TOWN OF VICTOR PLANNING BOARD

February 25, 2020

A regular meeting of the Town of Victor Planning Board was held on Tuesday, February 25,
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; Councilman Dave Condon, Town Board
Liaison; Lee Wager, Enrica Sharp, Lisa Brotsch, Jeff Morell, Marsha Senges, Fran & Monica
Murphy, Joe Hurley, 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 February 11, 2020 be approved.
Ernie Santoro
Joe Logan
Al Gallina
Scott Harter
Joe Limbeck

Aye
Aye
Aye
Aye
Aye

Approved 5 Ayes, 0 Nays,

CORRESPONDENCE


No correspondence at this time.

BOARDS AND COMMITTEE UPDATES
Councilman Condon to report from the Town Board
 Nothing to report at this time.
PLANNING BOARD reported by Lisa Boughton
 March 10th, 2020
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Anderson Subdivision, located at 1025 Strong Road, applicant is
requesting approval to create a clustered subdivision consisiting of 53
single family homes on 162 acreas. Applicant is requesting input for
an incentive zoning consideration that will be made to the Twon Board
for an additional 35 lots for this project.

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.
Mr. Avila – Evening. I will try to give you a six months synopsis of what brought this upon in
about 5 minutes. Last night I spoke to the Town Board after receiving a complaint number of
months ago about some outdoor storage in our Light Industrial District. In the process of dealing
with that complaint we came to the realization that there are some confusion as to the
requirements and what is allowed when it comes to outdoor storage in all districts thru ought the
town, specifically Light Industrial and Commercial Light Industrial. Lisa has put up an example
of what the Light Industrial Code requirements for outdoor storage is and in those three sub
paragraphs it talks about what is allowed, not allowed and throws in incidental storage outdoors,
which is not defined in the code anywhere. In the process of diving down this rabbit hole with
storage with the engineers of the applicant in question in the complaint we realized we needed to
revamp the code and make some modifications to make it more clear, both to the applicants, as
to what they need to do to have storage approval, and to Code Enforcement to allow us a more
clear line in the path to compliance within our code.
Our first thought was that we brought this to the Zoning Board and asked them for an
interpretation specifically to define outdoor storage and whether or not it was allowed and then
to also to define this incidental storage. Thru substantial conversation we realized that we really
cannot do that in black and white in the code. Example that was brought up is just in the Light
Industrial district you could have a manufacturing plant that is doing heavy welding and working
with steel and you could have a commercial bakery. They are both going to have completely
different storage needs. It needed to be handled on a case by case basis which brings us to the
Planning Board and site plan approval and review. Unfortunately when you go thru the 211-31
the site plan review subsection of the Zoning Code there is nothing that talks about specifically
when it comes to storage approval. We discussed it internally and the Planning Building
Department decided that some modifications to the 211-31 were in order and maybe some
cleaning up of other sections of codes that are contradicting and confusing. We talked to the
Town Board last night and they were in agreement with that and so I am before you tonight to
discuss what the Planning Board would like to see in those amendments to the Code and if there
are any ideas or questions on how we got here prior to actually drafting and amendment and
bringing it back before you. If there are any questions, I would be happy to answer them or any
ideas on which direction the Planning Board would like to see us go from here.
Chairman Santoro – There is nothing you can do at this point without an amendment to this? If
somebody is storing outside?
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Mr. Avila – What we have done to sort of amend what I said before is there is nothing
specifically in the code that states you have to have outdoor storage reviewed by the Planning
Board. Historically we have. Any of you that have sat on the Board for any length of time know
that are many site plans out there that have outdoor storage approved on the site plan. The
problem that Code Enforcement has is that if you get someone that is knowledgeable about the
code they can say when of the Code Enforcement Officers say “It is not on your site plan” the
code does not require it to be on the site plan. Which is exactly what we heard in this particular
complaint. The short answer is not really. Nothing in codes specifically gives Code
Enforcement the direct line to compliance as it is written now. I don’t think we are looking to
drastically amend the code but maybe looking for a definition vaguely of what outdoor storage
would consist of. A short addition to one of the bulleted items of requirement for review and site
plan and probably and amending each of the individual district language taking out anything that
is confusing in that code section. That is our initial idea but if there was additional input from
the Planning Board that is what we were looking for tonight.
Chairman Santoro – This does not apply right now to a single family?
Mr. Avila – Correct.
Chairman Santoro – What do you do when someone is storing things outside in a situation like
that?
Mr. Avila – There are property maintenance state codes that to a point rule on that. When it
come to our Commercial or Light Industrial business districts that is mostly what we are looking
for.
Mr. Harter – It sounds like it behooves us to require that the applicant when they come forward
with a project that is in a commercial or industrial area define that and put it on the site plan.
Even if it is not technically a requirement I think the Planning Board has a right to ask for that.
Mr. Avila – Yes, absolutely. Historically you have but when the Code Enforcement Officer says
you are outside of your storage that is on your site plan or should be on your site plan they can
always come back at that point and say that I am not required to have it on my site plan. Which
is what I said what we ran into the specific instance that brought this about.
Mr. Logan – I would agree that we need to have a provision that states just like a building
footprint has to be defined you would think that outdoor storage would have to be defined.
Screening should be at least noted and it needs to be addressed and the Board has to approve it. I
get that heavy steel is tough to have indoor storage. If you have outdoor storage you want to be
able to want to put it somewhere. I think your example was bakery, was the other one. I do not
know what they would store outside.
Mr. Avila – It was an example brought up by the Zoning Board.
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Mr. Logan – I guess I am a little puzzled why it is not a requirement. I think it should be in the
code. If you look at the architectural code there is recommended, not recommended and perhaps
we need some discussion as to what type of outdoor storage. What the objective of outdoor
storage code would be or addition to the code would be for the benefit of the applicants. The
other questions is “the guy next door has been for fifty years and he has outdoor storage, why do
I have to do it?”
Chairman Santoro – We have a storage facility that was approved year or too ago over on Main
Street Fishers.
Mr. Avila – Outside of actual storage facilities, which are spoken about within the districts that
they are allowed, general outdoor storage is what you see. 211.24 is the extent of what is spoken
about for outdoor storage within the code. One of the other example that was brought up to
answer you Joe, is to specific industries right within the light industrial district you have got say
Danforth who is doing large pipe welding and two properties down you have Ted Collins who is
an outdoor arborists/landscape.
Mr. Logan – Bristol’s. Same deal.
Mr. Avila – Right. All of their storage is outdoors. It really does need to be seen on a case by
case basis. What is outdoor storage? Is Bristol’s or Ted Collins outdoor storage or is it an
element of doing that particular business? Take a company that has a fleet of 20 trucks and
fifteen of their trailers sit in the parking lot for a week to two weeks a t a time, is that considered
outdoor storage? The Planning Department really thinks that that should be the prevue of the
five members of the Planning Board decide on a case by case basis if this is storage you are
proposing or is this just an element of doing business.
Mr. Logan – When the Chevy dealer came into town when Victor Chevrolet bought the
Randall’s building. We had objections about how they were storing all their vehicles and they
pointed down the road and Bristol’s keeps all their stuff out and nobody objects to that. It is a
matter of visual. They sell cars and they want them visible so does Bristol’s. It is more of a
display item rather than storage so do we have a definition that says if it is raw materials storage
versus sales product? Is that in the code?
Mr. Avila – It is not.
Mr. Logan – It sounds like we need to define things better within the town. Or the type of
materials being stored.
Chairman Santoro – The place on Philips Road that seems to be getting more and more semitrailers in there. Is there anything addressed in here about that?
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Mr. Avila – No there is not. I think a definition of what is actually considered outdoor storage or
product display or whatever path we decide to take on that and I do not know if LaBella has
something.
Mr. Logan – The guy over at E-Waste has about 50 trailers sitting out there.
Mr. Avila – If you go behind there is a lot more than 50.
Mr. Logan - That to me is outdoor storage.
Mr. Pettee – I just had a thought and maybe you have considered this but would it help if under
the submission requirements for site plan for example in the Design and Construction Standards
we have these general items in here and required plan size, project name, north arrow, so on and
so forth. It also mentions proposed landscaping and lighting and maybe we add in there
proposed location of outdoor storage, any screening or what not. Just another thought.
Mr. Logan – Proposed storage and location cause you may not choose to allow outdoor storage
of a particular type of product without screening or maybe they need to have a cold outdoor
storage building rather than a fencing.
Mr. Pettee – Usually when I am reviewing a plan I will look at the general submission
requirements to make sure the applicant has addressed that on their plans and that might be a
tickler item for getting them to put it on there.
Mr. Avila – Is there any thoughts from the Board? You can go to either extreme really quick.
From a Code Enforcement standpoint we are obviously always looking for the black and white
because it makes our jobs easier. This is one of those sticky ones where it is not so black and
white. Would it be beneficial to maybe require anything that is going to be store outside of the
building needs to be addressed at the planning stage and at that point the Planning Board can
decide is this outdoor storage or outdoor display or is this incidental storage. That way once it
either on or not on the site plan that becomes the law than and gives us the black and white for
each individual case.
Mr. Gallina – I think that makes sense. If you are thinking typical site plan approval it is
dumpsters or HVAC systems so to me it is an extension of those types of things that should be
demarked on the site plan and approved or request for selective screening.
Mr. Logan – Do we know if there are any other regional municipalities that have a code that
would include outdoor storage?
Mr. Avila – That will be something we research prior to coming up with a draft amendment.
Mr. Logan – We went to several different towns when we were putting together the architectural
code and looked at different examples. Looks a lot like Pittsford’s but there are some
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differences. Same thing with wind energy systems and it is nice to find other codes that the
towns have wrestled with already and the towns have come up with some ideas and perhaps look
into doing a search on the towns for outdoor storage code and might find a lot of stuff on Google.
Chairman Santoro – Perinton must have dealt with it. You have that farm up there on Turk Hill
Road and once in a while you see an article in the paper about the town trying to do something
about it but there the tractors sit.
Mr. Limbeck – I think it is important to when you come up with the proposed changes that you
pursue the idea of definitions with the Zoning Board because that will allow us to react
appropriately when we see things on the site plan. We will have something to refer to rather than
being more subjective. The more definitions we have about what is and what isn’t incidental and
whatever will facilitate making the decisions.
Chairman Santoro – Are you formulating or in the process of formulating a draft?
Mr. Avila – We are going to start now yes and hopefully in the next month or two we will have
something to bring back to the Planning Board and get your input on the proposed changes and
then propose that to the Town Board.
Chairman Santoro – Sounds like a plan.
Mr. Logan – In terms of when you are storing things outside you may want to address if there are
any impacts to the ground or things like that. Should we have things up off the ground that
might otherwise break and spill out. We need to make sure code addresses that there is adequate
control to the materials being stored so that they do not get offsite in the ground and contaminate.
Chairman Santoro – We will be waiting for your draft.

PUBLIC HEARING
Speakers are requested to limit comments to 3 minutes and will be asked to conclude
comments at 5 minutes.

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.
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Chairman Santoro – We have another draft based on comments from the last meeting. Wes
would you like to take over?
Mr. Pettee – The updated draft as you will see in top right corner is dated February 25, 2020.
The changes from the last meeting can be seen in the underlines and any of the cross outs. There
might only be a few cross outs. The first change is on page 3 of 14 noting that while the
proposed use is a less intensive use than an industrial type of facility in regards to traffic. The
proposed use could have impacts on schools and other community resources.
If you flip to page 7. We have a little bit of narrative at the top of page 7 under criteria
#4. The existing character of the neighborhood and the relationship, beneficial or adverse, of the
proposed development to this neighborhood. We have added Light Industrial zoning areas
typically support higher densities, due to immediate access to sewer, water, gas, electric, as well
as accommodating road networks. The Highline Park location was specifically chosen in this
quadrant of the Town due to the readily available infrastructure, as well for providing housing
options in the immediate vicinity for Victor’s High Technology work force.
Towards the bottom underneath criteria #5. The Planning Board is not supportive of the
3‐story apartment building configuration. The massing of a three‐story apartment building is not
consistent with the scale of the proposed single‐family homes within the development. Two‐
story apartment buildings would be more in alignment with the existing neighborhood, proposed
single‐family homes and duplexes, and would still provide a transition between the Residential‐2
zoning district and Light Industrial zoning district.
On page 8 we have added a little bit about walkability and the plans for the developer to
install sidewalks. To support walkability, the development will be extending sidewalks from the
current intersection of Fishers Run and Main Street Fishers to the Highline Park entry. The
project is also located near the highly utilized Auburn and Lehigh multi‐ purpose trail connection
points and can support the Pinnacle Athletic Campus immediately adjacent to the Auburn Trail.
Towards the very end on page 14. Rather than one of the conditions or observations that
the Planning Board would be making if you entertain this resolution. 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:
a) Specifying that the maximum height of apartment buildings shall be two‐stories;
We removed the reference to the maximum number of units. Those are the changes that I have
recorded from the last meeting. I do not know if anyone has any questions or comments or even
questions for the applicant. There you have it.
Mr. Harter – If we reduce the height of the buildings as we are showing does that mean the
developer wants to add more units then?
Chairman Santoro – This is just a recommendation on the PDD. If it is approved by the Town
Board it will come back to us for review. So nothing is in stone at this point. Even if it is
recommended to proceed with this resolution here.
Mr. Logan – Wes, the 146 unit density is that just apartments or is that everything?
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Mr. Pettee – No, that was everything.
Mr. Logan – If you remove that maximum number, what could they propose and are we
suggesting as a Board that it is okay to build 300?
Mr. Pettee – no.
Mr. Logan – It directly affects the other pieces of the study. The density, the traffic and
everything that comes out of this. I am struggling a bit with taking out the equivalent of.
Mr. Pettee – The recommendation that you would be making on the proposed rezoning is based
on 146 units. If you were to give a favorable recommendation to the application the Planning
Board is recommending that the 146 units based on the applicant preliminary development plan.
That is what they have proposed. Because you have not put a limit on there you are in no way
recommended more than what they have already indicated. You are recommending giving this
most recent change the maximum height, a limit to that maximum height which may in fact
reduce the number of units.
Mr. Logan – Another building there made it denser I guess. More impervious space. We will
have to look at that as well. How many units does that remove if you took the top floor of three
buildings?
Mr. Morrell – It is a significant impact. It is roughly 15 units per building so 45 units. It would
create a very significant redesign. My only concern there would be in that redesign process my
other impacts on the site itself would be potentially more significant. I was moving away from
that because the initial feedback from the Board was going to a three building footprint from the
original four building footprint was a very significant change. The topography really worked
very significantly to the advantage of being able to move the three building footprint. Sub orient
the buildings using the grade and then still achieve the density and all of the buffering that was
required. My only comment to the Board this evening would be maintaining at least the
flexibility thru the remaining of the process so that we go to the Town Board as well as back to
the Planning Board on that issue specifically instead of completely causing a retool of the project
and having to come back before the entire Board process again. I’m happy to continue to look at
impacts of three story on elevations buffering so on and so forth but this rewrite is the first time I
have seen this and is calling for a whole sale recommendation specifically two stories where
before it was maximum of three story in total with your purview of those site plans as I come
back to the Board.
Chairman Santoro – You will have to address this anyways. If it goes thru and you have to come
back for site plan review. Better that you know about it now.
Mr. Morrell – I am fine. I have always known that there was those concerns. I just didn’t want
this recommendation specifically to say we want two story. Before the concerns were measured
and it says that you have concerns about three stories given the Planning Board that restriction.
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If you look at the prior language it basically says the Planning Board was looking at that and still
had the right to review the three story element when we come back for site plan. I was just
basically making sure that that flexibility exists otherwise I am retooling. It said that three story
to two story is 45 units I am for sure going to need to put a fourth building back into that
dynamic. I do not necessarily want to go counter to prior input that I have received. All I am
asking for this evening is to just to make sure the Planning Board has that as a preference you
could state that as a preference and give that guidance to the Town Board or noted that it was one
of your top concerns as it was written prior or one of your significant concerns as it was written
prior.
Chairman Santoro – That is what the language says. It is the proposed language in this
resolution. The Planning Board is not supportive of the three story configuration.
Mr., Morrell – This is specifying the maximum height of apartment buildings shall be two
stories. Whereas before it basically did not have that as we only want to see two stories where
before was we want to make sure that project is built.
Chairman Santoro – I may have mentioned that at prior meetings about the height of the
buildings.
Mr. Morrell – That is why I said I would provide the elevation pieces etcetera. I am in a “catch
22” on that.
Mr. Pettee – One thing that we could consider and I am just adding to the dialogue here and
deliberating a little bit. Back on page 7 of 14 where I included that paragraph about where the
Planning Board is not supportive, we could if the Planning Board was inclined to say something
like the Planning Board is concerned with the three story apartment building configuration, the
amassing three story apartment building may not be consistent with the scale of the proposed
single family homes within the development. Two story apartment buildings could be more in
alignment with the existing neighborhood proposed single family homes so on and so forth. That
way you have identified that as a concern and that concern gets to the Town Board level. On the
back page 14 of 14. You could go back to specifying the maximum residential density upon this
site shall not exceed maximum density equivalent to 146 units.
Mr. Morrell – That will address Mr. Logan’s comment of not to exceed and cannot come back
before the Board with my original proposal of 160as I said we had the 10% reduction.
Mr. Pettee – And that the Planning Board may further consider building height impacts in the
final site plan review or something of that nature.
Mr. Morell – It is also in point (b.1) to make final determination with respect to the final layout
and configuration of all buildings including building height. So the Planning Board to continue
to have that flexibility I just wanted to highlight that so that it was not communicated that full
stop wo story. Basically this is one of the constraints or previsions.
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Mr. Gallina – Wes, I propose to keeping the language on page 7 as is. I don’t think there is
anything in that language that says we are prohibiting it but we are clearly not supportive of three
stories. Again, my recommendation is to that language and then if we want to on the final page
put the upper limit on the number of units. That kind of puts it out there for the Town Board to
contemplate and make their own determination.
Mr. Logan – I would agree with that.
Chairman Santoro – As would I.
Mr. Harter – Makes sense.
Mr. Logan – Leave the language on 7 alone, remove the max height comment there and revert
back. Was there change you had at all on that one?
Mr. Gallina – Nope.
Mr. Pettee – So the cross outs on page 14 we will reinstate or we will put those back into the
resolution.
Mr. Logan – So you will have three instead of two under (b). I am okay with that.
Chairman Santoro – Anyone have comments or questions? Do you have to read this whole
thing?
Mr. Pettee – No. We have taken some considerable time in previous meetings where we have
been able to articulate what the resolution says. If the Planning Board is inclined you can do a
roll call vote.
Mr. Logan – I just want to make sure what we are voting on and when it comes to the edits you
just made on this document you need to strike the edits for the record. Or at least we are striking
the edits that you have proposed based on what you have heard from the Board?
Mr. Pettee – Correct.
Mr. Logan – However we resolve this and Ernie maybe just read this as edited as presented to
the Board today this date with the red changes with the exception of page 14 section (a) and (b).
I think that is the only changes to this document that Wes has handed out. Wes doesn’t have to
read the whole thing just the changes. So with the exception of page 14 (a) and (b) strike outs
this would be the resolution.
Mr., Pettee – That is exactly right.
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Chairman Santoro – Any further comments or questions? Let’s take a roll call vote. All in
favor?
Joe Limbeck
Scott Harter
Joe Logan
Al Gallina
Ernie Santoro

Aye
Aye
Aye
Nay
Aye

Approved 4 Ayes, 1 Nays,
Chairman Santoro – Aye. This will go to the Town Board now.
The amended recommendation that was sent to the Town Board is as follows:
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,
WHEREAS, the Town Board referred the Application to the Town of Victor Planning
Board (“Planning Board”), and in accordance with applicable requirements, the Planning
Board has considered the Application as a Planned Development District based on the
eleven criteria specified in Section 211-27 D (1) (c) of the Victor Town Code entitled
“Planned Development District regulations” (hereinafter the “Development District
Regulations”) and,
WHEREAS, in response to Planning Board concerns and public comments regarding the
project, the Applicant has provided an updated preliminary development plan (the
“Amended 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,
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
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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 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;
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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 applicant has asserted that the proposed PDD is
a less intensive use than the existing Light Industrial zoning classification would permit.
While the current proposal would be a less intensive use with respect to traffic,
residential land uses can have greater impacts on schools, emergency services and other
community resources.
The project proposes a variety of residential housing types 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 downsize their living space for a variety of reasons—not
necessarily financial. The Village and Town should continue to explore ways to enable
high-end housing outside of the traditional single-family model.
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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:
Based on our review of area demographics and telephone survey of area rental properties,
it is our preliminary opinion that a strong market does exist for the subject project to be
generally developed as currently proposed.
Based on our evaluation of area rent levels and our experience analyzing tenant incomes
of individuals and households seeking market-rate rental housing, we estimate there will
be 4,209 renter households with an annual income of $58,000 or higher in the preliminary
Site PMA in 2021. The capture rate is very achievable at 3.8%.
In our opinion, the proposed rent schedule is generally appropriate, although we would
recommend increasing the rents for the smallest units and reducing the rents for the
largest units.
We anticipate the proposed Highline Park development will provide a high-quality,
market-rate option for the projected household growth that is occurring in the Victor area.
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 marketrate accounting for 76% of all apartment projects.
2.

In what respects the plan is or is not consistent with the stated purposes of the
Planned Development District. Section 211-27 (D)(1) (c) (2).

Section 211-27, A of the Victor Town Code concerning general planned development
district requirements states:
The purpose of this district is to provide a means of developing those land areas within
the community considered appropriate for new residential, recreational, commercial or
industrial use or a satisfactory combination of these uses in an economic and compatible
manner while encouraging the utilization of innovative planning and design concepts in
the areas without departing from the spirit and intent of these zoning regulations.
The project is consistent with the purposes of the Planned Development District, as the
proposed preliminary development plan utilizes planning and design to combine a mix of
residential styles within one area. The design provides a transition between the existing
single-family homes west of the project to the existing commercial / light industrial on
the east side of the project. Traditional residential zoning within the Town does not
provide for establishing residential apartments within a neighborhood that is zoned for
single‐family detached homes.
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The proposal constitutes an alternative to single family housing within close proximity to
commercial and business areas and Interstate roadways. The proposal expands mixed
residential uses that would meet what the Applicant contends is in demand for higher
density housing compared to what is offered throughout the majority of the town. The
proposal appears to be consistent with the Planned Development District regulations as
set out above [Section 211-27 (D)]

3.

The extent to which the plan departs from the zoning regulations formerly
applicable to the property in question (including bulk, density and permitted
uses). [Section 211-27 (D)(1) (c) (3)]

As the project parcel is currently within the Town’s Light Industrial Zoning District, the
proposed project would not be an allowable use with the existing zoning. Section 211‐46
(Open Space) of the Town Code generally requires major residential subdivisions to have
a minimum of 50% open space; whereas, industrial uses are required to only have 35%
open space. The current preliminary development plan indicates that 63% of the site will
be greenspace.
Chapter 4 of the Town’s adopted 2015 Comprehensive Plan discusses the anticipated
build-out that has become regarded as an important benchmark (also detailed within
Chapter 1), and recommends institution of a growth management program that states the
following:
It is recommended that the anticipated build-out, as presently estimated, be adopted as the
target size. At the same time, the growth management program should not strictly
preclude all actions that could be expected to increase the anticipated build-out. Instead,
the program should require close monitoring of the build-out estimate and careful
consideration and management of any actions that would, through rezoning or some other
approval, potentially increase density so as to also inflate the anticipated build out.
The proposed plan and rezoning would change the allowable uses that would be
permitted on the site. As described in the below table, the proposed PDD allows for uses
that are quite different from the allowable uses in the Light Industrial Zoning District.
Light Industrial
Research and development facilities
Service industry
Production or processing
Warehousing
Office buildings
Bakeries
Motor vehicle repair

Proposed Highline Park PDD
Single-family dwellings
Two-family dwellings
Townhomes
Patio homes
Duplex
Multiple-family dwellings
Apartments
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Heavy industrial equipment sales
Customary agricultural uses
Customary accessory uses
Heliports
Day-care centers
Communication towers
Municipal / public service/utility bldgs.
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Clubhouse or similar use
Customary accessory uses

The perimeter setbacks, interior and exterior buffers proposed for the project are retained
or increased as compared to requirements within the Light Industrial Zoning District. The
Light Industrial District requires that no industrial structure shall be located within 100feet of the boundary line of any residential district. The proposed PDD, which is
residential in nature, depicts proposed single-family homes to be no closer than 100-feet
to a residential district, but proposed townhomes appear to be within approximately 3040 feet of the residential district to the west. The apartment buildings appear to be 50-feet
from the property line and Light Industrial Zoning District to the east. The general
setback within the Light Industrial Zoning District is 15-feet when not adjacent to a
residential district.
The proposed 3-story apartment buildings are one story higher than typically constructed
within the Town’s residential districts. The increase in height is visually minimized by
the quality of architecture and topography of the site. Additionally, the apartment
buildings have been situated on the area of the site that is furthest away from the
residential zoning district.
The proposed density would be approximately 7.7 units per acre.
As a result, given all of these considerations, the proposed PDD constitutes a significant
departure from the existing zoning regulations with regard to allowable uses. However, as
the applicant contends, the proposed project would appear to be a less intensive use than
a light industrial use.

4. The existing character of the neighborhood and the relationship, beneficial or
adverse, of the proposed development to this neighborhood. Section 211-27
(D)(1) (c) (4)]
The project parcel is vacant industrially zoned land situated on a County roadway
between a small residential subdivision, Sauer Farms Drive, and a commercial/industrial
area within close proximity to NYS Route 96 and the Interstate highway system.
The Applicant has designed the project in a fashion that creates a transition between the
single-family residential subdivision to the west and the commercial/industrial to the east.
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The proposal places single-family dwellings and a small number of townhomes nearest to
the existing residentially zoned neighborhood, while placing the clubhouse and one
apartment building central within the project site. Lastly two apartment buildings are
located nearest to the light industrial zoning district that contains the commercial/light
industrial uses. The proposed layout would seem to be a beneficial layout given the
existing conditions in the surrounding neighborhood.
Light Industrial zoning areas typically support higher densities, due to immediate access
to sewer, water, gas, electric, as well as accommodating road networks. The Highline
Park location was specifically chosen in this quadrant of the Town due to the readily
available infrastructure, as well for providing housing options in the immediate vicinity
for Victor’s High Technology work force.

5.

The location of principal and accessory buildings on the site in relation to one
another and to other structures and uses in the vicinity, including bulk and
height. Section 211-27 (D)(1) (c) (5)]

As indicated above in criterion number 4, the Applicant has designed the project in a
fashion that creates a transition between the single-family residential subdivision to the
west and the commercial/industrial to the east
In response to concerns by an adjoining resident and Planning Board concerns regarding
impact to the residence located at the terminus to Saur Farms Drive, the applicant has
updated their Preliminary Development Plan so as to increase the distance and buffer
between the project and the Saur Farms Drive Residence. The initial separation distance
of a proposed single-family structure was 50-feet from the lot line that is shared with 580
Saur Farms Drive. The Applicant has doubled that distance with their latest Preliminary
Development Plan, which now provides 100-feet between the lot line and proposed
structure.
While three apartment buildings are proposed within the central and eastern portions of
the site that would be 3-stories tall, they are positioned nearer to the commercial/light
industrial uses. Single-family homes and townhouses have been positioned between the
apartments and the Saur Farms Drive neighborhood, which reduces the apartment’s
impact to the Residential-2 zoning district.
The Planning Board is not supportive of the 3-story apartment building configuration.
The massing of a three-story apartment building is not consistent with the scale of the
proposed single-family homes within the development. Two-story apartment buildings
would be more in alignment with the existing neighborhood, proposed single-family
homes and duplexes, and would still provide a transition between the Residential-2
zoning district and Light Industrial zoning district.
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The clubhouse is located central to the site near the ingress/egress point, which allows for
easy access for site residents.

6.

The provision for pedestrian circulation and open space in the planned
development Section 211-27 (D)(1) (c) (6)

Pedestrian circulation for residents will be handled through the use of internal sidewalk
proposed along the private road network. To support walkability, the development will be
extending sidewalks from the current intersection of Fishers Run and Main Street Fishers
to the Highline Park entry. The project is also located near the highly utilized Auburn
and Lehigh multi-purpose trail connection points and can support the Pinnacle Athletic
Campus immediately adjacent to the Auburn Trail
Open space is provided via retaining existing stands of trees around the perimeter of the
site, lawn areas and stormwater management facilities. The preliminary development plan
anticipates 63% of the site would be greenspace.

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 suggesting that any rezoning for the
project require the developer to explore a second means of ingress and egress. This
included but was 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 would 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 neighboring
property owners. 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
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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 (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)

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 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
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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 in the
morning and twice as many in the evening (per the TIS).

The following table illustrates the anticipated trip generation with the proposal versus trip
generation of a light industrial use.
Highline Park PDD (reduced density)
Morning
Evening
86
103

Light Industrial Zoning
Morning
Evening
283
255

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
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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 field
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 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
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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 $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 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.

9.

The provision for storm, sanitary and solid waste disposal and other utilities on
the property adjacent to the site as well as the site itself. Section 211-27 (D)(1) (c)
(9)

The anticipated sanitary sewer flow for the 162 residential units is 26,730 gallons per day
(gpd), and due to the project being reduced to 146 units, sanitary sewer flows are
expected to be somewhat less than 26,000 gpd.
Although the Town’s sanitary sewer capital project is not yet online and operational, the
updated sewer infrastructure is expected to be operational by the time the Planning Board
makes a final decision on the second step of the PDD rezoning process (final site plan

TOWN OF VICTOR PLANNING BOARD

February 25, 2020

23

review). It is expected that the Town’s new sewer conveyance system will have the
capacity to accommodate sanitary sewer flows from the Highline Park PDD project.
Other public utilities are available directly adjacent to the subject property. Public water,
electric, gas, and communication services are all currently located adjacent to the site.
Utility service demands will be within the limits of what the existing infrastructure can
accommodate and therefore appear to be appropriate.

10. The proposed landscaping and signage. Section 211-27 (D)(1) (c) (10)]
The PDD will establish guidelines for landscaping and signage. Landscaping will include
tree, shrub and lawn plantings within the common areas of the site. The internal parking
and traffic areas would include landscaped islands. Existing trees around the perimeter of
the site will be retained and supplemented with additional tree and shrub plantings to
provide adequate screening to neighboring properties.

11. The manner in which the physical design makes adequate provision for service
demands (water, sewer, fire, etc.), adequate traffic control and the amenities of
light, air and visual enjoyment. Section 211-27 (D)(1) (c) (11)]
The proposed 3-story apartments, combined with the placement of parking areas and
large landscape islands, intends to minimize the development footprint and maximize the
conservation of environmental features. The 3-story buildings minimize the footprint and
allows for preservation of the wooded hillsides (63% greenspace).
Continued consultation with other agencies such as the Monroe County Water Authority,
Town of Victor and Town of Farmington (for sewer), and emergency services will be
required throughout the second step of the PDD rezoning process (site plan review).
Based on the foregoing findings of this resolution, including those related to traffic, the
availability of adequate utilities and services and the amenities offered as part of the
project, including pedestrian sidewalks and the use of green space and open space, the
design provides for adequate provision for service demands (water, sewer, fire, etc.), and
it provides for adequate traffic control; and such design includes appropriate amenities of
light, air and visual enjoyment.
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:
a) Specifying that the maximum residential density upon the site shall not exceed an
absolute maximum density equivalent to 146 units;
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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 :
i.

Impose further limitations upon the maximum density of 146 units authorized in
the rezoning action based upon its findings during review of the Final
Development Plan;

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, as well as signage without regard to the specific layout depicted in
the Preliminary Development Plan; and,

iii.

Make a final determination with regard to the Final Development Plan’s impact to
Town’s Sanitary Sewer conveyance system, and what improvements, if any,
would be required by the developer.

AND, BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, those copies of all of the Planning Board meeting
minutes and these findings is forwarded to the Town Board for their use.
This resolution was put to a roll call vote with the following results:
Joe Limbeck
Scott Harter
Joe Logan
Al Gallina
Ernie Santoro

Aye
Aye
Aye
Nay
Aye

Approved 4 Ayes, 1 Nays,

SCOUT PATH
01-SK-2020
Aldridge Road
Zoned –Residential 2
Owner – Jacob Clintsman.
Applicant is requesting approval to create five new homes ranging in size from .8 acres to 5
acres. The homes will be accessed from Aldridge Road with two lots having a shared
driveway.
Chairman Santoro – There are a number of staff comments. From Code applicant proposed
clustered subdivision – PB prerogative to request the proposal to be designed as a clustered
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subdivision. (If not approved as cluster will need variance for frontage) Also from Code Applicant should consult with NYS DEC and USACOE regarding intermittent stream. Code Portion of driveway for Lot 5 is more than 10% grade. A turnaround for Lot 5 will need Fire
Marshal approval. Code - Will sidewalks be required??? From Highway – Utilities on south
side of Aldridge must be directional drilled, no open cuts allowed. Driveways will need a
culvert pipe installed. From the County/Labella – had comments on access management.
From Fire Marshal – Lot 5 will need to be sprinkled or private hydrant installed, pull offs
installed and turnaround installed, Lot 2 and 4 require a turnaround in Y area. CB- Did a site
walk on 2/23/2020 will discuss at March 3 CB meeting so I assume it has not been done yet. We
will wait to hear from the Conservation Board
Scott DeHollander of DeHollander Design, Inc.
Mr. DeHollander – Good Evening, I think the Conservation Board did submit some comments.
We were at the Conservation Board meeting last Tuesday and discussed it an d the comments
came with the revised agenda that I received yesterday.
Ms. Boughton – Not the site walk comments.
Mr. DeHollander – We did attend their meeting and I can report that there were no significant
issues raised at the Conservation Board. Our walk thru went very well.
Chairman Santoro – Give us an overview of what you want to do.
Mr. DeHollander – Sounds good. Our site is not far from where we are currently working at
Scout Reserve on the north side of Aldridge. It has the advantage of being in the C overlay
which allows a higher level of density and access to the sewer and water and gas which it makes
it very desirable location to do this type of work to be doing. The back of the site is, as was
pointed out by Code Enforcement Officer, encumbered by some steeper slopes and an area we
are not interested in developing. One of the complicating components to this site as well is it is
very narrow and quite deep. Our lot layout is a balance of what we have to work with. We have
pushed the development to the road frontage where it is the most complimentary and the grades
are most complimentary. We have only chosen to provide building locations on sites that are
truly buildable with minimal earthwork. When we received Labella’s comments we took into
consideration comment #1 regarding clustering. We are proposing our project to move forward
as a clustered subdivision primarily because it allows for the reduced road frontage requirements
for lots 2 & 4 and also protects the environmental issues associated with the steep slopes in the
back. We did take to consideration what a conventional subdivision might look like in this site
and can forward those drawings to you now. The density is significantly higher and inconsistent
with what we like to do with larger lots in our projects. I do not know if it is appropriate to give
you what was asked for in Labella’s letter or not but I did take the time to prepare a conventional
approach that illustrates the disparity between what is our application and what would be a more
conventional approach.
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Mr. Logan – The Lot 5 also has less than 100 feet correct?
Mr. DeHollander – Yes, 40 feet on Lot 5. Lots 1 & 3 are actually a 131 respectively. Where we
have the shared access for Lots 2 & 4 we have used the 20 foot lot frontage there. We made a
big effort to provide the reservation of the existing trees between Lots 1 & 2. This was a
conversation at the Conservation Board last Tuesday of including those trees that are shown to
remain in the conservation easement so that there would be protection against cutting them
down. The other thing we have done in this configuration is Lots 2 & 4 are angled to make best
sighting for privacy. I could pass these out if that is appropriate or I can submit them.
Mr. Harter – This is a conventional subdivision, is that what this is?
Chairman Santoro – Yes.
Mr. DeHollander – By conventional I will look at a dedicated road, cul-de-sac and there are other
some sight limitations that make several of the lots shallow then what we desire. I think it shows
a good illustration of large lot versus smaller lot configuration. Not interested in doing the
dedicated road. It was an academic exercise and I think to satisfy the town engineer’s request.
Mr. Harter – You have multiple driveway cuts with your proposal?
Mr. DeHollander – We do, yes. I would like to that comment. It did come up in LaBella’s
comment letter as well. Consistency with section 55-8 of Access Management. We have 375
feet of frontage and we have an area that is lower and has a challenge for access which really
squishes the available frontage for driveways to about 225 feet. The Access Management
guidelines require 275 between driveways. It would be difficult for us to meet the spacing
requirement of the guidelines but we could get to 225 and have only two driveway cuts under a
revised plan. We would be combining Lots 5 and 1 on the west end and the balance of the lots
would be in the location of the driveway for Lot 3. That provides 225 between driveways.
Chairman Santoro – Anyone from the Board have any questions? This is just for sketch plan
review it is not a public hearing. That will take place once the final plans have been submitted.
Mr. DeHollander – I am very interested in having a conversation about the clustered proposal
and if there is concerns that are significant I would like to get those out. The process for me
moving forward is to make a commitment to purchase this based on the outcome of this meeting.
If there is significant reservations I would probably move away from the project.
Chairman Santoro – Scott, you are a proponent of the Access Management.
Mr. Harter – Yes I am a proponent. I think you have shown a good sketch here for a
conventional subdivision as a point of reference for what we need to see and I personally would
like to see what a 225 separation between driveways would look like but that being said if you
think that is achievable I guess my thinking is that would be more reasonable than the multiple
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cuts that we are currently seeing. I think if we are going to take action on the Access
Management plan that was adopted we should do so. I think every parcel has a right to at least
one form of access but if we can do something to promote the safety as that whole section of our
comprehensive plan says I think it is worth pursuing.
Mr. Logan – Ernie, I would agree with that. I think Scott you’re saying that the pair of
driveways you would just tap into it from Lot 3 for 4 & 2. Correct? You would just come off
the side of that house into that driveway from 2 & 4. Is that what you’re thinking?
Mr. DeHollander – Exactly, the curb cut for Lot 3 and where Lot 5 is 225 feet between them.
Mr. Logan – Basically you flip where the garage is on that house to the west and then same with
Lot 1 you flip the garage on that one and tie into the Lot 5 access driveway. I would be in favor
of that to limit the number of cuts in the spacing. It is due sort of speak. That is my comments.
Mr., Gallina – I would echo Scott and Joe’s feedback.
Mr. DeHollander – Trying hard here to stay under the three lots per private drive or common
driveway requirement here.
Mr. Logan – You accomplished that with the two driveway entrances.
Chairman Santoro – What is your plan now. Do you want to submit a revised sketch plan?
Mr. DeHollander – Negative. I would as part as my preliminary application like to propose that
we move forward with a clustered subdivision of 5 lots with accesses shown in better detail for
preliminary at or about where Lots 3 and Lots 5 currently are located providing 225 feet between
them.
Chairman Santoro – That will alter the appearance of this.
Mr. DeHollander – If you would like I can come back in 2 weeks with a different plan but that is
my intent to move forward into preliminary.
Chairman Santoro – I will read it tonight to determine if the sketch plan is complete. It is
complete but here will have to be some changes made when you come in for first review.
Mr. DeHollander – That is clear.
Chairman Santoro – Is everyone ok with that statement?
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RESOLUTION
Motion made by Al Gallina, seconded by Joe Logan.
WHEREAS, the Planning Board made the following findings of fact:
1. A sketch plan application was received on January 15, 2020 by the Secretary of the
Planning Board for a Major Subdivision entitled Scout Path Subdivision.
2. It is the intent of the applicant to subdivide 8.77 acre parcel into 5 lots.
3. An “Under Review” sign was posted on the subject parcel as required by Town Code.
4. The Conservation Board reviewed the sketch plan on February 18, 2020 and a site walk
took place on February 23, 2020. The Conservation Board recommend considering
extending the Conservation Easement are to extend from the east side of the whole lot to
help preserve privacy, at this time.
5.

LaBella Associates reviewed the sketch plan and made comments dated February 21,
2020.

6. The Codes Department reviewed the sketch plan and made comments dated January 24,
2020.
7. There was a Coordinated Fire Service sketch plan review and made comments dated
February 18, 2020.
8. The Town of Victor Highway Dept. reviewed the sketch plan and made comments dated
February 24, 2020.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that regarding the sketch plan application of
DeHollander Design Inc. , Major Subdivision entitled Scout Path Subdivision, drawn by
DeHollander Design, dated 12/08/19, received by the Planning Board January 15, 2020, Planning
Board Application No. 1-SK-2020, the Planning Board acknowledges receipt of a complete
sketch plat application;
AND, BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Planning Board Secretary forward a copy of this
resolution to the applicant.
This resolution was put to a vote with the following results:
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Aye
Aye
Aye
Aye
Aye

Approved 4 Ayes, 0 Nays, 1 Absent

PUBLIC HEARING
Speakers are requested to limit comments to 3 minutes and will be asked to conclude
comments at 5 minutes.
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.
Chairman Santoro – Number of staff comments. Waiting on LaBella comments from revisions
and Farmington Water & Sewer comments. From Code, final plans will require location of
conservation easement markers. Lot 2.3 and 2.4 also. Also from Code, §184-20 provides the
Planning Board authority to approve, deny or require a project to be submitted under clustering.
Waiver required by Planning Board for area beyond the cul-de-sac does not meet design
requirements for common driveway. Planning Board to give waiver to allow 5 not 3 lots on a
private driveway and also a waiver is required if the wetlands remains within the gravel
driveway areas.
Fire Marshal, Lots 2.2, 2.3, 2.4 will need to be sprinkled or private hydrant installed, lot 2.0
and 2.1 are further than 400’ will also be required to be sprinkled. From Fire Marshal, driveway
width required to 20’ will need State Code variance for less. If all 5 houses are sprinkled Fire
Service will not argue Planning Board granting a waiver for 5 houses on shared driveway.
Conservation Board completed Full EAF part 2 & 3. Due to proposed houses proximity
to wetland the home location may need to be revisited.
Mr. DeHollander – This might be my first doubleheader ever. I really do appreciate the
opportunity to work in the Town of Victor and being a resident is very significant to me to have
this opportunity. I am here tonight to talk again about the Scout Reserve project. Last time we
were here we were waiting on some feedback from the Fire Marshal. We had a plan that didn’t
have a real good turnaround at the end it was more of a hammerhead turnaround and we have
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revised that to better accommodate emergency vehicles. Really modeled it after the project we
did at Scout Crossing. The cul-de-sac end if you will, will accommodate an emergency vehicle
now. It will have a gravel center but a paved circular ring. If you have had a chance to drive the
Scout Crossing project it would be the same dimensional size. That revisions seems to have
been received positively by the Fire Marshal. They have now sent the letter that you just read.
My most significant need at the moment for this project is some feedback and dialogue with the
Planning Board with the clustering and the waiver request for the five lots. With the revisions
that we have made to the plan at this point we have addressed the LaBella concerns, I think there
are maybe two or three points relative to providing a plat and things like that. We really cannot
move forward on until we understand if the Board moving in a positive direction relative to our
request for the waiver and if our project will be granted clustering approval. We are not asking
for preliminary approval tonight we are really just asking for a conversation about those two
significant issues.
Chairman Santoro – This is a public hearing so if there is anybody from the public who has any
comments please step up? I will go to the Board if there are no comments.
Mr. Gallina – No, obviously the Fire Marshal had the most input relative to the drive and the
sprinkling.
Chairman Santoro – That was my big concern too.
Mr. Logan – No, I think I like the current plan with the turn around, the loop circle, and it is
much more accessible for deliveries and everything. Seems to me that works a lot better. I
would favor this one.
Chairman Santoro – The Fire Marshal was happy with that too.
Mr. Limbeck – When this came in front of the Conservation Board about 18 months ago we had
quite a discussion about the proposed Lot 2 and what you were going to do with that. We
discussed the fact that this was in the natural resources inventory because of the floodplain, the
stream, the wetlands and the slopes on the west side. I know you reserved it for future and very
upfront and open about that. Now that it is in front of me particularly Lots 2.3 and 2.4, I am
curious how grading is going to work to get those two home sites in there and what impact that is
going to have on the wetness, those cold currencies that we talked about.
Mr. DeHollander – There is a slope across both of those building footprints currently and if you
study the plans you can see how we intend to cut one side of the site and fill the other. The
limits of the cut and fill do not encroach into the wetland. That was delineated and now shown
on our site plan. There is no encroachment into that wetland area which I think is what you are
calling a co-occurrence. Is the slope the other co-occurrence?
Mr. Limbeck – The natural resource inventory looks for what is called co-occurrences where
more than one of the resources that the Town values occur in the same place. This one they were
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not able to rate it. They actually ranked the different occurrences in importance and because the
access to the site at the time that the inventory was compiled it was difficult to put a rating to it
so they just noted what the features were. My biggest concern is I like the idea of the cutting
and the impact and are you thinking that the drainage is still going to go towards the pond like it
has naturally occurred.
Mr. DeHollander – Yes, 100%. I would point out Joe that we have reserved 200 feet from the
back property line towards Lots 2.3 and 2.4 for the specific purpose that as what we understood
at the time that we were coordinating on the conservation easement to be the most significant
environmental feature. The buffer, the mature vegetation, the evergreens and the trees. We have
avoided all of those areas that we identified to be significant for an environmental and or a
buffering impact from the thruway. Specific issues relative to how the water is going to move
across to and fro. I can speak to our overall philosophy is going to be to let it go overland and
reduce any significant peak rates of discharge so that they are very close to existing so as to not
create erosion concerns and things like that but have a stormwater regime that is very consistent
with the natural occurring conditions that are in place now. Just this grading modification to
afford the footprint for the building.
Mr. Limbeck – That is consistent with what we have seen with your other developments it just
wasn’t clear to me from what I am looking at here. I am satisfied.
Mr. Harter –I had a couple of questions. Is the yield for these lots on the private common drive
or whatever we are calling it. Was that done the same way as you just shopwed on the previous
application with comparison on a public right-of-way coming in and a cul-de-sac and spurring
off. Is that how you develop the yield, I was curious to know how the count has been
established?
Mr. DeHollander – For 5?
Mr. Harter – How are 5 lots determined is my question?
Mr. DeHollander – I would say Scott there was no preset number in mind. We identified thru
multiple layouts that provided the most effective avoidance of the environmentally sensitive
areas to get to this final configuration. We never intended to build a dedicated road and really
looked thru the lens of what is the right balance here more than what is the maximum that I can
push in and find approval for. I do not know if that answers your question directly.
Mr. Harter – My question kind of relates to what you showed us on the previous application
where you showed us a conventional subdivision as a basis for the yield for the other
subdivision. I have not been on the Board that long to know the history of how you came up
with all these units here. I was curious to know how that came about and perhaps the Board has
already covered this and I just do not know it. Wondering, I guess you could do the same sort of
thing.
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Mr. DeHollander – This site we do not have 375 feet to work with. We more restricted and I
think that goes back to our first phase and never really looked at the desire to have 175 foot deep
lots. We wanted to choose the configuration using an evaluation of what the best locations were
for homes to be that preserved the environmental areas that were identified to be of concern. We
always had the intent to utilize the common driveway as opposed to dedicated road.
Mr. Harter – For comparative purposes I presume you could show us something similar then
what you showed us on the prior application even thou you are not necessarily promoting that
correct.
Mr. DeHollander - We would not be able to construct a dedicated road. The appropriate level of
service for the vehicle traffic that we are proposing is far less than the 1,000 daily traffic volume
that the minimum road section that is allowed in the design criteria provides. The local road says
up to 1,000. Our project will be closer to 50 and that is a significant disparity in terms of
construction costs.
Mr. Harter – I agree with that. I am looking for the basis for the count, that’s all. Why 5, why
not 4, why not 3 or 6?
Mr. DeHollander – I think the most significant rationale that I can give you is what I present at
the last meeting. We had been working with the Army of Engineers and we had two approved
culvert crossings. As I approached the project I knew that those two crossing could provide me
three home sites per driveway and that is total yield of six. As I said to Joe, in balancing that
total yield, utilizing two driveways in a 3 lots per driveway configuration, I was concerned that
that project had a significant more impervious and disruptive component to it. I think that is how
I reached the upper end, if you will, of the yield. Make sense?
Mr. Harter – I am still kind of stuck on it. I guess I think if it were a conventional subdivision
and was not a public right-of-way going in there as you show on the other application that you
would be subject to the frontage requirement of 100 feet or so.
Mr. Pettee – Scott, if I could just interject here. Back in June 2018 and the diagram I have up on
the screen I think is somewhat similar to the sketch plan application that Mr. DeHollander
provided to this Board at some time in the past. What this is showing and I do not know if this
will get to answer all of your questions or the difficulty. You will see up here there are some 100
foot frontages along this road that and he has made these puzzle shaped piece lots for each of
these home sites that are back here. I think his attempt was to show some form of subdivision
that would comply with the dimensional requirements found in the zoning and then I think he has
provided an updated, I do not remember if it was sketch plan or preliminary, which kind of
moved these frontages away from how it is depicted up on the screen to providing the flag lots to
where the driveway is, that may have been part of the rationale into the number of homes and
providing that more conventional layout.
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Mr. Harter – Maybe I should ask you the question. Is the Town Engineer satisfied with the lot
count?
Mr. Pettee – I should feel more comfortable answering that question at this stage. If I could take
another stab at looking at that. I do not know why it wouldn’t have come up earlier in my mind
for the yield. I would be happy to take another look.
Mr. Harter – I have another question. On the storm, is the pond that you show there is that to be
adjusted for stormwater control outlet structure or something like that or does it just stay as it is?
Mr. DeHollander – That is an existing pond. Do not really know the history how it arrived on
site. It is not part of our stormwater, at least phase of the project, stormwater solution. Our
response to the question that was raised by LaBella is really directly driven to the density that we
settle on. If I am designing the pond for 5 or if I am designing the pond for 3 there is a
significant difference there. That is why this dialogue is so important to me because I really
intend to go back and produce that design component as well.
Mr. Harter – So you have to produce a SWPPP for this project, is that correct?
Mr. DeHollander – No. Our disturbance is not over 5 acres for the total site.
Mr. Harter – So you produce a SWPPP like, sort of speak.
Mr. DeHollander – I have pushed back on the need to provide any stormwater continuation
because we are upstream of a 28 wetland that mitigated the stormwater quite sufficiently.
Mr. Harter – Does everything go into the wetland?
Mr. DeHollander – 100% yes. Everything leaves the site DOT 60” culvert on the south east end
of the site.
Mr. Harter – In terms of the stormwater you are going to satisfy the Town Engineer.
Mr. DeHollander – I am.
Mr. Harter – My final question is on the E1 pump system that you are proposing and loos l;ike
there is a common main that you are proposing out to the street.
Mr. DeHollander – No, it is a separate forced main for each pump. We checked closely with the
DOH on making sure we were in locked step with them.
Mr. Harter – I am doing a similar project and ..
Mr. DeHollander – There are some guidelines there.
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Mr. Harter – Yes there are. I have no more questions.
Mr. Logan – I was trying to follow the conversation about drainage. I am, where Scott
DeHollander said it is going underneath the thruway, all of sudden I am looking at where that
comes from. I thought it was all infiltration at first but I see the intermittent creeks joining 100
yards north of the thruway. I am looking at where the wire fencing of the old barn.
Mr. DeHollander – This area right here.
Chairman Santoro – The NYS Thruway Authority is labeled. Small print.
Mr. Logan – I am looking at it zoomed in on my screen so I can actually read it.. It was small.
So everything from your perspective in reality goes to the pond and then leads out from there.
Your drainage all goes to the pond first. It does not find another path to the waterway that goes
from the pond under the thruway.
Mr. DeHollander – There is only one way to get under the thruway and it is that culvert we just
talked about.
Mr. Logan – Ok, that is it,
Mr. Pettee – I do not have anything further right now but I just wanted to make sure that
everyone is on the same page and that we understand that Mr. DeHollander was looking for
some consensus amongst the Board with regard to the proposed clustering that where the
Planning Board may allow for the flag lots with the proposed frontage for 20 feet for some of
these lots. Also the waiver that you may provide as preliminary and final subdivision approval
to allow more than three sites to be accessed with a common driveway. I think if you are
comfortable with that I think that is the feedback Mr. DeHollander is looking for tonight so he
can progress his plans and we can finish our review and even approach SEQR and maybe some
form of approval at the next meeting.
Chairman Santoro – My concern was the Fire Department and now that they have essentially
approved it I do not have any problems with it.
Mr. Logan – I guess I am a little confused. I thought that the cul-de-sac arrangement was
dedicated or is that not true?
Mr. DeHollander – It is in an access easement so very similar to our setup at Scout Crossing. No
restrictions on town emergency deliveries, residence and not a dedicated road.
Mr. Logan – For some reason I got the impression that you would go onto that to eliminate the
need to get a waiver for the three private lot subdivisions. I did not see any or more than two on
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one driveway but technically this is five. I like the geometry change that you have done. I could
support this.
Mr. Harter –So five water services and five forced mains?
Mr. DeHollander – Both sides of the road.
Mr. Harter – I would hope so. I think in terms of waiver. I do not not see how this complies
with the access guidelines so we would have to issue a waiver for that as well correct?
Inaudible from public
Ms. Boughton – I am sorry, but you have to come up to the microphone.
Monica Murphy 6851 Aldridge Road
Ms. Murphy – Is this going to be a road or is it going to be a driveway?
Chairman Santoro – Looks like a driveway to me.
Ms. Murphy – This is a common driveway for how many houses?
Chairman Santoro – Five.
Ms. Murphy – Are there any other cluster of houses in Victor that have five house on a driveway.
Chairman Santoro – I believe there are.
MR. Logan – Yes.
Ms. Murphy – Where might I see that?
Mr. DeHollander – The same property it is Sunset Manor is five lots that utilize a shared
driveway without an emergency turnaround.
Ms. Murphy –Where is Sunset Manor?
Mr. DeHollander – It is on County Road 9.
Ms. Murphy –How far up? Where abuts then?
Mr. DeHollander – It is before you get to the thruway. The driveway that goes up there.
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Ms. Murphy –You mean those four houses that face County Road 9, nothing built on it yet? So
nothing is there thou? I guess I do not understand will there be any kind of lighting or and who
is going to maintain the driveway?
Mr. DeHollander – The HOA will maintain the driveway.
Ms. Murphy – So an HOA is going to be developed? Oh ok. That is it for now. I just need to
figure this out.
Chairman Santoro – Public hearing is still open so if you want to speak up at the next meeting
you can or if he will be back at the next meeting?
Mr. DeHollander – I am sorry I did not hear you.
Chairman Santoro – Will you be back at the next meeting?
Mr. DeHollander – I plan to be yes.
Chairman Santoro – He will be back at the next meeting in two weeks. See you then.
Mr. DeHollander – Thank you for everyone’s comments tonight.
There were no other discussions.
Motion was made by Joe Limbeck seconded by Joe Logan RESOLVED the meeting was
adjourned at 8:56 PM.
Lisa Boughton, Secretary
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