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This document summarizes the comments received by the Victor Comprehensive Planning Committee
regarding their draft Comprehensive Plan as well as the Committee’s response.
Comments are also tabulated and summarized in the table which appears following this summary.
Comments made directly at the Public Hearing held on May 30, 2012 appear in the minutes of that
meeting which are also attached. These are followed by reproductions of comments submitted in
writing. The final section of this document includes minutes of the Committee’s June 11, 2012 meeting
at which the Committee reviewed comments from the public.
COMMENTS and RESPONSES
Babette Huber
See the attached for details of the comment. In general, the comments requested adding the word
"historic" to phrases in the vision statement, adding the word "resources" to phrases where historic
characteristics are referenced, adding five recommended strategies regarding historic resources (see the
submitted memo dated 7/31/2009), and Including references to the 2007 Hamlet of Fishers Vision
statement (see the attachment also included within the written comments).
Response: Each of the recommendations was followed. The revisions appear on pages 1.1, 1.4,
1.5, 8.22, 8.23 and 8.26.
David Lentine, Bruce DiSimone and Sam Lentine
See the attached for details of the comment. In general the comments concerned the proposed
designation of property at 1403 Victor Road for an intermediate maximum residential development
density (the parcel is now zoned for the least dense maximum, but was once zoned for the highest
density). The property is has access to sewer, gas and water and is visible for only 640 ft on East Victor
Rd and is otherwise land‐locked (the parcel adjoins Mud Creek). The property is also bordered by
commercial business at a higher elevation to north across Mud Creek and by Boca Park (cited as 25 units
per acre).
Response: The Future Land Use Plan was modified to designate this parcel as being within the
most dense residential district (see pages 8.4 and 8.7 for the revised maps).
John Welch
The comment generally opposed the proposed reduction in density of the parcel at 1723 Route 444 to
least dense from intermediate (prior to changes adopted in the year 2000, the parcel was designated for
residential development at the highest density). The parcel has 0.5 mile of frontage on State Route 444,
borders Bloomfield and higher density designations within that community and would impact traffic
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primarily upon state roads. The commenter noted that his opposition would be more intense were no
effective PDR or TDR program to be established.
Response: The Future Land Use Plan was not modified in response to this comment. In
reviewing this comment and the requested change, the Committee noted the presence of
agricultural soil resources on this and surrounding parcels.
Response: Partly in response to this and the following comment, the Committee directed that
language be added to the plan to clarify the role that the availability of public water and other
factors play in determining a recommended maximum residential development density. These
changes have been incorporated on pages 8.2, 8.3 and 8.6.
Caleb Strong, John Strong, Dan Strong and Doug Benson
In general, the comments questioned the potential density changes for 135 ‐ 140 acres family‐owned
land in Benson Road/Fishers Road area and opposed density change from 3 units per acre (sic) to 1 unit
per 3 acres for an 11+ acre parcel on Benson Road. The comment requested that maximum density be
restored to the year 2000 level (1 unit per acre). Discussion also focused upon an adjoining strip of land
within 1,000 feet of Route 96 that had been zoned but commercial but that was designated for
residential development on the Future Land Use Plan. Mr. Benson expressed frustration that the plan
has developed this far without his knowledge.
Response: The Future Land Use Plan was modified to restore the adjoining strip of land within
1,000 feet of Route 96 to be designated for commercial uses despite the constraints upon access
see pages 8.4 and 8.7 for the revised maps). In doing so, the Committee noted that these
constraints would have to be resolved prior to approval of commercial development upon this
land. The Future Land Use Plan was not modified to increase the recommended maximum
residential development density of the adjoining land to restore the highest density designation
now found on the zoning map. In making this determination, the Committee noted the absence
of public water in the area and the many development constraints found throughout this area
which the zoning map currently designates as a Limited Development District (LDD). However,
the Committee also noted that this land would likely be appropriate for an intermediate
maximum density were public water to become available.
The Committee did not respond directly to Mr. Benson’s comment regarding notification to him
regarding development of the draft Comprehensive Plan.
Marcia Senges
In general, this comment:
•

Suggested that the priortization of the 70 strategies found in the plan is inadequate;
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Requested that the five most critical strategies should be identified and suggested that
Strategies 68 & 69 (regarding Mixed Use & Multiple Dwellings) be included among the
five most critical;
Regarding multiple dwelling, suggested that two sets of criteria should be developed ‐
one for rental and another for "for sale" units and that the Future Land Use map should
designate specific locations for multiple dwelling development so that the locations for
these uses whould be "planned";
Suggested that Victor should research where TDR has worked; and,
Questioned the wisdom of permitting density increases above established density
maximum via a TDR program and referenced the resulting uncertainty for adjacent
residential owners.

Response: The Future Land Use Plan was not modified in response to this comment. The Committee
noted the merit of the comments regarding prioritization and mapping of areas for multiple
residential development but declined to undertake these changes given the schedule. The
Committee noted that these tasks would be undertaken as part of plan implementation
Laura Glasner
In general, this comment:
•

•

Expressed concern regarding the absence of environmental consideration in
determining number of development rights to be assigned. The comment noted that
assigning more rights to properties constrained by environmental limitations than could
have been developed would reduce open space preservation. to increase the
recommended maximum residential development; and,
Urged that penalties for violation of permit terms or new ordinances recommended by
Comp Plan should be increased and should be severe enough to serve as real deterrent.

Response: The Future Land Use Plan was not modified in response to this comment. In declining
to make any revision, the Committee noted that the plan identified determination of the role to
be played by environmental consideration in assigning a number of development rights as a task
to be undertaken as part of the implementation effort. Regarding penalties for violations, the
Committee expressed support for the principle that such violations should not be tolerated and
that the Town and Village should take whatever steps may be necessary to ensure that they are
not. Among the steps cited by the Committee in this discussion was more active reliance upon
letters of credit or other guarantees.
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John Hotto
This comment, in general:
•

•

•
•

•

•
•
•

Noted that citizens need to be educated as to how traditional suburban development is
not "green" and that requirements for smaller yards should be included with the
balance left in agriculture or native vegetation within conservation easements. The
comment also suggested that open areas should be linked for wildlife, buffering and
trails (illustrating sketches accompanied the comment). The comment also suggested
that the Comp Plan does not include enough regarding how projects will be required to
implement green principles;
Noted that preserving agricultural land as ag land is unrealistic given economic factors
and the demand for housing, but that preservation of such lands as open space is
practical;
Suggested that "surplus" land within subdivisions should be acquired by the Town for
preservation;
Stated that the current 50% open space requirements are too vague and should not
include lawns and that stands of trees and dense plantings along streets and in yards
should be required;
Indicated that the maximum number of residences (annually and ultimately) should be
limited and, if necessary, a lottery established to match supply to demand. The
comment also indicated that commercial development should be encouraged;
Suggested that the viewshed inventory is not comprehensive enough and omits
important corridors;
Indicated that TDR seems complicated and questioned the source and existence of a
model that proves it will work; and,
Included suggested site design criteria.

Response: No changes were made to the draft in response to this comment given scheduling
constraints and the level of detail that would be required to address several of the comments.
However, the Committee noted that many of the comment’s suggestions and much of the
submitted material had merit and would be useful during implementation efforts. The
Committee recommends that this comment be explored more completely during
implementation of the strategies related to green infrastructure, open space, growth
management and TDR.
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William Bowen
In general, this comment:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Asserted that transfer of development rights into settled residential area disregards the
rights of residents, creates uncertainty, and risks litigation;
Indicated that deteriorating air quality has received insufficient attention in Victor;
Noted that signals on Route 96 should be synchronized;
Indicated that Committee members' conflicts of interests should be disclosed;
Suggested that the Comprehensive Plan should include a strategy to update Victors laws
and policies on ethics; and,
Suggested that the Comprehensive Plan should include a strategy calling for
appointment of an ombudsman charged to arbitrate or resolve conflicts with residents
arising out of board or official decisions rather than leave litigation as the only
alternative.

Response: No changes were made to the draft in response to this comment. The comment
regarding transfer of development rights should be considered during implementation efforts.
It was noted that synchronization of signals is a DOT responsibility and that synchronization has
now been completed. The Committee did not respond specifically to comments regarding
disclosure or ethics as these are administrative and policy matters for the Town Board to
address. The Committee cited the existing statutory framework for variances and appeals in
response to the comment regarding an ombudsman and expressed reservations regarding
assigning an individual the authority to negotiate compromises regarding board decisions.
George Eckerdt
In general, this comment indicated that the definition of large scale renewable generation should be
revised so as to avoid an absolute requirement for batteries (rather than feeding into the grid as is the
case with “net metering”.
Response: The suggested revision has been incorporated into the draft document on page 2.34.
Derek Guest
This comment generally indicated that Transportation chapter is long on data, surveys & analyses and
that clearly defined strategies are not found. The comment also commented upon the crucial need for
state support of necessary changes.
Response: Some members of the Committee voiced support for this comment. However, given
time constraints and the level of detail that would be required, no changes have been made to
the draft document. As Comprehensive Plans are intended to be living documents, it may be
that the chapter on Transportation is one that should be revisited at the earliest opportunity.
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Table – Summary of Comments

LaBella Associates, PC

1
2
3
4
5

Derek Guest

George Eckerdt

Doug Benson

William Bowen

John Hotto

Laura Glasner

Bruce DeSimone & Sam Lentine

Caleb, John & Dan Strong

Bruce DiSimone

Marsha Senges

John Strong

John Welch

COMMENT
Add word "historic" to phrases in vision statement
Add word "resources" to phrases where historic characteristics are referenced
Add five recommended strategies regarding historic resources (see 7/31/2009
Include reference to 2007 Hamlet of Fishers Vision
Plan detrimental to development potential of 1403 East Victor Road (30" sewer), Sun
Ray access, open, gas & water; Density reduction should require compensation

June 11, 2012

David Lentine

Summary of Public Comments

Babette Huber

Victor Comprehensive Plan Committee

6

Opposed to any density reduction 1403 East Victor Road, visible only 640 ft on E
Victor Rd, otherwise land‐locked (Mud Creek & Boca Park). Not necessary to
preserve "country feeling"
7 1403 East Victor Road, bordered by commercial business at higher elevation to north
across Mud Creek. Also bordered by Boca Park (cited as 25 units per acre). Property
appropriate for higher density development. Development would have little
environmental impact. Maximum density should be similar to senior citizen housing
or existing Boca Park, or no less than 1 unit per acre. Limiting development density
on this parcel discriminatory against housing needs of lower income family & seniors.
8 Questions need for plan for ongoing demand for residential development when build‐
out is reached.
9 Town should not be able to change maximum density without compensating
property owners.
10 Opposed to density reduction 1723 Route 444 to least dense from intermediate (was
previously most dense) ‐ 0.5 mile frontage on State Route, bordering Bloomfield
(higher density?), traffic impact only to state roads. Opposition more intense if no
effective PDR or TDR programs established.
11 Concerned regarding potential density changes for 135 ‐ 140 acres family‐owned
land in Benson Road/Fishers Road area.
12 Opposed to density change from 3 units per acre (sic) to 1 unit per 3 acres for 11+
acre parcel on Benson Road. TDR sale of rights has no merit. Maximum density
should be restored to 2000 level (1 unit per acre).
13 Priortization of 70 strategies is inadequate, five most critical should be identified
14 Strategies 68 & 69 (Mixed Use & Multiple Dwelling) should be included in five most
critical
15 Regarding multiple dwelling, two sets of criteria should be developed ‐ one for rental
and another for "for sale" units.
16 Future Land Use map should designate specific locations for multiple dwelling
development. Locations for this use should be "Planned" .
17 Victor should research where TDR has worked.
18 Questions wisdom of permitting density increases above established density
maximum via TDR program and referenced resulting uncertainty for adjacent
residential owners
19 Concern regarding absence of environmental consideration in determining number
of development rights to be assigned. Assigning more rights to properties
constrained by environmental limitations than could have been developed would
reduce open space preservation.
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Derek Guest

George Eckerdt

Doug Benson

William Bowen

John Hotto

Laura Glasner

Bruce DeSimone & Sam Lentine

Caleb, John & Dan Strong

Bruce DiSimone

Marsha Senges

John Strong

John Welch

COMMENT
20 Penalties for violation of permit terms or new ordinances recommended by Comp
Plan shoul be increased and should be severe enough to serve as real deterrent.

June 11, 2012

David Lentine

Summary of Public Comments
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21 Citizens need to be educated as to how traditional suburban development is not
"green". Requirements for smaller yards should be included with balance left in
agriculture or native vegetation within conservation easements. Open areas should
be linked for wildlife, buffering and trails (illustrating sketches submitted). Comp
Plan does not include enough regarding how projects will be required to implement
green principles.
22 Preserving agricultural land as ag land is unrealistic given economic factors &
demand for housing. Preservation of such lands as open space is practical.
21 "Surplus" land within subdivisions should be acquired by the Town for preservation.
22 Current 50% open space requirements too vague and should not include lawns.
Stands of trees and dense plantings along streets and in yards should be required.
23 Maximum number of residences (annually and ultimately) should be limited and, if
necessary, lottery established to match supply to demand. Commercial
development should be encouraged.
24 Viewshed inventory not comprehensive enough and omits important corridors.
25 TDR seems complicated. Questions source and existence of a model that proves it
will work.
26 Site design criteria suggested for inclusion described.
27 Transfer of development rights into settled residential area disregards rights of
residents and creates uncertainty and risk of litigation.
27 Deteriorating air quality has received insufficient attention in Victor.
28 Signals on Route 96 should be synchronized.
29 Committee members' conflicts of interests should be disclosed.
31 Comprehensive Plan should include a strategy to update Victors laws and policies on
ethics.
32 Comprehensive Plan should include a strategy calling for appointment of an
ombudsman charged to arbitrate or resolve conflicts with residents arising out of
board or official decisions rather than leave litigation as the only alternative.
33 Opposed to any density reduction at 461 Benson Road (from 1 unit per acre
according to Mr. Benson).
34 Not aware of Comp Plan to this point. Upset it has progressed this far without his
being notified.
34 The definition of large scale renewable generation needs revision so as to avoid an
absolute requirement for batteries (feeding into the grid).
35 Transportation chapter long on data, surveys & analyses. Clearly defined strategies
not found. Also commented upon crucial need for state support of necessary
changes.
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Public Hearing – May 30, 2012‐ Minutes

LaBella Associates, PC

A Public Hearing for the Town of Victor Comprehensive Plan was held on May 30, 2012 at 7:00
p.m. at the Victor Town Hall at 85 East Main Street, Victor, New York, with the following
members present:
COMMITTEE MEMBERS PRESENT: Donna Clements, Jerry Colyer, Bill Glasner, Mike
Guinan, John Francis, Phil Clark, Jonathan Friedlander, Tom Pike,
ABSENT: Dan Benulis, Kris Hughes, Ernie Santoro, Meg Chaides,
OTHERS: Paul Lytle, Facilitator, Mark Tayrien, LaBella Assoc; Jack Dianetti, Town Board
Liaison; Tim Maher, Village Liaison; Cathy Templar, Secretary; Wes Pettee, Jack Marren, Jeff
Cody, Babette Huber, Silvio Palermo, Nancy Eckerdt, George Eckerdt, Bill Bowen, David
Lentine, Derek Guest, Laura Glasner, John Strong, Sue Stehling, Bruce DeSimone, Tim
Acquilano, Kate Crowley, John Welch, Debbie Russell, Marsha Senges, Maura Steed, Jerry
Kraus
Mr. Lytle had opening remarks, explaining the process for the public hearing and then introduced
the members of the Committee.
Mr. Tayrien did a brief overview of the purpose of a Comprehensive Plan which was explained
at length at the Public Informational Meeting held May 21, 2012. Mark explained the process
for preparing and adopting a Comp Plan, where we are in the process and where we need to go
next. Each of the 8 chapters were mentioned and the public was informed where to find the 70
Strategies along with the Appendices.
The Legal Notice was read and was printed two times in the Daily Messenger on May 23, 2012
and May 27, 2012.
The Public Hearing was opened.
Babette Huber from 1038 Strong Road – I’m representing myself as a Historian to the Town of
Victor and also the Historic Advisory Committee. I’d like the Comp Plan Committee to consider
the following changes and I’ll be giving these to Cathy.
In the sections titled:
• A Vision For Victor, make the following changes:
o Paragraph 1 - Add natural “and historic” resources
o Paragraph 2 – Add at end “including the Hamlet of Fishers”
• Common Themes & Topical Organization
o Add to Preservation of historic characteristics “and resources.”
• Tools introduced
o Add to Preservation of historic characteristics and “resources.”
The rationale for these small changes is – Babette read from her letter the Vision for the Hamlet
of Fishers prepared by and the names are listed.
Historic “characteristics” - Babette read from her letter.

Characteristics - We need to have them written in our Comp Plan because that tells you what
those things are. Characteristics are more specific. We need to preserve our historic resources
and I’m pretty sure that was part of some of the founding comments that were given several
years ago for the Comp Plan.
I had also sent to the Comp Plan in 2009 specific strategies on dealing with historic
resources and planning in our community. They are specific and this may not be the appropriate
time but I do want those to be put into the record as well. (They are part of the document that
Babette handed to Cathy) Thank you.

Mr. Bill Bowen from 315 County Rd 9 – I know that it’s not appropriate for questions but I
would like clarification on the legislative process. If any of the recommendations in the Comp
Plan are adopted, do any of them require action by the NYS Legislature to be enacted?
Mr. Tayrien – The answer is no.
Mr. Bowen – Thank you for the clarification

Mr. David Lentine from 1394 East Victor Road – I’m representing my Father’s piece of property
at 1403 East Victor Road. It appears that the new Comprehensive Plan is detrimental to the
development capabilities of this property. When the Town of Farmington installed a 30” sewer
line through this property with deeded access to such line, it made this property the most
developable with the least amount of environmental impact to the Town of Victor. The sewer is
at the lowest elevation negating any need for a pumping station.
When the town approved the senior citizen project on East Victor Road with a 25 unit per
acre density and then Boca Park with less than one acre per unit density, the town planned ahead
requiring Sunray Crest to dead end this property into 1403 East Victor Road. It was the intention
continuing the same density should this property ever be developed. With gas, sewer, water
already present on this property, the continuation of moderate or senior housing from Boca Park
would be reasonable.
It seems the Board has either overlooked this fact or is prejudice to this type of housing.
Shouldn’t all income levels have affordable housing in the Town of Victor? Any builder would
attest that this is the most developable piece of property in the town because of its assets; sewer,
water, gas and electric already on it. It’s an open piece of property, there would be no need for
tearing down trees or anything, it’s all open and it’s in a moderate…I don’t understand
this….show us another piece of property in the Town of Victor that has the same utilities and
would have a negative affect brought to the land.
I’d also like to know what’s the contingency plan when the 95 houses are developed in
the Town of Victor and there is still a need for more housing in the Town. How will present
property owners be compensated for loss of their development rights with the restrictions placed
on the property owners today? The Town should never be able to change their Comprehensive
Plan without compensating the current property owners making the Town liable for any losses
they incur. Therefore, it’s our opinion this property should be zoned with the higher density,
similar to what the senior citizen home and Boca Park started. It was the intent of the town when
approvals were given for these projects at the very beginning. Thank you.

Mr. John Welch from 1723 State Route 444 – I’d like to say that I purchased my land in 1997,
my home and my land and I own a total of 50 acres. When I bought my home it was zoned for
building 1 home per 1 acre of land. In 2000 the zoning changed without my knowledge to 1
home to 2 acres. Now the zoning on my property is proposed to change again to 1 home per 3
acres of land. I believe this to be unfair and unwarranted for the following reasons.
o Personally I have put all of my available funds into this land as a retirement option and
no one person should have the right to take that away from me.
o My second, if you do not have a Transfer Development Rights or a Property
Development Rights plan set in place that protects the land owner then this should not
even be up for consideration at this point.
o Number 3, my property has a half mile of road frontage with water, electric, natural gas
and even cable TV. We’re located on a State Road; my property should not be
considered rural property.
o Number 4, we border Bloomfield and the Town can’t control or predict what they will
allow in the future with their zoning on property that has the same utilities that I have.
What if Bloomfield decided to allow high density development just across the street from
my property?
o Number 5, if we were to develop the land that I own, I could do so with no burden to the
Town’s infrastructure. This is better for Victor than many of the areas that are proposed
for higher density. We could put all of the traffic onto State Route 444, send them into
the Village of Victor onto State Route 96 which all of our businesses would welcome and
then send them right onto Route 490 and onto work with no burden to the infrastructure
of Victor.
For these reasons, I believe your proposal to rezone my property and others is unjust and unfair
and should be withdrawn. Thank you.

John Strong – My brother and I own roughly 135 – 140 acres in the Benson Road/Fishers Road
area. I’m kind of in the dark here, the last I knew the whole northwest quadrant was going to be
basically left as it was, it was my understanding. Now it’s apparently a sending area, is that the
case?
Mr. Lytle – I don’t have it memorized but there is a map here tonight….
Mr. Strong - ……It’s marked as a sending area. I haven’t had the opportunity to read
everything, I’ve been a little busy but what exactly would that entail?
Mr. Lytle – Just a quick answer?
Mr. Strong – Yea, I know this isn’t a question and answer but this one came right out of the blue.
Mr. Lytle – A sending area typically would be something that would give up development rights
through a Transfer Development Rights process. A receiving area would potentially become
more dense.

Mr. Strong – Okay and in that northwest quadrant, what would be allowed as far as building at
this point?
Mr. Lytle – I don’t know specifically what changes the committee recommended.
Ms. Clements – I think it is the same predominately.
Mr. Lytle – I think it’s the same too Mr. Strong. I don’t think there are any proposed changes in
that area for zoning or the actual requirements for a building lot.
Mr. Strong – Okay, it’s currently, I believe a 3 acre lot limit.
Mr. Lytle – There is no proposal from the Committee that would increase a lot more than 3 acres.
Mr. Strong – Okay, thanks for the clarification, I appreciate it.

Mr. Bruce DeSimone and I’m talking about 1403 East Victor Road – I gave a copy to everybody
of what I was going to read. My Cousin Dave got up and spoke and said half of it already. So
I’ll just pick up where there are some things that he didn’t mention. The property is very
developable obviously and the Town wants to keep the country feeling, the farm land, etc. If you
try to drive by this piece of property, you can see it for 640 ft on East Victor Road, that’s it.
Other than that, its land locked, bordered by Mud Creek, Route 96 and Boca Park. It’s got the
senior citizen’s housing, the ambulance, on 96 it used to be the junk yard but it’s now Kitty
VanBortel’s parking lot. The car lots, the rental storage facilities and those are all higher
elevations and they are on the other side of the creek, it has no useful benefit. You could drive
down Route 96, you can’t see the property. You can drive down Sunray Crest, you can’t see the
property. Drive down Boughton Hill Road or any road around it, you can’t see it. So as far as
keeping the country feeling and not giving this a higher density, there is no vital reason to not
give us the higher density setting. Again, 640 ft of road front. If you could google earth and see
this piece of property, you’d see exactly what I’m talking about. It’s just a landlocked farm.
Thank you.

Marsha Senges from 1231 Wellington Drive – The Comp Plan has been years in coming and I
want to thank the Committee for the time and effort put forth. Marsha read pretty much
verbatim from her letter.
It sounds to me tonight that there are gentlemen that own land right now who are crying out for
increased density. Thank you for your time.

Mr. George Eckerdt from 7635 Glacier Hill – I’d like to have you address Page 2.34 suggesting
Victor should use small scale, on site alternative energy. The thing that worries me about it is
since this thing may become guidelines for zoning, etc., it points out as opposed to larger scale
generation that feeds back into the power grid. It should be changed, it should not designate
feeding into the power grid to designate between large and small scale. For one thing battery
storage is primary light storage currently. So if you don’t allow everybody to go back into the
grid, you’re actually going against green environmental use. There is no reason that small
alternative energy can not go into the grid. So it’s a minor change, but it would have a big affect
on alternative energy applications to small properties. It’s very easy to connect to the grid, it’s
probably less expensive than battery storage and led problems since most of the storage is in led
batteries currently for these types of applications.
Mr. Glasner asked for the page number to be repeated.
Mr. Eckerdt – It’s page 2.34, there is one paragraph encouraging small scale, on site alternative
energy. The only thing that is really wrong with it is its suggesting larger scale generation is sort
of defined that it feeds back into the power grid. If you don’t feed back into the power grid, then
you have to use batteries, then you have to worry about battery pollution on all of these home
sites which is certainly tragic.

Mr. Derek Guest from 1 Fishers Hill Top Dr – I’m really here as much representing the ----Committee and I want to thank this Committee for the Comprehensive Plan and years of work
and a great job in a very complex piece of work. I just want to put my thoughts
briefly….transportation. Because I live down by Fishers, coming to meetings like this, I drive a
lot on Route 96 and you don’t need me to tell you what a nightmare that can be many times from
3:30 on. I look to the section in the Plan on “Transportation” there is a lot of data, a lot of
surveys and analysis studies. What I’m a little concerned about is how is Victor going to be able
to make some changes to the traffic problems? I didn’t see clear defined strategies in the Comp
Plan. I know that an awful lot depends on the County and State. I hope that there is a real
prospect in getting State support for changes in the transportation and structure because I think
that’s going to be critical for allowing Victor to grow without deteriorating. Thank you.
Mr. Lytle asked for any other comments and there were none. The Public Hearing was closed.
Mr. Lytle – We will accept comments until the end of the day June 7th. The Comp Plan will be
meeting June 11th at 6:00 to review the comments. I would like to thank everyone for coming
tonight. I’d also like to thank the rest of the Committee for coming tonight and also the hard
work they have done working on the Comp Plan.
Mr. Lytle announced that they would be staying if there were any questions and thanked
everyone for coming.
Meeting ended at 7:45 PM
Cathy Templar, Secretary
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A meeting of the Town of Victor Comprehensive Plan was held on June 11, 2012 at 6:00 p.m. at
the Victor Town Hall at 85 East Main Street, Victor, New York, with the following members
present:
COMMITTEE MEMBERS PRESENT: Meg Chaides, Donna Clements, Dan Benulis, Jerry
Colyer, Bill Glasner, , John Francis, Phil Clark, Kris Hughes, Ernie Santoro
ABSENT: Kim Kinsella, Jonathan Friedlander, Tom Pike, Mike Guinan
OTHERS: Paul Lytle, Facilitator, Mark Tayrien, LaBella Assoc.; Jack Dianetti, Town Board;
Tim Maher, Village; Cathy Templar, Secretary; Bruce DeSimone, David Lentine, J Strong, Doug
Benson, Caleb Strong, Mr. Coykendall
Mr. Lytle had opening remarks on what next steps will be:
• Review comments that were received
• Determine what to do with each comment
o Should we
 Make changes to the Plan
 Not make a change
 If a change is needed, ask Town Board for more time to work on
comments
Next meeting will be July 9, 2012 when Mark Tayrien will present the Comp Plan to the Town
Board.
Review of comments received:
Ms. Babette Huber asked at the Public Hearing and through a letter for some wording changes
and a reference to 2007 Hamlet of Fishers Vision.
• Comments from Committee:
• One of the concepts that Babette was referring to is appropriate for a separate plan for
Historical Preservation. Her additions to the Vision are appropriate.
• Historical Resources will be added to the NRI (Natural Resource Inventory).
• Mark is free to make changes
Mr. George Eckert stood up at the Public Hearing and stated that we need a revision of the
large scale energy generation definition, battery storage, and the environmental consequences
that come along with the battery storage.
• Comments from Mark:
o Agrees that it should be reworded
o Language now uses a connection to the grid to try to distinguish renewable energy
system that you might have at home or a small business from a utility scale
systems. The systems that you might have at home or in a small business can
connect to your meter and run your meter backwards which is called net metering.
o Mr. Eckert’s concern is if you exclude these, you are forcing people to only use
batteries. He is absolutely right, almost any alternative system at a home or small
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business is connected to the grid. It’s just the way in which it’s connected to the
grid.
o The real distinction is between the metering system where you run the meter
backwards and the utility scale connection where you are actually selling power
wholesale back into the grid.
o Mark is free to make the language changes.
Mr. Derek Guest talked at the Public Hearing about the Transportation Section, the facts,
figures and all of the data that was in there. He basically stated we need to make this clearer.
• Comments from the Committee
o One of the Committee members agreed that this is not a plan, it’s more a
collection of data. It was mentioned that we should have a traffic solution to
Route 96, but there is no solution without major support from the State.
o The Town and Village have already paid for many studies of Route 96.
o During the last couple of conversations about this, we were made aware that we
have to propose this to the State before they even start to take any action.
o It was noted that it went out to the State 90 days ago and 6 months prior to that
and the Senator has been contacted regarding this issue.
• Marks comment:
o In addition to the text amendments to the plan itself, his proposal would be to add
some version of this. Maybe we could submit the comments in an appendix that
we received as well as a summary like this to the Town Board. Then there should
probably be a short narrative along the lines of what was started here that might
be something like:
 In response to this comment, here’s how we changed the plan; we didn’t
change the plan because we don’t think a change is necessary; we didn’t
change the plan but it’s conceivable there may be some validity to the
comment. We’ve finished our work but the Town Board may want to
consider future changes to this section.
o Rather than to start editing chapters, acknowledge the comments and the validity
of the comments so that it accompanies the Plan when it goes to the Town Board.
• Comments from the Committee
o A plan has an desired outcome, this does not
o Still need a bypass around Victor and the Thruway was suppose to be this.
o Most traffic now is going internally to Victor and not to Cdga.
o Synchronize the lights
o This is one of the biggest issues that we are being confronted with and need to tell
the public this in the Plan some how
o When it reaches capacity, then that would be the end of the building
• Mark will change the name of this Section to possibly Transportation Inventory

Referring to the letters from Dave Lentine, Sam Lentine and Bruce DeSimone, Caleb Strong,
Dan Strong, John Benson and John Welch and they also talked at the Public Hearing and were
opposed to the zoning changes that were being recommended to reduce the allowable lots on
their properties.
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Mr. Bruce DeSimone regarding 1403 East Victor Road:
• Comments from Mark
o That’s the least density now, 1 unit per 3 acres. The Future Land Use Map shows
it increasing to 1 unit per 2 acres.
• Mr. DeSimone
o Originally it was 1 unit per 1 acre. We think it should be brought to that or a
greater density because of the existing conditions that border the property. It’s all
commercial on Route 96, there is no view, no country feeling as you drive down
the road because only 600 ft are visible on East Victor Road, all the rest is
landlocked. Mud Creek is on two sides of the property line and would be
wetlands and nature trails and not get developed. Has 36” sewer main at the
lowest elevation. It has gas, sewer and water at Sunray Crest and could be
brought to the property.
o The joining properties are high density. There is the Ambulance Corp, the Senior
Citizen Home which is all high density.
• Comments from Committee:
o In regards to the area that is highlighted to be zoned to medium density, I agree
that the northern part of that should be higher density but the southern part of this
section should remain medium.
o I drove through Sunray Crest and its moderate housing, high density about ¼ of
an acre. We can either preserve the agricultural land with the prime soil but also
we have the goal to stimulate moderate income housing. There were 5 lots still
available for sale in this development. Maybe there is not a high demand for this.
Maybe we should designate this area higher density, similar to what is already
there. I agree to rezone the northern area of this section.
o Maybe even under the right circumstances, make it even higher
o It’s a receiving area
o We don’t want to encourage extensions of sewer until what is already available is
developed
• Mark has approval to change the density to 1 unit per 1 acre north of the black line on
this section of Medium density zoned land, leaving the southern part as 1 unit to 2
acres.
It was suggested by a member of the committee to zone the density per the infrastructure that
surrounds it:
• Sewer and Water available – 1 unit per 1 acre
• Water available – 1 unit per 2 acres
• No infrastructure – 1 unit per 3 acres
This was discussed through out the meeting. In the Limited Development District areas, this
should not be changed due to the environmental constraints and should be left at 1 unit per 3
acres even though some of it has water.
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Land located in the Limited Development District that consists of both the Benson property and
13 acres of the Strong property as well as others was zoned 1 unit per 1 acre but is being rezoned
to 1 unit per 3 acres.
• Discussion from the Committee
o The ability to access it from Route 96 to Benson Rd is very dangerous
o If water was to be extended to this area, 1 unit per 2 acres would be acceptable to
some of the committee members
o A possible development was referred to on Benson Road which has petitioned and
is trying to have water brought to it, and if water did go to this area, 1 unit per 2
acres would be appropriate but not 1 unit to 1 acre due to going out to Route 96.
o Traffic was discussed in the area that Benson joins Route 96
• Proposal is to keep this as 1 unit per 3 acres unless water is provided to this property
then it would be modified to 1 unit per 2 acres.
Mr. John Welch regarding his property on Route 444:
• Comments by Mark
o It is now medium density 1 unit per 2 acres but the Future Land Use Map is
changing it to the least density 1 unit per 3 acres.
• Comments from the Committee
o Once prime soils are developed, they are gone
o There isn’t a demand for real estate in the Town that would demand development
of these lands
o We’re not just taking care of the landowner’s interest, we’re taking care of the
town’s interest as a whole so we need to balance our actions
o One of the committee members would like to see 5 units to the acre where we
have sewer/water with ability to go to 10 or 20 units per acre with the additional
development rights. Member doesn’t think the market will support continued
sprawl.
o Changing this to 1 unit per 3 acres for soil preservation
o Some members believe Victor is no longer in the farming business
o A reminder was made that there is 50% greenspace on every project
o Goal is to have projects fit the sites
o Buildings now are being more consolidated
o If the zoning is changed on Route 444 to 1 unit per 2 acres, then all of the
farmland would be developed into residential.
o Can not keep one plot of land at one zoning and not the rest of the area
o Can not zone for one particular person and need to preserve the soils
• Proposal was made to change the Comp Plans rezoning of the property along Route 444
which has been changed to 1 unit to 3 acres back to 1 unit to 2 acres.
Ernie Santoro
Dan Benulis
Bill Glasner
Donna Clements
Phil Clark
Jerry Colyer

Aye
Aye
Nay
Nay
Nay
Aye
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Nay
Nay
Nay

3 Ayes, 6 Nays
Proposal did not pass, zoning will stay at 1 unit per 3 acres – reason is due to the State Wide
Significant soils.
The discussion went back to the earlier proposal of:
• Sewer and Water available – 1 unit per 1 acre unless prime soils or natural features to
protect
• Water available – 1 unit per 2 acres unless prime soils or natural features to protect
• No infrastructure – 1 unit per 3 acres
Committee comments:
• One of the members is looking for the logic of why parcels have received the zoning in
order to explain to residents
• Member stated they voted not to change the Route 444 to 1 unit to 2 acres because there
are prime soils that is a natural feature that should be protected or preserved.
• The soils along Route 444 is of State Wide Significance
• Just because there is water, doesn’t mean it’s good water was a comment from one of the
members
• Farmland should have a tax break

Ms. Marsha Senges stated in a letter and also at the Public Hearing that we need to do more
work. We should identify 5 top Strategies. She identified Strategy 68 (Mixed Use) and 69
(Multiple Family Use) and suggested they should be in the top 5. Ms. Senges stated we should
identify locations for Multiple Dwelling and Mixed Use areas on the map. Ms. Senges also
wanted to know if we have identified a location where the Transfer Development Rights are
being used.
• Mark’s comments
o Some of the comments are valid and have merit but the prospect for us to do more
work at this point is not practical. The Town Board will need to make this
decision.
• Committee comments
o The committee agreed with Mark’s comment.

Ms. Laura Glasner stated in a letter and also at the Public Hearing that she was concerned with
how to assign Development Rights taking into account environmental issues. Also, there should
be penalties for violations.
• Committee comments
o These comments should be sent to the committee that is chosen to facilitate the
Transfer Development Rights program
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o This committee can not make decisions on what penalties are assigned
o The penalties should be increased, not added to
o If developers can write off their fines for violations, or if the penalties are not
severe enough for violating the ordinances that are created to protect green space,
then the whole thing will be for naught.
o Penalties are a good idea, maybe a Letter of Credit. It’s also an enforcement issue
that the Planning Board has no control over.
o Code Enforcement needs to get training in Environmental Sensitivity
o Should be a check list on the site plan
o Code Enforcement needs to enforce the code that is there and enforce what the
Planning Board approves.
Mr. John Hotto made specific comments in letter form on Agricultural preservation and why
does it not preclude residential development. Open Space, the term 50% is too vague, Green
Land Design Criteria and examples provided (gave diagrams with ideas), TDRs (would they ever
work) and View Sheds (with examples).
• Committee comments
o Agricultural zoning allows residential development in support of agricultural but
not independent of agricultural use
o Some of this information is in the implementation process and also in the Green
Infrastructure. There is also a statement in the MS4 manual will be fully
implemented.
Mr. Bill Bowen has property on County Road #9 and made comments at the Public Hearing and
also sent in a letter regarding air quality concerns. Also comments on the conflict of interests on
the committee and the selection of an Ombudsman.
• Committee comments
o Not sure what Mr. Bowen meant by “conflict of interest” on the committee which
was only mentioned in the letter.
o Ombudsman would be someone who would settled differences of opinions
 One of the members likes the idea of an Ombudsman
 It’s an overseer
 One member mentioned that’s what our Town Attorney is for
 Another member stated that it would avoid Town Attorney use and
expense
 It was hard for one of the members to image that when a decision has been
made by one of the Boards on a land use matter, it would be hard to
envision any type of arbitration process that would change the Board’s
decision.
 There is Article 78
That concluded any of the public comments sent in letter form or at the Public Hearing.
• Mark will develop a response for each comment
• Will use categories discussed
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o In response to this comment, here’s how we changed the plan; we didn’t change
the plan because we don’t think a change is necessary; we didn’t change the plan
but it’s conceivable there may be some validity to the comment
A discussion took place on water, location and types, Prime soils, State soils
PUBLIC COMMENTS
•

•

•
•
•
•

•
•

Mr. John Strong from 7719 Lower Fishers Road
o Are Transfer Development Rights off of the table at this point?
 This is a program that we strongly are recommending to the Town Board
that be developed during the implementation process
o Mr. Strong’s parcel and the Benson’s parcel are in a prime sending area.
o If this is the case, then changing the density at this time, they would be loosing
developments rights. If the Transfer Development Rights program has value, then
how are they not loosing value by changing the density?
o Not saying housing should be built there but aren’t development rights themselves
valuable?
Committee comment
o Which is more valuable – the right to develop or the right to have Transfer
Development Rights? Thinks the right to develop at some point in the future
would be more valuable
Mr. Strong agrees but there is the potential for the Transfer Development Rights program
to be worth quite a bit of money. Does anyone have any idea how much they would be
worth?
Committee comment
o Closest measure that we have now in this area is the Purchase of Development
Rights Program that the State is using for Agricultural.
Mr. Strong – What I’m talking about is selling to a developer that is looking to increase
density in a receiving area
Committee –
o There is going to be the remaining Agricultural value whatever that would be, the
balance would be the perceived development value. On the buyers side, he’s
going to determine how much additional value can he get from developing his
property by reason of density.
Mr. Strong – As it sits today there are 13 development rights on my 13 acres as it is 1 unit
per 1 acre. If we change zoning to 1 unit per 2 acres or 1 unit per 3 acres, you take 2/3 of
those away. This would be the same for John Welch’s property.
Mark –
o The Comp Plan as its drafted now doesn’t make a specific recommendation or
conclusion of how the Development Rights will be assigned, it leaves it up to the
Implementation Team.
o One of the approaches that we’ve discussed is using the “existing” density for the
assignment of Development Rights. So it might be conceivable that although
your maximum density could reflect changes, the Development Rights that you
have are on the zoning now.
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Committee –
o The Implementation Committee would make that decision. Still think that the
Transfer Development Rights will be worth less than if you development the
property.
o It will also be supply vs demand.
Mr. Strong – If you go with the decision of 1 unit to 2 acres with water, we currently
have 76 acres that is 1 to 3 with the proposal to bring water to it. What happens when the
water gets there?
Committee –
o Then your development opportunity would be greater and your development
rights would be less.
o You could argue with the Town Board to rezone your property to get higher
density because you have a change in condition that warrants it.
o You can always petition legislation with a rational change to your property
o We spent a lot of time on the Transfer Development Rights program
o There will be a lot of feedback at the Town Board level and the steps that would
need to be taken
o The Town Board will have a Public Hearing on this
o The value is placed on the quality, size of house and location

Mr. Caleb Strong from 1425 St Rd 444
• Went through this 10 years ago and some of their land went from 1 unit per 1 acre to 1
unit per 3 acres. We lost a lot of value. Now the last decent piece of land they have is
now 1 unit per 1 acre and now you want to even make that 1 unit to 3 acres.
• You keep taking and taking and unfortunately we’re the ones you keep taking it from
• Some of my neighbors got lucky 10 years ago and now you’re going after them too
• Benson Road is all prime land even though you may not like the egress to Route 96
• This is the side of Victor people want to be on, less traffic, closer to the mall and the
thruway. It’s prime real estate. We have decided to keep our land and the Town keeps
taking away the Strong’s building rights and the Bensons. It’s just not right!

Mr. Doug Benson – We still pay the same amount of taxes as everyone. We have water going
through and we still have to pay for the water even if we don’t use it. What’s that about? Just
because it’s on your property?

Mr. Steve Benson from 481 Benson Road –
• Is your proposal taking the Commercial land also on Benson Rd? (Yes)
• It’s located 1000 ft off of Route 96
• That doesn’t take away the value?
• If there is a problem egressing out of Benson to Route 96, DOT will take care of it
• Committee
o The only way you could get to it is from Route 96. No way to get to it from
Benson Rd. The egress is a disaster from Route 96. Why it continues to be
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allowed is a mystery. It’s that bad. If not a developer would have snapped up
that land already, you just can’t get to it.
Mr. Caleb Strong – Have been approached by many builders, they have just made the
decision not to sell. It’s not a question of builders wanting it or not.
Mr. Steve Benson – Are you going to change that commercial land and take away the
value? (Yes that’s what has been proposed) I’m totally against that. You hang on to it
for 50 years just to have someone take the value away, it’s just not right to take half of it
away.
Committee
o Why did we change that?
o Access was an issue
o Transportation discussion took place
o If someone put a new access to it, then it would work
o Zoning has nothing to do with what’s there, you go to the Planning Board with
your proposal
o If it’s commercial and Mr. Benson wants it to stay commercial and if it can’t be
developed, then let it stay undeveloped.
o It’s undevelopable for a commercial site
o From a planning perspective, zoning a parcel makes a statement to the community
regarding the suitability and the advisability for a particular site for a particular
development. This site is making a statement that says it’s more appropriate for
either residential or commercial use.
o If it wasn’t for the egress situation, it would be good for commercial. If the
constraints were rectified, and if the infrastructure was fixed.
o Every property that has a problem (wetland, steep slopes, etc), you work with it.
o All of Route 96 is commercial, not residential and this is the only piece of
property that we’ve talked about taking out of commercial.
o If there is potential here, someone will develop it and it should be commercial on
Route 96.
o Mark’s explanation - Inherently it’s a commercial area given its location and
the only reason that it would be considered for something else is it’s constrained
by the access. If that access problem was solved, the best use would be
commercial.
o Need to give this enough land to get access from Benson. Need to extend the
width of this from 1,000 ft to 2,000 in order to get access.
o If we did this, it would draw more development to Benson. Where do we stop?

A motion was made to change this parcel back to Commercial by Bill Glasner, seconded by Dan
Benulis
Ernie Santoro
Dan Benulis
Bill Glasner
Donna Clements
Phil Clark

Aye
Aye
Aye
Aye
Aye
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Aye
Aye
Nay
Nay

7 Ayes, 2 Nays
Motion passed – The property will be zoned commercial
DISCUSSION/MOTION
Motion was made by Donna Clements, seconded by Phil Clark and the following was passed:
The discussion and decision on the proposal for the following guide lines to be applied across the
Town for the future decisions:
• Sewer and Water available – 1 unit per 1 acre
• Water available – 1 unit per 2 acres
• No infrastructure – 1 unit per 3 acres
With the constraints of:
• Areas with prime soils
• Limited Development District areas
• Green Infrastructure issues
After a brief discussion it was decided:
Mark will put the following in Chapter 8 under Future Land Use:
• A description of these considerations
o The presence of water, accompanied by some consideration of constraints such as
prime soils, limitations of the Limited Development District describing how they
were amongst the primary considerations and should continue to be
considerations during the implementation of the Future Land Use Plan and
should be relied upon by the Town Board when considering future requests for
rezoning.

Ernie Santoro
Dan Benulis
Bill Glasner
Donna Clements
Phil Clark
Jerry Colyer
Kris Hughes
John Francis
Meg Chaides

Aye
Aye
Aye
Aye
Aye
Aye
Aye
Aye
Aye
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9 Ayes, 0 Nays
Meeting ended at 8:00 PM
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