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TOWN OF PENFIELD
3100 Atlantic Avenue, Penfield, NY 14526-9798 

 
The Planning Board met at 6:30 PM local time Thursday, March 22, 2012 in the Auditorium to discuss, in a meeting 
open to the public, tabled matters and other business that was before it. 
 
I. CALL TO ORDER: 
 

PRESENT: Arsen Markarian, Chairperson 
Bill Bastian 
Jim Burton 
Allyn Hetzke, Jr. 
Sue Kreiser 
Doug McCord 
Terry Tydings 

 
ABSENT:   

 
ALSO PRESENT: Linda Cummings, Secretary 

Katie Evans, Planning Board Clerk 
Doug Fox, Consultant 
Mark Valentine, Planning Department Head 
Peter Weishaar, Legal Counsel 
 

GUEST SPEAKERS: Bill Holthoff – Stantec 
   Mike Flanigan - Stantec 

 
 

II. APPROVAL OF MINUTES:    
 
Meeting minutes will be considered at the next meeting. 
 
III. TABLED 

 
1. Robert Winans/LaDieu Associates P.C., 40 Cedarfield Commons, Rochester, NY 14615/Masi Enterprises, 

Inc. requests under Articles III-3-10, VIII-8-2, and IX-9-2 of the Code Preliminary and Final Subdivision 
and Site Plan approval and EPOD Permits to allow the construction of a 23 lot single family subdivision on 
13.6 +/- acres, located at 1813 and 1817 Baird Road.  The property is now or formerly owned by Masi 
Enterprises Inc., James Pschirrer, and Daria Reitknecht and is zoned R-1-20.  Appl# 12P-0003.  SBL# 
124.01-2-28.1 and 124.01-2-29.1. 

 
a. Board Member Kreiser stated that she has viewed the entire Public Hearing on March 8th and is up 

to speed on the application. 
b. Board Member Kreiser presented the idea of rocks being positioned around the retention pond. 
c. Planner, Katie Evans, informed the Board that the Town of Penfield does not permit blasting for 

basements and retention Ponds are required by State Law. 
d. The Board is in agreement for a cluster subdivision warrants further consideration for this 

proposed development. 
e. Board Member McCord would like to see a sidewalk on one side of the development if there will 

be public access to the rear area of the property. 
f. Planner, Katie Evans, mentioned that Penfield resident, Ian Cohen, met with her, Mark Valentine, 

and Board Member Markarian to discuss the project.  They provided answers to Mr. Cohen’s 
questions and explained the application review and construction processes. 
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The application was CONTINUED TABLED pending submission of the following: 
 

1. The Planning Board has reviewed and considered the subdivision proposal under Town Law 278.  The 
Board has determined the proposed cluster layout warrants consideration under Town Law 278. 

 
2. In receipt of reviewing agency comments, the Board would like to see revised plans incorporating the 

following: 
 The pond relocated to the north with the subdivision road to the south of it.  In regards to 

comments raised by adjacent neighbors, every effort should be made to enhance the safety of 
the pond. 

 Wherever possible, consideration should be taken to buffer adjacent residences with existing 
vegetation or additional landscaping. 

 The storm sewer proposed through1817 Baird Road shall be relocated within the Baird Road 
right-of-way.  Additionally, the sidewalk shall be relocated to the satisfaction of the Town 
Engineer. 

 Should rocks become available as a result of site grading, some should be placed between the 
east side of the pond and the sidewalk to provide a protective barrier to the pond. 

 Show compliance with the Town’s sidewalk policy or request a waiver from the Town Board.  
If a waiver is submitted, the Planning Board supports sidewalks on one side of the subdivision 
road if there is public access to the 3+ acre common area on the west property line of the 
subject parcel. 

 
3. The applicant is advised to either extend the lot lines through the 3+ acre common area on the west 

side of the property or petition the Town Board for the formation of an embellishment district.  If an 
embellishment district is pursued, it should also any other common lands including but not limited to 
pond maintenance, subdivision sign if one if proposed, etc. 

 
 Vote: Moved by: Markarian Seconded by: Hetzke 
     
 
Chairperson Markarian – Aye Bastian –Aye Burton –Aye 

 
Hetzke - Aye 

 Kreiser –Aye McCord -Aye Tydings - Aye 
    
Motion was carried. 

 
2. Leonard Preston, PE/Costich Engineering, 217 Lake Avenue, Rochester, NY 14608/Penfield Road and 

Harris Whalen Park Road Development, LLC requests under Articles VIII-8-2, IX-9-2, and X-10-2 of the 
Code Preliminary and Final Resubdivision, Site Plan, and Conditional Use Permit approval to allow the 
construction of a 3,900 sq. ft. +/- bank with three drive thrus, and other associated site improvements on 
0.95 +/- acres located at 2120 and 2124 Penfield Road to be known as Key Bank.  The properties are now 
or formerly owned by William and Mary Buonomo (2120 Penfield Road) and Gordon Griffin (2124 
Penfield Road) and are zoned BN-R and TF.  Appl# 12P-0002.  SBL# 139.08-01-66 and 139.08-01-67. 

 
a. Planner, Katie Evans informed the Board that the Penfield School District is satisfied with the 

proposal and documentation will be added to the file. 
b. PRC recommendations include extending the curb further onto Harris Whalen Road, move the 

side setback in 2 to 3ft which will expand tree lawn area, and shift the building and parking area 
further to the west. 

c. Mark Costich addressed the Board regarding moving the entrance further west.  He stated that due 
to the entrance apron, they cannot move the building any further west. 

d. Scott Wallenhorst addressed the Board and stated that by moving the building further west, the 
lights from the bank would negatively affect the nearby residents and would not comply with the 
setback, which would mean they would have to apply for a variance. 
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e. PRC suggested to remove the two large trees on the north side of the property because they will be 
damaged during the paving, grading, etc and probably die.  New trees can be planted after all the 
necessary construction is complete. 

f. The Board reviewed the proposed revisions to the back wall of the building.  The proposal was 
found to be satisfactory to the Board. 

g. Department Head, Mark Valentine, informed the Board that the Town Board will be reviewing the 
architecture plans at their March 28th meeting to ensure that the building will be residential in 
character. 

h. Board Member McCord requested that two or three shade trees be added along the east side of the 
property to create a visual enhancement and buffer from pedestrians and traffic. 

 
The Board authorized Chairman Markarian to sign Part II of the EAF 
 

 Vote: Moved by: Hetzke Seconded by: McCord 
     
 
Chairperson Markarian – Aye Bastian –Aye Burton –Aye 

 
Hetzke - Aye 

 Kreiser –Aye McCord -Aye Tydings - Aye 
    
Motion was carried. 

 
The application was APPROVED WITH CONDITIONS 
 

 Vote: Moved by: McCord Seconded by: Kreiser 
     
 
Chairperson Markarian – Aye Bastian –Aye Burton –Aye 

 
Hetzke - Aye 

 Kreiser –Aye McCord -Aye Tydings - Aye 
    
Motion was carried. 

 
3. Jared Lusk, Nixon Peabody Attorneys at Law, 1100 Clinton Square, Rochester, NY 14604/DiMarco Brandt 

Point, LLC requests the Town Board to consider their pending application for the proposed action.  The 
proposed action has been classified as a Type I Action pursuant to applicable SEQRA Regulations, 
including 6 N.Y.C.R.R. 617.5 et seq, and the Penfield Environmental Quality Review Local Law #3 of 
1996.  The Planning Board, acting as lead agency, has accepted a Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
for the proposed action.  A public hearing was held October 14, 2010 at 7:00 PM, at which time the 
Planning Board heard all interested persons on the content of said document. 

 
The Draft Environmental Impact Statement is available on the Planning Department’s web page on the 
Town website located at www.penfield.org. Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement were 
requested and accepted until October 25, 2010.  Appl# 09P-0003. 

 
As has been the practice of the Board for all prior meetings where the FEIS was discussed, the Board 
reviewed each and every comment with associated response for the identified sections below.  As each 
comment and accompanying response was discussed, the comments and responses were displayed on a 
large screen using a projector for viewing by the Planning Board and members of the public who were in 
attendance in the audience.  After review and consideration, revisions were made to responses as deemed 
appropriate. 

 
 Doug McCord and Jim Burton excused themselves from the table during this discussion.  
 Mike Flanigan, of Stantec and the Board’s Noise Consultant, explained how the results of the 

Noise Study is determined. 

http://www.penfield/
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 The three main sources of mitigation are:  Increasing the setback, physical barrier and/or berm 
wall, and various times of day that noise occurs (hours of operation). 

 Consultant, Doug Fox, reviewed the following FEIS section: 
o Noise Section 2-A 

 Bill Holthoff of Stantec and the Board’s Transportation Consultant explained components of the 
Traffic Study. 

 The study was based on traffic occurring on Friday evenings and on mid-day Saturdays. 
 Consultant, Doug Fox, reviewed the following FEIS section: 

o Traffic Section 3.3 
 The Board’s work project is attached and hereby incorporated into these minutes as Schedules A-

B. 
 

The Board took NO ACTION on this item.  
 
 
There being no further business to come before the Board, this meeting was adjourned at 9:50 p.m., Thursday, 
March 22, 2012. 
 
These minutes were adopted by the Planning Board on April 12, 2012.
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Schedule A 
Bay Towne FEIS Working Document 

 
SECTION II-A – NOISE  
 
Noise impacts have been the primary concern of many who submitted comments to the Town.  The Noise Study was 
developed in accordance with the NYSDEC Noise Guide.  This Noise Guide is a NYSDEC publication entitled 
Assessing and Mitigating NoiseImpacts, NYSDEC, 2/2/01 and is included as Exhibit __.  The Noise Study presented 
the ambient noise measured at several locations on the perimeter of the Site.  In response to a letter from the Town’s 
consultant, Stantec, the Applicant’s consultant provided additional evaluations, which are included in this FEIS 
(Noise Study Addendum, February, 2011, included as Exhibit __).  Additional peak noise generators were reviewed 
in relation to the existing Plaza and the proposed Redevelopment to evaluate the associated noise impacts. 
 
As the accompanying figures indicate, distance or separation between noise generator and noise receptor also 
provides noise mitigation, but in this case, the property available limits the distance available for separation.  As 
most noise studies show, distance can provide some attenuation, but adjoining residents indicate they presently hear 
noises from Empire Boulevard and the businesses located thereon as well as noises within the existing Plaza.  
Mitigation measures other than distance are necessary to reduce the noise impact from existing operations and the 
potential noise generated by the Redevelopment.   
 
The comments relating to noise and corresponding responses are set forth below. 
 
Comment 1 - Allen, A.  
The noise that will be caused by building a Super Wal-Mart on land directly abutting residential neighborhoods will 
be hugely problematic.  In its current form, Bay Towne Plaza has been a noise nuisance to the abutting 
neighborhoods for years.  We can hear noise from the current Wal-Mart before 5 a.m. from inside our house with the 
windows closed now. 
 
Response:  
The preferred alternative identified by the applicant in the DEIS indicates that there will be 100’ of natural buffer 
immediately behind the Jewelberry residences, plus another 100’ that will accommodate an earthen berm with 
landscaping and possibly a wall, intended to lessen the noise and lighting impacts, not just from the proposed 
project, but also from existing commercial development along Empire Blvd.  An additional submission (drawing 
CP-02) by the Applicant has indicated a possible combination of alternatives (COM-50 and RES-15) that would 
provide for maintaining a 200’ natural buffer, plus the 100’ land area where the berm would be located.  The 
applicant has indicated that a permanent restriction on development would be offered, for this buffer area.  This 
alternative has not been analyzed with the Amended Noise Study, but the decibel levels will be decreased with the 
increased separation from the noise generators to the neighboring residences. 
 
In accordance with the property maintenance agreement that was executed between the Town and the owners of the 
plaza in connection with the existing Bay Towne plaza, activities such as sweeping, garbage pick-up, etc. will only 
occur between 7:00 am and 11:00 pm. Snow plowing is not included in this Property Maintenance Agreement as 
these maintenance operations are not limited by the Town.  If controlled activities are observed during hours 
between 11:00 pm and 7:00 am (**verify this is for the entire week**), notification can be made directly to the 
Town Code Enforcement Officer.  It is assumed that any further commercial development in the area will be 
similarly restricted.  This is one of the Best Management Practices (BMPs) recommended in the NYSDEC Noise 
Guide to reduce noise duration.  In addition, the BMPs also recommend techniques that can reduce noise sound 
pressure levels.  Some of these techniques have been incorporated by the Applicant, including: 

 Increasing the setback distance. 
 Erecting sound barriers such as screens or berms around the noise generating equipment or near the point of 

reception. 
 Preservation of natural barriers 

 
Comment 2 - Cooley, M.  
I’m sure that Mr. DiMarco has taken into consideration the noise factor. 
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Response:   
Concur. 
 
Comment 3 - DeRosa, T.  
Resident was awoken at 7:10am (Sunday 10/17) by the sounds of the Bay Towne parking lot sweeper.  Sounds of 
garbage collectors slamming the doors of the dumpsters several hours earlier on some mornings…can’t imagine 
what the sounds will be like if Super Wal-Mart is situated 250 feet from my property line? 
 
Response: 
See the Response to Comment 1 above.  . 
 
Comment 4 - Farr, M.  
The noise that we have to endure in the winter when the parking lot is plowed at all times of the night. 
 
Response: 
See the Response to Comment 1 above.  As noted, there is a Property Maintenance Agreement on file with the Town 
that limits the hours of some external maintenance activities for the existing plaza.  However snow removal is not a 
controlled operation due to safety concerns and necessity to have parking lots cleared and accessible prior to store 
openings.  Similar snow removal activities occur during early morning hours in residential neighborhoods by private 
snow plowing contractors, residents with snow blowers and town highway maintenance personnel.  Specific design 
of parking areas can reduce the need for backing up while plowing, as “back-up beepers” are considered effective 
safety features for plowing vehicles, but can be a noise nuisance.  These designs can be detailed through any future 
site plan review process that may be forthcoming.  Commercial businesses on lands zoned General Business are 
permitted to operate 24 hours a day, per the Penfield Town Code. 
 
Comment 5 - Frank, K&T. 
We don’t want…the dumpsters…to hear the vacuum trucks and the snowplows clearing a huge parking lot and the 
beeping when they back up. 
 
Response:  
See the Response to Comment 1 and Comment 4, above. 
 
Comment 6 - Green S.  
Events such as the noise generated from the parking lot of a half million square foot plaza.  The parking lot 
sweepers, the vacuum trucks for the immense parking lot.  Ten ton and 20 ton roof top air conditioners.  Trash 
compactors, refrigerator units, loading dock operations all associated with a 24-hour operation.  This proposal 
contends that those noises and disruptions are within acceptable limits. 
 
Response:  
See the Response to Comment 1 and Comment 4, above.  The Planning Board Design Guidelines incorporate 
features for the screening (visual and auditory) of roof-mounted HVAC units.  Additional mitigation has been 
proposed for the loading dock area that includes the potential to enclose the docks and limit the operation of idling 
trucks and refrigeration units. 
 
Comment 7 - Hanscom, M. 
1.) Both background noise measurements were taken on a Thursday, and measured approximately same time of 

day.   
2.) In order to provide an adequate background sample of noises, you have to do it on several different days, 

particularly on weekends.   
3.) The noise level of the vacuum sweeper truck was not stated in the noise report.   
4.) With windows closed there is a 20 dBA reduction in noise levels, when people’s windows are open there is an 

increase in noise level by 20 decibels due to the vacuum sweeper truck.    
5.) When the vacuum truck is running, there will be increasing anywhere from 10 to 20 decibels.   
6.) Model of noises were at the center of the parking lot in front of the proposed store and not as a moving source 

around the building.   
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7.) The majority of things that need to be swept are in the back lot, and sound will reflect off the wall toward 
nearby residents. 

8.)  In this area, since no data was collected on the weekends, background noise levels tend to be lower on early 
Sunday morning and Sunday afternoons due to reduced highway traffic. 

9.) The residents who I have talked to would like to see noise measured against early morning conditions of 
multiple seasonal conditions with and without foliage on the trees. 

 
Response:  
1.) The background measurements were taken on different days of the week (Thursday 9/11/08 and Monday 

9/22/08) and at varying hours per standard protocol for both daytime and nighttime data collection. 
2.) The NYSDEC Noise Guide , Exhibit __, documents typical suburban daytime noise levels (living 

room/bedroom at 40+ dBA and light auto traffic at 50 feet at 50+ dBA).  The samples that were taken for the 
noise study fall within the expected range. 

3.) Consultant staff measured noise levels from the Victory Mark I sweeper (while in operation); They were 
recorded at 65 dBA to 70 dBA at a reference distance of 50 feet.  This is within manufacturer’s specifications.  
This is contained in the Noise Study Addendum, February, 2011, included as Exhibit __.   It should also be 
noted that parking lot sweeping is subject to restricted times, per the Property Maintenance Agreement 
(prohibited between the hours of 11:00 PM and 7:00 AM).  See also Response to comment 4, below. 

4.)  The Noise Study Addendum calculates the decibel level for the sweeper to be at 44.5 dBA, when considering 
the obstructions (berm, wall, etc.) as compared to the ambient noise level of 45 dBA.  See also, Response to 
comment 3, above. 

5.) The Applicant’s engineer provided the following explanation, which the Board accepts: 
“Further review of the condition with a vacuum sweeper in the back lot of the proposed development shows 
that there will still be a condition that results in noise level increases that are below the 5 dBA level, which 
are increased levels that are unnoticed to tolerable based on the NYSDEC Noise Guide.   A noise 
evaluation at the closest residential location (R5, Gilbert Residence) is performed by applying the sweeper 
noise level, while in operation in the back lot, at a point nearest to the residential receiver, the residence, 
(distance from source to receiver is 300 ft).  Even though the noise level of the sweeper to be used by 
property maintenance (Victory Mark I) is 70 dBA at 50 feet, an evaluation can be made using the reference 
noise level of 88.9 dBA at 10 feet provided by the commenter.  Starting with the reference noise level and 
applying the distance factor for 300 feet, the noise level at the receiver drops to 59 dBA.  In addition to 
distance, the proposed berm between the proposed development and the residence provides noise shielding 
and further reduces the noise level.  The noise attenuation factor of the berm is expressed using a Fresnel 
number, which calculates the diffracted distance the noise pressure wave travels around a barrier (or 
berm) between sound source and sound receiver.  Based on the geometry of the berm, results indicate that 
a 15 dBA attenuation is achieved, and the noise level of the sweeper (when it is closest to R5) is 44 dBA.  
When added with the background noise level of 45 dBA at this location, proposed exterior noise levels are 
calculated to be 48 dBA (or a potential 3 dBA increase).”  

6.) Response number 5 has addressed that a source is in the back lot at a location nearest the closest receptor.  In 
addition, calculations for moving sources instead of point sources would result in lower calculated noise levels.  
As a noise source moves away from the receiver, the distance increases, thus decreasing the source noise level.  
The applicant has provided calculations that show the highest noise level produced by a noise source.  Please 
refer to the Noise section of the DEIS (Attachment 10, Noise Analysis Study) and the Noise Study Addendum, 
February 2011. 

7.) The Applicant has offered the following response, which the Board accepts:   
“According to property maintenance, there is generally less debris in the back lot of a development.  
Reflections off the wall of a building may occur; however, the strength of the pressure wave decreases 
because it has to take a longer path (and reflects in varying directions) from the source towards a receiver.  
The direct noise far outweighs the reflected noise.”  Please also refer to Responses 3 and 4, above. 

8.) The noise collection days and times are contained in the Noise Study, Attachment 10, of the DEIS.  Morning 
noise data collection took place beginning from 4:05 AM to 4:20 AM on Monday, September 22, 2008.  The 
location of the collection is near the intersection of Brandt Point Drive and Wexford Place, adjacent to the 
nearest residential unit to Empire Blvd.  As noted on the field sheets, the weather was dry, relative humidity was 
50% and wind velocity of 0 – 2 MPH.  There were 7 cars and no trucks noted, during this 15-minute data 
collection period.  These appear to be very calm conditions and, in the Planning Board’s opinion, would reflect 
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similar results to those that would be collected on a Sunday morning and certainly much more conservative than 
data collected on a Sunday afternoon, where ambient background noise levels would be higher. 

9.)  The Board believes that the multi-seasonal data collection suggested is not necessary to determine the potential 
for noise-related impacts and provide for a full discussion about possible mitigation measures. 

 
Comment 8 - Hanscom, M. 
1.)  Noise Section does not take into account short term and instantaneous noises.   
2.) Fences constructed of wood are notorious for warping of the boards, thus resulting in openings in the fence that 

will allow the penetration of sound waves.   
3.) The berm and fence may have little effect for residences located further away from the berm and fence. 
 
Response: 
1). Average sound levels based on actual measurements were used in the Noise Study and instantaneous noise are 

included within the time period noise levels were taken.  Reasonably anticipated noise sources, such as trash 
pick-up, street sweeping, etc. were taken into account with this study.  The Planning Board did not require the 
analysis of instantaneous noises as part of the Scope for the DEIS. 

2.) The Applicant, in its proposed FEIS for Board consideration offered solid concrete post and panel type noise 
barriers on top of the berm that are now being proposed for the Project.   

3.) Noise levels will drop off dramatically for residences further away from the sources due to the noise level drop-
off rate based on the distance factor.  In the publication entitled Assessing and Mitigating Noise Impacts, 
NYSDEC 2/2/01 Program Policy, the following information helps address this comment: 

“The degree to which topography attenuates noise depends on how close the feature is located to the 
source or the receptor of the noise. Topography can act as a natural screen. The closer a hill or other 
barrier is to the noise source or the receptor, the larger the sound shadow will be on the side opposite the 
noise source.”   

Later in this publication, there is a list of recommended mitigation measures, including: 
“3. Reduce Noise sound pressure levels by: 

a. Increasing the setback distance.   
 
g. Erecting sound barriers such as screens or berms around the noise generating equipment or 
near the point of reception. The angle of deflection also increases as the height of a screen or 
barrier increases. Screens or barriers should be located as close to the noise source or the 
receptor as possible. The closer the barrier is located to the source or the receptor, the greater the 
angle of deflection of the sound waves will be creating a larger “sound shadow” on the side 
opposite the barrier. Stockpiles of raw material or finished product can be an effective sound 
barrier if strategically placed. 
 
h. phasing operations to preserve natural barriers as long as possible. 
 
i. altering the direction, size, proximity of expanding operations. 
 
j. Designing enclosed facilities to prevent or minimize an SPL increases above ambient levels. 
This would require a noise analysis and building designed by a qualified engineer that includes 
adequate ventilation with noise abatement systems on the ventilation system. 
Public notification of upcoming loud events can also be used as a form of mitigation although it 
doesn’t fit easily into the categories above. People are less likely to get upset if they know of an 
upcoming event and know that it will be temporary. 
The applicant should demonstrate that the specific mitigation measures proposed will be effective 
in preventing adverse noise effects on receptors. 
 

“Ultimately, the final decision must incorporate appropriate measures to minimize or avoid significant 
noise impacts, as required under SEQR. Any unavoidable adverse effects must be weighed along with other 
social and economic considerations in deciding whether to approve or deny a permit.”  (DEP-00-
1rev.2/2/01 The DEC Policy System 24 February 2, 2001, 
http://www.dec.ny.gov/docs/permits_ej_operations_pdf/noise2000.pdf) 
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Comment 9 Keenan, B 
If you rezone this residential property I feel you are negatively impacting my existing neighborhood. Your plan also 
talks about developing commercial areas that are architecturally pleasing, well landscaped and provides a 
comfortable environment for the surrounding community. 
 
Response: 
The Planning Board determined that some portions of the requested rezoning may have significant adverse impacts 
and therefore required the preparation of a Draft EIS.  Those impacts include noise, traffic, drainage and property 
values.  That analysis continues with this Final EIS.  In addition, the Planning Board Design Guidelines provide 
adequate direction for the architectural design of non-residential project and include specific recommendations on 
building materials, massing, landscaping & lighting. 
 
Comment 10- Kelly, N. 
1.) I cannot quite understand how the presence of a berm and fence would mitigate the noise of truck that is 

running or un-loading immediately at the end of anyone’s backyard would not be a noise impact, on a 
consistent, if not constant basis.   

2.)  The noise impacts as presented also do not seem to account for the constant noise, nor are they extended out to a 
more comprehensive radius of the neighborhood.  I believe noise impact studies should extend out to a 
comprehensive radius of the neighborhood.   

 
Response: 
1.) The submitted concept design for the Applicant’s preferred alternative (COM-54) includes a minimum of 100 

foot separation between the property line and the berm. The berm adds another 100 feet separation so in no 
instance would the proposed operations be immediately at the end of someone’s property. In addition, the 
proposed berm breaks the “line-of-sight” of the source noise to the receiver, thus significantly reducing the 
noise level at the receiver.  See also resposes to Comment 1, Comment 4 and Comment 8, above.  

2.) The calculated noise levels are at the property lines adjacent to the development, which are considered 
unnoticed to tolerable.  Any noise further away will be less noticeable because noise levels diminish with 
distance. The locations used for the noise collections were reviewed by the Planning Board and its consultant 
and include those properties closest to the proposed project.  The Noise Study was reviewed by the Planning 
Board’s consultant, and the resulting recommendations were incorporated into the Amended Noise Study, 
referenced in this FEIS (Noise Study Addendum, February, 2011, included as Exhibit __). 

 
Comment 11 - LaRocco, L. & C 
The other obvious concerns that come with supercenters…noise. 
 
Response: 
See the Response to Comment 1, Comment 4 and Comment 8 above.  Noise was considered in the DEIS and 
Amended Noise Study and are referenced in this FEIS. 
 
Comment 12 - Orosz, A. 
But we don’t welcome the sound of a snowplow blade clearing the snow or a vacuum cleaner vacuuming up the dirt 
and debris that has been left.  We don’t welcome the sounds of trucks idling. 
 
Response:  
These types of sounds already exist, and mitigation measures (e.g., the berm, wall and landscaping) are being 
proposed that will reduce noise impact caused by new development.  See the Response to Comment 1 and 4 above.  
Snow plowing activities occur in residential developments at similar hours via private snow plow contractors, 
residents using snow blowers and town highway maintenance personnel. 
   
Comment 13 - Rink, S. 
The entire plaza is already noisy enough, with idling trucks, snow and trash removal, growing it closer to our homes 
is unfair. 
 
Response: 



Penfield Planning Board 
March 22, 2012 
 

  

These types of sounds already exist, and mitigation measures (e.g., the berm, accompanying wall and landscaping) 
are being proposed.  See the Response to Comment 1, Comment 4 and Comment 8 above. 
  
Comment 14 - Ryan, J.  
The nice quiet weekends that we have been enjoying will soon be replaced with diesel trucks idling, air conditioning 
units and chillers cycling and the noisy parking lot traffic of sweepers and snow removal equipment.   
 
Response: 
These types of sounds already exist, and mitigation measures (e.g., the berm, wall and landscaping) are being 
proposed.  See the Response to Comment 1, Comment 4 and Comment 8 above. 
 
Comment 15 - Sanchez, J. & J. 
The current DEIS noise studies were performed at only a select few times of day.  It did not appear to take into 
consideration the peak times of day for traffic noise, nor the times in which refuse is collected, deliveries are made, 
rooftop air conditioning units, nor when outdoor maintenance is performed (snowplows with blade down).  The 
DEIS also states that the applicant agrees to restrict refuse removal, trash removal, parking lot sweeping, and 
parking lot snow plowing between the hours of 12:00 AM and 6:00 AM.  But as any of the neighbors will confirm, 
the applicant does not adhere to those time restrictions currently, even though we have requested that they do so, so 
it is quite a leap of faith to believe that he will do this when a larger superstore exists.  That type of business will 
operate 24 hours a day, and will require more maintenance and deliveries than the current store.  Are they not going 
to plow the parking lot in the middle of a snow storm in the middle of the night so that their customers can come in 
and shop?  They are going to have staff working in the middle of the night, cashiers in place, but no place for their 
customers to park because of this agreement? 
 
Response: 
The Planning Board members are not noise experts, so the Board enlisted the services of Stantec, a local engineering 
firm with expertise in this area.  The consultant provided recommendations on the initially submitted Noise Study 
and these were incorporated into the Amended Noise Study, referenced in this FEIS (Exhibit __).  By email dated 
March 13, 2012, Stantec confirms that the recent responses to Stantec’s previous comments have been adequately 
addressed.  Noise levels were taken on two different days of the week and at times that reflect daytime and nighttime 
noise levels.  Noise measurements were taken to establish “typical” existing levels, and the levels established agree 
with quiet suburban residential land use.  If noise measurements were taken during peak traffic times and during 
times when all activities are occurring at the existing development, then the baseline noise levels at the measurement 
locations would simply increase, and this would actually show a lower increase when considering sound levels from 
the Redevelopment.  In accordance with the Property Maintenance Agreement for the existing plaza, activities such 
as sweeping, garbage pick-up, etc. can only occur between 7:00 am and 11:00 pm. Snow plowing is not covered by 
this agreement because of safety concerns. If these regulated activities are observed during hours between 11:00 pm 
and 7:00 am, notification can be made directly to the Town Code Enforcement Officer.  See also, Response to 
Comment 12, above. 
 
Comment 16- Sanchez, J.  
1.) First, to begin with, Figure 7 in the DEIS talks about the noise element in terms of where they put all of the 

surrounding -- hang on a second.  Both the noise measurement site plus the noise rear sites, I think, need to be 
done at -- at distinct different times.  

2.) I think that there are noise modeling deficiencies made in the DEIS that I think I -- that I would encourage all to 
review. 

 
Response: 
1.) Noise measurements were taken to establish “typical” existing levels, and at the times these were taken, the 

level established agrees with quiet suburban residential land use.  See also, Responses to Comment 8 and 
Comment 15, above. 

2.) Noise model and calculations follow all standard and accepted equations for sound level propagation. The 
Planning Board consultant, Stantec, reviewed the data presented in the DEIS and provided recommendations for 
amending the noise study. That Amended Noise Study is contained in this FEIS as Exhibit __. 

 
Comment 17 - Stanton, R.  
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…existing noise levels emitted from the Bay Towne Wal-Mart operations are at nuisance levels which would be 
exacerbated if the operations were moved closer to homes…The DEIS relies upon incomplete and objectively false 
assumptions and conclusions in its noise impact assessments…the proposed mitigation measures are inadequate. 
 
Response: 
It is correct that operational noise exists.  The Noise Study as amended and included in this FEIS shows that future 
noise levels in connection with the Redevelopment at surrounding adjacent residential properties will be unnoticed 
to tolerable based on the NYSDEC Noise Guide 
(http://www.dec.ny.gov/docs/permits_ej_operations_pdf/noise2000.pdf).  Noise model and calculations follow all 
standard and accepted equations for sound level propagation and sound shielding, and results indicate that the 
proposed berm will provide the required noise mitigation in reducing operational noise levels, both from the existing 
operations and any proposed new development.  While the Commenter, Mr. Stanton, does not provide specific 
details on the alleged false assumptions and conclusions relied upon in the DEIS, the Board undertook the step of 
engaging a professional consultant to review the Noise Study and provide specific recommendations.  Those 
recommendations have been incorporated into the Amended Noise Study, included with this FEIS ***Need to 
include any additional Stantec recommendations, once a revised report is received***. 
 
Responses to the letter from Town Consultant Stantec Consulting Services, Inc. dated January 13, 2011: 
 
Comment 1 
It is recommended that table 5.1 of the Noise Study include both the ambient noise levels and peak noise levels from 
each operational feature at the given reference distances. 
 
Response:  
The applicant’s engineer has submitted that information and it is included below.    
 

TABLE 5.1 - STATIONARY EQUIPMENT NOISE EMISSION DATA 

Feature 
Ambient Level – Leq 
(dBA) 

Peak Noise Level - 
Lmax (dBA) 

Reference Distance (ft) 

Front Parking Lot 53 75 50 
Rooftop AHU (10 Ton) 58 58 50 
Rooftop AHU (20 Ton) 61 61 50 
Trash Compactor 50 50 100 
Refrigeration Unit 64 64 50 
Loading Dock Area 60 80 50 

Note: (rooftop AHU, trash compactor, and refrigeration unit) consist of steady-state reference levels, where Leq 
equals Lmax (no impulse or instantaneous increases in noise levels were observed). 
 
Comment 2  
The name and location of the “similar existing facility” should also be provided. 
 
Response: 
The applicant’s engineer has amended the noise study, with the following: 

 Trash Compactor (Wal-Mart Supercenter – Hudson Ave. Rochester, NY) 
 Refrigeration Unit (Wal-Mart Supercenter – Hudson Ave. Rochester, NY) 
 Loading Dock (Wal-Mart – Empire Blvd. Webster, NY) 

 
Comment 3 
The length of time that the peak (Lmax) noise levels occur should also be recorded. 
 
Response: 
The applicant’s engineer has submitted additional information on this comment.  See the below table of values:  
 

Feature 
Peak Noise Level - 
Lmax (dBA) 

Length of recording  / noise source 
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Front Parking Lot 75 5 minutes / sweeper 
Rooftop AHU (10 Ton) 58 Lmax = Leq / steady-state 
Rooftop AHU (20 Ton) 61 Lmax = Leq / steady-state 
Trash Compactor 50 Lmax = Leq / steady-state 
Refrigeration Unit 64 Lmax = Leq / steady-state 
Loading Dock Area 80 < 10 seconds / truck air brakes 

 
Comment 4 
This information is much more applicable in determining the true noise impacts on the adjoining property owners 
than the results contained in tables 6.1 and 6.2. 
 
Response: 
The tables 6.1 and 6.2 have been updated by the applicant’s engineer to include Lmax values to facilitate a “more 
applicable” determination of calculated future noise levels at the adjoining properties.  However, it is noted that 
updated noise calculations, used to create the updated tables 6.1 and 6.2, included an adjustment to account for a 
higher berm/wall screen, which results in a greater amount of noise attenuation.  Therefore, the adjoining properties 
do not see a significant increase in noise levels, as compared to the DEIS Noise Study, even when considering peak 
(Lmax) levels.  Calculated noise levels for the adjoining properties may still increase by 3 to 4 dBA, which is in the 
allowable range stated in the NYSDEC Noise Guide.  In addition, as requested by the Board, the Applicant has 
submitted another option (CP-02) that would maintain a 200’ natural buffer plus a 100’ area for a berm and possible 
wall, thus increasing the separation further than proposed on the applicant’s preferred alternative layout.  This was a 
combination of two previously reviewed alternatives; COM-50 and RES-15.  This additional separation was not 
analyzed in the Noise Study or Amended Noise Study but would result in a reduction of noise, beyond that 
identified in the amended Noise Study.  Prior to the submission of CP-02, the Applicant submitted the following 
information: 
 

 

TABLE 6.1 SUMMARY OF COMBINED NOISE LEVELS (Leq & Lmax) Daytime Period 

Site Existing 
Ambient  

Traffic  Front 
Lot 
(dBA) 

Roof-
top 
AHU’s  
(dBA) 

Trash 
Comp.  
(dBA) 

Refrig. 
System 
(dBA) 

Loading 
Dock 
(dBA) 

Propose
dTotal 
(dBA) 

R1 49 44 47 35 26 33 39 52 

R2 48 40 42 40 30 38 42 51 

R3 46 36 37 41 35 42 40 50 

R4 45 35 32 38 26 35 43 48 

R5 45 30 30 38 29 30 43 48 

R6 45 33 39 39 30 28 42 48 

R7 46 37 40 38 26 26 45 50 

R8 47 38 45 37 25 26 37 50 

TABLE 6.1 SUMMARY OF COMBINED NOISE LEVELS (Leq & Lmax) Nighttime Period 
Site Existing 

Ambient    
Traffic  Front 

Lot 
(dBA) 

Roof-top 
AHU’s  
(dBA) 

Trash 
Comp.  
(dBA) 

Refrig
. 
Syste
m 
(dBA) 

Loadin
g Dock 
(dBA) 

ProposedT
otal 
(dBA) 
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R1 45 39 25 35 26 33 39 47 
R2 44 33 20 40 30 38 40 47 
R3 43 29 19 41 35 37 40 47 
R4 42 27 10 38 26 30 43 46 
R5 42 26 10 38 26 30 43 46 
R6 42 31 17 39 30 28 42 46 
R7 42 34 18 38 26 26 40 46 
R8 42 35 23 37 25 26 37 45 
 
Comment 5 
Additional information is needed regarding loading docks including;  
1.) What times of day and night will deliveries and loading dock operations occur throughout the 

entire plaza? 
2.)  How many deliveries per day/per week are anticipated for the plaza occupants? 
3.)  How many deliveries are made at similar sized Wal-Marts? 
4.) What types of trucks will be used for the deliveries (are any going to be diesel engines)? 
5.) Will engines be shut off or left idling during deliveries 
6.) Will the delivery trucks have “back-up beeper signal” when they pull out of the delivery 

stalls? 
 
Response: 
The Planning Board can draw general conclusions to these issues, knowing that the existing WalMart does have 
some grocery component, including refrigerated foodstuffs.  A general food market, such as Wegman’s exists near 
by, with an adjacent residential neighborhood (Terrell Drive) that is separated by a berm/fence/landscaping buffer 
and a Town road.  The applicant has provided a response to this series of questions that the Planning Board accepts 
as a reasonable response: 
 

“At this time there are no set hours for deliveries for the tenants throughout the Plaza.  The only building 
with loading docks is the Wal-Mart building.  Other tenant spaces have a pedestrian door.  Unloading 
operations are within a closed area.  Trucks are not left idling during the delivery times; however, 
depending on the inventory in the trailer, the A/C compressor could continue to operate after truck shut 
down. With the present retail operating programs, deliveries are always on an as needed basis, based on 
recent sales and inventory on hand.  Daily deliveries to other tenants are provided by cargo vans, or 
UPS/FedEx delivery trucks.  All commercial trucks are required by OSHA to have “back-up beeper 
signals” – these are considered danger signals.  The signals do not occur upon leaving a loading dock, 
only upon arrival when they are backing into a dock.” 

 
Updated technical data in the form of the Amended Noise Study has been submitted to the Town in support of the 
responses and is included in this FEIS as Exhibit __.” 
 

Schedule B 
Bay Towne FEIS Working Document 

 
SECTION 3.3 – TRAFFIC 
 
The Traffic Study in the DEIS is presented in a different manner than the balance of the DEIS and FEIS.  The 
Traffic Study provides four different alternatives to mitigating the traffic impact that would be generated by a 
complete build-out of the project rather than presenting the alternative development plans as with the balance of the 
DEIS/FEIS documents.  The present traffic flow in connection with the Plaza is much less than when the Plaza was 
totally occupied. The traffic volume is thus based on the existing conditions in relation to the anticipated maximum 
build out per the preferred alternative plan (COM 54).  
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On July 29, 2011, the Planning Board received an Amended Traffic Study from the Applicant and its Consultant 
containing responses to comments provided by other agencies.  That Amended Traffic Study is included as Exhibit 
___. 
 
The first part of this Section is comprised of responses to letters from (i) NYS Department of Transportation 
(“NYSDOT”), (ii) Monroe County DOT (“MCDOT”), and (iii) the Town and its Consultant.  The responses to the 
NYSDOT & MCDOT include new evaluations of intersection improvements as requested.  The responses to the 
Town letter will refer to the DOT responses in many instances.  The second part of this Section relates to public 
(non-agency) comments on traffic and transportation issues. 
 
Responses to the Town of Penfield’s Consultant comment letter dated October 13, 2010: 
 
Comment 1 
It is proposed that the traffic signal cycle length during the weekday evening peak travel period be reduced from 100 
seconds to 90 seconds in order to reduce vehicle queuing between intersections and vehicle storage bays overflows.  
All analysis of intersection traffic operations in the DEIS, however, are based on a 100 second cycle length, as is the 
traffic Level of Service table shown both in the DEIS and in the TIS (Traffic Impact Study) for this time period. 
 
Response: 
The applicant has prepared an Addendum to the Bay Towne Plaza Expansion Traffic 
Impact Study dated 2-17-11, received by the Planning Board on July 29, 2011, containing 
supplemental traffic analysis, as requested by this and other agency reviews.  The 
addendum has been submitted to the Town of Penfield for distribution to the reviewing 
agencies. The 100 second and 90 second cycle length analyses are presented for 
comparison.  Supporting documentation and analysis are included and reflect what is 
being proposed in the preferred alternative (Traffic Signal at Brandt Point Drive). 
 
Comment 2  
Similarly, the Applicant previously proposed to change the protected/permitted left turn phase at the Wegmans 
Driveway to protected only, which is what is analyzed in the DElS and TlS.  However, the Applicant is no longer 
proposing this change, but has included no documentation of the impact of this change in either the DEIS or TIS. 
 
Response: 
The Addendum to the Bay Towne Plaza Expansion Traffic Impact Study dated 2-17-11 includes the requested 
documentation and detailed analysis/results.  The existing protected/permitted operation of this left turn will 
continue as part of the preferred alternative; protected only operation of this left turn phase is no longer proposed. 
 
Comment 3 
Further to item (Comments) 1 and 2, the 2009 Peak Hour Synchro Level Of Service Results, Table 3.4-9 does not 
reflect these proposed changes, and states (signal cycle lengths retained) referring to the existing traffic signal cycle 
lengths, not the proposed 90 second cycle length. 
 
Response: 
The applicant has prepared an Addendum to the Bay Towne Plaza Expansion Traffic Impact Study dated 2-17-11, 
containing supplemental traffic analysis.  Revised Level of Service results are included.  This addendum is included 
as Exhibit __. 
 
Comment 4 
The Applicant is now proposing to create a short two way left turn lane on the 
eastbound approach to Terrell Drive.  This is changed to what was previously 
proposed and analyzed, which was to use the entire middle turn lane in this section 
between Terrell Drive and Brandt Point Drive to create a westbound left turn lane on 
Empire Boulevard.  The figures in the DEIS and in the TIS, however, do not reflect this 
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change, nor is any vehicle queuing analysis reflecting this change documented in the 
DEIS or TIS. 
 
Response: 
The Addendum to the Bay Towne Plaza Expansion Traffic Impact Study includes this 
short two way left turn lane in the detailed tables, figure, analysis and results.  See 
Exhibit __. 
 
Comment 5 
The Applicant has agreed to connect Sovran Drive to provide an additional access to 
the plaza, however, this connection is also not shown in any of the figures reviewed. 
 
Response: 
The Addendum to the Bay Towne Plaza Expansion Traffic Impact Study includes the 
connection to Sovran Drive with supporting documentation. The Town of Penfield has 
long proposed this additional connection to Bay Towne Plaza and required the 
necessary agreements on private property to implement it.  The final configuration of 
the connection will be detailed during any formal site plan review. 
 
Comment 6 
Some statements in response to comments of the TIS contained in the DEIS are not 
documented in the DEIS.  For example a response to one of the New York State 
Department of Transportation comments on page 3.4-44 states “The Synchro and Sim 
Traffic models were adjusted to provide 19 seconds of green time to accommodate the 
pedestrian crossings on the west side of the intersection, only.”, however, no new 
analysis or documentation is provided to identify the possible impacts on traffic 
operations in the DEIS as a result of this change.  
 
Response: 
Please refer to the Addendum to the Bay Towne Plaza Expansion Traffic Impact Study 
dated 2-17-10.  Supporting documentation and analysis are included and reflect what 
is being proposed in the preferred alternative (Traffic Signal at Brandt Point Drive).  
Pedestrian safety and convenience have been important considerations in all recent 
development within the North Penfield Crossroads area.  Additional mitigation agreed 
to and mentioned in the February 13, 2012 NYSDOT letter includes pedestrian 
indications (pedestrian crossing signals) at the intersections of Route 404 (Empire 
Blvd.) at the existing Bay Towne access and at the proposed signalized intersection of 
Brandt Point Drive.   
 
Responses to NYSDOT comment letter dated 10/27/10 
Comment 1 
In regards to the Route 404 corridor, a 90 second cycle length is proposed. We have concerns 
with implementing a relatively short cycle length and the constraints it puts on phasing and 
pedestrian crossing times. A 90 second cycle length limits future phasing changes that may 
be necessary, such as the possibility of a northbound left turn arrow on Creek Street. There 
would be insufficient time to cross Route 404 at the Wegmans driveway and at the proposed 
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Brandt Point traffic signal, and it also appears that there is insufficient time to cross Bay 
Road at Route 404. This impacts pedestrians crossing an intersection and limits the 
possibility of increasing pedestrian times to allow senior or disabled citizens to cross, Since 
the guidelines on pedestrian speed crossing an intersection has been reduced from 4 feet/sec 
to 3.5 feet/sec, additional pedestrian time should be planned for and included.  
 
When there is insufficient time allotted for pedestrians to cross an intersection in a 
coordinated traffic signal system, the traffic signal operation often jumps out of coordination 
to service the pedestrian phase. When this occurs, significant queues and delays can occur 
while a traffic signal is not coordinated with adjacent signals and when the mainline is not 
receiving its allotted green time. Pedestrians and bicyclists need to be accommodated 
considering the existing pedestrian accommodations in the area, sidewalks and bus stops, and 
the dense mix of residential and retail developments.  
 
The 90 second cycle length would also not allow the implementation of the split lengths that 
SYNCHRO recommends. The SYNCHRO timings are the average timings a phase should 
receive to attain the resultant delays and queue lengths. When inputting a split length for a 
phase into a traffic signal controller, the allotted split length must be greater than the average 
split length to accommodate peaking conditions, when a phase needs more time to service 
vehicles. This offsets traffic conditions when traffic conditions need less time, so that the 
average split length a phase receives, reflects SYNCHRO outputs, if more time is allocated to 
each phase in a cycle, the resultant cycle length will be approximately 100 seconds, and 
therefore the minimum cycle length of 100 seconds is recommended for this corridor. 
 
The Applicant and its Consultant have provided the following Response, except where noted: 
 
Response: 
The revised Level of Service (LOS) analysis includes four build alternatives with the 
corridor cycle length at 100 seconds for greater flexibility to accommodate vehicle and 
pedestrian signal phasing. A 90 second alternative is also provided to offer reduced 
queuing benefits during periods of low pedestrian volume and prior to future signal 
phasing adjustments. The four build alternatives are described below. 
 
Alternatives**: 
 
1.) Existing Access – No new access points to Empire Boulevard and Brandt Point 

Drive 
2.) Signalized Access to Empire Boulevard Opposite Wegmans and access to Brandt 

Point w/o Signal 
3.) Signal at Brandt Point Drive – Access to Brandt Point Drive with Signal at Empire 

Boulevard 
4.) No Signal at Brandt Point Drive – Access to Brandt Point Drive, No Signal at 

Empire Blvd. 
 
**All build alternatives include the following improvements: 

 A connector roadway between the Bay Towne Plaza and Sovran Drive 
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 Installation of a two-phase traffic signal on Creek Street at Sovran Drive 
 Modification of the existing access to Creek Street to be a right in / right out, 

eliminating the Bay Towne exit left turn to Creek Street. The Bay Towne 
entering left turn from Creek Street will continue to be precluded by 1) the 
design of the intersection (raised “porkchop” shaped island) and 2) the sign 
prohibiting the left turn from Creek Street.  Planning Board Note:  This right-in / 
right-out configuration was modified through discussions with the Town of 
Penfield, its Traffic Consultant, Stantec, the MCDOT and NYSDOT at a meeting 
on November 18, 2011.  By letter dated December 21, 2011, Brent H. 
Penwarden III, P.E. has indicted that the MCDOT will support a right-in only 
access on Creek Street at the location of the existing Creek Street 
access.Superseded by February 22, 2012 comments from MCDOT. 

 Installation of a center two way left turn lane on Empire Boulevard between 
Terrel Drive and Seabury Boulevard. This will help to improve traffic operations 
in this area of Empire Boulevard by separating left turns from through traffic and 
providing temporary refuge for left turns onto Empire Boulevard.  This 
improvement will provide separation for left turns onto Midland Drive, offering an 
alternative route to the residential area instead of turning left at Terrel Drive.  
The traffic figures in Appendix A of the TIS Addendum show the concept plan of 
improvements to Empire Boulevard.  Planning Board Note:  The concept of turn 
lanes along this section of Empire Blvd. was modified through discussions with 
the Town of Penfield, its Traffic Consultant, Stantec, the MCDOT and NYSDOT 
at a meeting on November 18, 2011.  This has now been broadened as 
required mitigation: “Widen and restripe Route 404 to allow for two-way left 
turns from Terrell Drive to the Webster town line.”  [NYSDOT letter dated 
February 13, 2012] 

 Signal phasing and timing adjustments at the signalized intersection of Empire 
Boulevard with the existing Bay Towne driveway to improve operations. The 
following adjustments were made to improve LOS to D (or better) for all lanes 
and to reduce the spillback westbound on Empire Boulevard between 
Bay/Creek and the existing Bay Towne signal: 1) three seconds green added to 
the Bay Towne driveway exit, 2) three seconds green taken from eastbound 
and westbound Empire Boulevard, 3) seventeen seconds taken from 
westbound Empire Boulevard through movement to allow the spillback from the 
Bay/Creek intersection to clear. The protected westbound left turn for vehicles 
entering Bay Towne operates separately than the westbound through (as if 
there was an opposing eastbound left turn arrow). This allows the westbound 
through vehicle spillback from Bay/Creek to clear. 

 
The primary benefits and drawbacks of each alternative are provided below with basic LOS tables and a 
comparative matrix of alternatives. Detailed information is presented in the TIS Addendum appendices including: 1) 
Traffic figures, 2) LOS definitions and full LOS table of alternatives, 3) No Build data in Synchro and SimTraffic 
reports, 4) Build Alternatives data including turning movement tables, Synchro and SimTraffic reports and 5) Route 
404 traffic information including historic daily counts, classification counts and access management principles 
(points of conflict at intersections) taken from the Traffic Engineering Handbook, Institute of Transportation 
Engineers. 
The historic daily counts show that recent traffic growth (2003-2009) has been less than 1% per year (compounded 
annually) and between the Bay/Creek intersection and Five Mile Line Road there has been a decrease in traffic of -
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0.4% annually.  This confirms that the background traffic used in the analysis of alternative is acceptable since a 
slightly conservative annual growth rate of 2% was used. 
 
All the build alternatives include improvements to Creek Street access that will have a positive impact on traffic 
operations.  The signalized connection to Creek Street at Sovran Drive will reduce the number of left turns onto 
Empire Boulevard from the Bay Towne Plaza.  The analysis of alternatives includes these changes as shown in 
Appendix D of the TIS Addendum (intersection turning movement tables and Synchro reports). 
 
In concert with the goals of the North Penfield Corridor Access Management Study the developer is willing to 
provide interconnection between the Bay Towne plaza and rear access to adjacent businesses along Empire 
Boulevard.  This improvement to traffic flow reduces the number of left turns between Empire Boulevard and 
uncontrolled driveways.   
 
Alternative 1 – Existing Access 
 

This alternative does not include any new access points and no new traffic signals to Empire Boulevard and 
Brandt Point Drive. Poor levels of service are expected at the existing signalized access to Empire Boulevard as 
shown in the LOS tables below. LOS E and F are highlighted with shading. The left turns into and left turns out 
of Bay Towne are expected to be  over capacity with LOS E during the Friday PM peak and LOS F during the 
Saturday mid-day peak.  Additional capacity is needed for Bay Towne traffic to access Empire Boulevard as 
shown by the poor levels of service under Alternative 1. 

 
Alternative 2 – Signalized Access to Empire Boulevard Opposite Wegmans and access to Brandt Point 

 
Alternative 2 would require acquisition of the Valvoline property to construct a second signalized access to 
Empire Boulevard located opposite the signalized Wegmans driveway and a connection to Brandt Point Drive 
with no signal at the Empire/Brandt Point intersection.  The new major commercial driveway opposite 
Wegmans would replace an existing single purpose driveway for a corporately owned Valvoline Instant Oil 
Change.  The signal cycle length is the recommended 100 seconds and the signal phasing includes a pedestrian 
phase for crossing Empire Boulevard.  The new four-way intersection includes two left turn lanes exiting Bay 
Towne and one right turn lane (same as the Wegmans exit). 
 
This alternative is expected to alleviate congestion at the existing signalized Bay Towne access to Empire 
Boulevard shown in Alternative 1. The primary drawbacks to this alternative are 1) the land required to 
construct Alternative 2 is owned by a private party and not by Bay Towne and 2) Brandt Point Drive is expected 
to experience congestion indicative of long delays without a traffic signal and no two way left turn lane between 
Wegmans and Brandt Point Drive for left turn vehicles to use as a refuge and 3) motorists exiting Bay Towne 
toward Empire Boulevard via Brandt Point Drive may choose to turn right into the residential area when they 
see congestion on the exit in order to cut through to Seabury Boulevard and exit to Empire Boulevard. 

 
Alternative 3 – Signal at Brandt Point Drive 
 

Alternative 3 includes a second signalized access to Empire Boulevard at Brandt Point Drive. Direct free flow 
access to Brandt Point Drive is provided and a traffic signal is included on Empire Boulevard at Brandt Point 
Drive with interconnection with the Wegmans signal. The signal cycle length was analyzed for 90 seconds to 
benefit vehicle queues and for the recommended 100 seconds. The signal phasing includes a pedestrian phase 
for crossing Empire Boulevard as provided in Alternative 3. 
 
This alternative offers the benefit of signalized access to Empire Boulevard without adding vehicle conflict 
points. Access management benefits are provided in this alternative by reducing conflict points (number points 
where vehicle pathways intersect) as compared to Alternative 2. Improvements to Brandt Point Drive include 
two left turn lanes exiting to Empire Boulevard and one right turn lane. 
 
Traffic signal phasing at the Wegmans and Brandt Point Drive intersections is as follows: 
two protected left turns from Empire Boulevard both lead - left into Wegmans and left onto Brandt Point Drive 
the left turns are permissive with free flow Empire Boulevard through traffic, 
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Wegmans and Brandt Point Drive approaches to Empire Boulevard clear and 
lastly the area between Wegmans and Brandt Point Drive is cleared. 
 
Alternative 3 is the recommended alternative because it provides greater benefit than Alternatives 1, 2 and 4. 
This alternative is expected to alleviate congestion at the existing signalized Bay Towne access to Empire 
Boulevard shown in Alternative 1. Better service levels are provided for Brandt Point Drive with signalized 
access to Empire Boulevard for retail customers and local residents. Alternative 3 does not add a driveway 
along Empire Boulevard; Alternative 2 does.  

 
Alternative 4 – No Signal at Brandt Point Drive 
 

Alternative 4 includes a second access to Empire Boulevard at Brandt Point Drive. Direct free flow access to 
Brandt Point Drive is provided, but with no new traffic signal on Empire Boulevard at Brandt Point Drive. 
 
This alternative is expected to alleviate congestion for left turns into Bay Towne at the existing signalized 
access to Empire Boulevard shown in Alternative 1. The primary drawbacks to this alternative are 1) left turns 
out at the existing Bay Towne signal are expected to be LOS E during the peak hours and 2) Brandt Point Drive 
is expected to experience congestion without a traffic signal.  
 

Friday PM Peak Hour Levels of Service Results 

Intersection Approach  NB Alt 1 Alt 2 
Alt 3 
C=90 

Alt 3 
C=100 

Alt 4 

Terrel Drive STOP Terrel Drive L  R F C C C C C 
Brandt Point STOP Brandt Point L  R D D F - - E 
 Brandt Point L  L - - - D D - 
 Brandt Point Right - - - B B - 
Brandt Point Signal Brandt Point Approach - - - C C - 
Empire Boulevard  Left B B - D C B 
NYS Route 404 at  T  T A A - D B A 
Wegmans driveway Route 404 Approach A A - D B A 
 Route 404 T  TR A B - B B A 
Signalized  L  L D D - D D D 
  Right B B - B B B 
 Wegmans Approach D D - C D D 
   B B - C B A 
Empire Boulevard  Left - - C - - - 
NYS Route 404 at  T  TR - - A - - - 
Wegmans driveway/ Route 404 EB Approach - - B - - - 
Bay Towne driveway  Left - - B - - - 
  T  TR - - C - - - 
Signalized Route 404 WB Approach - - C - - - 
  L  L - - D - - - 
  TR - - C - - - 
 Bay Towne Approach - - D - - - 
  L  L - - D - - - 
  TR - - B - - - 
 Wegmans Approach - - D - - - 
   - - B - - - 
Empire Boulevard  Left A B B B B B 
NYS Route 404 at  T  T B C B B B B 
Bay Towne driveway  Right A A A A A A 
 Route 404 Approach B C B B B B 
Signalized  Left D E C C C D 
  T  TR A B B B B B 
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 Route 404 Approach B C B C B C 
  LT E E D D D E 
  Right C B C B C B 
 Bay Towne Approach D D D D D D 
 Car Wash LTR A A A A A A 
   B C B B B C 
Empire Boulevard  Left D E E E E E 
NYS Route 404 at  T  TR C D D D D D 
Creek Street and Route 404 Approach C D D D D D 
Bay Road  Left D E E D E E 
  T  TR D C C D D D 
Signalized Route 404 Approach D D D D D D 
  Left C C C C C C 
  Through E D D E D D 
  Right C B B A B B 
 Creek Street Approach D C C C C C 
  Left D C C C C C 
  Through C C C C C C 
  Right A A A A A A 
 Bay Road Approach C C C B C C 
   C D D D D D 

L  R: Separate Left and Right Lanes 
TR: Shared Through and Right 
L  L: Two Left Turn Lanes 
T  T: Two Through Lanes  
 

Saturday Mid-Day Peak Hour Levels of Service Results 
Intersection Approach  NB Alt 1 Alt 2 Alt 3 

C=90 
Alt 3 
C=100 

Alt 4 

Terrel Drive STOP Terrel Drive L  R E C C C C C 
Brandt Point STOP Brandt Point L  R C D F - - E 
 Brandt Point L  L - - - D D - 
 Brandt Point Right - - - B B - 
Brandt Point Signal Brandt Point Approach - - - C C - 
Empire Boulevard  Left A B - D C A 
NYS Route 404 at  T  T A A - A A A 
Wegmans driveway Route 404 Approach A A - B B A 
 Route 404 T  TR B A - A B A 
Signalized  L  L C D - D D D 
  Right A B - B B B 
 Wegmans Approach B C - C D D 
   B B - B B A 
Empire Boulevard  Left - - B - - - 
NYS Route 404 at  T  TR - - A - - - 
Wegmans driveway/ Route 404 EB Approach - - A - - - 
Bay Towne driveway  Left - - A - - - 
  T  TR - - B - - - 
Signalized Route 404 WB Approach - - B - - - 
  L  L - - D - - - 
  TR - - C - - - 
 Bay Towne Approach - - D - - - 
  L  L - - D - - - 
  TR - - B - - - 
 Wegmans Approach - - D - - - 
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   - - B - - - 
Empire Boulevard  Left B B B B B B 
NYS Route 404 at  T  T C B B B B B 
Bay Towne driveway  Right A A A A A A 
 Route 404 Approach B B B B B B 
Signalized  Left C F C C C C 
  T  TR A B B B B B 
 Route 404 Approach B D B B B C 
  LT D F D D D E 
  Right B C B B B B 
 Bay Towne Approach C D D C D D 
 Car Wash LTR A A A A A A 
   B D B B B C 
Empire Boulevard  Left C E E D E E 
NYS Route 404 at  T  TR C D D D D D 
Creek Street and Route 404 Approach C D D D D D 
Bay Road  Left D E E D E E 
  T  TR C C C C C C 
Signalized Route 404 Approach C D D C D D 
  Left C C C C C C 
  Through D D D D D D 
  Right B A A A A A 
 Creek Street Approach C C C C C C 
  Left D C C C C C 
  Through B C C C C C 
  Right A A A A A A 
 Bay Road Approach C B B B B B 
   C D D C D D 

L  R: Separate Left and Right Lanes 
TR: Shared Through and Right 
L  L: Two Left Turn Lanes 
T  T: Two Through Lanes  
 

COMPARATIVE MATRIX OF ALTERNATIVES 
Alternative PROS CONS 

1 
 
Existing 
Access 

Reduced number of vehicle stops - because 
no new signal is added on Empire Boulevard. 

LOS failures and volume exceeds capacity 
for left turn movements - Empire Boulevard 
at existing signalized Bay Towne driveway. 

2 
 
Access 
Opposite 
Wegmans 
 

Provides acceptable LOS at the signalized 
intersections - Empire Boulevard. 

Extremely poor LOS on Brandt Point Drive 
- stop sign delay > 10 minutes. Eliminates the 
center two way left turn lane between 
Wegmans and Brandt Point intersections. This 
area will be utilized for the left turn bay for the 
Bay Towne Plaza. 

 

Potential Cut Thru Traffic on Seabury 

 

Land is not available to construct - new 
access driveway to Empire Blvd. 

3100 Atlantic Avenue, Penfield, New York 14526, USA 
Tel: (585) 340-8600  Fax: (585) 340-8667  www.penfield.org 



Penfield Planning Board 
March 22, 2012 
 

  

3 
 
Signal at 
Brandt Point 
Drive 
 

Provides acceptable LOS at the signalized 
intersections - Empire Boulevard. 

 

Better service levels are provided for Brandt 
Point Drive - signalized access to Empire 
Boulevard for retail customers and local 
residents. 

 

Better Access Management: 

-- Fewer points of conflict at intersections than 
Alternative 2 (two 3-way intersections in lieu 
of one 3-way and one 4-way) 

-- Traffic from the northeast can enter Bay 
Towne in advance of multiple driveways on 
Empire Boulevard, reducing vehicle conflicts. 

Slight degradation of eastbound left turn 
into Wegmans – eastbound left green time 
increased by 3 seconds to help mitigate this 
impact achieving a Build LOS C. 

4 
 
No Signal at 
Brandt Point 
Drive 
 

Reduced number of vehicle stops – no new 
signal on Empire Boulevard. 

 

Better Access Management: 

-- Fewer intersection conflict points than 
Alternative 2 (two 3-way intersections in lieu 
of one 3-way and one 4-way) 

-- Traffic from the northeast can enter Bay 
Towne in advance of multiple driveways on 
Empire Boulevard, reducing vehicle conflicts. 

LOS failures and volume exceeds capacity 
for left turn Bay Towne exit movements - 
Empire Boulevard at existing signalized Bay 
Towne driveway. 

 

Poor LOS on Brandt Point Drive. 

 
Comment 2 
Throughout the SYNCHRO analysis a lost time adjustment of -1.0 to -1.5 seconds was shown at 
most intersection approaches. The default value should be 0 seconds for this input. We 
previously requested justification for using a lower value, however no justification was ever 
given. Also it was assumed that 2 percent of traffic on Route 404 are heavy vehicles. Although 
this may be the default value, the actual percentage of heavy vehicles on Route 404 is 
approximately 5 percent. These differences may be relatively minor, however cumulatively they 
may decrease the capacity of a movement or intersection by 3 to 5 percent which is significant 
when a movement or intersection is near its capacity. 
 
Response: 
The default value of 0 seconds has been used in lieu of the Synchro 6.0 default total lost 
time of 4.0 seconds. The updated analysis of build alternatives was performed using 
Synchro 7.0, where the default total lost time is the sum total of yellow time plus all red 
time (lost time adjustment now input as 0). 
 
The analysis is conservative based on the following: 
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 The default HV% of 2% was used except for turn movements where the turning count 
data showed a greater percentage. The intersection turning count was classified by Auto / 
Truck / Bus. 

 Volume / Class / Speed machine count data (Appendix E of the TIS Addendum) shows 
the weekday PM peak hour heavy vehicle percentage is 2% on Route 404. 

 
Comment 3 
At the Route 404 and Bay Road / Creek Street intersection, the traffic signal operation will 
approach its capacity with limited mitigating measures available to offset traffic impacts. 
When a traffic signal approaches its capacity, its operation becomes unstable and 
significant delays and queue lengths can occur, This also creates concerns with the safety 
of this intersection as its capacity decreases The subject analysis states that a 90 second 
cycle length is feasible at this intersection by removing the pedestrian phase on the east 
side of the intersection. This impacts pedestrians crossing the intersection and limits the 
possibility of future changes in pedestrian timings and phasing. Therefore as we previously 
stated, a minimum cycle length of 100 second should be assumed for this corridor. 
 
Response: 
The revised analysis shows four build alternatives with the minimum corridor cycle length 
of 100 seconds as requested. 
 
Comment 4 
Westbound queue lengths on Route 404 at Creek Street/Bay Road are shown to be in excess of 
300 feet in the SYNCHRO and SimTraffic analysis, and since the available storage of vehicles 
between Creek Street/Bay Road and the Bay Towne driveway is approximately 250 feet, 
westbound vehicles are expected to queue into and past the Bay Towne traffic signal. This can 
create gridlock conditions and therefore pose safety concerns for traffic on and approaching 
Route 404, The statement that “the overall benefits of a 90 second cycle length is substantial” 
does not address our comments or concerns. 
 
Response: 
The Build Alternatives include the following changes to operations at the existing Bay 
Towne signal to help reduce spillback between the Bay/Creek and Bay Towne 
intersections: 1) three seconds green added to the Bay Towne driveway exit, 2) three 
seconds green taken from eastbound and westbound Empire Boulevard, 3) seventeen 
seconds taken from westbound Empire Boulevard through movement to allow the 
spillback from the Bay/Creek intersection to clear. The protected westbound left turn for 
vehicles entering Bay Towne operates separately than the westbound through (as if there 
was an opposing eastbound left turn arrow). This allows the westbound through vehicle 
spillback from Bay/Creek to clear.  Planning Board Note:  This issue and agreed mitigation 
were obtained through discussions with the Town of Penfield, its Traffic Consultant, 
Stantec, the MCDOT and NYSDOT at a meeting on November 18, 2011.  The mitigation is 
explained in the letter from NYSDOT, dated February 13, 2012:  “The developer will be 
required to provide for the coordination of traffic signals on Route 404 from the Bay 
Road/Creek Street intersection to the proposed traffic signal at Brandt Point Drive.”   
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Comment 5 
At the Route 404 and Bay Towne Plaza driveway, we disagree with the assumption that no left 
turn movements will exit the driveway at the proposed expansion. Since it is anticipated that 50 
to 100 vehicles will be added (due to the proposed expansion) as eastbound right turns at this 
intersection, it is reasonable to also show an additional 50 to 100 vehicles exiting as northbound 
lefts at this intersection. 
 
Stating that all these vehicles will now turn left onto Route 404 at the proposed Brandt 
Point Drive traffic signal, due to the many impediments an exiting left turn vehicle has in 
using the Bay Towne Plaza driveway, is illogical and does not offer a satisfactory 
response. 
 
Response: 
The travel time is less for entering right turns compared to exiting left turns. The difference, 
as shown in the traffic analysis, is more than 50 seconds at this intersection during peak 
hours for the recommended build alternative #3. Therefore we believe that basing the 
distribution of exiting traffic on the distribution of entering traffic is illogical. We believe that 
the distribution of exiting traffic should be based on travel time. No additional vehicles 
turning left are expected at the existing Bay Towne exit because of the left turn delays at 
this signal. 
 
The difference in vehicle delay between right turns in and left turns out at this signal is 
greater than 50 seconds. Assuming a difference of 50 seconds and an average speed of 
20 mph, a motorist can travel ¼ mile, the approximate distance between the Bay/Creek 
signal and Brandt Point Drive. This delay is significant for such a short routing decision. 
Motorists’ will choose to exit at Brandt Point Drive because the wait time will be less. 
 
The travel time for trips to the south and west from the new anchor tenant near Brandt 
Point Drive is expected to be shorter via Brandt Point Drive. Route 404 is an arterial street 
that exhibits good traffic progression and Brandt Point Drive provides a direct route to 
Route 404 in recommended Alternative 3, with a new traffic signal and two left turn lanes. 
The travel time using the existing signal is expected to be longer because of wait time at 
the existing signal, slower speeds through the plaza (especially during the peak hours) 
where motorists will encounter: crossing pedestrians, at least one stop sign (at a four way 
intersection), several low-speed turns, slow vehicles searching for parking spots, the 
typical loading and unloading done at store fronts, etc. 
 
Planning Board Note:  This issue and agreed mitigation were obtained through 
discussions with the Town of Penfield, its Traffic Consultant, Stantec, the MCDOT and 
NYSDOT at a meeting on November 18, 2011.  In its letter dated February 13, 2012, the 
NYSDOT stated:  “At the Route 404 and Bay Towne Plaza intersection, provide an 
additional lane approaching Route 404 from Bay Towne Plaza with a minimum storage 
length of 200 feet.  This will allow dual left turn lanes exiting Bay Towne Plaza along with a 
dedicated exiting right turn lane.”  This will reduce delays at the existing Bay Towne Plaza 
exit (left turns) and provide more convenience for exiting customers of the plaza. Not only 
will it shorten delays for patrons exiting BayTowne Plaza but will also reduce green time 
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cycle and allow for reduction in delays associated with northbound and southbound 
motorists on Route 404 (Empire Boulevard). 
 
Comment 6  
At the Route 404 and Wegmans traffic signal, a lowering in the overall existing and background level of service is 
anticipated at this intersection with full development of this project. It is our policy that when a degradation in the 
overall level of service is expected with full development of a project, mitigation is required to offset traffic impacts 
at the subject intersection. Again no traffic mitigation was suggested or provided that would address the lowering in 
the overall level-of-service. 
 
Response: 
The overall intersection LOS at the Wegmans traffic signal remains at B for the recommended alternative #3 with 
the new proposed signal operation. The eastbound left turn arrow green time was actually increased by 3 seconds in 
the recommended alternative #3 to help mitigate the impact to this movement, achieving acceptable Build LOS C. 
We believe that the LOS for this movement is more accurately calculated to be LOS B because the permitted left 
turn saturated flow rate in Synchro appears to be low when compared to the Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) 
permitted left turn factor opposed by multilane approach worksheet. In any case the signal operation provides more 
green time for the eastbound left turn and the overall intersection LOS remains at B. 
 
Comment 7 
Through our review of the Synchro and SimTraffic runs we noted that eastbound queues on Route 404 at Brandt 
Point Drive extend into and beyond the Wegmans driveway intersection. We also noted that westbound queues on 
Route 404 at Brandt Point Drive extend into and beyond the Terrel Drive intersection. The statement that “vehicle 
queues are minimized along the corridor” and “The overall benefit of a 90 second cycle length is substantial’ does 
not address our above concerns. When queue lengths extend into adjacent intersections, occurrences of gridlock, 
increased delays, and impacts on safety are much greater. 
 
At the Route 404 and Terrel Drive intersection, a short 100 foot two way left turn lane is proposed to accommodate 
eastbound left turns on Route 404. With the proposed lane configuration on Route 404, the queue lengths for 
westbound thru and left turn vehicles at Brandt Point Drive are shown to extend into and past Terrel Drive. Due to 
the relatively short distance between Brand Point Drive and Terrel Drive, and substandard westbound left turn lane 
length at Brandt Point Drive, conflicts will occur between eastbound left turns destined for Terrel Drive and 
westbound left turns destined for Brandt Point Drive. With this conflict, a left turn vehicle on Route 404 may be 
forced to queue in the thru lane, increasing the possibility of a rear end accident and increasing delays. 
 
Also with queued westbound vehicles blocking the intersection, eastbound left turn vehicles will have difficulties 
turning at Terrel Drive, which will likely result in an increase of courtesy accidents at this intersection. The proposal 
to install “Do Not Block Intersection” signs and pavement markings delineating the intersection, will reduce 
occurrences of westbound vehicles blocking the intersection, however our concerns on delays and safety are not 
fully mitigated. Delays for left turn vehicles exiting Terrel Drive will also significantly increase and an increase in 
accidents conflicts with eastbound and westbound through vehicles may occur. 
 
Response: 
The microscopic simulation SimTraffic is often more appropriate for analyzing traffic operations between 
intersections than the macroscopic modeling software Synchro, especially at closely spaced intersections. 
SimTraffic is a microscopic simulation designed to model networks of signalized and unsignalized intersections 
considering interaction between driver and vehicle characteristics, geometry, and traffic control. The primary 
purpose of SimTraffic is to check and fine tune traffic signal operations. SimTraffic is especially useful for 
analyzing complex situations that are not easily modeled macroscopically including closely spaced intersections 
such as the Wegmans and Brandt Point Drive signals of recommended build alternative #3. 
 
The revised SimTraffic results with the new proposed signal operations at Brandt Point Drive for recommended 
alternative #3 show that vehicle queues will rarely spillback to Terrel Drive and the Wegmans driveway. The 
simulation predicts that spillback will reach Terrel Drive and the Wegmans driveway approximately 1-2 cycles 
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of the signal per peak hour. Overall the signalized condition at the Brandt Point Drive intersection is expected to 
be better than the condition with a stop sign all issues considered. The level of queue spillback and delay is not 
problematic for the signalized condition. Delays on Brandt Point Drive are significantly improved with a signal 
and not to mention the potential safety benefit for turn movements onto Empire Boulevard for both pre-existing 
traffic and new Bay Towne traffic. The signalized condition offers increased potential that traffic from the 
northeast will enter Bay Towne in advance of multiple driveways on Empire Boulevard, reducing vehicle 
conflicts to the southwest of Brandt Point Drive. 
 
Planning Board Note:  The Planning Board was very concerned about the potential for increased accidents for 
vehicles that may be wishing to turn left from Empire Blvd. onto Terrell Drive.  However, in the overall review 
of all alternatives, the Planning Board has determined that a traffic signal at Brandt Point Drive provides many 
more positives than negatives, when all factors are considered and weighed.  These are the factors that were 
considered by the Board: 

 Terrell Drive acts as a cut-through street.  It currently has about 10 single family homes, a couple of 
small apartment buildings and a few businesses that it services.  The daily traffic is heavily burdened 
with non-residential or non-customer vehicle trips.  The increased traffic in the area of Brandt Point 
Drive may help discourage vehicle trips that are not destined to or from homes & businesses served by 
Terrell Drive. 

 Terrell Drive is also serviced by an access from Bay Road, via Helen Drive.  It is likely that drivers 
destined for Terrell Drive will find it easier to approach their destinations from this direction, when 
heavy traffic is present on Empire Blvd. 

 There are several businesses along the East side of Empire Blvd. between the existing Bay Towne 
access and Brandt Point Drive.  As stated in the North Penfield Crossroads plan, as agreed to by the 
Applicant and as emphasized by the NYSDOT in its letter dated February 13, 2012, access to and from 
those businesses will be granted so that customers do not have to make left turns into or out of those 
businesses.  They will have the option to use one of the traffic signals that will service Bay Towne 
Plaza and the expansion. 

 Mitigation includes signage that will be installed on Empire Blvd. to warn drivers not to block the 
intersection.  This issue and available mitigation were discussed with the Town of Penfield, its Traffic 
Consultant, Stantec, the MCDOT and NYSDOT at a meeting on November 18, 2011.  Additional 
mitigation in the form of a post-development follow-up analysis will be required by NYSDOT. 

 **Add note about rear access from businesses to plaza may not be willing to connect immediately, 
however a cross access easement will be required.*** 

 
Comment 8 
In regards to traffic conditions during the holiday shopping months of November and December, increased delays 
and queue lengths on and approaching Route 404 will result, with an increased probability of accidents in the 
vicinity of the project. 
 
Response: 
The analysis of build alternatives provides a comparison of mitigation options for standard retail design hours: 
Friday PM peak and Saturday Mid-day peak. Improvement options are offered in the recommended Alternative 3 to 
help mitigate proposed impacts and existing issues. Recommended Alternative 3 provides opportunities for 
motorists to access Empire Boulevard at a newly signalized intersection and all four build alternatives provide 
access to Creek Street at Sovran Drive with a new traffic signal. 
 
Alternative 3 offers increased access management benefit by separating conflict points along Empire Boulevard. As 
shown in Appendix E of the TIS Addendum excerpt from the Traffic Engineering Handbook the change from a 
typical three-way intersection to a typical four-way intersection is an increase from 9 conflict points to 32 conflict 
points. The difference is even more severe than this because the double left turn lanes on the Bay Towne approach to 
Empire Boulevard increase the number of crossing conflict points. 
 
These improvements in access management will help to smooth traffic flow in this corridor. During design of the 
improvements a Traffic Responsive Signal System should be considered to enable traffic timings and splits to be 
adjusted during peak traffic and shopping periods. 

3100 Atlantic Avenue, Penfield, New York 14526, USA 
Tel: (585) 340-8600  Fax: (585) 340-8667  www.penfield.org 



Penfield Planning Board 
March 22, 2012 
 

  

 
Planning Board Note:  It is not practical to design for peak volumes in commercial development that may happen 
only once or twice each year.  The Planning Board accepts the peak hour days and times provided as a responsible 
approach to this analysis. 
 
Responses to MCDOT comment letter dated October 27, 2010: 
 
Comment 1 
Tables 3.4-4 and 3.4-9 show the westbound approach to the Creek Street Access as one shared lane, however the 
approach widens at Creek Street to provide for one lane for westbound right turns and one lane for westbound left 
turns.  The analysis should be run using two lanes exiting. 
 
Response: 
The Applicant’s consultant has provided the following response to this comment:  “The analysis has been run using 
two lanes.  The 75 foot long westbound right turn lane is relatively short such that delay in the right turn lane is 
impacted by spillback in the left turn lane.  The comprehensive Synchro results for the no build and build without 
mitigation have been submitted to the town.  The Friday PM peak hour delay on the Bay Towne driveway approach 
to Creek Street is projected to change from LOS F/98 seconds of delay to LOS F/212 seconds of delay.  The 
Saturday mid-day peak hour delay on the Bay Towne driveway approach to Creek Street is projected to change from 
LOS D/34 seconds of delay to LOS F/79 seconds of delay.” 
 
Monroe County DOT, in its letter dated December 21, 2011 indicates support for the configuration of the Creek 
Street access to become a right-in only access from Creek Street to Bay Towne Plaza.  As vehicles exiting the plaza 
heading for Creek Street or Bay Road will now be required to exit at Sovran Drive, MCDOT recommends formal 
consideration of internal geometry where Sovran Drive and the existing Creek Street access intersect with the 
internal plaza traffic.  This will be part of any future Site Plan review. 
 
In its letter dated February 22, 2012, the MCDOT recommends that the existing Creek Street access be modified to 
either right in only or right out only, but will allow the developer to attempt to justify a need to keep both.  The 
Planning Board is reluctant to consider this option, even if justified for the plaza, until a thorough review of the 
potential options for the intersection of Bay Road, Creek Street and Empire Blvd. can be conducted.  The Board 
supports a right in only access from Creek Street into the plaza at this intersection.  The incorporation of adding a 
right out only at this location may tend to lengthen queues at the Empire Blvd. signal.  If there were no right out only 
access in this location, it may be possible to incorporate what is today a dedicated right turn lane onto Empire Blvd, 
from northbound Creek Street, into a combination through/right turn lane, thereby increasing the stacking ability of 
vehicles, which, on occasion, currently blocks the existing exiting lane onto Creek Street from the plaza.  Therefore, 
any final site plan review process will provide better analysis of whether the existing Creek Street access should be 
limited to right in only or if both a right in only and a right out only configuration best serves the site and the nearby 
intersection.  This discussion should include NYSDOT, MCDOT and the Town of Penfield. 
 
Comment 2  
Page 3.4-16 states in part “Creek Street is free flow with left turns into Bay Towne Plaza prohibited and is projected 
to continue operating very well at the Bay Towne Plaza driveway.”  This is contrary to the values shown in tables 
3.4-4 and 3.4-9 where the delays are shown to be in excess of 168 seconds for the westbound (exiting) approach 
under the 2009 no build scenario and in excess of 274 seconds for the 2009 build with mitigation scenario!  The 
results of #1 above may very well change this comment. 
 
Response: 
See the Response to Comment 1 above.  
 
Comment 3  
Page 3.4-44 indicates that no changes are proposed to the existing Creek Street access, and that with mitigation 
(connecting to Sovran Drive) delays for exiting left turns from the plaza are expected to be acceptable.  Again, table 
3.4-9 contradicts this statement. 
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Response: 
See the Response to Comment 1 above. 
 
Comment 4 
Based on the historical traffic issues at the Creek Street/Bay Towne Plaza driveway, we recommend that the Sovran 
Drive be connected to Bay Towne Plaza, and the Sovran Drive access to Creek Street continue to be a full access 
(allowing all permissible movements to Creek Street).  Additionally, we recommend the existing Creek Street/Bay 
Towne Plaza access be modified to be either a right in/right out only access or preferably, a right out only access.  
Both of these scenarios should be analyzed to determine if a traffic signal (and any geometric modifications) would 
be warranted at the Sovran Drive access point under these conditions. 
 
Response: 
The following is recommended to mitigate expected delays for Bay Towne exit left turns to Creek Street: 
 

 A connector roadway between the Bay Towne Plaza and Sovran Drive; 
 Analysis of geometry of intersection of Creek Street access, Bay Towne internal driveway and Sovran 

Drive, through any final site plan review process; 
 Installation of a two-phase traffic signal on Creek Street at Sovran Drive; and 
 Modification of the existing Bay Towne access to Creek Street to be a right in only 

 
The recommended mitigation is expected to provide service levels of B or better for Creek Street and LOS C for the 
Sovran Drive approach at the new two phase traffic signal.  The right in from Creek Street is projected to operate at 
LOS A.  The west shoulder of Creek Street is expected to provide capacity for motorist traveling south on Creek 
Street to pass by vehicles waiting to turn left onto Sovran Drive. 
 
Responses to Town Planning Review Committee (“PRC”) Memorandum dated December 27, 2010: 
 
The following responses are in reference to the above referenced Memorandum.  Several of the responses refer to 
the DEIS document or other sections of this FEIS. 
 
Comment 1 
PRC supports MCDOT comments and recommendations contained within the letter dated October 25, 2010. These 
comments are additionally supported by the North Penfield Crossroads Plan (adopted 2007). 
 
Response: 
See the above Responses to MCDOT’s letter dated October 27, 2010; all concerns have been addressed therein. 
 
Comment 2 
PRC also supports New York State DOT comments and recommendations contained with the letter dated December 
3, 2010. 
 
Response: 
See the above Responses to NYSDOT’s letter dated December 3, 2010; all concerns have been addressed therein. 
 
Comment 3 
Accommodations for Park & Ride should be included.  These comments are additionally supported by the North 
Penfield Crossroads Plan (adopted 2007).  Town staff will contact RGRTA to determine whether this fits within 
RGRTA's service plan for this area. 
 
Response: 
The RGRTA was contacted by Town Staff.  Currently there are no plans or identified need for a park & ride in this 
area.  The Applicant has indicated that it would consider the addition of an RGRTA designated bus stop within the 
redeveloped Plaza, and is agreeable to working with the Town and RGRTA to facilitate such a stop.  **Site 
documentation from RGRTA*** 
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Public (non-agency) Comments and Responses 
 
The following comments are general in nature and come from testimony at the public hearing for the DEIS on 
October 14, 2010 and/or written correspondence received during the public comment period.  Many of these 
comments are general in nature and specific responses cannot be fully provided. 
 
Comment 1:  Circelli, A. 
There would be a lot more traffic.  New traffic patterns would make that area even more dangerous than it already 
is. 
 
Response: 
The Planning Board acknowledges that there will be more traffic, which is why Traffic was included as a potentially 
significant impact in the DEIS.  The resulting analysis, through the DEIS and its review by the NYSDOT, MCDOT 
and Stantec (the Town’s Consultant for traffic and noise) provides the technical support for proper analysis of the 
impacts resulting from the increase in traffic and the effectiveness of proposed and required mitigation. 
 
Comment 2:  Sanchez, J. 
 
Traffic, I think, was modeled based on best case, not a worse case. 
 
Response: 
The Applicant’s consultant used data collected during the generally accepted timeframes for data collection for 
commercial developments:  Friday afternoon/evening and Saturday mid-day, as required by the Final Scope for the 
DEIS.  The traffic in the existing plaza has been reduced by the now-vacant Tops store and other vacancies in the 
plaza.  Therefore, the Traffic Analysis in the DEIS assumed a full plaza with counts taken when most storefronts 
were occupied.  The Planning Board accepts this as a reasonable approach to traffic analysis for this site. 
 
Comment 3: Clement, J. 
Increased traffic on Seabury Boulevard will be greatly impacted.  There is going to be so much more traffic on 
Empire and on Creek…it is going to overload the system. 
 
Response: 
By incorporation of a traffic signal on Brandt Point Drive, residents of the Daniels Creek Apartments as well as 
residents of Seabury Blvd. will have an option of using a traffic signal for safer left turns onto and from Brandt Point 
Drive.  If residents choose to use the intersection of Seabury Blvd. and Empire Blvd., there should be better gaps in 
northbound traffic resulting from the new signal, allowing safer turning movements.  The key concern is the 
introduction of non-resident traffic (commercial customers) onto Seabury Blvd.  This is also a concern by the 
Planning Board and warrants very specific treatment of the intersection of Seabury Blvd. with Brandt Point Drive.  
There are techniques that will be implemented through any future site plan review process that can significantly 
discourage the use of Seabury Blvd. by non-resident traffic.  These techniques include signage, physical features 
such as entrance design, monuments and other visual delineations to identify Seabury Blvd. as a residential 
neighborhood.  The Board has considered the use of Seabury Blvd. by southbound Empire Blvd. traffic to access the 
commercial stores in the plaza and expansion.  This is an inefficient travel distance that gains no time and has many 
more turns than if the customer were to remain on Empire Blvd. and turn into Brandt Point Drive or the existing 
plaza entrance to access the commercial areas.  See also, Response to Comment 1, above. 
 
Comment 4:  Green, S. 
The NYSDOT has significant concerns related to the potential for gridlock on Empire Blvd., and other intersections 
along this highway.  Residents of Daniels Creek and Seabury will be greatly impacted by the traffic.  Pedestrians 
from these areas will have to walk across a busy four-lane road (Brandt Point Drive) to get to the plaza. 
 
The NYSDOT expresses concern in the DEIS saying "this proposal introduces a greater potential for gridlock, 
(Empire Blvd, Wegmans entry, Brandt Point, and Terrell Drive,) due to the numerous, closely placed, signalized 
intersections proposed by the plan. This will further increase the probability of accidents and decrease safety."  The 
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DOT goes further and expresses concern about the even greater volumes of traffic and related safety during the 
periods of November and December. 
 
Residents of Daniels Creek and Seabury Blvd will be severely impacted by this traffic plan as Brandt Point is their 
primary entry way to their places of residence.  The plan as presented includes a pedestrian path for the plaza: 
however, residents of Daniels Creek and Seabury who attempt to walk to the new plaza will be forced to cross a 
busy 4-lane road.  Statistics from the DOT reveal that NY is ranked in the top 20 states in pedestrian deaths. This 
proposal focuses on attempting to move as many cars as possible through an area by squeezing in as many lanes as 
possible. Once again, this is a bad plan, not only due to the rezoning issue, and it also creates a high potential 
for accidents, both vehicle and pedestrians. 
 
Response: 
See Responses to NYSDOT comments, above.  Pedestrian convenience and safety are key goals of the North 
Penfield Crossroads Plan and also, through Article IX of the Penfield Code, these are also a directive for the 
Planning Board to consider in any site plan application.  Specific details of pedestrian crossings, paths and patterns 
are premature, as no formal site plan review process has begun.  However, there are standard techniques to protect 
pedestrians while encouraging pedestrian circulation in commercial ventures and this remains an important 
consideration for the Planning Board.  See also, Response to Comment 7, below. 
 
Comment 5:  Cooley, M. 
As far as traffic goes, right now I feel my life is in jeopardy when I have to cross Empire Boulevard to go to 
Wegmans.  It won’t be so bad on Brandt Point once you put a traffic light and make it possible for the residents in 
Daniels Creek and the whole area to get over there without much traffic. 
 
Response: 
The Planning Board agrees that crossing Empire Blvd. with insufficient pedestrian crossings can be dangerous.  The 
Board will certainly make pedestrian safety and convenience a key priority in any future site plan review.  The 
NYSDOT is also requiring the installation of pedestrian indications at some of the intersections along Empire Blvd.  
See also Responses to the NYSDOT Comments, above and also the Response to Comment 4, above. 
 
Comment 6:  Orosz, A. 
Neither do we welcome the added pollutants from more vehicles waiting in line for congested traffic… 
 
Response: 
The NYSDOT is very concerned about congestion and grid-lock that would require vehicles to wait, idling for long 
periods of time.  The mitigation proposed and required, including coordination of traffic signals along this stretch of 
Empire Blvd. will optimize the traffic flow to and through the area with the minimum amount of delays. 
 
Comment 7:  Hanscom, M. 
Traffic destined for the new super Wal Mart will have a large percentage that will not go through the existing plaza, 
but around it.  Travel times for trips supplied by the Applicant’s engineer support this.  With many obstructions, 
such as stop signs, pedestrian crossings and a four-way intersection will discourage customers from traveling 
through the existing plaza to get to the new Wal Mart.  The existing plaza suffers from design problems. 
 
In addition, the Traffic Section does not state if the Applicant has obtained the rights to connect the existing 
BayTowne Plaza to Sovran Drive as is proposed. It also does not state if the Developer has even approached the 
owner of the Sovran Drive property.  To the best of our knowledge, Sovran Drive is a private road. Even if Sovran 
Drive is a Town road, the access to Sovran Drive from BayTowne Plaza would be across existing private property. 
Mitigation based upon false assumptions is also arbitrary and capricious and should not be considered. 
 
Response: 
It is the Planning Board’s charge to consider (Penfield Town Code, Chaper 29,  Site Plan Approval, Article 9-3.A.):  
“Adequacy and arrangement of pedestrian traffic access and circulation, vehicular traffic, parking, walkway 
structures, control of intersections with vehicular traffic, pedestrian convenience, and appropriate provisions for 
handicapped persons.” 
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It is this directive that the Planning Board uses in the site plan approval stage of proposed development.  At this 
juncture, it is premature to elaborate on specifically where travel lanes will be located, how pedestrians get from the 
parking areas to the store fronts, where fire lanes and delivery areas will be located.  If and when a decision on the 
rezoning application is made, it will be followed by a formal site plan review process.  At that time, it is appropriate 
to evaluate the issues raised by the commenter, Mr. Hanscom.  As stated elsewhere in this FEIS, the Planning Board 
takes great care to provide for safe and convenient pedestrian patterns within a commercial center.  However, it is 
premature to provide the specific details on where buildings might be, where parking fields will be located and how 
drive aisles are configured.  These will be part of future site plan reviews. 
 
The issue related to drawing traffic to stores in the existing plaza will be evaluated at the future site plan stage, also, 
keeping in mind safety and convenience for motorists and pedestrians.  With four entrances/exits to the plaza and 
expansion, there will be ample opportunity for shoppers to get to their destination and then leave, choosing their 
most comfortable route to and from their destination.  It is up to plaza tenants to advertise their specific wares, but as 
testimony at the public hearing supports, most local business owners are in favor of some new opportunities to keep 
this plaza vibrant, which will also help existing small businesses in the area. 
 
The Commenter, Mr. Hanscom, questions the ability of the Applicant to connect to Sovran Drive.  Previously, the 
Planning Board has required the owner of Sovran Drive to enter into an agreement that would permit a connection to 
Bay Towne Plaza, as recommended in the North Penfield Crossroads study.  This has been accomplished.  **Site 
liber page of this filed agreement and reference the exhibit within the appendicies*** 
 

Comment 8:  Hanscom, M & R 
Now lets talk about Seabury, and those of us who live north and east of the project including lower Jewelberry, 
Coralburst and Anytrell Drive.  We will have the most to lose by any plans that require a rezoning for a SuperCenter 
near the northeast portion of the R-1-12 site.    This is particularly in reference to the increased traffic going through 
Brandt Point; to the positioning of the Walmart SuperCenter closet to these properties to the north with less noise 
protection/buffers than their neighbors to the south and southeast of the project relative to HVAC systems, parking 
lot sweeping, and to one of two loading docks near the northeast portion of  the site that would only accommodate 
trucks with refrigeration units; and to the positioning of the Walmart SuperCenter  with less buffers than that of  
their southern neighbors relative to light, and dirt.   All the DEIS alternatives focus on alleviating the impacts to 
Jewelberry residents, but the problem here is that you also have residents on Seabury, on Guygrace, on Anytrell, not 
to mention all the apartment dwellers of Brandt Point that are all impacted by the size and scope of your 
alternatives. 
 
I dare say that given this fact, Seabury, at their northern most entrance near the deli store, will experience a lot of 
cut through traffic as they find the quickest route to Walmart.  This is not what the residents of Seabury bought into 
when they bought their homes.  They bought into the peace and quiet of their neighborhood.  It is important to the 
residents of Seabury that there not be an entrance unto Brandt Point for any plaza traffic, any plaza redevelopment!  
A light at the end of this street would be helpful, however, given the traffic already on Empire! 
 
Response: 
The use of Brandt Point Drive for access to the plaza expansion is anticipated.  A traffic signal at the intersection of 
Brandt Point Drive and Empire Blvd. will provide for a safer ingress/egress from and to Empire Blvd. for residents 
who currently use that intersection.  As previously stated in this FEIS, specific designs and details about the 
possible configuration of Seabury Blvd. and Brandt Point Drive are premature.  However, the Planning Board 
acknowledges the importance of this future design to provide logical and convenient access to the commercial 
center, while specifically discouraging non-resident traffic onto Seabury Blvd.  See also, Response to Public 
Comment 3, above. 
 
Comment 9:  Kelly, N. 
Just to state the obvious - Empire Boulevard is already very congested at certain peak hours. The backups are 
significant when driving from Creek Street to Hard Road along Empire. Creek Street from Browncroft to Empire 
also becomes quite backed up. This proposed development adds a significant amount of traffic to the area. Part of 
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the “If this, then that” scenarios maintains that the increased traffic will result in a drive-by positive economic 
impact on the area. I would speculate that this would not be the case. The “draw” is a Super WalMart. By design, 
the Super WalMart is a self-contained one-stop shopping experience – groceries, clothing, household items, garden 
center, car/tire center, gasoline, food-court like concessions, etc. 
 

As presented, the internal traffic pattern for the proposed Plaza development also does not appear to me to support 
the “If this, then that” statements in the proposal. The stated main entry to the Plaza directs the commuter almost 
directly to the WalMart parking lot, for the one-stop shopping experience. There appears to be limited drive-by 
visibility of the specialty shops. The Plaza design has what appear to be very distinct sections whereby your 
average shopper would drive to one section, park, and shop. Based on what I see (and do) at the Holt Road Plaza, 

 
Response: 
The Planning Board has heard and seen testimony from local businesses that believe any revitalization of Bay 
Towne Plaza, including a new Super Walmart, will help their business.  Specific designs for access, building 
locations and parking fields are not available at this stage of the project review process.  Convenience and safety are 
two of the factors that the Board has and will consider in any future site plan review process.  These are directives in 
the Penfield Town Code, Article IX, Site Plan Factors for Consideration.  See also, Response to Public Comment 7, 
above. 

 
Comment 10:  Frank, K & T 
Traffic on Empire Blvd. goes much too fast, and many parts of Empire Blvd. don't have a center turning lane.  There 
are times when we feel like we're risking our lives just to get in and out of our own street There are a lot of people 
who live in the Bay Rd./Creek St./Empire Blvd. area-there are other residential streets and many apartments and 
townhouses.  There is Baywinde for seniors and day cares for children. Now a new playground is being built on 
Empire, which is good, and we're looking forward to checking out the trails there, but at certain times of the day it's 
going to be dangerous to get in and out of that parking lot.  There are accidents in the Bay/Creek/Empire  area often- 
some from cars turning when oncoming traffic has an arrow, and some from people just going too fast to stop when 
cars are turning into the many businesses along Empire Blvd.  A Super Walmart is going to add to this problem. 
 
Seabury Boulevard will be greatly impacted. 

 
Response: 
The posted speed limit on this section of Empire Blvd. is 45 MPH and the Board acknowledges that there are many 
businesses and residential developments in the area.  The review of the traffic impacts resulting from this proposal 
has been lengthy, detailed and involved consultants and responsible agencies.  The additional traffic generated from 
the proposed development will generate very specific mitigation, including:  

 a three-color traffic signal at Brandt Point Drive and Empire Blvd. and at Sovran Drive and Creek Street; 
 Connection of Sovran Drive to the internal plaza road system; 
 Modification to the existing Creek Street access to the plaza; 
 Creation of a left-turn lane on Empire Blvd. to Terrell Drive; 
 Creation of a center left-turn lane from Terrell Drive to the Webster town line; 
 Signage on Empire Blvd. to not block access to Terrell Drive; 
 Coordination of the traffic signals along Empire Blvd. 
 Pedestrian crossing improvements; and 
 Post development monitoring to see if signal adjustments are needed. 

 
See also, Response 7 to NYSDOT Comment 7 and Response to Public Comment 3, above. 
 
Comment 11:  Dawe, A & S 
This input is specific to 'Quality of Life' and pertains to residential traffic on Seabury Blvd. The Town of Penfield 
should include wording in all ordinances and/or contract documents that RESTRICTS all traffic directly relating to 
the development/construction/servicing in the use of Seabury Blvd., including traffic after completion of Baytowne 
Plaza project and any such project(s) in the future. 
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Response: 
See Response to Public Comment 3, above. 
 
Comment 12:  D’Agostino, A 
Other areas of concern are the traffic should there be any sort of rezoning. Have you ever tried to drive down Empire 
Boulevard in the afternoon or on a Saturday or Sunday? It is ridiculous- not to mention the countless accidents that 
occur at the intersection of Creek Street and Empire Boulevard. 
 
Response: 
The Planning Board acknowledges that weekends are very busy times for commercial corridors.  It required the 
Applicant to conduct the traffic studies during peak volume times…Friday evening and Saturday, mid-day, to 
provide a realistic view of potential impacts of the proposed development.  The Board, through its Staff and 
consultants have coordinated this review with NYSDOT and MCDOT, to determine what measures would be 
appropriate for mitigation, with the specific goal of minimizing safety impacts while maintaining efficient traffic 
flows through this area.  See also, Responses to NYSDOT comments, above. 
 

Comment 13:  Stanton, R 
 

 The Draft Environmental Impact Statement ("DEIS'') relies upon incomplete and objectively false 
assumptions and conclusions in its noise, traffic, and water impact assessments, and thus would render 
reliance upon the conclusions from the studies arbitrary and capricious. Michael Hanscom, who is  an  
experienced civil engineer,  submitted  extensive  written  comments regarding the false assumptions in the 
modeling upon which the DEIS relies; and 

 that the  proposed  mitigation  measures  are  inadequate, and with regard to traffic mitigation illusory;  
 

Response: 
Mr. Hanscom’s comments have been addressed above.  The author is not specific on what “false assumptions” are 
referred to nor are any specific details provided on the “illusory” traffic mitigation, so a more detailed response is 
not possible. 
 

Comment 14:  Kuttruff, E & C 
We are not in favor of changing by Baytowne Plaza from residential to commercial. Making the existing Walmart to 
a super is fine in its own section, but not 24 hrs., 7 days a week. We also do not need an outlet to Brandt's point, 
which will put more traffic onto Seabury Blvd. If it has to be, than make it no right turn onto Brandt's point.  The 
quiet, pleasant Seabury neighborhood will be forever gone and decrease the value of the homes. Please do the right 
thing and keep Penfield like the town of Webster "Where life is worth living." 
 
Response: 
See Response to Public Comment 8, above. 
 

Comment 15:  Allen, A 
This parcel is surrounded by residential property on THREE sides. All of these residential areas should be protected, 
and none of the neighborhoods should be ruined with the noise, traffic, crime, and the eyesore of having a Super 
Walmart built on residentially zoned property. 
 
Response: 
See Response to Public Comments 3 and 8, above. 
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Comment 16:  Smith, S 
Needless to say, any such redevelopment raises the obvious concerns such as (but not limited to): 

 Increased noise levels (to what we already hear)  
 Lighting 
 Aesthetics 
 Increased traffic 
 Depressed property values 
 Overall lower quality of life for nearby residents 
 Potential increased retail vacancy in Baytowne as a result of Super Walmart 

 
Response: 
All of these topics were considered as potentially adverse impacts and were the main focus of the DEIS.  
Throughout this FEIS, the Planning Board has detailed responses to each issue raised here, including what 
mitigation is available to lessen or eliminate the impacts. 
 
Comment 17:  LaRocco, L & C 
The new development would connect directly to Seabury Blvd which will increase traffic coming into our 
neighborhood.  This concerns us since we have a young son that will be playing in the neighborhood.  This road will 
also allow direct access from the plaza into the neighborhood, which increases the potential for crime and takes 
away from one of the main reasons we purchased this property three years ago, which was that it’s a quiet and safe 
area. 
 
Response: 
See Response to Public Comment 3, above. 
 

Comment 18:  Bauer, T 
The speed in which the traffic goes by me that I have noticed since I have been at this location of 1930 Empire 
Boulevard.  The speed has picked up between five and seven miles per hour. 
 
Response: 
See Response to Public Comment 10, above. 
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