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The Planning Board held a meeting at 6:30 PM local time Thursday, June 10, 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 202.97, which postponed public meeting unless they 
can be held remotely through the use of telephone conference, video conference, and/or other 
similar service, the June 10, 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      On site 
Bill Bastian      Absent 
 
Doug Sangster, Town Planner   On site 
Michael O’Connor, Assistant Town Engineer On site  

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

II. APPROVAL OF MINUTES: 
 

The Board voted and APPROVED the draft meeting minutes for May 13, 2021. 
 

Vote: Moved by:  Tydings Seconded by: Burton 
    

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

Motion was carried. 
 

  

http://www.penfield.org/
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III. PUBLIC HEARING APPLICATIONS: 
 

1. DH Lewis Engineering, PLLC, 3832 Cory Corners Road, Marion, NY 14505, on behalf of Eric 
& Susan Stroyer, requests under Chapter 250 Article XII-12.2 and Article XI-11.2 of the code 
of the Town of Penfield for Preliminary and Final Subdivision & Site Plan approval for a five 
(5) lot subdivision with associated site improvements on a ±15.416 acre lot, located at 1030 
Plank Road. The property is now or formerly owned by Eric & Susan Stroyer, and zoned Rural 
Residential District (RR-1). Application #21P-0015, SBL #94.04-1-32.11. 

 
 On hand via remote access to present the application: 

Don Lewis, DH Lewis Engineering, PLLC 
Eric Stroyer, Owner 
 

• Mr. Lewis presented the application to the Board, explaining that the project came before 
the Planning Board as a Sketch Plan a few months prior (April 2021) and was well received. 
The project is at the location where Eric & Susan Stroyer currently reside – a ±15 acre 
parcel. Their intention is to subdivide it into five (5) individual lots – one being their 
existing house that they would sell with the intention of building on one of the back lots.  

• Mr. Lewis explained that there is a common driveway for the two deeper lots as shown on 
the plans with a separate turnaround and all of the separate utilities to get back there. Each 
lot will have its own septic system. They are also proposing two frontage lots along Plank 
Road.  

• Mr. Lewis stated that Monroe County DOT has reviewed the plan. Revised plans have been 
submitted to Town Staff as a response to the latest PRC Memo as well. 

• Mr. Lewis stated that he’s been in conversation with the Fire Marshal in regards to the 
longer driveways and the solution being pull-offs due to the distances to the main road.  

• Mr. Lewis stated that the project fits in well with the surrounding developments. 
• Mr. Lewis explained that the applicant’s intention is to keep as much of the wooded area 

as possible. 
• Mr. Lewis explained that the applicant has been talking with the neighbor to the east, 

Joanne Mastowski at 1036 Plank Road concerning a transfer of land to her. 
 

Board Questions: 
 

• Board member Tydings asked if there are any prospective buyers for the lots that are 
intended to be sold off.  Mr. Lewis explained that on the plans, Lot 4 will be the Stroyers 
new house, Lot 3 will be purchased by Eric’s son, and two lots at the front will be sold off. 
Mr. Stroyer added that the final lot in the front may be sold or it may be saved for a future 
project (ie: inlaws).  

• Chairman Hetzke asked if they were still working with the Fire Marshal to work those 
issues out. Mr. Lewis responded yes, and that the Fire Marshal’s biggest concern with the 
longer driveway was having the pull offs to accommodate the emergency vehicles in lieu 
of doing a full 20 foot driveway. The two rear lots will also be required to have sprinkler 
systems.  
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Public Comments: 
**Additional public comments will be accepted electronically through June 17, 2021. 
 
Board Deliberation: 
 
Following the presentation of this application during the public hearing, the Planning Board 
continued its review during the subsequent work session that evening. 
 
• Chairman Hetzke asked if there were any outstanding issues. Mr. Sangster responded that 

staff doesn’t have any major concern, only technical issues at this point.  
• The Board had no further concerns. 
 
The Board voted and TABLED the application for Preliminary/Final Subdivision & Site Plan 
approval pending the preparation of a draft approval resolution for the Board’s review and 
consideration. 
 

Vote: Moved by:  Tydings Seconded by: Kanauer 
    

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

Motion was carried. 
 
 

2. McMahon LaRue Associates, P.C., 822 Holt Road, Webster, NY 14580, on behalf of Gerber 
Homes & Additions, LLC, requests under Chapter 250 Article XII-12.2 and Article XI-11.2 of 
the code of the Town of Penfield for Preliminary and Final Subdivision & Site Plan approval 
for a four (4) lot subdivision under Town Law §278, with associated site improvements on a 
±7.189 acre lot, located at 1357 Jackson Road, Webster, NY. The property is now or formerly 
owned by Gerber Homes & Additions, LLC, and zoned Rural Residential District (RR-1). 
Application #21P-0016, SBL #94.04-1-21.11. 
 

 On hand via remote access to present the application: 
Al LaRue, McMahon LaRue Associates, PC 
John Graziose, Gerber Homes & Additions, LLC 
 

• Mr. LaRue presented the application to the Board. The project is a four (4) lot subdivision 
with a Town Law §278 because of Lot 1 which is smaller in size due to the private drive.  

• Mr. LaRue stated that comments had been received from both Monroe County and Town 
PRC and revisions have been made and submitted. 

• Mr. LaRue stated that the only real difficulty with this site was the amount of sand, running 
anywhere from 12 inches to 20 inches deep. This brought the septic systems up in order not 
to have a pump. The houses also came up, so there is grading around that. Three of the four 
lots in the back all have walkouts or partial walkouts.  

• Mr. LaRue stated that the site balances. A pond was added in the northwest corner, it wasn’t 
required, but it’s a nice facility. The owner of Lot 3 wanted it, so they put it there. The site 
balances according to the drainage calculations provided.  
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Board Questions: 
 
• Board member Burton directed his question to Town Staff, asking about the engineering 

comments. Mr. O’Connor responded that the drainage report was just received, so staff is 
reviewing the submitted materials. The only concern for staff centers around the turnaround 
for emergency vehicles and the possibility it may need to be increased a bit (40ft instead of 
30ft). Other than that, the concerns are technical in nature and can be handled with the 
applicant.  

• Board member Burton addressed Mr. LaRue, stating he needs to get in contact with the Fire 
Marshal. 

• Chairman Hetzke asked if they are using the material for the pond as fill for the house pads. 
Mr. LaRue responded yes, that is part of the balance. Chairman Hetzke asked if outside fill 
would be brought in. Mr. LaRue responded no.  

 
Public Comments: 
**Additional public comments will be accepted electronically through June 17, 2021. 
 
• Robin Huttunen, 1351 Jackson Road 

Mrs. Huttunen stated that she had called with her concerns during the previous sketch plan 
application for this property. Her concern is the privacy/protection between the future road 
and their property to the north. She requested that a berm, trees or something be put along 
that property line. Mr. LaRue responded that there is a proposed swale along that line to 
provide drainage from the Applicant’s driveway, but also to intercept the Huttunen’s 
drainage. He also stated that there is minimal area there to plant because of the drainage. 
Mr. Graziose stated that he would contact them.   

 
Board Deliberation: 
 
Following the presentation of this application in the public hearing, the Planning Board 
continued its review during the subsequent work session that evening. 
 
• Chairman Hetzke asked if there were any outstanding issues. Mr. Sangster responded that 

staff doesn’t have any major concern only technical issues at this point.  
• Chairman Hetzke asked that the pond and buffering issues be added to the draft approval 

resolution.  
• The Board had no further concerns. 

 
The Board voted and TABLED the application for Preliminary/Final Subdivision & Site Plan 
approval pending the preparation of a draft approval resolution for the Board’s review and 
consideration. 

 
Vote: Moved by:  Burton Seconded by: Kanauer 

    
Chairperson:  Hetzke - Aye Bastian - Absent Burton - Aye  

 Kanauer - Aye Tydings - Aye  
Motion was carried. 
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3. McMahon LaRue Associates, P.C., 822 Holt Road, Webster, NY 14580, on behalf of Leo 
Spezio, Jr.  and Cynthia Spezio, requests under Chapter 250 Article XI-11.2 of the code of the 
Town of Penfield for Preliminary and Final Subdivision approval for the subdivision of land 
on ±6.325 acres located at 1232 & 1236 Salt Road. The properties are now or formerly owned 
by Leo Spezio, Jr. and Cynthia Spezio and zoned Rural Agricultural District (RA-2). 
Application #21P-0017, SBL # 096.10-2-3.2 and 096.01-2-3.3. 
 

 On hand via remote access to present the application: 
Al LaRue, McMahon LaRue Associates, PC 
Leo & Cindi Spezio, Owners 
 

• Mr. LaRue presented the application to the Board for a subdivision of property. The 
proposed subdivision is compliant with zoning requirements. No development is 
proposed on the back lot at this time.  

• Mr. LaRue stated that they had received the PRC Memo and have responded in writing 
and with revised plans.   

Board Questions: 
 
• Board member Kanauer referred to Lot 3A and asked for clarification on whether the barn 

that is currently on the lot requires the leech field that is drawn on the plan. Mr. LaRue 
confirmed that the leech field is there as shown on the plan but that there are no 
development plans at this point. Mr. LaRue also stated that Mr. Spezio has been 
reconstructing the barn into a home. 

• Board member Kanauer restated that the barn will be converted into a residence, hence 
the layout of the septic. Mr. LaRue stated that is correct.  

• Chairman Hetzke asked if Lot 3A had no plans to develop, they only intended to create a 
separate lot for the barn, correct? Why? Mr. Larue stated that that is a two (2) acre lot 
where the barn is and it cannot be further developed.  

• Mr. Sangster added some clarification, stating that this was originally one lot (1228 Salt 
Rd) and was subdivided into three (3) lots as part of the Batz subdivision a number of 
years ago. In that subdivision, the original owner was looking to convert that barn into a 
residence, and in the middle of that process they sold the property. That barn has been 
converted into a residence with its own electric, water, etc. It’s a lot with an actual 
residence, not just a barn.  

• Chairman Hetzke then asked if there were any plans for Lot 3B. Mr. LaRue stated that 
there are no plans for 3B.  

• Board member Kanauer asked if the barn is a functioning residence. Mr. Spezio responded 
yes it is. Board member Kanauer then stated that some notation should be made on the 
plans indicating the barn is a livable residence.   

 
Public Comments: 
**Additional public comments will be accepted electronically through June 17, 2021. 
 
Following the presentation of this application in the public hearing, the Planning Board 
continued its review during the subsequent work session that evening. 
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• The Board had no further concerns. 

 
The Board voted and TABLED the application for Preliminary/Final Subdivision approval 
pending the preparation of a draft approval resolution for the Board’s review and consideration.  

 
Vote: Moved by:  Kanauer Seconded by: Burton 

    
Chairperson:  Hetzke - Aye Bastian - Absent Burton - Aye  

 Kanauer - Aye Tydings - Aye  
Motion was carried. 

 
4. SWBR, 387 East Main Street, Suite 500, Rochester, NY 14604, on behalf of Penfield 

Heights, LLC, requests under Chapter 250 Article XII-12.2 and Article XI-11.2 of the code 
of the Town of Penfield for Preliminary and Final Subdivision & Site Plan approval for a 
mixed use development project including townhouses, apartments, a common house, 
commercial, retail and office spaces with associated site improvements on ±6.6 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-0018, SBL #s 125.01-1-25.1, 125.01-1-25.2. 

 
 On hand via remote access to present the application: 

William Price, SWBR 
Ami Notis, Penfield Heights, LLC 
Alex Amering, Costich 
Robert Fornataro, SWBR 
Erik Reynolds, SWBR 
Sebastian Curatolo, Owner 
 

• Mr. Price presented the application to the Board. He explained that this application was 
submitted after meeting with the Board in April for a Sketch Plan Application as well as 
several meetings with the Town Project Review Committee. The Monroe County 
comments, the Town PRC Memo as well as the Sketch Plan Letter were all received and 
written responses are forthcoming.  

• Mr. Price referenced the Site Plan and the perspective renderings that were requested by 
the Board at the Sketch Plan hearing to see the project from several locations in order to 
get a better idea of what the Proposed Development would look like.  

• Looking at the first rendering, traveling south on NYS Route 250, Penfield Square and 
the YMCA are on the right with the traffic light at the intersection / entrance. Mr. Price 
stated that the poles are already there and the driveway throat is already established, but 
they will have to make some improvements to the signal heads, the pedestrian crossing, 
as well as lane striping for left turns into the proposed site.  

• Conceptual Rendering - From 250 Looking South 
̵ At the front of the site on the rendering are the two-story townhouses.  
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̵ There is a publicly accessible sidewalk that will be built just inside the property 
(ROW) line.  

̵ You can also see some of the patios and balconies of those townhouses. 
̵ Toward the background you can also see the retail building where there is a mix of 

materials on the ground level that creates an opportunity for a balcony space along 
Route 250 over what might be a restaurant or other retail on the first floor. 

• Conceptual Rendering – From Dublin Road Looking West  
̵ This rendering was created to demonstrate the heights of the buildings and why 

some points were exceeding the limits per the code, as this was one of the views of 
concern the Board had.  

̵ Building D has a peak because of the design of the roofline of the main portion of 
the building – measuring from the ground on the back / east side, that’s where the 
height of 70 feet comes into play.  

• Conceptual Rendering – Site Aerial (Google Earth) 
̵ There is no home to the south and east of the existing subdivision that will have 

visual access to this property.  
̵ Existing wood lots will remain in place and not be disturbed.  
̵ The proposed project will be screened from the adjacent subdivision.  
̵ The drive access between Penfield Square, the YMCA and the proposed 

development are also shown on this rendering. He asked the Board to recall that 
there is about a 20ft grade change across this site so it does drop down a bit behind 
the two front townhouse buildings across the street to the face of building D which 
has ground level retail and commercial proposed with two stories of residential 
above it.  

̵ On the back side of Building D is where we drop approximately 12 feet so we 
provided some garages on the east and north sides. There are a few garages that have 
been added to the downhill side of Building C which is that bigger building 
connected by the bridge on the right hand side of the rendering.  

̵ You can also see a “bathtub” type feature in the roofline of Building D which is 
where the AC units will be placed. They will not be ground mounted. Buildings E 
and C will have ground mounted AC condensers on the back sides of these buildings 
so they are out of view as much as possible.  

• Mr. Fornataro commented on the issue of the buildings with heights exceeding the 
limits. He stated that Buildings C and D each have areas that are 70 feet high with the 
intention of them being “book ends” at the entrance and also it being the highest point in 
the middle of the site. 

• Rendered (color) Site Plan   
̵ As you enter the main plaza between building C and D we have refined the layout of 

the fire pit, Adirondack chairs, more seating, bike racks, more outdoor seating under 
the canopy and in the plaza area outside the public space. In Building D where we 
have the elevators we have even more outside seating.  
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̵ The stairway leading down to Building C and then over to E that has been 
straightened out leading directly to the sidewalk on the lower side. We also have the 
light bollards and hand rails on that staircase.  

̵ The sidewalk between the circular plaza and the plant bed where it says “monument 
sign” on the rendering is separated by 8-10 feet to maintain a continuous circulation 
along to the north & along the retail spaces in Building D.  

̵ All other circulation routes have remained the same, making sure the sidewalks are 
as wide as the MUD Manual calls for.  

̵ Electric Vehicle charging stations are located at several locations throughout the 
project.  

̵ In front of Building D, the parallel parking is all flush with the sidewalk which we 
will likely designate some of those spaces as handicap, but all are handicap 
accessible.  

̵ The intention is to make that area very dynamic with benches, bike racks, trees, 
lights, making it interesting and active. The building has a number of windows with 
glazing for visual penetration to see what is happening inside the building.  

̵ The north plaza has also been refined a little bit. The flags on the left act as a ramp 
up to raise the grade so the plaza is elevated above the parking area just to the east of 
it so that this area looks out over the wetland and Wickham Farms.  

̵ There are two trellises in the space now, outdoor furniture, a segmented retaining 
wall (dark black line) so the elevation can be kept up. The “crazy notation in the 
corner” is actually a farm windmill. The applicant is looking to incorporate farm 
style elements – this windmill will be operational and add to the character.  

̵ The fire pit is there and the lawn in front of it is sloped so that people can sit on it.  
̵ A bike rack will be added here and to the Retail location in response to a comment 

made during review. Bike racks are already located in the main plaza, along the front 
of Building D, at Building E, as well as at the Common House.  

• The Common House  
̵ Minor modifications have been made to the exterior of the Common House 

including the addition of outdoor furniture, a hot tub, a swimming pool, a fire pit, as 
well as an outdoor cooking area with farm tables.  

̵ They know they need to add some additional drains to this area and get some 
additional spot elevations so that it is understandable about how it is going to drain. 

̵ The area to the left – the 10ft wide trail down to the retention pond area and the trail 
along the wetland – has an 8% grade on it and will have handrails along both sides 
and 5ft landings every 30ft for handicap accessibility.  

̵ The front side of the pool area will have a segmented block wall to hold that entire 
plaza area up. The wall goes from approximately 1 foot high back at the Common 
House to about 7 feet high at front edge where the public trail will go by.  

• The Retention Pond Area and the Dog Park  
̵ There were some PRC comments regarding spillways that we need to work through.  
̵ The boxes shown on the rendering are air conditioner condensers and they are 

located at an elevation several feet below any of the balconies of the building. The 
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elevation of grade in this area is lower so these AC units are back up against the 
buildings. We have storm water facilities between those AC units and the trails 
around the pond.  

̵ With regard to the dog park, there were comments about the park being over the 
sanitary sewer easement – Mr. Price would like to work with Staff to determine what 
the needs might be for access. The applicant would like to do what they can to keep 
the dog park as a feature of the proposed development for both the residents and the 
public.  

̵ There are two dumpsters located in the development and the townhouses will be 
served by individual totes.  

Board Questions: 
 
• Chairman Hetzke asked if there were any plans for trees on the west side of the property 

between Buildings A, B and Route 250 as afternoon sunshine will be intense in that area. 
Mr. Price acknowledged that was a good point.  

• Chairman Hetzke asked what type of architectural lighting is planned to highlight features 
and trees, landscape lighting, etc. Mr. Price responded that since the submittal of the latest 
plans, they have worked with their architects and interior designers to develop and select 
actual fixtures for exterior doors, building entrances, etc. Originally, a street-like fixture 
mounted to the building was presented to get the Photometrics done. Those have been 
changed out to much more residential units on the buildings with similar performance. 
There will be lighting up in the trellises so that it lights downward on the pavement 
surface. The monument sign at the main entrance will have a light mounted to it so that it 
is illuminated. The windmill will be illuminated. There will be bollard lighting along 
sidewalks in areas where there won’t be parking lot level lighting.  

• Chairman Hetzke asked about the windmill, how tall will it be and what is the overall 
plan. Mr. Price responded that it will be 28ft tall, tall enough to be seen from Route 250, 
but not too tall for the surroundings. The windmill itself is 8ft in diameter. It will be 
mounted on the patio area that is elevated. Chairman Hetzke asked what the windmill is 
intended to power. Mr. Price responded that they haven’t figured that out yet.  

• Chairman Hetzke asked if the fire pits will be natural gas. Mr. Price responded yes, natural 
gas for fire pits – 3 rectangular and 1 circular. 

• Chairman Hetzke asked if all of the units are proposed as rental units. Mr. Price responded 
that yes they are all rentals. Mr. Price stated that the owners will manage and maintain the 
property including these common spaces.  

• Chairman Hetzke asked about the parallel parking on the north/south street and cars 
parking up on the sidewalk. Mr. Price responded that there will be a 2ft strip where the 
curb would be, trees and striping and light poles will discourage cars on the sidewalk area.  

• Chairman Hetzke asked if there were any lights proposed to up-light the trees. Mr. Price 
responded that he didn’t think so, but they certainly could, maybe even some outlets for 
seasonal lights.     

• Chairman Hetzke asked if the Common House was two buildings. Mr. Fornataro stated 
that it is one roof line but there is a veranda that can take you right or left inside. The 
reason being the acoustics of the fitness center in one wing and the common space, leasing 
offices, etc. in the other wing.  
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• Chairman Hetzke asked if the platform at the pool is elevated. Mr. Price explained that 
the grade is essentially dropping from the east wall of the Common House down toward 
the wetland area. The wall gets more exposed as you go east.  

• Board member Kanauer stated that there are regulations for making the charging station 
spaces ADA compliant, noting that one of the stations is located next to a handicap space. 

• Board member Kanauer asked if there will be some protection around the windmill feature 
(tower) to prevent people from climbing it. Mr. Price responded that they located where 
they did so that there was a measure of surveillance, people walking or driving by who 
could see what is going on there. Mr. Fornataro interjected that this is a vintage windmill 
and they could ask the company they are getting it from. 

 
Continued Presentation: 
 
• Mr. Price continued his presentation, stating that they would like to work with Town Staff 

concerning fire access, which was a PRC comment. He’d like to work on things like 26ft 
wide access drives, and turnaround/hammerhead sizes, stating that mixed use design is 
not intended to expand lane widths, but to reduce them.   

• Mr. Price continued, saying that a bigger issue brought up in the sketch plan letter was the 
issue of two separate access roads. He asked if it in fact means that the proposed project 
needs to have two access points from NYS Route 250. Board member Burton responded, 
asking how many units were proposed and were they all protected by sprinklers. Mr. Price 
stated there are 132 units and they are all protected by sprinklers.  
Board member Burton continued, stating that the NYS Code has wiggle room, but it is at 
the discretion of the Fire Marshal. The aerial fire apparatus access dimensions (ie: 26ft 
widths, turnarounds) are NYS laws and the Town has no discretion there.  
Mr. Price noted that an access point will be located on Sweets Corner Road at a time in 
the future but as far as a second access point, we have not proposed that at this point. 

• Mr. Price referred to a PRC question about how the proposed development will be 
constructed, saying that it will be one phase – all buildings will be constructed at the same 
time.   

• Mr. Price addressed a PRC question about easy access to the elevators in Building D so 
that handicapped visitors can get to the lower level stating that access to those elevators 
will be very easy, accessible and identified as an accessible route.  
Building an accessible ramp between Buildings C & D would require an additional 152ft 
of ramp to make the grade change of 12ft which would bring the total distance to 100ft 
more than walking around the north and east side of Building D.  
The applicant does not see any advantage to a ramp structure therefore they would like to 
keep the access to the stairs and make sure the access to the elevators is clearly identified 
and easy to get to.  

• Mr. Price stated that site data tables will be updated and wall details will be added to the 
plans as requested.  
Snow storage areas are being added. Mr. Price referred to the PRC comment that stated 
that “snow storage cannot be put where storm water management infrastructure is placed,” 
stating that he disagreed and that is specifically why these measures are made, so that they 
filter the pollutants. Therefore, some of the snow storage will be in those areas.  

• Mr. Price stated that SRF & Associates has been retained to prepare the traffic impact 
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analysis. 
• Mr. Fornataro stated that they submitted a set of elevations describing the building heights, 

where they exceed the 55ft, but that the 3-D rendering shows the intent better. He also 
addressed a PRC comment about the architecture of Buildings A & B being similar, saying 
that they felt it still met the intent of the criteria. They feel there is enough variation. 

• Board member Burton asked if the application has been sent to the Town Architectural 
Consultant. Mr. Sangster stated no, not yet. Board member Burton stated that in sending 
it to the Consultant it will be compared to the MUD Manual and comments will be 
provided to the Board. 

• Chairman Hetzke asked about the "bathtub" feature in Building D inquiring about the 
drainage, etc. and what is actually there, just the mechanical equipment or will it be 
utilized by the residents? Mr. Fornataro responded that it is a maintenance area, and not 
for residents. 

• Mr. Price stated they would get the PRC & Sketch Letter responses and revisions in as 
soon as possible. 

Public Comments: 

**Additional public comments will be accepted electronically through June 17, 2021. 

Linda Bradbury - No address 
Expressed concern for the historic horse weather vane and boulder on the current 
property. She asked that the Historic Board be advised of this. 

Board Deliberation: 

Following the presentation of this application in the public hearing, the Planning Board 
continued its review during the subsequent work session that evening. 

• Chairman Hetzke stated that he felt everyone had reading and review to do. 
• The Board had no further concerns. 

The Board voted and TABLED the application for Preliminary/Final Subdivision & Site Plan 
approval pending the preparation of a draft approval resolution for the Board's review and 
consideration. 

Vote: Moved by: 

Chairperson: Hetzke - Aye 

Motion was carried. 

Kanauer 

Bastian - Absent 
Kanauer - Aye 

Seconded by: 

Bu1ion - Aye 
Tydings - Aye 

Burton 
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There being no further business before the Board, the meeting was adjourned at 8:1:p_·J~M. :!;;!: 

These minutes were adopted by the Planning Board on Thursday, June 24, 2021. 
a .. 
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