TOWN OF VICTOR PLANNING BOARD

FEBRUARY 11, 2020

A regular meeting of the Town of Victor Planning Board was held on Tuesday, February 11,
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, Joe
Limbeck
OTHERS: Wes Pettee, Town Engineer Consultant; Kim Kinsella, Project Coordinator;
Councilman Dave Condon, Town Board Liaison; Lee Wager, David Nankin, Brian Lorenz,
David Ogden, Rich Colombo, Jeff Smith, Debra Hogan, Enrica Sharp, Jeff Morell, Marsha
Senges, Mac & Betsy Warner, Jean Krym, 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
On motion of Joe Logan, seconded by Al Gallina.
RESOLVED that the minutes of January 14, 2020 be approved.
Ernie Santoro
Joe Logan
Al Gallina
Scott Harter
Joe Limbeck

Aye
Aye
Aye
Aye
Abstained

Approved 4 Ayes, 0 Nays, 1 Abstained

On motion of Al Gallina, seconded by Joe Logan,
RESOLVED that the minutes of January 28, 2020 be approved.
Ernie Santoro
Joe Logan
Al Gallina
Scott Harter
Joe Limbeck

Aye
Aye
Aye
Aye
Abstained

Approved 4 Ayes, 0 Nays, 1 Abstained
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CORRESPONDENCE



Debra Hogan re: Highline Park PDD
Mike Copeland re: Blumont Rise Subdivision

BOARDS AND COMMITTEE UPDATES
Councilman Condon to report from the Town Board
PLANNING BOARD reported by Kim Kinsella
 February 25th, 2020
o Amendment to Chapter 211.31, Site Plan - Code Enforcement Officer,
Martin Avila would like to discuss an addition to the site plan requirements of
Chapter 211.31 re: Outdoor Storage.
o PUBLIC HEARINGS
 Scout Path, located at Aldridge Road, applicant is requesting approval
to create 5 new homes ranging from .8 acres to 5 acres. The homes
will be accessed from Aldridge Road with two lots having a shared
driveway.
 Scout Reserve Lot 2 Phase 2, 6771 Aldridge Road. 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.

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.
COLOMBO POLE BARN
01-SP-2020
7769 Dryer Road
Zoned –Residential 2
Owner – Richard Colombo.
Applicant is requesting approval to construct a 42’6” x 23’6” pole barn for personal storage
and a hobby workshop.
Richard Colombo 7769 Dryer Road and David Ogden of JEC Construction
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Mr. Ogden – We are putting ourselves out there if there are any questions that come up we are
available for answers.
Chairman Santoro – Anyone in the public have any questions or comments about the Colombo
Pole Barn? Hearing none, we will go to the Board.
Mr. Limbeck – I noticed there was a question about the runoff from the roof. I am not sure if we
have an answer.
Mr. Ogden – I believe it was addressed in a letter where there will be a gutter system. 5” K
gutters. Going into splash blocks the whole property is flat and there would be no effect other
than it would go into the ground. Very stony area. The whole area is gravel. The engineers
have looked at this also and I believe they don’t have any problem with the runoff.
Mr. Harter – I think my comments are the same as Wes released in his review letter. I think we
are looking at as a sketch I think the applicant should provide more of a site plan so that we
could take a look at grading and drainage to see how the site performs with respect to the
addition. Those are my comments.
Mr. Logan – I actually do not have any comments. I am fine with the application. I guess I
would agree with Scott that it would be good to have grading plans when we get these
applications or at least showing where the drainage is intended to go. Even if you put it on an
aerial for instance. I do not know how much of a survey you are looking for Scott.
Mr. Ogden – The particular property I understand your concern. It is a fairly large property for
the square footage of the buildings on the property. It is dead flat and they have lived there since
1984 and there has never been an issue with any water in the basement and that would be where
the water would go if it was going to go anywhere. We are willing to do whatever you of course
request but you have had an engineer’s report look at it and was just concerned about the gutter
situation. So to go to the expense of whatever it would cost to do an elevation, which I am not
privy to those numbers but as a contractor I would say that is probably a $600 to $1000 bill. If
there was prior issues I definitely could speak in agreement but I do not see where there is any
red flags from the inhabitant.
Mr. Logan – You said where the existing home is at, it is guttered. Do the downspouts go to
open ground or to underground system?
Mr. Ogden – Open ground.
Mr. Logan – This would be draining which direction? Away from the house?
Mr. Colombo – Toward the road.
Mr. Ogden – The house and barn would be slightly higher than the road.
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Mr. Colombo – Yes, definitely. The site was built and the house was originally built for a walk
out basement so we built it up about 4 feet. The drainage would be perfect to just swale around
the building maybe a French drain if we needed it. I never had a sump pump in the house.
Never a drop of moisture in the well where the sump pump would have gone.
Mr. Logan –Sometimes these questions come up because of neighbors in the area and I do not
see anyone close. You do not want it flowing towards their property. If this is going towards the
road.
Mr. Colombo – The neighbors are way up there.
Mr. Logan – You are downhill from them and also going towards the road and into whatever
swale there is. Unless Wes has an objection to that explanation then if we do not really need
them to spend the extra money on a survey I do not think I am for pushing the applicant to spend
any money on that. It would be nice to know at least where things go. Maybe with your final.
Could you submit the map again as a condition of approval for instance showing where the
drainage is intended to go?
Mr. Harter – The location of the house with respect to the primary structure. The location of the
pole barn. I look at your sketch and I see they are close but normally we see a site plan that is
dimensioned with certain dimensions from the right away and side property lines and such. I
think that looks like an owners attempt to do some figuring, I do not know if those dimensions
are exact.
Mr. Ogden- The original question of the house to the pole barn it shows on the site map it is 36
feet and the one line is 115 feet from the side lot and then the front of the lot it is 4 feet deeper
than the face of the house now.
Mr. Harter – In other words the structure is going to be setback 4 feet?
Mr. Ogden – Yes, that shows up on it. That came up by your engineer’s initial report and that
was addressed on that comment. We just addressed that. We knew about it a week ago but we
just put that on the drawing this afternoon so we will admit it is a little unprofessional the way it
was presented but I wanted to get it to you for tonight’s meeting.
Mr. Pettee – Is that what is depicted on the screen?
Mr. Ogden – It says on the screen the setback is 4 foot from front of the house. The front of the
barn would be setback 4 foot from the front of the existing home. That was an engineer’s
request and that request came in writing three or four days ago. We thought we had sent this last
week and we discovered this morning when I called to check and make sure everything was in
line that it wasn’t there. I quickly put those notations on there that I thought were already on
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there. Again that was not professionally presented to you but the information is here and it is
correct.
Mr. Logan – The distances are so large that I am not concerned about that.
Mr. Ogden – I didn’t mean to interrupt you. I am sorry about that. The property owner, if you
look at the house, to the left would be the one of most concern even thou it is a distance has
addressed a letter saying that he has no issue with the project.
Mr. Gallina – I think we covered my comments between Joe and Scott so I am fine.
Mr. Pettee – In a LaBella comment letter dated January 31, 2020 we did notice that although the
site plan is not technically an engineered site plan that we typically see with a commercial
development we did mention that the plan may suffice for such a residential structure on a lot of
this size. As far as the Town Engineer is concerned we are okay with the site plan as it has been
submitted here given the nature of the project and the size of the lot. I was wondering where the
septic system is for this particular project.
Mr. Ogden – That is also noted on the front. The tank and lines are drawn on the front of the
house.
Mr. Harter – Looks like the letter E I think. We are just not use to this.
Mr. Ogden – I understand but those are your lines. The tank is 10 feet from the house and then
you have your lines after that. The concern from LaBella was the traffic over the lines, I believe,
thru the duration of the project. I believe that was Labella’s concern and their letter and that will
not be affected by any truck traffic thru the progress of the job.
Mr. Pettee - I do not have anything in addition. It sounds like any comments we had have been
generally been addressed. It is a bit of an unconventional site plan that being said I don’t believe
it is a huge concern.
Mr. Logan – If we were talking really tight tolerances to the property lines, offsets from
buildings that sort of thing I would think a more rigorous approach to this engineered drawing
would make sense. Honestly it is such a big lot and it is a pole barn accessory. It is not forward
of the home which is good.
Mr. Harter – Do they have to provide an as-built after they complete a project to the Town of
Victor?
Mr. Logan – I do not know.
Ms. Kinsella – Do you mean like an instrument survey? I know for a new build we require that
but not sure about the accessory structure.
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Mr. Logan – That would be something for Al probably, right?
Mr. Harter – I was just wondering if there was a way in which we could be sure that the barn
went where it was supposed to.
Mr. Ogden – We have no problem resending that at the end of project. As built drawings. I do
those all the time.
Mr. Harter – By a license land surveyor?
Mr. Ogden – You didn’t say that.
Mr. Harter – Are you a surveyor, I am sorry?
Mr. Ogden – No. I did not say I was.
Mr. Harter – Oh ok. I think we would like the confidence from a licensed land surveyor that it
went in the right location.
Chairman Santoro – Codes inspects these as they go up, don’t they?
Ms. Kinsella –Yes. It is part of the building permit process.
Chairman Santoro – If there is anything amiss they will let us know.
Mr. Colombo – It is close enough proximity. A chalk line across the front of the house and you
can easily see. When I was planning where it was going to go that visually you can tell in two
seconds whether I cheated and came forward. There is no reason to do that.
Mr. Logan – Perhaps as a condition Ernie that upon completion of the barn they provide a taped
location map? So you have the house and you can show offsets on the drawing you are showing
here with a rectangle on it and show the final location for the record. Unless Code Enforcement
needs it I do not see why a detailed survey on something like this would be necessary.
Chairman Santoro - We do not usually require those for pole barns.
Mr. Logan - Defer to Al then on that?
Chairman Santoro – I have written something down here and when I get to it we can go over it.
Marsha, I announced before you came that the mics are not working so you might want to sit a
little closer.
Mrs. Senges – My hearing aids are connected to the loop system. I can hear them clearly. Thank
you.
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Chairman Santoro – Motion to close the public hearing by Al Gallina, seconded Joe Limbeck.
RESOLUTION
Motion made by Joe Logan, seconded by Scott Harter.
WHEREAS, the Planning Board made the following findings of fact:
1.

A site plan application was received on January 7, 2020 by the Secretary of the Planning
Board for a Site Plan entitled Colombo Pole Barn submitted by Richard Colombo for the
property located at 7769 Dryer Road.

2.

It is the intent of the applicant to construct a 42’6” x 23’6” pole barn for personal storage
and a hobby workshop.

3.

A public hearing was duly called for and notice of said public hearing was published in
“The Daily Messenger” and whereby 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 February 11, 2020 at which time the public
was permitted to speak on their application.

5.

The Action is classified as an Unlisted Action pursuant to Section 8 of the New York
State Environmental Quality Review Act Regulations, and the applicant provided Part I
of the Short Environmental Assessment Form.

6.

The Code Enforcement Officer reviewed the site plan and on January 23, 2020 provided
comments relative to the building exceeding the average height of 15 feet.

7.

LaBella Associates reviewed the site plan and in a letter dated January 31, 2020, offered
comments.

WHEREAS, the Town of Victor Planning Board reviewed the Unlisted Action on February 11,
2020 and identified no significant impacts; now, therefore, be it
RESOLVED, that the project, Colombo Pole Barn will not have a significant impact on the
environment and that a negative declaration be prepared.
NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the application of Richard Colombo, 7769 Dryer
Road, Victor, Site Plan entitled Colombo Pole Barn, received by the Planning Board January 7,
2020, Planning Board Application No. 01-SP-2020, BE APPROVED WITH THE
FOLLOWING CONDITIONS:
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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.

2.

That comments from Code Enforcement Officer, dated January 23, 2020 be addressed.

3.

That comments from LaBella Associates, dated January 31, 2020 from be addressed.

4.

That the applicant provide a revised drawing showing the final location of the pole barn.

Ongoing conditions:
1.

That the site plan comply with Town of Victor Design and Construction Standards for
Land Development, including Section 5.

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 a building permit be obtained before the start of 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
Aye

Approved 5 Ayes, 0 Nays,

DICK'S SPORTING GOODS SPEAKER SYSTEM & FENCE 52-SP-19
200 Eastview Mall Drive
Zoned – Commercial
Owner – Seritage Growth Properties
Applicant is requesting to add speakers to light poles 20 feet above the surface of the
approved playing field. Applicant is also requesting to modify outdoor field fencing from
black netting to black chain link fencing.
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Brian Lorenz of WD Partners
Mr. Lorenz – First and foremost I want to apologize to the staff and the Board for getting
information late. I do not like to do that and trying to collect all this data and information has
been a little difficult and I apologize for that. When I was here in December we had discussed a
change from netting around the playing field to a fence. We also discussed a small bleacher
implement in the field. We also discussed the sound study or the actual speakers and I was asked
to present a sound study for you which I have done so. Finally, a replica of a scoreboard which
you have there. Speaking specifically on the sound study we did receive some comments from
your staff today and if you recalled when I testified back in December I indicated I would be
happy to get you the sound study but we would comply with whatever the code limitations were
at the property line. In addition to satisfy the Planning Board upon installation we would
perform a sound test. I did receive those comments and it is noted that a variance should be
sought. I would ask the Board to reconsider that comment and if it pleases the Board with the
speakers and the sound study that they go ahead and approve that. I only request it to be done in
that fashion because I have committed on behalf of Dick’s not to exceed the sound levels at the
property line and to do a test and keep the project moving forward. I am sure there are numerous
businesses in town that have provided you sound studies before. Auto repair shop or something
of that nature that has shown you the maximum limits of what would be done and that is what
this sound study represents. We are not intending to blast the speakers at 100%. We are
intending to install the speakers and use them as applicable to town codes.
We’re also concerned about ambient noise traveling across the road and affecting some
of the neighbors. I know some came back in December and voiced some concerns. I actually
went over to LaSalle Parkway and at the end of the road it dead ends at a big box there. I took
my phone out and made a video and try to capture the sound at 5:45 with the speakers not
working or anything. I can play it for you. Not that they we are going to be excessively loud or
anything but just for my own benefit to understand what people were hearing and what they were
concerned about. I have that if anyone is interested, if not no big deal. That covers the sound
system.
The scoreboard the way it is presented is not in accordance with Town Code. It has some
issues on it that were raised that were not considered by us originally. I think it needs a little
more work and a little bit more detail to get it closer to what the intent of the town is. What I am
asking for tonight if the Board having seen the speakers, bleachers and fencing are in agreement
or satisfied with that to pass a resolution approving those items and then let me work on the
scoreboard and come back to the Board. If I need to seek a variance I can do that as well. I
really do not have much of a report just background. If the Board is not comfortable with
moving ahead then I would really like to get some feedback from you so that I could take it back
to my client so that we could wrap this up. The project is under construction as you know and
moving right along and everything is on schedule. It has been great to work with the staff and
Building department and the Planning Department. Those are all my comments and happy to
answer any questions.
Chairman Santoro – Any comments?
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Mr. Limbeck – I have a question. How do you plan to control the output to the speakers? I
know my experience in the gym at the school for instances, we put a mark on the amplifier
where the volume was not supposed to exceed and as soon as the cheerleaders went out it went to
the max anyways.
Mr. Lorenz – That is a good question. We will mark it to a point to where it is not to be taken
over. You are going to have, and no offense to cheerleaders, but this will be maintained and
operated by the store manager. That person will be solely responsible for controlling that input.
That is about as good as I can give you an answer.
Chairman Santoro – Can you put a governor on it?
Mr. Lorenz – If it please the Board we can. Yes, we can explore that. That is a good idea. I
would commit to that. That would be fine.
Mr. Gallina – No questions here. I am comfortable with the information that has been provided.
Mr. Logan – I was conferring with Wes a bit on the sign variance. I was wondering what truly it
was and it is the fact that Dick’s name is on there. It is really internal to the facility. It is right
up against the building and behind fencing and not really meant to be an outdoor advertisement
so much as if you go in the store you will see Dick’s name all over the place. I do not know if I
have an objection to that sign the way it is laid out now. Putting a peak limiter on the amplifier
would be a good thing. Other than that I am good with the information that they provided.
Mr. Harter – I am a little new to this project so perhaps these questions have been asked before
but I would like to throw them out anyways. During what hours of the day is this facility going
to be operational?
Mr. Lorenz – The field to give you a little background. The intent of the field is for Dick’s to
allow customers to come in and try out products that they may want to purchase. If they want to
kick a ball around, if they want to throw a ball around that is available for them. They also want
to use this as an opportunity for local youth sports teams to come and practice and maybe play
games or things like that. So to get to your question, the store will maintain the same store
operational hours. I want to say there are somewhere in the neighborhood of 9am to 9pm.
Mr. Harter - With respect to the lights and the speaker system that would be done and off by 10
pm?
Mr. Lorenz – Yes, it will coincide with the store hours.
Mr. Harter - Will the speakers be used continuously during the day that the store is open or is it a
particular time?
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Mr. Lorenz – It is meant for announcements and things of that nature. I do not have an answer
for you.
Mr. Harter – Potentially the entire time.
Mr. Lorenz – I would say it could potentially be on the whole time.
Mr. Harter – From the colored drawings that you have provided here with the decibels the
speakers are oriented 16 feet from the ground at a 15 degree tilt. It is showing roughly a 100
decibels somewhere near the center of the field. Is that correct?
Mr. Lorenz – Which one are you looking at cause they vary a little bit? The first sheet? The two
circles there would be about a 100.
Mr. Harter – So you will have 100 decibels at the center there and this shows how it carries away
approximately 300 feet which is approximately Route 96, is that right?
Mr. Lorenz – No, it is not that far out. It would be somewhere in the parking lot.
Mr. Harter – Oh really?
Mr. Lorenz – I think Mr. Benedict put it in his comments that somewhere in the neighborhood …
Mr. Harter – So the decibels at the ring road are approximately 80?
Mr. Lorenz – Route 96 is 475 feet away. Ring road is about 240 feet away. If you take this first
map you would be in the neighborhood of 80. Again that would be if it was maxed out which we
are not wanting to do.
Chairman Santoro – You are going to put a governor on it right?
Mr. Harter - What will the governor produce then at the ring road in terms of decibels?
Mr. Lorenz – I do not know that. All I can tell you is that we will comply with whatever the
limits of the town zoning code is in relationship to noise at the property line. I think it is around
25.
Mr. Harter – 25 huh. Ok. 25 at Route 96 according to this is somewhere near 80 at the ring
road.
Mr. Lorenz – If we did a maximum output. For comparison, 25 is just above a whisper.
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Mr. Harter – So if I am driving around the ring road with my windows down I’m sure going to
hear you right?
Mr. Lorenz – I do not know. How loud is your car? Perhaps. We are committed to do what we
are permitted to do under the code.
Mr. Pettee – I did not see it within your sound study but one of the things, we LaBella, requested
or thought we might see with a sound study from our December 13 letter was information on
what current sound levels are in different receptor locations. You kind of eluded that you took a
recording on the south part. Has anyone gone out with sound reader to determine what current
levels are at different receptors?
Mr. Lorenz – I don’t think so. This was an engineered situation scenario. I cannot say for sure.
Mr. Pettee – I noted on the different scales here for sound pressure levels and for example the
loud traffic is kind of indicated to be around 80 and 90 decibels on the one scale. A busy
residential road is indicated on another scale to be 80 decibels.
Mr. Lorenz – What we have provided on that attachment allowed traffic, I do not know if that is
what you are referring to.
Mr. Pettee – That is one of the scales I was referring to.
Mr. Harter – I have one more question on the governor thing. I like that idea. I am just curious
to know what the governor would result in versus your peaks you are showing here. Would it
lower it 25% or what would it do, how would it function?
Mr. Lorenz – Without doing the math… if we were to apply this model at 100 % I do not know
what the difference would be. What is going to happen there versus the code? I do not think I
can answer that for you. Can I ask you a question? If I understand what you are asking me what
is the difference if I scale it down versus if I don’t scale it down and went at 100% of my study,
right?
Mr. Harter – I guess with what I thought with the conversation on the governor there would be
some sort of control implemented so that you would potentially exceed the 100%.
Mr. Lorenz – Let me answer it this way. We will install a governor that will comply with the
code for noise at the property line so I do not know what that number would be. You asked
earlier on in that diagram, for example, when you are looking at the middle of the field it is
100%, we have to meet that code threshold we may have to scale it down to make it 50%. We
will do that.
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Mr. Harter – So let me ask you how is that achieved? Is someone going to take a sound reader
and go around and get ambient sound measurements along the property line of Route 96 at
different times of the day?
Mr. Lorenz – I think that is a different question.
Mr. Harter – How do you judge if there is a magical number of 25 decibels at the road? How do
you judge that you are able to get that? Don’t you have to take measurements in order to govern
that?
Mr. Lorenz – I’m sure we do.
Mr. Harter – Is that something to be done? You tell me you did something on your phone?
Mr. Lorenz – Yes, just for me own use.
Chairman Santoro – That was for ambient noise.
Mr. Harter – Are you going to submit something to us?
Mr. Lorenz – You would want a revised study that shows…
Chairman Santoro – He cannot do it until the speakers are up.
Mr. Lorenz – Yes, I cannot do that until they are up.
Mr. Harter – Then you make the adjustment at that time.
Mr. Lorenz – Certainly, which we have committed to do previously. Thru a sound test. I am on
the same page with you. I am not trying to argue with you. I just cannot pull a number out.
Mr. Harter – I agree with that. That sounds like a good way. I am obviously just concerned on
what the net result of this is.
Mr. Pettee – Can you remind for me again. Are you proposing two speakers as shown in the
sound study or the four shown on a previous plan?
Mr. Lorenz –We are now going to do, and that is a good question, two speakers instead of four
and they will be lower. Originally they were at 20 feet so now they will be at 16 feet and angled
in. I do not know if we had an angle on them the first time. We have made some enhancement
to try to drown that sound into that turf.
Mr. Harter – Are the speakers projecting towards the field?
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Mr. Lorenz – Yes.
Mr. Logan – Away from the building right?
Chairman Santoro – Are they going to be the same color as the photographs we got?
Mr. Lorenz – Yes and yes. Unless you want me to paint them?
Chairman Santoro – No, just curious. Anyone else have anything? We do have a proposed
resolution here that we can amend as we go along.

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

A site plan application was received on November 12, 2019 by the Secretary of the
Planning Board for a Site Plan entitled Dick’s Sporting Goods Speaker System, Bleacher,
Fence and Scoreboard.

2.

It is the intent of the applicant to add 2 speakers to light poles 16 feet above the surface of
the approved playing field. Applicant is also requesting to modify outdoor field fencing
from black netting to black chain link fencing and to allow a scoreboard mounted on the
west wall of the field enclosure as shown on drawing submitted February 6, 2020.

3.

A public hearing was duly called for and was published in “The Daily Messenger” and
whereby all property owners within a minimum of 500’ of the application 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 February 11, 2020 at
which time the public was permitted to speak on their application.

5.

The Action is classified as an Unlisted Action pursuant to Section 8 of the New York
State Environmental Quality Review Act Regulations, and the applicant provided Part I
of the Short Environmental Assessment Form.

6.

LaBella Associates reviewed the site plan and in a letter dated December 13, 2019,
offered comments.
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WHEREAS, the Town of Victor Planning Board reviewed the Unlisted Action on February 11,
2020 and identified no significant impacts; now, therefore, be it
RESOLVED, that the project, Dick’s Sporting Goods Speaker System, Bleacher, Fence and
Scoreboard, will not have a significant impact on the environment and that a negative declaration
be prepared.
NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the application of Brian Lorenz, WD Partners,
Site Plan entitled Dick’s Sporting Goods Speaker System, Bleacher, Fence and Scoreboard,
dated November, 2019, received by the Planning Board November 12, 2019, Planning Board
Application No. 52-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.

2.

That the comments in a letter dated December 13, 2019 from LaBella Associates be
addressed.

3.

That comments from Code Enforcement Officer, dated November 27, 2019 be addressed.

4.

That a sound test be performed after installation to determine levels beyond the property
lines.

Ongoing conditions:
1.

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

2.

The applicant shall be aware that the Town of Victor established a Noise ordinance via
Local Law 13-2011. Neither the noise code, §143, nor site plan review, §211-31,
provides an exemption for proposed sound systems approved by the Planning Board. The
only exemption for sound that would apply is provided by the Town Board via approval
of a Mass Gathering permit under §135. An excess of 2,000 people is required for a Mass
Gathering Permit. The applicant shall be aware of §143-6(B&C). These 2 sections
indicate the restrictions for noise generation via amplified sound during specific times of
day. Excessive noise is prohibited.

3.

That a building permit be obtained for the speaker system and a sign permit be obtained
for the scoreboard.

TOWN OF VICTOR PLANNING BOARD

FEBRUARY 11, 2020

16

AND, BE IT FURTHER, RESOLVED, that the Planning Board Secretary distribute the Planning
Board’s approval letter.
Chairman Santoro – Does anyone want anything added or amended?
Mr. Pettee – For finding #2 if we could add where “it is the intent of the applicant to add
speakers” add that it is two speakers to the light poles at 16 feet.
Ms. Kinsella – I just want to make sure that he is committed to you a sound study once this is
built. I think you need to build that into a condition. Also, are you okay with the scoreboard and
the signage on the scoreboard, is that correct the way that it is proposed?
Chairman Santoro – Al’s comments said he should get a variance from the Zoning Board.
Ms. Kinsella – Correct, but he had said that he would come back maybe with the scoreboard. I
want to make sure we are clear staff wise so we know what to provide him and to our Code
Enforcement Officers once we leave this meeting.
Mr. Logan – Are they looking for direction from the Planning Board about the acceptability of
that sign? I have no problem with it. I do not know about the rest of the Board.
Chairman Santoro – I don’t.
Ms. Kinsella – You will still need a variance for it based on Al’s comments.
Mr. Logan – If we all objected they might consider it differently.
Mr. Harter – Where is the sign going?
Mr. Gallina – It is a scoreboard.
Mr. Lorenz – It is a scoreboard. It is back in the back corner.
Mr. Harter – So it will be tucked away?
Mr. Lorenz – Yes sir.
Mr. Gallina – Behind the fencing. I do not know if I would qualify it as a sign honestly.
Mr. Logan – Which is the comment I made earlier.
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Mr. Lorenz – I think you struggled with that and its analysis as well. That is fine. Can I ask a
point of clarification on the resolution? Is the Planning Board approving the sign that I have
presented here with upon me receiving a variance for it?
Ms. Kinsella – You don’t have to come back here.
Mr. Lorenz – I do not have to come back her but I still have to go to your Zoning Board of
Appeals for the sign.
Ms. Kinsella – Yes.
Chairman Santoro – Does anyone have a problem with the sign?
Mr. Logan – I do not.
Mr. Gallina – No, I am fine.
Mr. Logan – I do not consider it a sign honestly. It is a scoreboard within the space. The Zoning
Board can look at it that way. If they approve it, it is approved is what Kim is saying. Will you
put that on prior to Chairman signature?
Chairman Santoro – That a sound study be performed after installation.
Mr. Logan – When you say sound study I would say more of a sound test to determine the
acceptability of the sound levels at the property line from the speakers and then based on that test
they will set the sound limiters on the equipment.

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
Aye

Approved 5 Ayes, 0 Nays,

BLUMONT RISE SUBDIVISION
County Road 41
Owner – Blumont Rise Stables LLC

02-PS-19
Zoned – Residential 2
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Applicant is requesting approval to create 35 single-family home lots on 33.2 acres with
additional 74.8 acres being subject to a Development Restriction Easement for a total of 108
acres.
Lucas Bushen from Marathon Engineering along with Jeff Smith and Robert Bringley
Mr. Bushen – Here seeking preliminary approval for a 35 lot subdivision on Boughton Hill Road
as seen in the rendering. In the rendering north is to the right, it is clipped off of this image but
you have Boughton Hill Road running east to west and East Victor Road intersecting right in
front of the site. Since the last time we appeared before this Board we revised the plans in order
to address the outstanding comments from both the town and the county. We responded to each
of those comments in writing and sent those revised plans and the responses to each of the
agencies for review. We have received a number of letters back, including from the town
engineer. There is some minor stuff that I think we can clean up moving into final. Other than
awaiting some final confirmation from some of the agencies we have not heard from. That
includes the Ontario County of Public Works. I did speak with Tim McElligot, the engineer
there and the reviewer, on this project earlier today. It is on his pile to get to but he is
understanding that we have responded to them and addressed his comments. With that I would
like to discuss any additional questions that the Board has and thank you for your time.
Chairman Santoro – Did we hear anything from Ontario County DPW?
Ms. Kinsella – No, he said it is in the que for review.
Chairman Santoro – Have a note hear the deadline was January 16?
Ms. Kinsella –For the SEQR piece?
Mr. Bushen – We revised the plans in January 20th.
Ms. Kinsella – That was for SEQR and Lead Agency. We did not hear from them and since we
did not hear from them Lead Agency would revert back to the Planning Board and that is drafted
in one of the resolutions.
Mr. Pettee – Would you be able to maybe dictate to the Planning Board the nature of the County
Public Works comments that might remain outstanding that you are expecting to hear back on.
Mr. Bushen – Some of their comments were related to minor subdivision stuff. We had adjusted
some of the road grades coming off of the highway connection. I would say the main comment
that we provided a response to was regarding the entrance location of road B, which is the road
closest to the East Victor Road intersection. That road is offset 180 feet currently, as we
discussed at the last meeting, two entrances are required by the State Fire Code. That is the best
location that provides a good balance of separation our two entrances and the two intersections
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of road B and East Victor Road. In my discussions with the County DPW they stated they would
accept that configuration due to the requirement of the State which is essentially dictating the
second entrance. So they are in agreement with this at least verbally and he stated that as he gets
to it he will write that up in his response.
Mr. Harter – Relative to that issue. Have you had any conversations with the Fire Marshal as to
whether he agrees that that is absolutely necessary in this particular case?
Mr. Bushen – The Fire Marshal has reviewed the plans and yes, the layout has been reviewed
and discussed at multiple points throughout the past year.
Mr. Harter – He specifically has looked at the two entrance scenario?
Mr. Bushen – The Fire Marshal is not requiring a second entrance, it is the State that is requiring
it.
Mr. Harter – I understand that. I had a chance in a seminar last week to speak with Bob Graham
on multiple entrances for residential properties such as this. I asked him what does he do when
he looks at projects like this in terms of considering just a single entrance. He says that he is
willing to work with a developer to come up with alternative strategies opposed to two entrances
if there is a viable alternative. My question is has that been explored?
Chairman Santoro – Yes we have. Last year. It was determined that the two entrances was the
best rule because if you have one then you have too many houses and that is not permitted.
Mr. Harter – I understand that.
Chairman Santoro – We went over it in detail.
Mr. Harter – My conversation with Bob, he indicated that there are other strategies that you can
employ in terms of designing this entrance so that it satisfies essentially…
Chairman Santoro – It has to satisfy the State.
Mr. Harter – I believe it is interpreted by Bob. That was my question.
Mr. Bushen – We have explored multiple layouts, multiple entrance configurations and we have
come to agreement with the town staff on the proposed layout.
Mr. Harter – I guess kind of like the question I asked you a couple of weeks ago on the single lot
that you were doing. Does the project comply with the 2019 Access Management Plan? I can
look at this and pretty much say that the answer is no.
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Mr. Bushen – Correct.
Mr. Harter – Would you be seeking a waiver from that then as part of this project?
Mr. Bushen – I am not entirely sure on how the town deals with that especially since this
application has been in the que since before those standards fell into place.
Mr. Gallina – I think they are just guidelines aren’t they?
Mr. Harter – According to that which was part of the Comprehensive Plan, I believe it is on page
2 of the document, if the project does not comply then the Planning Board is entitled to do a
waiver. I think a waiver is appropriate in certain cases. I can appreciate why they are saying that
but as far as I know, maybe Wes knows better than I that is something we do according to the
way it was written and adopted by the Town Board.
Mr. Pettee – For Access Management are we talking? With only a single access drive.
Mr. Harter – Whether the project is in conformance with the access management.
Mr. Pettee – I did get a chance to talk with Lorenzo from LaBella Associates. He is the author of
the Access Management Plan. Basically he reiterated what Lucas has mentioned to us tonight
and that the offset intersection with East Victor Road. You want to get your access points as far
away from each other as you can and given that they are required to have the two entrance points
they have separated those the best they can and provide that offset intersection with East Victor
Road. I have an example from the access management team that I wanted to bring up and show
you. This is from the Access Management Plan that shows offset driveway. In this instance you
can think of this as offset streets. If you look at this first graphic you have this poor offset. It’s
looking at the left turn movements and some poor queuing examples here. This is kind of an
illustration of what Brace Road looks like on Boughton Hill Road. There is a little jog there.
Lane Road and 251. Here is a different type of offset here that was found to be more acceptable.
This might be an example of what the applicant is providing where the red car is lined up on East
Victor Road and then the blue car is lined up at that entrance road B for the Blumont
Subdivision. It is showing a different type of left turn offset here for those who are traveling on
for example on Boughton Hill Road.
Mr. Logan – It’s the opposite hand of the poor one. Which is what you have. Like you just said
East Victor to first entrance B.
Mr. Harter – Is the spacing indicated as any particular value that needs to be reviewed?
Mr. Pettee – Elsewhere in the Access Management Plan, let me find it here.
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Mr. Logan – The nice thing about that offset entrance in the acceptable solution is that the
opposing cars offset are not competing with each other as they are in the poor alignment. As you
are both turning towards each other in that one and the other one you are separated.
Mr. Harter – In your mind Joe is this more of an acceptable offset or poor offset?
Mr. Logan – This offset configuration is better than the other one, which was poor on Wes’s
sketch there. Now I don’t know about the distance. That is a good question.
Mr. Pettee – This table D.1 that we are looking at here is probably difficult for people to see as it
may be blurry. Desirable access connection spacing for posted speed limits were in an area that
is greater than 45 mph. So they are looking at 666 feet for an arterial or 440 feet for a collector
thru road. I am not exactly sure, I do not have the plans in front of me, what your spacing is.
Mr. Harter – Is it 180?
Mr. Bushen – That road is classified as a collector road, Boughton Hill
Mr. Logan – Which road? Boughton Hill.
Mr. Pettee – Based on the property ownership and existing conditions it seems like they have
done the best that they can with two points of ingress and egress.
Mr. Logan – If you wanted larger offset then you are crowding the other driveway entrance.
Then you have those two competing on the same side of the road. Separating those seems to be
better than trying to separate East Victor with this road B.
Mr. Harter – Wes, do you have a comment on what I read in the document concerning a waiver
from the Planning Board on that?
Mr. Pettee – I do not remember exactly what that provision was but that would make sense that
any approval that the Planning Board gives should probably recognize is as a finding or if it
requires a waiver.
Mr. Harter – That is what it says.
Mr. Pettee – That it specifies what that is and what waiver the Planning Board has provided.
That makes sense.
Mr. Limbeck – I have a question about the mechanics of the easement. I know from the
Conservation Board we talk about a site specific easement for the 75 acres in the back and I am
not sure but how do we actually draw up the easement. Is that something…

TOWN OF VICTOR PLANNING BOARD

FEBRUARY 11, 2020

22

Ms. Kinsella – The Town attorney. Actually I think Jeff worked with the Conservation Board to
come up with the language, drafted the language and that will be filed at the County.
Mr. Limbeck – So when a resolution says that we are talking or aware of an easement the details
have been taken care of and good to go.
Ms. Kinsella – Yes, they have been taken care of with the Conservation Board as it relates. Then
staff works with the town attorney to get the language drafted and then it will signed by the
property owner and by the Town Supervisor and then get filed at the County.
Mr. Limbeck – After 5 years on the Conservation Board I wasn’t sure how the process worked
after it left us.
Ms. Kinsella – Yes, we follow it thru till it gets filed at the County. We have been working with
Jeff to get that accomplished.
Mr. Logan – The development restriction easement that they are showing here, when it says
restriction does that mean structures only or is there other development that you cannot do?
Ms. Kinsella – I think there is language in the easement, and Jeff you can help me out here, I
think there is language in the easement because there are structures or paddocks currently on the
site that would remain on that site. It has been written in to the easement that those are to be
used for that purpose and agricultural use.
Mr. Logan – Agricultural use only. They cannot build a barn or anything else on it.
Ms. Kinsella – No, what is existing there. Well, they may be able to build a barn. I cannot
remember specifically if it is agricultural use. It is for agricultural purposes only. They could
probably build a barn but it would only be for agricultural purposes but there are existing
paddocks on that property currently. They continue to want to use.
Mr. Logan – That is where I was going with it.
Ms. Kinsella – The horse barns are across in the Farmington side.
Mr. Bushen – I will just add that I think the intent of that easement is to preserve the current use
of that space instead of restrict to nothing and then it grows wild.
Mr. Logan – I am trying to make sure that they do not come back in 10 years and say all right
let’s put another 50 homes on it or something.
Mr. Bushen – Prior to final approval we will provide all the legal descriptions of those easements
and those will be reviewed by town staff as well.
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Mr. Pettee – As we are talking about easements. One of the things that I kind of picked up on in
my most recent review was the offsite sanitary sewer. Do you envision obtaining the need for
obtaining sanitary easements from any private property owners on East Victor Road?
Mr. Bushen – At this point we don’t anticipate the need for that but it is a good question and
something we will look into. We are going to do everything we can to keep it within the right of
way and avoid having to obtain private easements.
Mr. Pettee – I think all of the sanitary infrastructure appeared that it was in the right of way but I
think it was, at least the depiction I was looking at, some of the sewer line appeared to be very
close to the private property line. Having the ability in the future for the town to go in and
maintain a sanitary sewer line it might need to access a little bit of the private property. A sliver
of maybe 5 or 10 feet.
Mr. Bushen – We usually keep 10 feet on either side.
Mr. Logan – It looks like you are very tight on the corner property of East Victor and 41.
Mr. Bushen – I believe that was in your most recent comments.
Mr. Pettee – Sanitary sewer in the Town of Victor is always in my mind.
Chairman Santoro – Public hearing is not closed so if anyone has a comment on this project?
Hearing none.
A motion to close the public hearing was made by Joe Logan, seconded by Joe Limbeck. The
public hearing was closed.
Mr. Pettee – Prior to taking any action on subdivision application the Planning Board does need
to complete the SEQR process. We do have a draft of Part 2 of the Long EAF in here. Fairly
self-explanatory. We have done this many times and Part 2 is completed by the Lead Agency, in
this case the Planning Board, and there are a series of questions here that the Planning Board
needs to answer. I have drafted what I felt appeared to be appropriate and just wanted to go thru
a few of these questions with you.
#1 Impact on Land. Proposed action may involve construction on or physical alteration
of the land surface of the proposed site. Obviously we have indicated ‘Yes” here but all of the
sub questions I have indicated there is no or small impact may occur. I will not go thru each one
of the sub questions but if there is a question please let me know.
Mr. Harter – I have a question. On #10 on the impact on Historical and Archeological. I take it a
phase 1 was done.
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Mr. Pettee – Oh, you’re all the way on #10. I am going to go thru each of the numbers.
Mr. Harter – Oh, I am sorry. I jumped ahead.
Mr. Pettee - #2 Impact on Geological Features. The proposed action may result in the
modification or destruction of, or inhibit access to, any unique or unusual land forms on the site.
I have indicated ‘No’.
#3 Impacts on Surface Water. The proposed action may affect one or more wetlands or
other surface water bodies. I have indicated ‘Yes’ here but all of the sub questions I have indicated
there is no or small impact may occur. None of those impacts are found to be moderate to large.
Mr. Logan – That was one of the concerns of the farmer across the road and this project has
kept all of that runoff away from his property and taken it down to Black Creek?
Mr. Pettee – Is it Mud Creek.
Mr. Logan – Yes, Mud Creek. Too me that is a positive.
Mr. Pettee - #4 Impact on groundwater. The proposed action may result in new or additional
use of ground water, or may have the potential to introduce contaminants to ground water or
an aquifer. I have indicated ‘No’.
#5 Impact on Flooding. The proposed action may result in development on lands subject
to flooding. I have indicated ‘Yes’.
Mr. Logan – I thought this was at a high point on the property.
Mr. Pettee – If I recall correctly and I am going by memory here while I look up the file but I
thought there was a very small corner of the property that was in the floodplain but it is not any
of the area that is going to be developed. I could be wrong here.
Mr. Logan – Is it in the studied or non-studied floodplain?
Mr. Bushen – There is not a zone access associated with the property on the flood maps. It may
be on the Farmington side but not in the development area. Farmington side of the property
actually follows Mud Creek so it is likely that there would be a floodplain associated with that.
Mr. Pettee – It may have come from OnCor. It is a very small sliver and your right it is on the
Farmington side of the property. None of this project area is in the floodplain. We could
change that answer to ‘No’.
#6 Impacts on Air. The proposed action may include a state regulated air emission
source. I have indicated ‘Yes’ but that is only due to the construction equipment that would be on
site for a short period of time. All of the potential impacts there would be no or small impact may
occur. None of those impacts are found to be moderate to large.
#7 Impact on Plants and Animals. The proposed action may result in a loss of flora or
fauna. I have indicated ‘Yes’ but if there is any impact it would be a small impact otherwise it
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would be no impact.
#8 Impact on Agricultural Resources. The proposed action may impact agricultural
resources. I have indicated ‘Yes’ here and I don’t think the project parcel is in an agricultural
district. However it has been farmed in the past and I think there are some soils that are
classified within soil groups 1-4 of the NYS Land Classification System. All of the impacts are
anticipated to be small.
#9 Impact on Aesthetic Resources. The land use of the proposed action are obviously
different from, or are in sharp contrast to, current land use patterns between the proposed
project and a scenic or aesthetic resource. I have indicated ‘No’.
#10 Impact on Historic and Archeological Resources. The proposed action may occur in
or adjacent to a historic or archaeological. I have checked ‘Yes’ because I think it was, and
you had addressed this comment already. There was a Phase 1 that was completed on the
project so that it was found to be potentially archeologically sensitive and they did a Phase 1
and you have your clearance letter from SHPO.
Mr. Bushen – Yes, they issued an all clear letter for the site.
Mr. Pettee – Does that address your question Scott?
Mr. Harter – Yes it does.
Mr. Pettee #11 Impact on Open Space and Recreation. The proposed action may result in a loss of
recreational opportunities or a reduction of an open space resource as designated in any
adopted municipal open space plan. I have indicated ‘No’.
#12 Impact on Critical Environmental Areas. The proposed action may
 be located within

or adjacent to a critical environmental area. I have indicated ‘No’ because there are no critical
environmental areas in the Town per the State DEC definition.
#13 Impact on Transportation. The proposed action may result in a change to existing
transportation systems. I have indicated ‘No’.
#14 Impact on Energy. The proposed action may cause an increase in the use of any form
of energy. I have indicated ’Yes’ however all of the impacts are anticipated to be small.
#15 Impact on Noise, Odor, and Light. The proposed action may result in an increase in
noise, odors, or outdoor lighting. I have indicated ‘Yes’ however all the impacts are anticipated
to be small.
#16 Impact on Human Health. The proposed action may have an impact on human health
from exposure to new or existing sources of contaminants. I have indicated ‘No’.
#17 Consistency with Community Plans. The proposed action is not consistent with
adopted land use plans. I have indicated ‘No’.
#18 Consistency with Community Character. The proposed project is inconsistent with
the existing community character. I have indicated ‘No’.
Mr. Pettee – I offer that for your consideration and if you have any questions or want to explore
something more we can do that.
Chairman Santoro – Any questions?
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Mr. Gallina – No, thank you Wes.
Chairman Santoro – I have a SEQR resolution then.
RESOLUTION
Motion made by Al Gallina, seconded by Joe Logan.
WHEREAS, on November 12, 2019, the Secretary of the Planning Board received a Preliminary
Subdivision application entitled Blumont Rise Subdivision (the “Project”) proposed on the south
side of County Road 41; and,
WHEREAS, it is the intent of the applicant to construct 35 single family homes on 33.2 acres
with an additional 74.8 acres being subject to a development restriction/conservation easement;
and,
WHEREAS, the Town of Victor Planning Board found that the project is classified as Type I
Action under State Environmental Quality Review Act; and,
WHEREAS, the Town of Victor Planning Board proceeded with coordinated review, as required
for Type I Actions; and,
WHEREAS, the Town of Victor Planning Board declared its intent to act as Lead Agency and
directed the Planning Board Secretary to mail the long EAF, Part I, completed by the project
sponsor, and a copy of the preliminary subdivision application to all involved and interested
agencies, notifying them that a Lead Agency must be agreed upon within 30 calendar days of the
date that the Environmental Assessment Form (EAF) was mailed to them expressing the Town
Planning Board’s intent to act as Lead Agency. Notification was sent to New York State
Department of Environmental Conservation, New York State Department of Health, Ontario
County Department of Public Works, and Town of Farmington DPW. The Ontario County
Planning Board and Town of Victor Highway Department were also be notified of the pending
application as interested agencies; and,
WHEREAS, the involved agencies submitted responses indicating that they concurred with the
Planning Board acting as Lead Agency; and,
WHEREAS, the Town of Victor Planning Board has reviewed the environmental record,
including, but not limited to, the Long Environmental Assessment Form and associated
attachments; now, therefore, be it
RESOLVED, that the Town of Victor Planning Board assumes Lead Agency status; and, be it
further
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RESOLVED, that the project, Blumont Rise Subdivision, will not have a significant impact on
the environment and that the Town of Victor Planning Board hereby issues a Negative
Declaration of Environmental Significance.

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
Aye

Approved 5 Ayes, 0 Nays,

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

An application was received on November 12, 2019 by the Secretary of the Planning
Board for a Preliminary Subdivision entitled Blumont Rise Subdivision.

2.

It is the intent of the applicant create 35 single-family home lots on 33.2 acres with
additional 74.8 acres being subject to a Development Restriction Easement for a total of
108 acres.

3.

A public hearing was duly called for and was published in “The Daily Messenger”
and whereby all property owners within a minimum of 500’ of the application 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 December 17, 2019 and February 11, 2020
at which time the public was permitted to speak on their application.

5.

The Action is classified as a Type 1 Action pursuant to Section 8 of the New York State
Environmental Quality Review Act Regulations, and the applicant provided Part I of the
Long Environmental Assessment Form.

6.

The Town Planning Board declared its intent to serve as SEQR Lead Agency on

TOWN OF VICTOR PLANNING BOARD

FEBRUARY 11, 2020

28

December 17, 2019 and affirmed Lead Agency status on February 11, 2020.
7.

On February 11, 2020 the Town Planning Board completed a thorough review of the
environmental record, including, but not limited to the Long Environmental Assessment
Form and associated attachments and issued a SEQR Negative Declaration for the
project.

8.

The Conservation Board reviewed the project on November 19, 2019 and stated the
Board agrees with easement as written which allows agricultural structures, tiling and all
agricultural purposes, farming, fencing.

9.

The application was referred to the Ontario County Planning Board under Section 239 of
the General Municipal Law.

10.

On December 11, 2019, Ontario County Planning Board referred the application back to
the referring agency as a Class 1 with comments.

11.

On November 19, 2019 the Victor Highway Dept. reviewed the project and stated there
were no concerns at this time.

12.

On December 16, 2019 the Fire Marshal reviewed the project and provided comments.

13.

The Town Engineer, LaBella Associates, has provided a comment letter dated December
13, 2019 and an update letter dated February 7, 2020, that indicates various items need to
be addressed before final approval.

14.

Pursuant to Section 27-8J of the Town Code, a recreation fee for each lot, or in the event
of a multiple dwelling, a recreation fee for each family unit, in lieu of park land shall be
paid to the Town before issuance of a building permit.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the preliminary subdivision application of Jeff
Smith, Woodstone Custom Homes, Major Subdivision entitled Blumont Rise Subdivision, drawn
by Marathon Engineering, Sheets 1 through 18, January 28, 2020, received by the Planning
Board January 28, 2020, Planning Board Application No. 02-PS-19, BE APPROVED WITH
THE FOLLOWING CONDITIONS:
Conditions that must be met prior to the Chairman signing the preliminary subdivision
plan:
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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.

2.

That Section 4 Standard Approval Conditions for all Subdivisions (Major & Minor) of
the Design and Constructions be met.

3.

That the comments in a letter dated February 7, 2020 from LaBella Associates be
addressed.

4.

That the comments in a letter dated December 16, 2019 from Town of Victor Fire
Marshal be addressed.

5.

That the comments from Ontario County DPW be addressed.
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Conditions that are on-going standard conditions that must be adhered to:
1.

That the major subdivision comply with Town of Victor Design and Construction
Standard Land Development, including Section 4.

2.

That all conservation easements show placement of markers on final plans.

3.

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.

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
Nay

Approved 4 Ayes, 1 Nays,
Mr. Harter – I voted no I feel it is a safety issue with road B. As it connects to Boughton Hill
Road. Nothing interior.
SCOUT RESERVE – LOT #2 SUBDIVISION
3-PS-19
REMOVED UNTIL FEBRUARY 25
6771 Aldridge Road
Zoned –Residential 2 w/C overlay
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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.

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 – We started to go over the recommendations to the Town Board. I should
comment here that there will be no public comment tonight. It is not the type of proceeding that
has public hearings although we gave you all the opportunity to speak during the course of this
presentation. Tonight we are just going over the recommendations.
Mr. Logan – There appears to be a question from the audience.
Chairman Santoro – Enrica?
Ms. Sharp – What if the information you get from the builder isn’t really true. I mean…
Chairman Santoro – We get information from our own consultants as well. As well as the
questions we ask.
Ms. Sharp – Ok, because last time some of the information didn’t seem to really be right.
Mr. Pettee – What you have in front of you, I did hand out tonight a new version of this
recommendation, that I handed out a couple of weeks ago. At the top in the header you will see
it has a date February 11, 2020. It is the revised edition. Anything that is new in here as
compared to last time is underlined, there is some underlined paragraphs that are in blue. There
are also some underlined paragraphs that are in red. There really is no difference other than the
author of those. We had input from Jennifer from CPL, our traffic consultant, those comments
are in red. The additional text that is in blue is from LaBella. There are maybe a few cross outs
but very few cross outs. Basically we have added some more information. I have responded to
some of the comments we have received that you had expressed for the need for the proposed
development. I guess maybe what I would like to do is first ask you if, assuming that you have
had the opportunity to look at all of the other text in here, do you have any comments or
questions for me on other numbers aside from #1, #7 and #8 that have to do with traffic
circulation and traffic generated at peak hours. Is there anything else that you wanted to discuss
beyond those points?
Mr. Gallina – No, I think those were the key sections to focus on.
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Mr. Pettee – Would you like me to go over this new information?
Mr. Gallina – I think it would be good particularly for the members of the community to hear.
Mr. Pettee – I will start out with #1.
#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 the form of single family home subdivisions, “market dynamics within Victor have
recently shifted to favor more dense residential forms such as apartments, townhouses and patio
homes. Despite this change, there is no evidence suggesting a long-term decrease in the demand
for residential development within Victor” (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 (Page 5.28) of the Town’s Comprehensive Plan reads “Provide housing for
residents of various socio economic backgrounds and life stages”.
The aforementioned buildout study was completed for the Town in 2005 that forecast a
maximum density residential build‐out of approximately 8,242 units outside the Village of
Victor. Pursuant to Chapter 1 of the Comprehensive Plan, along with considering the 2010
Census figures on housing units, there were 3,563 units that remained to be built to reach the
maximum build‐out from 2005. The proposed housing units of the current proposal would not
have been included in the previous build out figure, as the land is zoned Light Industrial.
However, this does not mean the Town wouldn’t be able to consider additional residential
units to the overall buildout, as the project area has not been identified in the Comprehensive
Plan as an area where open space was to have been preserved. Instead, the Comprehensive
Plan anticipated future land use of the project area to be commercial / light industrial.
As conceived in the Town of Victor and as more fully detailed in Section 211‐46.1 of the
Town Code, Incentive Zoning can be utilized to award density bonuses to developers
proposing development of a parcel located in an area within which density increases would be
acceptable in exchange for provision of: 1) an offsetting reduction in density elsewhere in the
community where a lower density of development would be preferred; or 2) payment to the
Town, in lieu thereof, of a sum to be determined by the Board to be equivalent to the cost of
the reduction in residential density, or payment for infrastructure improvements in areas
determined by the Town Board to be otherwise appropriate for increased residential density
but where the Town Board is unable to find adequate public facilities including transportation,
water supply, waste disposal and fire protection.
The current proposal does not seek to transfer development units to or from areas where the
Comprehensive Plan identified possible sending and receiving areas. This proposal is utilizing
the Town’s Planed Development District procedures. At the present time, the PDD rezoning
tool in Victor typically yields an increase in the maximum development density allowed upon
a site if the site already maintains a residential zoning classification. However, in this case, the
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applicant has asserted that the proposed PDD is a less intensive use than the existing Light
Industrial zoning classification would permit.
The project proposes a variety of residential housing designed to serve and support Victor’s high
technology corridor. The applicant has asserted that population shifts specific to the Metropolitan
Statistical Area of this region continue to follow the Rochester‐Canandaigua corridor growth
line, wherein the Victor community lies. Further, they contend that the millennial generation is
seeking a lifestyle that includes space, safe neighborhoods and good schools.
During the Comprehensive Plan public workshops, many residents expressed that smaller
housing options were difficult to find. As stated on page 5.17 of the Comprehensive Plan:
The desire for smaller, more diverse types of housing can stem from both financial and
behavioral needs. For instance, young singles or couples moving (or returning) to Victor
to begin their working years might not be able to afford a single family home, and might not
want that much space or the maintenance associated with it. These young people might want
to feel more connected with their peers and want access to friends, jobs, and shops by foot.
Similarly, seniors might want to remain in the community, but also may not be able to afford, or
simply do not want a single‐family home. Many seniors do not drive and thus require
amenities—including social networks of neighbors and friends—to be nearby. Both groups of
the population could fare well with smaller housing units closer to the Village center. Units built
to reduce costs for energy and water through conservation and also promote occupancy stability.
On the other end of the spectrum, empty nesters, or those whose children have left the
household, might want to and Town should continue to explore ways to enable high‐end
housing outside of the traditional single‐family model.
The Applicant engaged Vogt Strategic Insights, a national real estate market research firm, who
has provided a Preliminary Market Assessment dated November 6, 2019 and summarizes their
report, in part, with the following:
Mr. Pettee – At the last meeting we discussed and the study indicated the last paragraph on page
4.
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 – I tried to capture a bit about what the comprehensive plan discussed based on, I do
not want to call it an alternative housing style but, alternative to the single family residential
housing that is a big market here in the Victor community and hopefully this kind of hits the
mark. Any questions or comments?
Mr. Harter – I do not disagree with what you have said so far.
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Mr, Logan – Just a comment on top of page 3 of 14 paragraph in black. You said a variety of
residential housing styles…could it be residential housing types? Styles I’m not sure what that
means. There is different types; there are apartments, townhomes, and single family. In the
middle of that comprehensive plan paragraph on the same page, I circled up a couple things as
you were reading it. This to me does not goes towards those people looking and wanting to be
more connected with their peers and what access to friends, jobs by foot because there is no
place to walk. It more focuses on the later to downsize living space for a variety of reasons not
necessarily financial. Enable high end housing outside of the traditional single family motto. I
don’t see this addressing the former as much as the later. That is my comment as where will they
walk. We don’t have any sidewalks along there.
Mr. Pettee – That is a good comment and I hesitated when I added that in there for your
consideration because it was geared more towards locating this style of housing near the Village
center or in a place where they can walk.
Mr. Gallina – Which may be more appropriate or consistent with the comp plan.
Mr. Logan – Yes, we are providing additional types of housing in this particular spot and it may
well work for one group of people but not necessarily the other. I am not saying it is a reason to
reject it but I am saying the Town Board may want consider that as they are reviewing the
justification as to why this type of housing grouping at this location in order to approve the PDD.
It is where we are going with this right, back to the Town Board.
Chairman Santoro – To reiterate this, we are not approving it we are just making a
recommendation to the Town Board and they are the ones to make the decision.
Mr. Logan – Thank you Ernie, I am trying to say the same thing.
Mr. Gallina - Wes back to top of page 3 where the applicant asserts that the proposed PDD is less
than intense use than existing light industrial zoning would permit. While that may be true from
a traffic impact perspective is that really true across a broader spectrum of impacts? For
example, I am under the impression that from a financial perspective that light industrial is kind
of a net positive from a town perspective versus residential as a net negative from a financial
perspective. Given that we are looking to rezone I just think that maybe should be called out.
Mr. Logan – I agree with that.
Mr. Harter – In terms of taxes paid?
Mr. Gallina – Just the revenue versus the cost.
Mr. Logan – It effects the school district more this way than it does light industrial. There are
traffic issues that impact the town highway system more substantially then light industrial as we
have seen already for the application for the same site. But school district and other community
costs will be directly impacted by it. It needs to be conveyed to the Town Board as well.
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Mr. Pettee- I can work that in there. If we can flip to page 8. The Town Code asks us to make a
finding with this.
#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. Table 6 within the Traffic Impact Study (TIS) provides the average
queue length at the intersections studied. These values are shown in feet. The average queue
length leaving the site in the morning peak hour is reported as 10‐ft, and in the evening peak as
8‐ft, which indicates on‐site queuing will not be an issue. Unlike an employment center where
many people leave at the same time when the workday is complete, traffic exiting residential
land uses is more staggered.
Although the TIS does not indicate a queuing problem for vehicles exiting the site via one access
drive, the Planning Board considered that any rezoning for the project require the developer to
explore a second means of ingress and egress. This included but not necessarily limited
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. Topography limitations exist with alternate access point to the immediate east
or north of the parcel. To the immediate east, distances between existing building structures and
property lines are less than 80’ in width and have grade change across that distance of greater
than 40’ (600’ elevation to 556’ elevation, access via east to west from Highline to Fisher Run).
To the immediate south, elevations drop approximately 80’ from a site elevation of 600’ to 520’
(access via South to North from Highline to Fishers Run). A second means of access onto Main
Street Fishers could cause potential issues as vehicles exit the site. There is the potential that two
vehicles could exit the site at the same time in opposing directions causing a dangerous
weave/conflict area.
# 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 (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, CPL. The following intersection areas were included in the study, and no mitigation
measures were recommended by the applicant’s Traffic Engineer:
•
•

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

These intersections were selected based on the traffic volume anticipated to be generated by
Highline Park. Generally if an intersection were to have an increase in traffic volume of 100
vehicles or more in the peak hour, then it should be analyzed. As further described below, at the
time the TIS was prepared, the development was expected to add 114 vehicular trips in the
evening peak hour, which is just above the 100 vehicle threshold. Traffic will dissipate through
the surrounding roadway network and intersections beyond those noted would see an increase in
traffic less than the 100 vehicle threshold.
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 wee 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. Using the reduced density, the Town’s Traffic Consultant
calculated the morning peak trip generation to be 86, and the evening peak to be 103. In
comparison, were the existing Light Industrial zoning to remain, trip generation would be
approximately 3‐times as much the morning and twice as many in the evening (per the TIS).
Mr. Pettee – You see Table 1 there and then there is another table that illustrates the anticipated
trip generation with the proposed use versus a trip generation with a light industrial use.
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Light Industrial Zoning
Morning
Evening
283
255

Mr. Pettee – Trip generation rates are based on empirical data; they are not based for example on
the number of parking spaces or the number of bedrooms. Data within the Institute of
Transportation Engineers (ITE) Trip Generation Manual provides trip generation rates based on
actual traffic counts at actual locations with similar uses. The data is an amalgamation of
thousands of sites over many decades. As new traffic information is obtained, ITE issues a newer
version of the Manual. The 10th Edition is the most recent version. The manual provided
information to the user such as the number of trips that will be generated by proposed land uses
as well as the percentage of these trips that are expected to enter or exit the site.
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”. As shown in Table 5 of the TIS, the level of service (LOS) at the intersections studied
remains generally unchanged between the 2022 Background and the 2022 Full Build. This is true
for both individual legs of the intersections and the intersections as a whole. The only exception
to this is the southbound through/right movement, during the morning peak, at the Philips
Road/Fishers Run/Main Street Fishers which drops from a LOS of B to a LOS of C. [It
should be noted that Table 5 reports a LOS of A for this leg for the 2022 Full Build w/ Fishers
Ridge. This is a typo and should have been reported as C. The Synchro software analysis
provided in Appendix B shows the correct value of C. The 21.0 seconds of delay as shown is
correct.]
Within CPL’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”. As described in the “NO BUILD CONDITIONS” section of the Highline
Park TIS, the raw traffic counts from the ConServe TIS were not used as the basis for the
Highline Park TIS. Instead, the ConServe “2017 Background Conditions” were used. Projected
traffic volumes for adjacent projects, including Lehigh Crossing, Meadows Business Park,
Pinnacle Athletic, Omnitech Business Park, and Phase I of Fishers Ridge, were added to raw
traffic counts obtained in 2016. These volumes were extrapolated out to 2017 in the ConServe
TIS using a growth rate of 0.5% to create the aforementioned 2017 Background Conditions. The
Highline Park TIS then used these volumes as the basis for the analysis. The data was
extrapolated out to the Highline Park Build Year of 2022 using a growth rate of 0.5% per year.
This growth rate was established in the TIS using historic traffic data on Main Street Fishers and
NYS Route 96. It was verified by the Town’s Traffic Consultant.
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 fi

TOWN OF VICTOR PLANNING BOARD

January 28, 2020

37

eld review was conducted of the proposed study area. During the visit, information
regarding signal timings, peak hour queue lengths and any pedestrian facilities
were recorded and used to more accurately model the existing conditions for the t
raffic study.
‐Traffic Data Collection, Page 7, TIS, October 21, 2019

Mr. Pettee – The new get into the $75,000 incentive zoning contribution. We reviewed that at
the last meeting and I will read the last paragraph
Based on CPL’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.
Mr. Pettee- That is a lot of information to digest. Was there anything that stood out to you in
items number 7 or 8? Anything you wanted to ask a question on?
Mr. Harter – Sounds well covered to me.
Mr. Logan – Section 7 page 8. Second paragraph it talks about the different options that were
looked at for a second entrance for the site and that would have gone to Fishers Run I think. We
talked about that at length at the last meeting. I don’t know how many of the public was her but
it would have been nice to go over to Fishers Run we thought and the problem is that all
interjects traffic into businesses that are already utilizing that at peak times pretty extensively.
Trying to get there was also incredibly difficult especially if you went north up to the end at
Fishers Run. There is one property owner there going over east to the north south leg of that
would be going between a couple different parcels that would be far enough back away from the
intersection that would make sense to do that. The grade change and I guess I had this from
neighboring property owners. It is just not one property owner and is there multiple owners. I
would change that. I think in the end having a single ingress/egress makes the most sense for
this site given the impacts on parcels commercial and light industrial on Fishers Run.
Mr. Harter – They are only required to have one entrance according to the code we have been
referring to.
Mr. Pettee – that is a good question. I have not heard specifically from the Fire Marshal and do
not know if he has provided any input on that. It is a questions that leads me to wanting to point
to the last page of this. I want to bring your attention to page 14. If the Planning Board was so
inclined to make a recommendation, whether it be tonight or another time.
b)
Preserving the Town Planning Board’s discretion and flexibility, during review and
approval of the Final Development Plan, to further consider environmental and other site
constraints or factors and to:
Right now we are looking at a conceptual preliminary development plan. There will be a lot of
engineering that would need to go into what you are seeing on the screen up there. They are
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going to need to provide a grading plan, utility plan and all sorts of stuff. We will have to review
the stormwater management and traffic as well. We are not even doing SEQR.
Mr. Harter – This is like a contingency rolled in our back pocket.
Mr. Pettee – Exactly. So you have the ability to review and approve the final development plan.
There could be some alteration of what you are seeing here. Under the following:
ii.
Make final determinations with respect to the final layout and configuration of all
buildings (including building height), streets, ingress and egress areas, parking areas, pedestrian
amenities, setbacks, open spaces, screening, buffering, easements and intersections, landscaping
and tree preservation, stormwater management.
Mr. Pettee – All those things you still have the ability to have discretion there. That is what I
wanted to point out.
Mr. Harter – I appreciate you mentioning that cause that also touches on stormwater
management too, I think I had asked you a question about cause this is one of your other items
#9. We see three ponds shown there which is nice and represents stormwater areas. I think
similar to the discussion we had about an offsite access or continuation thru drainage likewise
has to flow somewhere and I don’t know where we have seen any plans where it has been
defined. I did notice when I went thru the dropbox there was some information on someone who
indicated there was drainage issues out there. When you are draining holding ponds thru other
properties typically you have to have an easement to do that. I am thinking in reference to the
access road you were talking about.
Mr. Pettee – I appreciate those thoughts.
Chairman Santoro – We did discuss the cross easements. It does not look like there is room.
Mr. Pettee – It is certainly tight to the east. There is not a lot of room to the east and then to the
north. It is a big challenge. You have suggested a couple pretty simple changes here so far. Are
there any other thoughts?
Mr. Logan – Do we need to make a statement to the Town Board as to whether or not we feel
this is a viable PDD?
Chairman Santoro – Have we addressed the three story?
Mr. Pettee – It is reduced from the initial four. In your recommendation here you are requesting
to make a final determination with respect to buildings, including building height. You have
mentioned and indicated a maximum density equivalent to 146 units in paragraph A on page 14.
You are kind of saying yes we are somewhat in agreement with this but you would still like to
have some input and have some flexibility to what you are going to approve if it should get that
far. The last paragraph on page 13.
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AND, BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, The Town of Victor Planning Board hereby recommends
that rezoning of the subject parcels to a Planned Development District include, as a condition of
the rezoning, provisions:
And then it has the provisions specified on page 14.
Chairman Santoro – Here is what I suggest. This is not going to be decided tonight. Ask the
Board to look this over between now and the next meeting and make your comments known at
that time and maybe we can find ourselves heading toward a final resolution. This is not a
resolution but recommendation.
Mr. Harter – Speaking for myself I do not have anything more and satisfied with what has been
presented here. I think Wes did a good job. These adjustments that have been suggested. I
don’t have a problem with it.
Chairman Santoro – Others on the Board may have some comments. Let’s hopefully get this
resolved at the next meeting. Pretty short agenda as it is right now.
Mr. Logan – There are a few things that I have made comments on and Wes has made notes.
There are some other things that I have circled for myself and need to consider. I think the next
meeting will be fine. This is the first time Joe has seen it.
Chairman Santoro – This is Joe Limbeck who is our fifth member now and is his first meeting.
Is everyone in agreement with that?
There were no other discussions.
Motion was made by Joe Logan seconded by Joe Limbeck RESOLVED the meeting was
adjourned at 8:56 PM.
Lisa Boughton, Secretary

