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The Planning Board held a meeting at 6:30 PM local time Thursday, March 25, 2021 in the Town 
Hall Auditorium to discuss, in a meeting available to the public, tabled matters and other business 
that was before it.   
 
Due to the Covid-19 Virus and the closing of town operations consistent with Governor’s 
Executive Orders, including Executive Order 202.1, which suspended certain provisions of the 
Open Meetings Law, and Executive Order 202.92, which postponed public meeting unless they 
can be held remotely through the use of telephone conference, video conference, and/or other 
similar service, the March 25, 2021 Planning Board meeting was held remotely beginning at 6:30 
PM. In-person public access to the Town Hall facility was not permitted. This meeting was video 
recorded and broadcast LIVE via the town's website www.penfield.org, on the Town's 
Government Access Cable Channel 1303. The meeting will be later transcribed. For questions 
regarding video coverage please contact Penfield TV at (585) 340-8661. 
 
 
 
I. CALL TO ORDER: 

LOCATION 
PRESENT:  Allyn Hetzke, Jr.     On site 

Terry Tydings      On site 
Bob Kanauer       On site 
Jim Burton      Absent 
Bill Bastian      On site 
 
Doug Sangster, Town Planner   On site 
Brad Kommeth, Junior Planner   On site 
Michael O’Connor, Assistant Town Engineer Remote 

   Lori Gray, Board Secretary    On site 
   Peter Weishaar, Planning Board Attorney  Remote 
 

 
II. APPROVAL OF MINUTES: 
 

Mr. Sangster explained to the Board that given the length of the meeting on March 11, 2021, 
the minutes are still being worked on and will be ready for approval at the public hearing on 
April 8, 2021. 

 
III. TABLED APPLICATIONS: 

 
1. McMahon LaRue Associates, P.C., 822 Holt Road, Webster, NY 14580, on behalf of Ciara 

Hauber & Melissa Diluglio, requests under Chapter 250 Article XI-11.2 and Article XII-12.2 
of the code of the Town of Penfield for Preliminary and Final Subdivision & Site Plan approval 
for a three (3) lot subdivision with associated site improvements on the existing ±20.017 acre 
property located at 1410 Penfield Center Road. The property is now or formerly owned by 
Richard Hammann & Lisa A. Mastin and zoned Rural Agricultural District (RA-2). 
Application #21P-0004, SBL #110.02-1-41.1. 

http://www.penfield.org/
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• Mr. Sangster briefly reviewed the application, stating it is a three (3) lot subdivision 

where Lot 1 will retain most of the acreage and Lots 2 & 3 will each be ±2 acres. 
• Mr. Sangster stated that since the last meeting the Applicant went before the Town Board 

for a sidewalk waiver request which was approved. The Applicant will still be giving the 
Town an Easement in the event that sidewalks are installed in the future.  

• Mr. Sangster stated that both the Part 2 EAF and the Draft Approval Resolution have 
been prepared, and that Staff has no concerns as they continue to work through the 
remaining small technical items. 

• The Board had no further concerns.  
 

The Board voted and APPROVED the adoption of completed Short EAF pursuant to SEQRA.  
 

Vote: Moved by:  Tydings Seconded by: Kanauer 
    

Chairperson:  Hetzke - Aye Bastian - Aye Burton - Absent  
 Kanauer - Aye Tydings - Aye  

Motion was carried. 
 
 
The Board voted and APPROVED the application for subdivision and site plan approval with 
conditions. 
 

Vote: Moved by:  Tydings Seconded by: Kanauer 
    

Chairperson:  Hetzke - Aye Bastian - Aye Burton - Absent  
 Kanauer - Aye Tydings - Aye  

Motion was carried. 
 

2. SWBR, 387 East Main Street, Suite 500, Rochester, NY 14604, on behalf of Penfield Heights, 
LLC, requests an informal discussion before the Board with plans for a mixed use development 
project including townhouses, apartments, a common house, commercial, retail and office 
spaces with associated site improvements on ±6.63 acres located at 1820 & 1810 Fairport Nine 
Mile Point Road. The properties are now or formerly owned by Penfield Heights, LLC and 
Sebastian & Concetta Curatolo and zoned Mixed Use District (MUD). Application #21P-0006, 
SBL #s 125.01-1-25.1, 125.01-1-25.2.  

 
The following individuals attended remotely: 

William Price, SWBR 
Rob Fornataro, SWBR 

 
• Mr. Sangster reviewed the sketch application with the Board, stating that at the March 11, 

2021 Public Hearing, during their discussion, the Board stated that they needed time to let 
all of the details of the proposed application come together. Board Member Burton stated 
he needed time to compare the proposed application with the Mixed Used Manual. 

• Mr. Sangster also presented the Board with a MUD criteria checklist to help with 



Penfield Planning Board 
March 25, 2021 

Page 3 of 5 

processing the details of the application.  
• Chairman Hetzke asked to review the PRC comments from Staff.  
• Mr. Sangster started with Staff’s concerns with the areas of architecture that are proposed 

to go higher than the guidelines in the Mixed Use Manual which are 4 stories or 55 feet in 
Zone A.  He stated that there is one area that is ±71 feet.  

̵ Mr. Sangster also stated that there are some challenges with this because the 
property slopes away from NYS Route 250 so that the tallest face would face east 
towards Dublin Road where it would still be very visible given there are only farm 
fields separating them.  

̵ Chairman Hetzke stated that this in his opinion was not a deal breaker but if it will 
be a point of contention going forward, the building height should be added to the 
Sketch Letter.  

̵ Board member Kanauer added that if you look at the site going east on NYS Route 
250, the topography rises a little bit and then it drops off. Mr. Sangster added that 
it drops off toward the creek area and then begins to rise again toward the Wickham 
property.  

̵ Board member Kanauer wondered what a site line elevation with the two heights 
would look like and Mr. Sangster said he would see what they could do but he also 
reminded the Board that this is Sketch Plan and when an application goes to 
Prelim/Final, elevations and renderings are typically requested. 

̵ Board member Bastian asked if the Fire Marshal had been consulted, referring to 
the Ellison Heights project, and the fact that they couldn’t go higher than the code 
allowed because of the maximum reach of the fire and rescue equipment.  

̵ Mr. Sangster responded that there were no comments from the Fire Marshal but 
that could be looked into during Preliminary Review. 

̵ Chairman Hetzke and Board member Kanauer both stated that they would like to 
see renderings and elevations from various locations like Penfield Square, NYS 
Route 250 and the Edenfield cul-de-sac.  

• Mr. Sangster continued with a second concern from Staff, that a trail be extended from 
NYS Route 250 to the back of the property/pond area to the south of Building C in an effort 
to reduce the “closed off” feeling of the amenities. Some of the pedestrian connectivity is 
not ideal.  

̵ Mr. Sangster stated that the gathering area between Buildings C and D is located in 
a high traffic area where all of the traffic passes through that busy corridor, the 
sidewalks are narrow and there is no easy wheelchair access. The sidewalks are 
narrow which is contrary to MUD because the focus is on multi-modality (ie: multi-
use trail vs. traditional 5’ sidewalk).  

̵ Chairman Hetzke stated that a wider sidewalk stipulation could be included in the 
Sketch Letter. He also added that a wheelchair accessible route between that 
gathering area leading down to Building E without going all the way around should 
be addressed… how will that be accommodated?  

̵ Board members Tydings & Kanauer added that ramps may be a solution because it 
is all about accessibility throughout the site.  

• Mr. Sangster stated that another concern of Staff were the Amenity Spaces and the 
delineation between public and private gathering areas. The Mixed Use Manual provides 
and encourages both types of gathering areas and it is helpful to delineated between the 
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two. The concern is how the gathering spaces are cohesive with the design of the MUD. 
For example, Staff feels that if a dog park is included in the proposed project, it should 
likely be more of a resident amenity rather than a community amenity.  

• Chairman Hetzke stated that there needs to be a balance between community vs. resident 
amenities. With a Prelim/Final submission the Applicant needs to find that balance.  

• Chairman Hetzke shifted the conversation to address Board member Burton’s concerns. 
• Chairman Hetzke stated that there was a lack of a central “Village” square. The village 

“feature” is critical to the MUD as an overall, general principle. This concept is among the 
top challenges in this district because we have to balance the concept of “multiple village 
cores” with the element of cohesiveness. The goal is to have one space that flows naturally 
to the next instead of being distinct and individual little communities.  

• Board member Kanauer pointed out that the property to the north that is currently for sale 
is also in that MUD. He asked if there was any chance for cross connection. Chairman 
Hetzke stated that the roadway between Buildings A, B & D is meant to connect to that 
property to the north.  

• Mr. Sangster stated that the ultimate goal is a “pedestrian mall” that will provide a 
cohesiveness between the various developments. It will be obvious that the builders are not 
the same, but the pedestrian spine will provide the necessary cohesion between the 
developments. This is a small corner so it has less opportunity for it to have greater 
connection to the future developments because it will have to figure out connectivity over 
NYS Route 250 or over Sweets Corners Road. Staff understands that it is a challenge to try 
and create a cohesive village that is integrated with the rest of the developable MUD being 
such a small area, but it is still an area Staff is focusing on.  

• Chairman Hetzke asked if the current proposal has enough of a “village-y” feel to it. Is it 
acceptable in light of the Mixed Use Manual? Are they moving in the right direction? 

• Board member Tydings commented that the community effect is totally different from that 
of Penfield Square across the street. He asked what input has been received from the 
neighbors. Mr. Sangster confirmed that there has not been much public input. Board 
member Tydings suggested we widen the net for public input (ie: more postcards).  

• Board member Tydings stated that traffic is a concern. Traffic in and out of the location 
with only one entrance is a concern that should be looked at.  

• Board member Tydings asked if the Applicant knows the type of retail they are planning 
on putting in the development. He also commented that there are still retail vacancies in 
Penfield Square.  

• Board member Bastian stated that he thinks it has more of a commercial feel than a 
community feel. He also stated his concerns for people crossing NYS Route 250 – how can 
access to the YMCA be done safely? Mr. Sangster responded that maybe we can work with 
the DOT on signalization and timing (ie: “delayed green light”). 

• Chairman Hetzke stated that the bridge/tunnel idea is one that should be looked at going 
forward. This small parcel may not justify it, but going forward it may.  

• Chairman Hetzke compared crossing Route 250 to Route 441 stating that as time goes on 
with lights and crosswalks, drivers will come to “expect” pedestrians crossing Route 250. 

• Mr. Sangster addressed parking, which was another concern that Staff had. Several 
buildings have proposed parking but Staff made the recommendation to see if there was a 
way to find alternative parking methods to reduce the look of the parking spaces, creating 
a less auto-centric feel to the development.  
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• Chairman Hetzke restated the vision of "Live, Work, Play" in the MUD, and does this 
proposed development meet that? 

• Board member Tydings asked if the proposal meets the parking requirements. Mr. Sangster 
responded that in the MUD, parking is left as a "question mark" as there is the expectation 
of "shared parking" between developments as well as finding alternative methods (ie: 
multi-modal transportation). A shared parking analysis is required to help ensure there isn't 
a sea of parking in the development. Dedicated parking areas will be provided next to the 
retail buildings as well as parallel parking along the frontage of Building D. The hope of 
the "Live, Work, Play" model is that the residents won't be using the parking during the 
day while they aren't there and the retail visitors would be able to use it, and vice versa. 

• Chairman Hetzke stated that somewhere in the MUD there needs to be accommodation or 
at least a future plan for two or three bus stop locations. Mr. Sangster responded that it is 
an ongoing conversation with the Town and RGRTA. 

• Chairman Hetzke asked about the elevation of the fire pit on the north side. Mr. Sangster 
responded that it is at grade with the north/south road, sitting higher than the parking below 
it. (Bill Price was nodding in agreement on Zoom). 

• Chairman Hetzke expressed concern about how to get viable businesses to commit to being 
there and how will they survive with the understanding that this may be an issue until the 
whole area is moving forward. Mr. Sangster stated that there were specific provisions in 
the Penfield Square Resolution that provided financial incentive to ensure that the 
commercial side would be built out. 

• Mr. Sangster explained that the Town Business Development Director, Jim Costello, has 
met with potential commercial tenants for the other Mixed Use Development in the area, 
so we are hopeful that even amid the pandemic and the newness of the MUD that we will 
have commercial users who can thrive here. 

• Chairman Hetzke asked that lighting be addressed in the Sketch Letter, stating that it will 
be important to have good aesthetic, architectural lighting that is attractive and welcoming 
as well as a safety feature. 

• Chairman Hetzke asked the Board members if they were satisfied with the Architectural 
features and the consensus was yes, it does a pretty good job of fitting in with the rest of 
the neighborhood and the Town. 

• Chairman Hetzke and the Board members asked Mr. Sangster to draft a Sketch Letter with 
the Concerns Noted. 

The Board voted and asked that a Sketch Letter be issued to the Applicant with concerns noted. 

Vote: Moved by: Bastian Seconded by: Kanauer 

Chairperson : Hetzke - Aye 

Motion was carried. 

Bastian - Aye 
Kanauer - Aye 

Bmton - Absent 
Tydings - Aye 

There being no further business before the Board, the meeting was adjourned at 7:33 fM:' 

These minutes were adopted by the Planning Board on Thursday, April 8, 2021. 
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