feet of road frontage but to the east
of lot 7. Between the sketch plan and what you have presented before us tonight is different in
that each of these lots you are proposing now has 20’ of road frontage clustered along where the
shared driveway is that you are proposing. Therefore I think because of the clustering provisions
and the town allowing for this clustered subdivision he is looking to see if you’re okay with
those 20’ lot frontages.
Mr. Harter – Those 20’ flagpoles.
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Mr. DeHollander – We have a lot of surplus frontage on this project because of the reservations
that we made with the conservation easement but the geometry gets goofy and we chose this lot
configuration because it seemed to be more conventional.
Chairman Santoro – You have noted on the plan that three of those houses are under construction
on Aldridge.
Mr. DeHollander – Those are Phase 1 houses.
Chairman Santoro – You have two more besides that are going to be under construction shortly?
Mr. DeHollander – One is Lot 1, which will not be under construction until we resolve this
application. Lot three is currently under construction but at the time I prepared these plans I do
not believe it had started yet. That could be an update I could add to the next plan.
Chairman Santoro – For the benefit of the people here what you are talking about now is coming
off the top of the picture. That road over there.
Mr. DeHollander – Lot 1 is this house and the driveway is part of the Phase 1 location. There is
no change proposed to the house location or its driveway. What we are talking about right now
is this road here. This is Lot 2 which was part of the original seven. Its location is exactly the
same as it was when we came here for Phase 1. The addition is the four lots that will share the
same driveway.
Chairman Santoro – You have five on the plan.
Mr. DeHollander – Yes, there will be five that share the driveway total. Lot 2.0, which was part
of Phase 1.
Chairman Santoro – Well, we will be taking this up again.
Mr. DeHollander – Very good. Thank you for your time tonight.

SCHNEIDER STRUCTURE
55-SP-19
7571 Modock Road
Zoned – Residential 2
Owner – Michael Schneider
Applicant is requesting approval to add an accessory structure consisting of a workshop and a 3
bay garage.
Chuck Smith of Design Works Architecture
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Mr. Smith - I have been invited here to discuss some further design improvements to the
beautiful renderings you saw last time. What we have done is created a structure that is an
attractive structure that will complement the house that is on this property. We have located the
building in approximate the same footprint that you saw last month. We have straightened the
building to be in the same grid as the house so it is at right angles to the house and is 30 feet
away from the house and garage. If you look at the diagram you have right now you will see that
the workshop and the garage were shown at an angle to the house and the new plans submitted
for tonight have rearranged the workshop and garage so that the workshop is approximately
where that garage footprint is and the garage is where the workshop footprint is. Whoever is
controlling the graphics could show us the latest plan.
Chairman Santoro – Well we all have paper plans.
Mr. Smith – Oh great, we will go over the conceptual site plan that is in front of you tonight. As
you are looking at the site plan you can see the workshop has the dormers and the cupola and the
garage is to the west so that the garage doors will be facing north to the driveway. The size of
the buildings are the same as presented last month. The difference is the design has been
rearranged a bit. The other thing you will notice is that there is an underground connector so that
the building will be connected underground. I grew up in Minnesota and all the buildings were
connected in Minneapolis by skyways but this one is going to be connected by a tunnel and will
be a nice way to get from the basement workshop to the new workshop which will have a
basement as well. One of the things that you will notice is that we have provided topography for
this site. The building is tucked along the south property line which is starting to dig into
elevations hillside so we provideda 4 foot high retaining wall on the south side of the workshop
and garage. We are terracing the hillside over in the southwest corner which for you would be
the left hand side. The other thing that you will notice in the elevations is the building is a story
and half and the worrkshop is a nice high story with a loft area above within the roof and then
there is a porch that faces there eastern side yard which actually helps too. The building is
designed with hip roofs to compliment the roof that has hip roofs on it and the building will be in
a similar wood material stain to compliment the house. The house is a cedar stain brown and this
will be cedar stain light brown as a complimnetary color scheme. We have also added some
brick to the base of the building to create a more visual interest along the driveway. The final
thing I wanted to point out was a site drainage. There is a wetland on the northside of the house.
At the top of the page the topography gradually drops, which is dropping to the north and we are
goingto pipe all the roof drainage to roof drainage leeders and to underground around the east
side of the house to daylight to the wetlands. I would be happy to answer questions?
Chairman Santoro – Anyone from the public wish to ask questions or comments? Hearing none
we will go to theBoard. We will start with Scott. You were the one who primarily wanted to see
this back.
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Mr. Harter – I trhink this drawing gives us a lot more information than what we had previously
so thank you for that. Is the leech filed located over by where it says gazeboo? Is that
approximately where it is?
Mr. Pettee – I think the leech field is in front of the house.
Mr. Smith – It is on the downhill side between the house and the street.
Mr. Harter – Ok, the other question I had was it looks like you will have quite a bit of excavation
and a lot of soil being removed from the site. Is it to be distributed on the site or is it to be
hauled away?
Mr. Smith – It will be hauled away. Unless you want it…he doesn’t want it.
Mr. Logan – I noticed that the two retaining walls that you have proposed behind the home
seems fairly close to the backside of the main workshop building. Can you tell me what that
distance or offset is and has the Fire Department said anything about that proximity.
Mr. Smith – No, it looks a little tighterthan what it is because we are showing a birdseye view so
you are seeing the roof overhangs which is takling up some of the visual. We have a five foot
passageway based on building code for minimum setbacks for the neighboring building property
line. That is what we are looking at right now is a five foot setback.
Mr. Logan – Impressed that you are building a tunnel between the two. That will be nice in the
winter I am sure. I appreciate the reconfiguration you did and I think it will come out nicely.
You are obviously building it behind the home and set into the hillside so I do not have any other
comments. It is a nice structure.
Mr. Gallina – I really echo Joe’s comments and think the reconfiguration is a nice improvement
and a nice structure and well laid out.
Chairman Santoro – I will just comment that Joe Limbeck who is our second new Board member
is still recovering from his knee surgery and that is why he is not here. He should be here at the
next meeting. Hoever we do have four and we have a resoluition here.

RESOLUTION
Motion made by Al Gallina, seconded by Joe Logan.
WHEREAS, the Planning Board made the following findings of fact:
1.

A site plan application (the “Application”) was received on or about December 9, 2019
by the Secretary of the Planning Board for a Site Plan entitled Schneider Structure (the
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“Project”) submitted by Michael and Sandra Schneider (the “Applicant”) for the property
located at 7571 Modock Road in the Town of Victor (the “Site”).
2.

It is the intent of the Applicant to construct an accessory structure behind the existing
residence, which would consist of a workshop and a 3-bay garage for personal use.

3.

A public hearing was duly called for and notice of said public hearing was published in
“The Daily Messenger”, and all property owners within a minimum of 500-feet of the
Site were notified by U.S. Mail. An “Under Review” sign was posted on the subject
parcel as required by Town Code.

4.

The Planning Board held a public hearing on January 14, 2020 and January 28, 2020 at
which time the public was permitted to speak on the Application.

5.

The Action is classified as an Unlisted Action pursuant to the New York State
Environmental Quality Review Act Regulations, and the applicant provided Part I of the
Short Environmental Assessment Form.

6.

The Conservation Board reviewed the project on December 17, 2019 and provided
comments.

7.

The Town of Victor Code Enforcement Officer reviewed the site plan in a letter dated
December 11, 2019, and provided comments.

8.

LaBella Associates reviewed the site plan and provided comments in a letter dated
December 26, 2019, and updated comments in a letter dated January 2, 2020.

WHEREAS, the Town of Victor Planning Board reviewed the Unlisted Action on January 28,
2020 and identified no significant impacts; now, therefore, be it
RESOLVED, that the project, Schneider Structure will not have a significant impact on the
environment and that a Negative Declaration be prepared; and,
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Application of Michael Schneider, Site Plan entitled
Schneider Structure, Planning Board Application No. 55-SP-19, BE APPROVED WITH THE
FOLLOWING CONDITIONS:
Conditions to be addressed prior to the chairman’s signature on the site plan:

1.

That no final signatures will be given on the plans until all legal and engineering fees
have been paid as per Fee Reimbursement Local Law adopted November 25, 1996.
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That the comments in a letter dated January 2, 2020 from LaBella Associates be
addressed.

3.

That comments from Conservation Board, dated December 17, 2019 be addressed.
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Ongoing conditions:
1.

That the site plan comply with Town of Victor Design and Construction Standards for
Land Development, including Section 4.

2.

Should an underground stream be encountered during construction, the Developer is to
address the encroachment and impact to the underground stream to the satisfaction of the
Town Engineer.

3.

That the applicant provide a plan with their building permit application that depicts the
following (as necessary, as determined by the Town of Victor Planning and Building
Office):
a. Location, method and detail of how the sink drain will connect from the proposed
structure to the existing plumbing within the existing house;
b. Location of downspouts and underground drainage pipes, as were described in the
Applicant’s December 27, 2019 e-mail; and
c. Grading that would be beyond the extent of finish grading in the immediate vicinity
of the proposed building.

4. That a building permit be obtained prior to construction.

AND, BE IT FURTHER, RESOLVED, that the Planning Board Secretary distribute the Planning
Board’s approval letter.

This resolution was put to a vote with the following results:
Ernie Santoro
Joe Logan
Al Gallina
Scott Harter
Joe Limbeck

Aye
Aye
Aye
Aye
Absent

Approved 4 Ayes, 0 Nays, 1 Absent
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Mr. Harter – I find it satisfactory, they have addressed all issues.
Mr. Logan – Comments from this meeting stand, Aye
Mr. Gallina – Aye
Chairman Santoro – Aye also, I feel all our concerns have been met and whatever is left open is
for the Planning and Building Department to go over.

RECOMMENDATION ON PDD
HIGHLINE PARK
7652 Main Street Fishers
Zoned - Light Industrial
Applicant is requesting to rezone two vacant parcels totaling 18.6+ acres on Main Street
Fishers from Light Industrial to a new PDD.
Chairman Santoro – This is not a public hearing. This is for the Board to go over the 11 criteria
to make a recommendation to the Town Board as to whether their request for a PDD be
approved. The Town Board can accept or reject anything we have to say. Wes, if you will lead
us thru it.
Mr. Pettee – First, I apologize for you receiving this document late. You have in front of you
hard copy. There are 11 pages here and it might be worthy for me to go thru and read this and
hopefully will not take too long. I am looking for your feedback on this draft recommendation.
It is in the format of a resolution and some of the 11 criteria are a little more involved than some
of the others. Let’s take a look at this and I will read thru it and try to get thru it quickly and we
can ask questions or give us your comments.
WHEREAS, the Victor Town Board (“Town Board”) received a rezoning application
on or about May 31, 2019 from Marathon Engineering (“the Application”) on behalf of Morrell
Builders (the “Applicant”) seeking to rezone 18.6 +/‐ acres on Main Street Fishers in the
Town of Victor, by proposing: four (4) new apartment buildings, consisting of one hundred
twenty (120) total residential units, eighteen (18) single‐family homes, and twenty four (24)
townhome units, all totaling 162 residential units, as well as the construction of a residential
clubhouse and pool. The Application for the project has been assigned Project Number 1‐RZ‐19
by the Town Board; and,
Mr. Pettee – I think I am going to skim thru some of these paragraphs.
WHEREAS, in response to Planning Board concerns and public comments regarding the
project, the Applicant has provided an updated preliminary development plan that reduces
residential density from 162 units to 146 units, including reducing the number of apartment
buildings to 3, where 4 had been previously proposed; and,
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WHEREAS, in order to properly analyze the Application and Amended Plan, the Planning
Board and staff reviewed in detail the Applicant’s submissions, including the preliminary
development plan, updates concerning traffic and other matters, including but not limited to a
Traffic Impact Study dated October 21, 2019, a Market Study dated November 6, 2019,
reviewing the Applicant’s submission of part 1 of a Full Environmental Assessment Form and
other submissions related to traffic, and other issues and carefully reviewed the impacts of the
proposal in accordance with applicable requirements under the Development District
Regulations.
WHEREAS, in addition to reviewing and analyzing the submissions by the Applicant, and each
of the other submissions and documents made available for the Application, the Planning
Board also carefully reviewed correspondence and documentation provided by the public.
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, with respect to criteria in Section 211‐27 D (1)
(c) of the Development District Regulations of the Victor Town Code, the Planning Board
makes the following findings and recommendation to the Town Board regarding the Amended
Plan:
1. The need for the proposed development associated with the Amended Plan. Section
211‐ 27 (D)(1) (c) (1)
The Town’s 2015 Comprehensive Plan found that regarding historic growth including that taking
Th e fo rm o f single fam ily ho m e sub divisions, “ma rket d yna m ics with in Victo r
have recently shifted to fa vor more d ense residen tial forms su ch as ap artments,
town houses, a nd p a tio h o mes. Desp ite this chang e, th ere is no evid en ce
sugg estin g a long -term d ecrease in th e deman d for residen tial develop men t
with in Victo r” (Page 4.6, Existing Conditions). Chapter 4 of the Town’s 2015
Comprehensive Plan also discusses the anticipated build‐out that has become regarded as an
important benchmark (Page 4.15, Anticipated Build‐out Benchmark). In addition, Goal E
(P age 5.28) of t he Town’s C om prehens i ve P l an re ads “P rov i de housi ng fo r
res i dent s of va ri ous soci o ‐ econom i c b ack grounds and l i f e st ages ”.
The proj e ct propos es resi dent i al hous i ng desi gn ed t o se rve and support
Vi ct or’s hi gh t echno l og y corri do r. The a ppl i cant has assert e d t hat popul at i on
s hi ft s s peci fi c t o t he Met ropol i t an S t at i st i cal Area o f t hi s re gi on cont i nue t o
fol l ow t he R och est e r ‐C anandai gu a co rri dor growt h l i ne, wh erei n t h e Vi ct or
com m uni t y l i es. Fu rt her, t he y cont end t hat t he m i l l enni al gen erat i on i s
s eeki ng a l i fest yl e t hat i ncl udes spac e, s afe n ei ghbo rhoods a nd good s chool s .
The Appl i ca nt en ga ged Vo gt S t rat e gi c Insi ght s, a nat i onal real est at e m arket
res ea rch fi rm , who has provi ded a P rel i m i nar y M arket A ssessm ent dat ed
Novem ber 6, 2019 a nd sum m ari z es t hei r report , i n part , wi t h t he fol l owi ng:
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Based on our revi ew of area dem ograp hi cs and t el ephone surve y
of ar ea rent al p r opert i es, i t i s ou r prel i m i nar y opi ni on t hat a
s t rong m arket doe s ex i st for t he subj ect proj e ct t o b e gene ral l y
devel oped as curr en t l y proposed.
Based on our ev al uat i on of area rent l evel s and our ex peri ence anal yz i ng
t enant i ncom es o f i n di vi dual s and house hol ds seeki n g m ark e t ‐rat e r ent al
housi ng, we est i m a t e t here wi l l be 4,209 rent er househo l ds wi t h an
annual i ncom e of $58,000 or hi gher i n t he prel i m i nar y S i t e P MA i n 2021.
The capt ur e rat e i s ver y achi evabl e at 3.8%.
In our opi ni on, t he proposed rent schedul e i s general l y a ppropri at e,
al t hough we woul d r ecom m end i n cre asi ng t he rent s for t he sm al l es t
uni t s and reduci n g t he rent s for t he l argest uni t s.
W e ant i ci pat e t he propo sed Hi ghl i ne P ark devel opm ent wi l l provi de
a hi gh ‐qual i t y, m a rket ‐rat e opt i on for t he proj ect ed househol d
gro wt h t hat i s occ urri ng i n t he Vi ct or are a.

The study indicates that of the 4,617 apartment units surveyed within the Primary Market Area
(PMA) demonstrated a 98.7% to 100% occupancy rate. Apartment types surveyed included
market rate, tax‐credit, and government‐subsidized projects, with the market‐rate accounting for
76% of all apartment projects.
Mr. Pettee – Before I go forward is there anything the Planning Board might have to share on
project need? Proposed development. I realize I am kind of putting everyone on the spot tonight
so we might want to digest this stuff late night.
Chairman Santoro – Do we want to have Wes go thru the whole thing and then you will have a
chance for the next meeting to really get into it. This is all being thrown to you right now.
Mr. Harter – That is okay with me.
Mr. Gallina – I think that is good to give us a chance to absorb it all in.
Mr. Logan – As you were reading this first section on the first page, section 1 you refer to the
Comp Plan about the need for different apartments, townhouses, and patio homes. Part of the
Comp. Plan discusses density trade off as you will, providing higher density in lieu of other density
reductions in other parts of the town. This application does not attempt to ask for that so do we
consider this long term as an increase in housing density in the town in one spot and in our review
of other areas of the town under the Comprehensive Plan. Does that make sense that question?
Mr. Pettee – Yes, I think so. Basically there is a benchmark figure that the comprehensive plan
anticipated in terms of residential build out. This project was not reflected in that benchmark for
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residential build out because it was not zoned as a residential property, it was zoned an industrial
property. This project would increase that residential benchmark. But in the comp plan.
Mr. Logan – I guess I would like you to consider that question as we go thru the next two week
period before we come back to it. I wanted to lay that out there and if you have a comment right
now that is great. Does everyone understand to what I am referring too?
Mr. Harter – I think I understand what you are asking. Which is whether we are creating an isolated
residential?
Mr. Gallina – Increase the overall plan density right?
MR. Logan – We are increasing the number of available units in this area where it was not
envisioned in the past, so does that mean we don’t need to push ourselves to increase the density
somewhere else in the town to take the opportunity of something or should we be looking at
reducing the density in areas where we don’t need the density. What is the mechanism in the towns
Comp. Plan to incorporate stuff like this in it where oh, here is an opportunity and this may very
well work out and if it does we need to reflect that in the balance of the town? It impacted the
Comp. Plan this way.
Mr. Gallina – I don’t think the Comprehensive Plan identified this as a high density area in general.
Mr. Logan – there is no pedestrian connection anywhere and it is not like you are in the middle off
the Village and can walk to the Village. It is pretty isolated. It wasn’t necessarily an ideal location
for high density residential it is looked at more as a buffer between Light Industrial and low density
residential.
Mr. Harter – I see what you are saying. I read thru the Comprehensive Plan over the last week to
try to get up to speed on things and I see this option is largely pointed in the direction of housing
near the Village. This agreed with that in terms of the geographic location. I also think it is kind
of unique situation where we have residential to the west of us that might appreciate this use.
Mr. Logan – I am not disputing the liability of this it is more that I want to know that we are not
all of a sudden looking at other opportunities in the town differently. Are we taking into account
that we now we have added an unbelievable number of units where we had in light industrial here
and wasn’t on the radar. If you could finish that thought next meeting and revisit that.
Mr. Pettee – Given the preference for the Board members to want to digest this over the next two
weeks or so I think we should touch on the traffic item. I would like to visit that point. There are
some points that are relevant in here. Traffic is a big issue here in the town and I know there has
been some public comments regarding their concern on traffic. I will get into this a little bit here.
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8. The amount of traffic generated at peak hours and the provisions for adequately
handling such volumes, with particular reference to points of ingress and egress,
potential hazards, such as inadequate sight distances and intersection design,
and the nature and suitability of the connecting street or highway system to
absorb the anticipated changes. Section 211‐27 (D)(1) (c) (8)
An October 21, 2019 Traffic Impact Study (TIS) by McFarland Johnson was prepared and
submitted to the Town per direction of the Victor Town Board and per recommendation of the
Town’s Traffic Consultant, Clark Patterson Lee. The following intersection areas were included
in the study, and no mitigation measures were recommended by the applicant’s Traffic Engineer:
a.
b.
c.
d.

Main Street Fishers (CR42)/Rowley Road @ NYS Route 96 (Signalized)
Main Street Fishers (CR42)/Fishers Run @ Phillips Road (Signalized)
Omnitech Place @ Phillips Road (Side Street Stop Sign Controlled)
Omnitech Place @ NYS Route 96 (Side Street Stop Sign Controlled)

The TIS considered a development that comprised of 18 patio homes, 24 townhomes, and 120
apartments with a single access point onto Main Street Fishers. Since the completion of the study,
the developer has reduced the density to 12 patio homes, 20 townhomes, and 114 apartment units.
This results in a reduction of 16 units (162‐146), or approximately a 10% reduction in the number
of residential units.
As the table found on page 12 of the October 21, 2019 TIS describes (and as shown below,
Table 1), the weekday morning peak for trip generation is 96 total projected trips (27 entering and
69 exiting). The evening peak is noted as 114 total trips (68 entering and 46 exiting). IT should be
noted that the preceding numbers were based on the initial proposed density of 162 units, not the
reduced density of 146 units. With the reduced density, the morning peak trip generation is 86, and
the evening peak is 103. In comparison, were the existing Light Industrial zoning to remain, trip
generation would be approximately 3‐times as much in the morning and twice as many in the
evening (per the TIS)
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The following table illustrates the anticipated trip generation with the proposal versus
trip generation of a light industrial use. This is examined further in the TIS.
Highline Park PDD (reduced density)
Morning
Evening
86
103

Light Industrial Zoning
Morning
Evening
283
255

Mr. Pettee – So you see the Highline Park PDD the reduced density on the left side of that table
and the light industrial zoning trip generation on the right.
The Town’s Traffic Consultant reviewed and considered the Traffic Impact Study and as
identified in their November 12, 2019 letter “We agree with the findings within the TIS that the
proposed development will have no significant impact to traffic on the surrounding roadway
network”. Within Clark Patterson Lee’s comments and observations, they noted the TIS utilized
“data and methodologies from the 2016 TIS prepared by SRF Associates for the ConServe
project that was proposed for the same location. Data utilized in that study is approximately
three‐years old which is within acceptable thresholds”. It should be noted that the data from the
2016 ConServe project was not used as‐is. The data was extrapolated out to the Build Year of
2022 using a growth rate of 0.5% per year.
The following is noted in the TIS, which supplements 2016 extrapolated data with a
current field review:
In addition to the TMC (Turning Movement Counts) data (from the 2016 report), a field review
was conducted of the proposed study area. During the visit, information regarding signal ti
mings, peak hour queue lengths and any pedestrian facilities were recorded and used to
more accurately model the existing conditions for the traffic study. ‐Traffic Data Collection,
Page 7, TIS, October 21, 2019
The Planning Board appreciates the project sponsor’s recognition of the need for access
management and their proactive approach to potential participation in funding access
management solutions.
Regarding the proposed $75k “Incentive Zoning” contribution, it should be noted that the
Town’s incentive zoning program only authorizes exchanges in which residential development
density is increased in exchange for the contribution of one of two types of community benefits
or amenities – an offsetting reduction in density elsewhere in Town or a cash trust fund
contribution of an amount equivalent to the cost to make such a reduction. In this instance, as the
requested PDD approval can also include an increase in density, there would seem to be no need
for such an exchange under incentive zoning. This is not to say that the proposed contribution
would not be welcome and should not be taken into account in evaluating the proposed project,
but only that incentive zoning is likely not the proper mechanism to receive such a contribution
in this instance.
Both the proposed $75k “Incentive Zoning” contribution and the proposed $150k
expenditure for a full signal would appear to have some potential to reduce project impacts and,
assuming they remain part of the project, any such reductions should be taken into account in
further evaluation of the project. Our understanding is that the Applicant considered that the
expenditure would be used for a signal at the Route 96 / Omnitech Place intersection, but that the
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$75,000 contribution could also be held in escrow by the Town for Access Management
purposes.
Regardless of the project sponsors incorporation of the foregoing contributions in their
project proposal, the Town will still need to conduct a separate and distinct environmental
review under SEQRA in order to evaluate the project’s potential impacts and identify reasonable
mitigation measures required to minimize impacts to the maximum extent practicable. The
project sponsor’s incorporation of project features, including the foregoing contributions, with
the potential to reduce impacts does not avoid this need or guarantee that the review would not
identify the potential need for further mitigation.
Based on Clark Patterson Lee’s analysis and the Planning Board’s review of traffic
matters it finds that the amount of traffic generated at peak hours is adequately addressed,
including based on considerations of ingress and egress, sight distances and intersection design,
and the nature and suitability of the connecting street or highway system to absorb the traffic
associated with the proposal.
Chairman Santoro – Since we have reached that point, Jennifer, do you want to add your
comments? Jennifer is our traffic consultant, Clark Patterson Lee.
Jennifer Michniewicz of CPL
Ms. Michniewicz – One clarification on page 8. That smallish table in the middle. The reduced
density, the paragraph immediately preceding it says “this is examined further in the TIS” those
numbers were not in the TIS. That was something I recalculated based on the revised density.
Mr. Pettee – That is a good point.
Ms. Michniewicz – The portion in here we talk about the ConServe data there were quite a few
comments actually from the public about reusing older data and I want to make it very clear that
it was not just used verbatim. What the ConServe study did is they went out in 2016 and counted
the same intersections. They took that data and they added to it information and it is the
McFarland Johnson traffic impact study for this one in the no build conditions. The added to it
traffic that would be generated by LeHigh Crossing, Meadows Business Park, Pinnacle,
Omnitech, and Fishers Ridge Phase 1. They added all of that to the traffic counts that they
conducted in 2016 to create what they call a 2017 build condition for ConServe. McFarland
Johnson study used that as the base. They accounted for all of that background development in
their base condition. Then they took that data and used the .5% growth rate to push that out to
2022. It is not just we are using old data, they actually did some math behind it. I want to make
sure that everybody does understand that it is not just using old data. There is that threshold
within a three year time frame that you can reuse the traffic counts.
There was also a question about how the intersections that were studied were identified.
As noted, the traffic that is being generated is in the 100 vehicle range. Usually you study an
intersection if there is going to be an additional 100 vehicles+/-. As you get out into the roadway
network, people are turning right, left or going thru and that traffic starts to diminish. Once you
get below that 100 vehicles additional per peak hour you no longer have to consider it because it
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is not going to have that much of an impact or it will not have an impact at all just because it is
arriving over an hour anticipating. Beyond that, if there is any additional questions or
clarifications I would be happy to discuss them.
Mr. Logan – Ms. Hogan who lives at Sauer Farms right next to the site, I am sure you have seen
some of her comments, has brought up on several occasions the queuing in the driveway from
people trying to get out onto Main Street Fishers. She says there is only room for X number of
cars and she felt that it was going to fail. Do you have a comment on or have you looked at the
queuing within the site?
Ms. Michniewicz – So within the traffic study there was also a que analysis. It pretty much
looked at the ques at those four intersections and Table 6 within the traffic study talks about the
length of the que. The longest ques are at the Main Street Fishers and at the Phillips Road
intersection. Generally, one vehicle is about 20 feet long so you can kind of back in to the ques.
It is like any other site that if everybody gets out at 5 pm in the afternoon there is going to be a
line of cars. It is going to be on the site. Most of the traffic entering the site will be coming from
Route 96 Fishers and making a right hand turn so there won’t be that much of an impact on ques
exiting the site and they will have to be patient.
Mr. Logan – I guess it was her feeling that it is not functional at a peak hour. I forget what the
number of vehicles was at the peak hour coming out of the site.
Ms. Michniewicz – In the queuing length table in the Table 6. In the morning, it is 10 vehicles
and in the evening it is 8. Or vice versa.
Mr. Logan – That sounds like a lot less of a que issue than I think what she was imagining.
Chairman Santoro – Wasn’t she using everybody in that area going out at the same time?
Mr. Logan – I think she looked at the number of per hours and I do not want to speak for her but
as I understood it she said there was like 83 cars an hour or something and said that they were all
going to que up and you only have 10 spaces available. It sounds to me like you’re thinking it
will only be queuing 8-10 cars at any given time during the peak hour.
Ms. Michniewicz – Yes.
Mr. Logan – I just wanted to bring that up since she is not here to bring it up to you.
Chairman Santoro – She could but this is not a public hearing.
Mr. Logan – Correct. I am then passing on that question to you from the public. I wanted to
make sure I understood where we really stand on that. Thank you.
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Mr. Gallina- Wes, to the extent that there is some definitive mathematics around the onsite
internal queuing maybe we could add some of that analysis in this portion.
Mr. Harter – Jenn, do you have any comments on the Access Management Plan as it relates to
this project? In terms of where they are locating their entrance and that supplement to the
Comprehensive Plan as approved back in September.
Ms. Michniewicz – I do not know if I have an updated plan but the last plan that I saw had one
access point so that was the one thing that I was concerned about but it looks like know they
have split that into two access points but that was primarily from a Fire Code.
Mr. Harter – How about in respect to the other curb cuts along the road? Obviously they have to
have one at least to order to address this parcel. I think the Towns Access Management Plan
goes to location of that and whether it works with the other curb cuts.
Ms. Michniewicz – That is not something that I specifically looked at and I do not know if
LaBella looked at that or not but that is something that wither CPL or LaBella could look into in
the next two weeks.
Mr. Pettee – If you wouldn’t mind if we could take a look at item number 7. I tried to touch on
this a little bit and maybe this will help us with the discussion around this topic. On page 6.
7. The traffic circulation features within the site, including the amount of, location of and
access to automobile parking and terminal loading areas Section 211‐27 (D)(1) (c) (7)]
Internal traffic circulation will be from a private drive intersection with Main Street Fishers
(County Road 42). Parking will be accommodated by surface parking, as well as driveways and
garages for single‐family homes and townhouses. Of concern for the Planning Board is the sole
ingress/egress to the project.
I am kind of putting words in your mouth in this draft and you are not happy with what I
have said here let me know.
Although the Traffic Study does not indicate a queuing problem for vehicles exiting the
site via one access drive, the Planning Board suggests that any rezoning for the project require
the developer to explore and establish a second means of ingress and egress. This includes but is
not necessarily limited to establishing a reciprocal cross access easement that provides a feasible
means to access the site from a secondary location. A secondary connection should take into
consideration the Town’s adopted 2019 Access Management Plan. It is likely that there would be
engineering challenges to provide a second means of access, and would likely also require
cooperation from a neighboring property owner.
Chairman Santoro – It is not an easy thing to do given this configuration. It doesn’t show the
buildings over her but they are right in the way.
Mr. Harter – I agree, I think the way it is laid out is the best way inaudible.
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Mr. Logan – I am a little concerned about burdening an adjacent business with additional traffic
for the people that have working at their establishment. There are two structures right next to it
that look like there are quite a few cars. I don’t recall what those businesses do or if there are
parked cars all the time. If it is workers coming and going at said hours during the day but if you
funnel cars across lot like that, as it is the driveway is pretty close to that one.
Mr. Gallina – What I was envisioning, again it is hard to tell from this site plan, further to the
east you come back out on a signalized…
Mr. Logan – You talking about to Phillips Road?
Mr. Gallina –Not Phillips. It is the intersection of …
Mr. Pettee – Fishers Run? I can bring up the aerial.
Mr. Logan – It is where Phillips is?
Mr. Pettee – This is the intersection of County Road 42 with Phillips Road is right here and then
you have Fishers Run here.
MR. Logan – So is there a way to cross connect into Fishers Run behind that building.
Mr. Pettee – There is a probably very challenging grade right her. You cannot see it from this
vantage point.
Mr. Logan – To me having a signal is enhancement.
Mr. Pettee – This might not be the optimal location for a tie in. I will give you a though. Just
what my perspective was and there is probably some engineering challenges to this as well. The
Town of Victors Access management Plan identifies an extension of Fishers Run at some point
in the future, it might be 30 years from now or 50 years, connecting into Log Cabin Road.
Basically an extension all the way across here.
Mr. Logan – Just so you know we approved a development of that property and at the end of
Fishers Run with a warehouse. I don’t know where that ever went. I do not recall if it was
Gorbel. Are they not going to do anything?
Ms. Kinsella – Brian Reh now owns Gorbel bought that property.
Mr. Logan – So this would be something he would want to look at for the future for his own
firm.
Ms. Kinsella –Theoretically.
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Mr. Gallina – So Wes, to your point if you were to go north and connect into that stub road.
Mr. Pettee – There are some grading challenges here. Maybe if the Planning board wanted to
recommend seeing a reciprocal cross access easement and that maybe that is the extent of it and
somehow tie into this drive area.
Mr. Logan – You talk about vertical challenge. If you keep going behind that property to the
west from the end of Fishers Run across Reh’ s property and into that other area it is like a
forever wild parcel that is part of Ladyhawk. I believe. We can’t even touch that property with a
road that would cut into Log Cabin Road without quite a few hurdles including a maple farm
there.
Chairman Santoro – There is a pretty good gully there too.
Mr. Logan – There are gully’s and all kind of things.
Ms. Kinsella – All that drainage goes onto that parcel that Brian Reh owns. All that drainage
from the bank from Willowbrook Road all the way down. We are trying fix what is there.
Mr. Logan –I remember taking a site walk on that parcel and there was a problem with one of the
culverts that went into a retention pond.
Mr. Kinsella – It is bad.
Mr. Logan – It needs work for sure. Just solving the drainage problem from Reh’s perspective is
a challenge and then you throw in the mix trying to cut thru the property and tie in along that
piece to me would be a challenge as well not to mention from the backside of the more sensitive
part of this lot that Morell’s have. I could see going to Fishers Run thru the lot line between the
two buildings near the east side of the parcel behind. I know you said that you eluded to perhaps
some challenges on grade but that to me would look more viable than going way back to the
back side of Fishers Run. I would appreciate a comment from you Jeff if you have a perspective
on that.
Jeff Morrell of Morrell Builders
Mr. Morrell – First as I mentioned last time when Mr. Harter mentioned the queuing. We are
really comfortable at the queuing level because it is residential and because we (A) took a
conservative approach on the traffic study and (B) did not account for any of the empty nester
element to it. So even at our current traffic study with 8 and 10 in the peaks we are not worried
about exacerbating our intersection. Our focal point really was the emergency vehicle access by
splitting that entry point and in addition as residential application in multi-family we are
sprinkling the entire project also so just to make sure health safety welfare. The Access
Management group had looked at extending that Fishers Run really to help alleviate the light
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industrial traffic. As I mentioned that traffic profile is much higher at the Fishers Run
intersection and so I do not need to alleviate my intersection I do not want to exacerbate by
creating another exit point out of our project into Fishers Run when Fishers Run is trying to
extend all the way to Old Dutch as far as trying to give intersection relief at their Access
Management point of the signalized intersections.
Chairman Santoro – What have you experienced at Silverton Glen?
Mr. Morrell – At Silverton Glen. That is an excellent point. Silverton Glen has 117 units and
will give you that as a perfect example as to where our Access Management to be honest had
caused more trouble than we have ever seen before by creating duplicate access and entry points
per community. On that one at Silverton Glen we could have accommodated with our traffic
profile the entire project on one entrance but because of that requirement of putting in two the
DOT argued with us for a full year of not having a secondary entry and exit point because we did
not meet any of their requirements there. To satisfy the town we did the one way out if you
remember as an exit point which has caused a host of issues. People do not understand the one
way out and so they try to go left at that intersection and now I have two points of access and
egress along Route444 which creates a double conflict in a very short period of time given speed.
I will give two other examples. Village on the Park 105 units with a single entry point and never
has been an issue at that entry point on Victor Egypt Road. Camden Hills in Quall Ridge is 85
units on a single entry point and that is all single family residential with young family buyers
with the highest traffic profile imaginable and we have never had a concern there. In what I am
seeing is this double access point is actually has been taking us backwards in terms of safety at
the intersection because it is not needed for the traffic management issue. DOT just approved
our Dunwood Green Project on Jefferson Road at 185 unit’s single entry point because they said
absolutely we will not have a second curb cut on Jefferson Road and that traffic volume on
Jefferson Road in front of Locust is quadruple what we are experiencing here. I could do a
reciprocal access agreement and do not have an objection to that I just do not want to then go to
exactly what the Access Management group was trying to avoid which was put more traffic onto
the current Fishers Run because I have no way of knowing if that Fishers Run is ever going to
extend to Old Dutch Road. What I would be doing is putting more traffic into what the Access
Management group was exactly trying to avoid.
Mr. Gallina- The advantage in this particular case is that it would then give us signalized access
onto Phillips Road.
Mr. Morrell – It does on your left out but what we find with signalization is as long as the signal
is close and the signal is very close to us, as soon as you create a signalized intersection close to
our intersection it creates tremendous gapping. As soon as it goes red and then goes green we
have large gaps that open up. I do not anticipate any of our residents having an issue entering
and exiting our project into the road networks. You are right that it would assist every developer
loves to have a signalized intersection but in this residential application I do not feel that we
would need it all. Especially given the proximity of that signal. As soon as that goes red the
whole intersection 500 feet away shuts down.
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Mr. Gallina – Jennifer, for maybe again to build up the content in this section if you could
consider some of the points that are being made here around not a need for a second egress, the
signalization for example. If you agree with all those statements that would be good language to
include in this portion.
Ms. Michniewicz – I think that the example of Silverton Glen where you have two access and it
is causing more confusion and you have two access points on Main Street Fishers you could have
that cross weave.
Mr. Morrell – With regards to that incentive zoning piece. We really anticipated that cause there
were, I appreciated the comment about being able to identify because it was very specifically
identifies in the Access Management Plan, that intersection at Omnitech and Route 96 so that
could be something that compliments this but also there were other areas in the Access
Management Plan like that one being one of them but there were two other Access Management
points along the Main Street Fishers entry point just past that intersection. You saw where
Chili’s and the hotel where they were also contemplated for additional improvements and that is
why we suggested instead of incentive zoning to go into the general fund and whatever project
came up first the town would be able to utilize it for that project insisted of saying it must go to
the Omnitech one. I am happy to round that out as well. We could change the state code onto
two entrances and causing an issue.
Mr. Pettee – This is all very good feedback. I appreciate it. I won’t get into any of the other
numbers here and let you guys digest this. I will rework what we have talked about tonight on
items 7 and 8, as well as 1.
Mr. Logan – Jennifer, you have any other thoughts or comments you wanted to offer? I was
wondering if there is any other feedback from you on the viability of the traffic study and
everything else and that you are comfortable with everything you have seen. You have stated
that and I just wanted to reiterate it perhaps.
Ms. Michniewicz – I am comfortable and actually when this first came to me however many
months ago there wasn’t even a traffic study included in it and I ran the numbers real quick and
came up with just over 100. That is the threshold in a SEQR guidance. Not to say that if you get
to 100 there is an impact but if it is less than 100 you do not even really need to look at it. We
are so close to that 100 in the peak hour that if it had been below than there would not have even
been a traffic study.
Mr. Logan – From a traffic engineer perspective we have done good due diligence in evaluating
this, the developer has and having you review it?
Ms. Michniewicz – I believe so.
Mr. Logan – Great. Thanks.
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Chairman Santoro – A lot to digest and read before the next meeting. Anybody has any
comments prior to that time send them around to the Board and we will have to be part of the
record and review them.
Mr. Logan –Ernie, do you have any comments about the Conflict of Interest policy? Read it sign
it.
There were no other discussions.
Motion was made by Al Gallina seconded by Joe Logan RESOLVED the meeting was adjourned
at 8:27 PM.
Lisa Boughton, Secretary
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