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Comprehensive Plan 2008-2009 
Update Committee 
Meeting Minutes 


 
 
 


Date:  Thursday, November 13, 2008 
 
Time:  4:00 p.m. – 6:00 p.m. 
 
Location: Auditorium, Penfield Town Hall 
 
Attendees: Debbie Drawe, Chair, David Bay, Michael Belgiorno, Paul Craig, Ruth 


Grace, Michael Guyon, Don Maggio, Dr. Joyce McChesney, Jerry 
Poslusney, Michael Quinn, Donna Tydings, Dan Viola, Dave Woodward 


 
      Consultants: John Steinmetz, Matt Ingalls 
 


Staff: Doug Fox, Jim Costello, Katie Evans, Amer Haroon 
  
 
Discussion Items 
 
1. Debbie Drawe, Chair, introduced Amer. Haroon the new Planning Tech for the Town. 


She also announced the next meeting for December 11th. 
 
2. John Steinmetz highlighted key points of the youth workshop, including what A.P. 


Participation in Government Classes at Penfield High considered to be weaknesses 
and strengths in the town of Penfield. Future careers were also an item of discussion 
amongst students as well as future place of residence. Most students wanted to 
relocate to larger cities such as New York, LA and Boston, many said South and 
West, some said the North East. Family ties and job opportunities may keep the 
younger population in Penfield. 


 
3. John Steinmetz spoke of the Community Forum Review. Some of the issues spoken 


of in the Community Forum include; traffic, environmental resources, preserving 
natural resources, going green, smaller lot development and preservation of rural 
character, particularly in East Penfield.  


 
4. John Steinmetz introduced the DRAFT Policy Framework section of the 


Comprehensive Plan. He related the Policy Framework of the Town to a personal 
policy example. Example, Vision: To have a long life that is filled with happiness, 
Policy Area: Health and wellness, strategy, to be an active person. John also stated 
that policy & strategy should guide the rest of the policy framework. 


 
5. Items brought up by various committee members included: 
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• Changing the “Town of Planned Progress” slogan. 
• The fact that education is not mentioned. Schools are one of the primary 


resources. 
• Penfield has a nice mixture of commercial and residential uses. 
• Atlantic Avenue and Rte. 250 contains high quality farmland. Development 


on high quality farmlands should be avoided. 
• Writing down typos and new ideas in Vision and Policy workbook. 
 


 
6. The future of Agriculture in the town was another item of concern. Is fostering the 


business of agriculture something the town wants to continue to preserve? 
 
7. In the “Our Community Vision” section, where it says “The Town” who does the 


term “town” Include? Perhaps it should be reworded to include residents and the 
community, the term Town might incorrectly imply the Town Government. 


 
8. Community Resources should gear more recreational assets towards seniors. 
 
9. The following discussion items were brought up in regards to the draft Economic 


Policy. 
 


• Expanding Industrial Operations. 
• Creating a viable and attractive Town Center. 
• Whether or not there is already a Town Center/Hamlet emerging? 
• Protection of industry, farmland and character of neighborhoods. 


 
 


10. A discussion of the Draft Transportation Policy stated that specific intersections of 
concern should be discussed if need be. Walkability and reducing demand for 
transportation vs. adding to the supply of transportation were also discussed. The fact 
that aging drivers have different driving behaviors, and that their concerns vary from 
those of the younger population was also an item of discussion.   


 
11. The Draft Community Character and Design Policy Statement brought up a variety of 


issues including; 
    


• Community Development is seen as high quality in the town and unique to 
Penfield. 


• School district and religious institutions are an asset and naturally provide a 
source of leadership throughout the community. 


• What is the town’s policy on eyesores, what can the town do to prevent the 
build up of certain properties? Jim Costello brought up the fact that an eyesore 
is in the eye of the beholder. What constitutes a violation may be different 
depending on how you look at it. 
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• The sheer number of homes in disrepair makes it difficult for the compliance 
officer to write violations. There is only one compliance officer and so many 
non compliant properties. 


• The Brownfield issue brought up the fact that it often takes time to remediate, 
and requires extensive funding. Often times the only people who can afford to 
remediate such properties are large chains such as Walgreens. 


• People abandon properties creating eyesores. It is up to the community and 
people driving by these properties to notify the Town. 


• The Town Board meetings are an excellent opportunity for people to raise 
specific issues. 


  
12. In the Government and Leadership Policy Statement, instead of saying it is the policy 


of the Town; it should be reworded to include the community, government and 
community organizations. The wording should be clear and extend or outlive any 
current administration. The town government including elected or appointed officials 
should be referenced specifically somewhere in the Government and Leadership 
Policy Statement. 
 


13. John Steinmetz and Matt Ingalls then introduced the Land Use Workshop scheduled 
to take place in January. Its primary function is to introduce residents to new ideas 
and talk about land use. Studies such as the Rte. 250 corridor study will be shown and 
drawn upon. The workshop will showcase a variety of maps showing concepts such 
as zoning, etc. A visual preference survey will be used to gauge interest from 
residents on what is seen as attractive and what isn’t. The typical land use workshop 
agenda was shown as an example. 


 
14. The idea of two workshops was brought up and seen as a viable alternative to having 


just one. This would attempt to minimize scheduling conflicts for the community. The 
committee came to the conclusion that the most effective schedule would be Saturday 
morning from 9-12 a.m. and Monday evening from 6-9 p.m. The dates for the 
workshops will be schedule soon and will be discussed at a later date. January is to be 
left open for the Land Use Workshop so we will not have a separate committee 
meeting. It was decided that the evening meeting would take place in the Town Hall 
auditorium while the Saturday morning meeting will be held at the Penfield 
Community Center. 


 
 
Adjournment 5:45 PM 







Town of Penfield 
Comprehensive Plan Update 


Vision & Policy Workbook 


November '3, 2008 







Proposed Policy Framework 


In order to be successful. a Comprehensive Plan must be developed and implemented on multiple levels. It must address 
the short and long term needs of a community as well as provide varying levels of detail. In an effort to accomplish this. 
this plan has five key elements. 


Vision: A general statement that describes the aspiration of the Town; it is an end towards which all actions are aimed. 
The Vision should not dramatically change over time but rather be consistent throughout the planning horizon. Ideally, the 
Vision contained in this plan should be useful for the lo-year planning horizon. 


Policy: Similar to a vision in that it is a general statement of a future condition towards which actions are aimed, However. 
the scope of a policy is much more narrow. It should support the vision by addressing a particular area or issue facing the 
community, Policies should not dramatically change over time but rather be consistent throughout the planning horizon, 
Ideally. the policies contained in this plan should be useful for the 10-year planning horizon. 


Strategy: A statement of a measurable activity to be accomplished in pursuit of the policy; it refers to some specific 
aspiration which is reasonably attainable. Think in terms of actions such as aincrease-, adevelop-. or apreseNe", The 
general lifespan of a strategy is 6 to 1 0 years. 


Implementation Items: A specific proposal to do something that relates direct1y to accomplishing a strategy; it can take 
the form of a plan, project. or program. The lifespan of an implementation item can vary from one to 10 years depending 
on the item, 


Vision & Policy Workbook 
Town of Penfield Comprehensive Plan Update 


November 13. 2008 
Page 2 







Our Community Vision 


It is the vision of Penfield to become a more attractive place to grow-up, work, raise a family, and retire. The Town will be 
a community that has ... 


• Diverse residentia l living options that are safe & attractive; 
• Quality community resources to serve businesses & residents; 
• Rewarding economic development opportunities; 
• Sustainable natural resources; 
• A safe & effiCient transportation system; 
• Community character & design that is a source of community pride; and 
• Effective government & strong leadership. 


The Town will achieve this vision by engaging its residents, capitalizing on its assets, and ensuring future public and private 
investments are developed in a manner that enhances the character of our community. We will remain the ~Town of 
Planned Progress." 


Youlldeas & Comments 
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DRAFT Residential Uving Policy Statement 


It is the policy of the Town to have neighborhoods and residential living opportunties that are safe and attractive. The 
community will continue to place a priority on preserving the appeal of existing neighborhoods. The Town will locate 
future residential development in a manner that effiCiently uses available infrastructure capacity, while avoiding high 
quality farmland and environmentally sensitive areas. Over the next decade Penfield will strive to have a combination of 
housing types available to residents of various ages, incomes. and family structures. 


Strategies 


A. Maintain the single family residence as the primary residential unit in the Town. 
B. Preserve existing housing values. 
C. Minimize neighborhood nuisances such as noise. odors, and the negative impacts related to motor vehicle traffic. 
D. Increase the variety of living options available (senior, mixed~use. etc). 
E. Direct higher density residential development towards areas that are or can be serviced by public water and 


sewer service. 
F. Ensure that the existing mobile home park and multiple family residential developments ore well~maintained. 


Your Ideas & Comments 
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DRAFT Community Resources Policy Statement 


It is the policy of the Town to have community resources that provide a high level of service to the loco! businesses and 
residents at a reasonable cost. The quality of life within Penfield is positively impacted by the health and safety benefits 
provided by the Stote and County law enforcement. local ambulance service. three fire companies. and public water 
and sewer service (in certain areas). The community's well being is ensured by the combined efforts of the four school 
districts. the public library system. churches. and local and county park facilities. As the population characteristics change 
within the community, it is imperative that the community resources continue to meet the needs of Town residents. 


Strategies 


A. Continue to provide quality delivery of services necessary to ensure the health, safety, and welfare of residents. 
B. Maintain a public water supply system that provides clean drinking water and adequate fire protection. 
C. Assure adequate sewage disposal facilities ore available for residents and businesses. 
D. Provide stormwater management facilities to protect the rate and quality of water runoff. 
E. Ensure the amount of recreation space available in the community keeps pace with population growth. 
F. Provide activities and programs to meet the needs of all age groups. 
G. Increase the recreational opportunities associated with local water bodies. 
H. Cooperate with school districts to shore information and develop strategies for the benefit of residents. 


Your Ideas & Comments 
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DRAFT Economic Opportunities Policy 


It is the policy of the Town to have rewarding economic development opportunities within the community. Priority will be 
placed upon fostering commercial activity in a manner that provides convenient access to goods and services by local 
residents. Penfield also recognizes the contributions that agricultural and industrial activity makes to the loca l economy in 
the form of jobs and tox base. As a result, the Town will seek to expand the size and number of industrial operations while 
protecting existing farming activity within the community. 


Strategies 


A. Increase the number of locol jobs available. 
B. Foster the viability of agricultural operations in the Town. 
e. Increase the commercial and industrial tax base. 
D. Ensure that there is adequate infrastructure in place to accommodate new and existing commercial a nd industrial 


operations. 
E. Develop an outreach campaign to identify and solicit new businesses that are consistent with our community 


objectives. 


Your Ideas & Comments 
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DRAFT Natural Resource Policy Statement 


It is the policy of the Town to be a community that preserves and sustains its natural resources. Sound development 
practices. proper zoning guidelines. and community stewardship will be employed to reduce or eliminate the 
degradation of these resources. In particular. special attention will contunie to be paid to the protection of 
environmentally sensitive areas such as wetlands. steep slopes. woodlands. floodplains. and watercourses. 


Strategies 


A Enhance, preserve. and protect the functions and benefits of wetlands, woodlands, and watercourses. 
B. Protect areas characterized by steep slopes. 
C. Safeguard residents and property from the hazards associates with flooding within flood prone areas. 
D. Ensure that future development activities protect and sustain our environment. 
E. Reduce, reuse. and recycle appropriate materials. 
F. Identify and remediate contaminated sites. 
G. Promote a land use pattern that respects environmentally sensitive areas. 


YOUlldeas & Comments 
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DRAFT Transportation Policy Statement 


It is the policy of the Town to have a transportation system that enhances our quality of life and meets the needs of our 
residents, businesses, and the traveling public. The Town will continue to focus its efforts on creating a safe travel 
environment for more active living: one that increases opportunities and entices residents to walk and bike to meet their 
daily needs while promoting health and wellness. Over the next decade. Penfield will strive to achieve this policy in a 
manner that ensures the safety of all modes of travel and that contributes to the overall character of the community. 


Strategies 


A. Work closely with the NYSDOl MeDOl and RGRTA to identify and mitigate system deficiencies and to prolong the 
life of existing infrastructure. 


B. Expand multi-modal network (sidewalks, trails, etc) and connections. 
C. Design system improvements to meet the needs of persons with disabilities and senior citizens. 
D. Develop a transportation system that promotes a sense-ot-place by preserving and enhancing the aesthetic, 


historic, and environmental qualities of the Town. 
E. Implement trip reduction strategies that increase bicycling, walking and transit use, and decrease motorized 


traffic. 
F. Promote a future land use pattern that reduces the dependency on automobile travel. 
G. Identify and implement funding mechanisms to support transportation improvements. 


Your Ideas & Comments 
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DRAFT Community Character & Design Policy Statement 


It is the policy of the Town to manage investment and development in a manner that enhances the character of the 
community for future generations to enjoy. Penfield's existing character is defined by its man-made and natural 
landscape such as its neighborhoods. streets, business districts, parks and open spaces. Over the next decade, the Town 
will utilize proper land use planning and design practices to instill a sense of pride within the community and promote a 
positive image to visitors. 


Strategies 


A. Ensure that development sites are sensitively placed to complement the natural environment. 
B. Protect and enhance important views. 
C. Develop attractively designed activity centers, streets, and other public spaces. 
D. Design pedestrian orinted spaces at the human scale. 
E. Preserve open space and farmland. 
F. Preserve the historical and architectural value of key sites and structures. 


Your Ideas &: Comments 
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DRAFT Government & Leadership Policy Statement 


It is the policy of the Town to have a positive atmosphere in which strong leadership, open communication, and 
collective action are supported as residents and civic leaders work together to realize our common vision. Over the next 
decade, the Town will encourage stakeholders to respect one another. share ideas, and work together to make our 
community the best Town within the region. In order to accomplish this, Penfield will remain a model for effective delivery 
of governmental services and decision-making. 


Strategies 


A. Improve the ability of residents to communicate with and participate in government. 
B. Foster governmental procedures and programs that are businesses friendly. 
C. Strengthen relationships with surrounding municipalities and government agencies in an effort to pursue common 


goals. 
D. Utilize elected officials, advisory board members, and staff as ambassadors and educators within the community. 
E. Capitalize on all leadership opportunities within the community (Le., faith community, business leaders, etc.) 
F. Continually recruit new volunteers and develop new leaders in the community. 


Your Ideas & Comments 
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Additional Ideas & Comments 
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Comprehensive Plan 2008-2009 
Update Committee 
Meeting Minutes 


 
 
 


Date:  Thursday, September 25, 2008 
 
Time:  4:00 p.m. – 6:00 p.m. 
 
Location: Auditorium, Penfield Town Hall 
 
Attendees: Debbie Drawe, Chair, David Bay, Michael Belgiorno, Jim Boyd, Paul 


Craig, Ruth Grace, Bob Keiffer, Anthony LaFountain, Don Maggio, Dr. 
Joyce McChesney, Jim Paduchowski, Michael Quinn, Robert Quinn III, 
Donna Tydings, Dan Viola 


 
      Consultants: John Steinmetz, Matt Ingalls 
 


Staff: Doug Fox, Jim Costello, Katie Evans, Lorrie O’Dell 
                  
 
Discussion Items 
 
1. Debbie Drawe, Chair, asked if there were any questions regarding the June 26th 


meeting minutes.  Jim Boyd’s name has been added to the attendees for that meeting 
as it was mistakenly left off. 


 
2. Debbie stated that there are CD’s available for those who were not able to attend 


previous meeting.  It was suggested that the disks of the presentations posted on the 
website prepared by Jim Costello and Doug Fox should be made available. 


 
3. John Steinmetz and Matt Ingalls have drafted the Community Profile which was 


provided electronically to the Committee for review. 
 
4. John Steinmetz explained the Town of Penfield Comprehensive Plan Update Process 


which is posted on the Town website.  He recapped what the Committee has done to 
date, including, but not limited to SWOT (strengths, weaknesses, opportunities, and 
threats) analysis, educational presentations focusing on growth trends, previous plans, 
environmental sensitivity areas, infrastructure, etc. The next opportunity for public 
input will be the Community Forum held on October 20th at the Town Hall.  This will 
be a meeting open to the Public to gather feedback about the Comp Plan Update.  A 
Youth Workshop will also be held to gather input from the Town’s younger 
population. 
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Phase II will focus on vision and policy development with discussion regarding 
agriculture and open space, economic vitality, community and natural resources, 
residential living, etc.  This should occur in the fall of 2008. 
 
Phase III will focus on Plan preparation with review of vision and policies, and land 
use workshops.  This should occur during the winter of 2008/2009.  By spring of 
2009, a preliminary land use map and plan will be drafted. 
 
Phase IV will concentrate on community feedback with focus group meetings, plan 
review and comment.  The DRAFT Comprehensive Plan is scheduled to be 
completed the summer of 2009.  Fall of 2009 will focus on a joint board workshop 
and public hearing.  The final Comprehensive Plan will be completed with SEQR 
review following winter of 2009/2010.  The final plan should be adopted the spring of 
2010.  


 
5. John Steinmetz presented the findings of the 2008 Draft Community Profile to the 


Committee.  Highlights include the following: 
 


• Population doubled in the 60’s and has had a steady, but slower growth since 
the 70’s. 


• Penfield has had the 4th highest growth rate in Monroe County towns.  It is 
estimated that the Town will continue to grow, but at a slower pace than in the 
past. 


• Sewer capacity has always been a restriction to growth and that results in less 
homes and a slower growth rate. 


 
6. The profile also compared age of population in the Town to Monroe County.  The 


Committee discussed that the graying population in Penfield would like to remain 
here as they age in a setting that requires less domestic maintenance.  However, the 
cost of such housing is more expensive than the value of their current homes which 
prohibits them from remaining here.  The Comprehensive Plan should take into 
consideration the aging population as well as the 20 to 34 year old first time 
homebuyers.  Housing needs to be affordable for both groups. 


 
7. Property values from 1999 to 2004 in Penfield have risen 13.3%.  Currently in 


Penfield 15% of the population under 34 years of age have enough money to buy a 
median priced home.  In 2007, Penfield had the 5th highest median residential sale 
price within Monroe County.  From 1990 to 2000 household income in Penfield 
averaged $63,000 per year and kept up with inflation. 


 
8. Penfield is a very highly educated community.  Of the 17,609 workers living in 


Penfield, 6,000 of them work in Rochester.  Another 3,000 work in the Town while 
the Village of Webster was the third largest employer.  Xerox Corporation likely 
accounts for most employment within the Village of Webster. 
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9. With a minor exception in northwest Penfield, the vast majority of the Town has 
public water.  However, sewer service is located primarily in the western part of the 
Town near the more populated residential areas.  As the potential for development 
increases as sanitary sewers become availible. 
 


10. Higher traffic volumes are mostly concentrated in the western and southern parts of 
the Town.  This is especially true around the commercial areas.  There are some spot 
intersections that also have traffic flow problems. 


 
11. Matt Ingalls highlighted the natural resources located within the Town such as steep 


slopes and woodlots.  Steep slopes can present limitations to development because the 
slopes are prone to an increase in erosion and sedimentation which can impact water 
quality.  He also discussed wetlands and floodplains.   
 


12. The profile also includes information relating to land use.  Residential land use 
history has shown consistent growth in the Town since the end of World War II.  The 
1960’s had the biggest growth.  The 1978 Master Plan resulted in 1981 zoning 
revisions.  Some ½ acre lots were rezoned to 1 and 2 acre lots in the eastern part of 
Town so that there would be adequate room for septic expansion if it was needed. 
 


13. The majority of the Town is zoned for residential uses.  A breakdown of Town land 
shows that 48% is residential use, 19% is vacant, and 14% is agricultural.  More land 
is used for parks and recreation than for commercial and industrial uses. 


 
14. The project consultants outlined assumptions made at this point in the process, as the 


following: 
 
A. Population will continue to grow, but at a slower pace. 
B. The number of senior citizens will continue to increase. 
C. Educational levels of residents will remain very high. 
D. Home values will continue to be high. 
E. Rochester will be the employment area for most residents. 
F. Sewer capacity will have limitations. 
G. Traffic congestion will remain low, but certain areas will have increased traffic 


volumes. 
H. Residential development will occur in the central and eastern section of Town. 


 
15. Discussion followed the PowerPoint summary. 


 
16. Jim Costello stated that senior housing has been and is being built over the last 10 – 


15 years throughout the Town.  Doug Fox stated that people are living longer and the 
number of older people in Penfield will increase.  Some may want to stay in Penfield 
where they have lived and raised their families.  With that being said, some may find 
they cannot afford to live here any longer because they cannot afford to downsize 
affordably and they will go elsewhere.  Matt Ingalls pointed out that some kids move 
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out and sometimes come back to their hometown area later in life.  There may be a 
need for more in-law arrangements.  The idea of aging in place is a popular concept. 


 
17. The Committee discussed if Penfield is graying at a faster pace than other towns?  


Should we try to attract younger people or tend to the graying population?  There are 
no jobs available to attract the younger generation. Jim Costello said that there are not 
enough apartments for young people in Penfield.  The age demographic of 34 and 
beyond is attracted to Penfield’s quality of life. 


 
18. The Town relies on the Town of Webster and Monroe County for its sewer capacity 


needs.  The Town has focused on maintaining open space which minimizes growth in 
certain areas.  Doug Fox stated that septic is not permitted on lots less than 1 acre 
because there is not enough land for expansion if the system fails. Many 
neighborhoods have had septic system failures because of no room for expansion of 
the system. Bob Keiffer said that new appliances will use less water in the future 
which will save on sewer capacity needs and will be a benefit for first time home 
buyers.  The Town’s reliance on Webster’s sewer system generates a revenue source 
for them as we pay for that service. 
 


19. Jim Costello stated that previously the Town has worked to preserve the rural 
character of eastern Penfield, but if commercial is allowed in this area, will it change 
the character?  Paul Craig said there are safeguards for this area by not providing 
sewers.  As the price of gas increases, people do not want to be so far from work.  
This will keep expansion in the eastern part of Town down.  
  


20. The Community Forum will be on Monday, October 20th from 7 – 9 PM in the Town 
Hall auditorium. We would like a large turnout.  Each Committee member should try 
and bring at least 2 or 3 other Penfield residents with them. 


 
21. Any comments relating to the draft community profile should be e-mailed to 


Planning@penfield.org by November 2nd in preparation for the Community Forum.   
 
22. The Youth Workshop, date will be forthcoming.  The intent is to find out the likes 


and dislikes of the population segment growing up in Penfield.  For example, where 
do you see yourself in 10 years and why?   We will need 2 or 3 volunteers from the 
Committee to attend this workshop.   


 
Adjournment 5:40 PM 
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Comprehensive Plan 2008-2009 
Update Committee 
Meeting Minutes 


 
 
 


Date:  Thursday, June 26, 2008 
 
Time:  4:00 PM – 6:00 PM 
 
Location:   Auditorium, Penfield Town Hall 
 
Attendees: Debbie Drawe, Chairperson, David Bay, Jim Boyd, Rosanne Cohen, Ruth Grace, 


Michael Quinn, Donna Tydings, Michael Belgiorno, Michael Guyon, Arsen 
Markarian, Jim Paduchowski, Paul Craig, Jim Boyd 


 
Consultants: Matt Ingalls, John Steinmetz 


 
Guest Speakers: Steve Ferranti, Principal Traffic Engineer with SRF and Jim 
Fletcher, Penfield Superintendent of Highways 


 
Staff: Doug Fox, Jim Costello, Katie Evans, Lorrie O’Dell 


 
 
Discussion Items 
 


1. Debbie Drawe, Chair, asked if there were any questions regarding the minutes of 
the June 12th meeting.  There were no questions.  Debbie also stated that there are 
CD’s available if anyone wants to review a previous meeting. 


 
2. Debbie reminded the Committee members to be on time because there is much 


to cover in 2 hours.  She thanked Jim Costello, Arsen Markarian and Dave Bay 
for attending the Rt. 250 Corridor Study meeting on Wednesday, June 25th at the 
Town Hall. 


 
3. Doug Fox explained the Freedom of Information Law (FOIL) as it applies to the 


Town. A FOIL request was recently submitted to the Town Clerk requesting 
information relating to this Committee. Certain records need to be turned over as 
required by law.  This has taken considerable time (20-30 hours) for Staff to 
accomplish. 


 
4. Debbie Drawe welcomed Steve Ferranti, Principal Traffic Engineer of SRF 


Associates, who presented a PowerPoint presentation regarding transportation 
considerations.  Steve stated that the Town of Penfield is a great community to 
work with regarding traffic-related issues.   He stated that traffic flow is a lot like 
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plumbing.  There are buildups in traffic as there are in plumbing.  Different size 
roads which correlate to the different size pipes used in plumbing are used to keep 
things flowing. Traffic flow is also similar to supply and demand.  The demand 
relates to how much traffic and the supply relates to the size of the pipe. 
Interstates move traffic but are not aesthetic.  Steve pointed out that Penfield does 
not have expressways within the town boundary. There are main roads such as 
Penfield Road, Atlantic Avenue and Rt. 250, plus many local roads. 


 
5. Traffic data taken into consideration includes Average Daily Traffic (ADT), 


AM/PM commuter peaks, and 10/20 year traffic projections.  Speeds, travel time,  
delay, and accidents are all important factors. Levels of service relating to 
roadways are rated A-F with A indicates free-flowing and F indicates backup and 
congestion.  Level of service is rated for automobiles, bicycles, pedestrians and 
buses.  Mr. Ferranti noted that not enough consideration is given to bicyclists.  
Pedestrians are important and relate to quality of service. 


 
6. Roads are owned by different entities.  New York State Department of 


Transportation (NYDOT) is responsible for state roads.  Monroe County 
Department of Transportation (MCDOT) is responsible for County roads.  The 
Town of Penfield (TOP) takes care of all local Town roads.  The Genesee 
Transportation Council is a transportation related planning agency. 


 
7. Mr. Ferranti stated that the Town of Penfield has been looking at traffic flow for 


20 years in which many corridor studies have been produced.  There is great 
planning going on here. Mr. Ferranti showed maps of the Town with 
volume/capacity information indicating  average daily traffic (ADT) at peak hours 
as well as a future volume/capacity map projecting to 2031.  This map will be 
invaluable for land use planning.  The sidewalk map which inventories all of the 
sidewalks and a street network map were also shown as well as a street 
development plan showing local streets, and dead-end cul-de-dacs.  Mr. Ferranti’s 
group is currently working with the Town on a Bicycle Master Plan.  Safety is the 
number one priority in planning for bicyclists, automobiles, and pedestrians.  
There are many insufficiencies which need to remedied. 


 
8. There are guiding principles when it comes to transportation issues.  The goal of 


land use/transportation connection is not to add more asphalt. This helps improve 
the environment.  Another principle is to use existing resources to be more 
efficient.  Context is a quality of life issue where we try to identify the impacts to 
people living in a certain area.  Traffic calming devices can be used in some 
locations. Using access management tools where possible makes it easy to get 
from place to place inside of a plaza or shopping area without having to make 
new driveways onto already busy highways.  Safety is perhaps the most important 
guiding principle for transportation planners. Being able to partner with public 
and private groups for a common goal can be very successful. 
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9. There is a cycle in which road improvements can be beneficial to business, but then 


there is much more traffic, and soon there is a deterioration of quality of traffic 
flow.  The objective is to slow down the rate of deterioration and reduce the points 
of conflict. 


 
10. The Town of Penfield has trails and sidewalks for pedestrians. Bicycle routes are in 


place and bike rack facilities are coming.  This is a starting point for the Town.   
Pedestrian crossings need to be made safer.  The question needs to be asked if we 
want traffic in new developments or do we want them to be pedestrian friendly.  
How to get pedestrians across streets safely is the goal.  By making roadway areas 
more attractive, traffic is slowed down thus making it easier for pedestrians to 
maneuver. 


 
11. Plans the Town has produced regarding transportation issues include the Rt. 


441/250 Land Use & Access Management Plan (LUAMP), Routes 404/286 
Corridor Studies, and the recent Rt. 250 Corridor Study. 


 
12. LUAMP demonstrated good planning being used as it has resulted in a higher level 


of safety for motorists.  Previously many accidents have been clustered at the 
intersection of Rt. 441 and Rt. 250.  Medians have helped to slow traffic down and 
there are now interconnections in the shopping areas surrounding this intersection.  
This keeps traffic out of the intersection.   


 
13. The Rt. 286/404 studies include proper language to maintain safety and traffic 


flow.  Baird Road was recently re-aligned with Rt. 286 (Atlantic Avenue) to 
increase site distance for vehicles entering Atlantic Avenue from Baird Road. 


 
14. The Rt. 250 Corridor Study has recommended a “Hamlet” district be formed to 


include the area around the YMCA and Grossman’s Country Nursery.  There has 
been discussion regarding trails with the possibility of connecting to the Town 
Hall.  A hamlet district will require more pedestrian, bicycle, and traffic safety 
measures to be implemented.  


 
15. The best practices for traffic management include traffic calming measures on all 


roadways.  Traffic calming is necessary to maintain our residents’ quality of life. 
Of all traffic issues, speeding is the most worrisome.  If control measures are not 
taken, speeding becomes an issue with very bad results.  In traffic calming 
approaches, the public is the stakeholder and should be a part of the process.  Many 
different traffic calming devices were shown by Mr. Ferranti. 


 
16. Cut through issues affect all towns.  People are always looking for a shorter way 


with less traffic to deal with.  Terrel Drive behind the Wegmans store on Empire 
Blvd. was discussed. Stop signs are not the answer as they are often misused 
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excessively.  People are less likely to obey them and some signs are unwarranted.  
Different design techniques can be used to deter cut through traffic.  


 
Jim Fletcher, Highway Superintendent, stated that the Senate has passed a bill that 
will allow many area towns to post the speed limit at 25 mph.  This bill still needs 
to pass the Assembly.  It will also eliminate the need for speed limit signs to be 
posted repeatedly in a subdivision.  Most people travel at a speed they feel 
comfortable with.  There is no need for many, many signs.  Having a sign at the 
entrance to a subdivision should be enough to notify drivers of the speed limit.   


 
17. Jim Costello asked Steve Ferranti about cameras at intersections and if they are 


effective?  Mr. Ferranti said that they are not used much here, but some states do 
use them.  Flower boxes, banners, etc. help reduce traffic speeds here.  When the 
appearance of the roadway is changed, traffic tends to slow down naturally.  Jim 
Costello stated that this has happened in the Four Corners area.  Doug Fox said that 
the minimizing of access points and conflict points has worked within Penfield.  
Cross access easements have also worked well. 
 


18. Mr. Ferranti noted that when the Department of Transportation (DOT) sees a 
Community working to solve its traffic issues as Penfield does, they are happy to 
work with that community.  Advance planning is looked upon very favorably. 


 
19. Jim Fletcher explained that everyone calls the Highway Department from 


everything from dead dogs, to fallen trees, to trash pickup.  The Highway 
Department focuses on local transportation issues.  The right of way at Liberty 
Street is an example of a problem they are trying to address.  The DOT has 
indicated that they would like a right in/right out at this intersection with no signal 
light. 
 


20. John Steinmetz and Matt Ingalls discussed the SWOT summary handout.  Ruth 
Grace asked how a majority of the Committee want upscale housing and amenities 
without paying taxes?  The results of the SWOT will be important as we go 
through the plan development stage.   


 
21. The next meeting will be July 10th from 4 – 6 PM.  Presenters will be Doug Fox 


and Jim Costello. The presentation will be focused on parks & recreation, historic 
preservation, and open space.  Doug Fox stated that Staff is giving the background 
information to the Committee and that the project consultants will be taking the 
lead as we move forward.  Debbie Drawe thanked everyone for coming.  She also 
reminded everyone about the July 4th activities going on next week in the Town. 
 
Meeting adjourned at 5:23 PM 








Comprehensive Plan 2008-2009 
Update Committee 
Meeting Minutes 


 
 
Date:  Thursday, January 14, 2009 
 
Time:  4:00 p.m. – 6:00 p.m. 
 
Location:  Auditorium, Penfield Town Hall 
 
Attendees:  Debbie Drawe, Chair, David Bay, Mike Belgiorno, Paul Craig, Ruth Grace, Bob 


Keiffer, Anthony LaFountain, Arsen Markarian, Jim Paduchowski, Jerry 
Poslusny, Michael Quinn, Robert Quinn III, Donna Tydings, Dan Viola, Dave 
Woodward 


 
 Consultants: John Steinmetz, Matt Ingalls, Doug Fox 
 
 Staff: Jim Costello, Katie Evans, Evan Sheppard 


 
 
Discussion Items 
 
1. The committee approved the minutes for December 17, 2009.  
 
2. Katie Evans introduced the rezoning requests received by the Planning Department since 


2007.  The committee was asked to decide whether these requests should be included as 
recommendations in the draft plan.  The committee discussed the following properties: 


 
a. 2120 & 2124 Penfield Road 


i. Jim Costello began the discussion by explaining the history of the area 
surrounding the Penfield Road and Harris Hill Drive intersection.  Jim 
explained the implications of changing the properties to a Business Non-
Retail (BN-R) zoning district.  The Parent Teacher Association at Harris 
Hill Elementary School has historically been very concerned about 
changes to that property.  However, development in the area over the past 
decades has severely reduced the residential viability of these properties.  
If rezoned, the taxes would not change until the property’s use changed.  
Also, internal access to these properties could be possible from Harris Hill 
Drive. 


ii. Dave Woodward suggested a zoning district that limited the building sizes 
would be appropriate.  David Bay and Jim discussed the impact of 
possible BN-R uses on adjacent residences.   


iii. Doug Fox commented that, if desired, the properties will be shown as a 
commercial use on the Future Land Use Map, with the detailed 
recommendation included in the text of the plan.   
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iv. Dan Viola asked whether Multiple Residential (MR) is permitted in a 
Business Non-Retail (BN-R) district.  Jim explained that combinations of 
single-family residential and commercial uses are conditionally permitted. 


v. Jim explained the historically rural character of the area until the last few 
decades.  Doug explained some of the Parent Teacher Association’s 
concerns.   


vi. Mike Belgiorno commented that more input from neighbors would be 
needed to provide rationale to support a recommendation to rezone the 
properties.  The committee discussed the timing of public input.   


vii. Paul Craig commented that rear access via Harris Hill Drive and traffic 
safety are very important for this recommendation. 


viii. The committee discussed options for the zoning recommendation, 
including potential restrictions such as shared access and limited building 
size.   


ix. The committee decided to recommend rezoning for all properties between 
Harris Hill Drive and the group home located directly across from Willow 
Pond Way. 


 
b. 1177 & 1179 Bay Road 


i. Jim began the discussion by explaining the surrounding land uses.  The 
owner is concerned about the adjacent commercial properties’ impact on 
his property value and he is requesting a rezoning to Multiple Residential.   


ii. The committee discussed the value of Multiple Residential as a transition, 
the magnitude of the owner’s hardship, and the possibility of a domino 
effect.  Jerry Poslusny commented that this is too small of an area for the 
committee to be involved in.   


iii. The committee decided against recommending a zoning change. 
 


c. 2526 Browncroft Boulevard 
i. Jim began the discussion by explaining that a majority of the surrounding 


properties are higher density projects than the current Rural Residential-1 
(one acre/lot) zoning district would dictate.  Jim explained that staff does 
not feel this property should receive a change in zoning.  Bob Keiffer 
suggested this would be an excellent site for cluster development. 


ii. The committee decided against recommending a zoning change. 
 


d. The committee reviewed the remaining rezoning requests and recognized that 
their requests were already accommodated on the current version of the Future 
Land Use Map.  The committee decided against making changes to the map in 
these areas.   


 
e. The committee discussed the Future Land Use Map and directed the consultants 


to adjust the boundaries of the high density residential area near the intersection 
of Jackson Road and Plank Road.   
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3. Katie presented comments received from Rose Hanscom.  The committee/staff responded in 
detail to the comments in a discussion with Mrs. Hanscom.  Topics included the Economic 
Development Action Plan’s recommendations, the Sweets Corners Mixed Use area, and 
vacancies within Penfield’s commercial districts.   


 
4. The committee discussed the timing of the upcoming meetings and reviewed what tasks were 


outstanding. 
 
5. Jim led a brief discussion on the possible creation of neighborhood business 


recommendations.  The committee referred to a document drafted during the 2000 Comp 
Plan Update.   


a. Dan asked how the situation is different today compared to the 2000 Comp Plan 
Update.   


b. Doug suggested that the “Corner Store” concept is the goal of the 
recommendation.  Another recommendation that would accomplish that goal 
would be to expand the provisions for farm markets.  He recommended one or 
both of these options. 


c. Dave commented that the ordinance should allow farm markets to be profitable, 
while meeting the needs of the nearby residents.   


d. The committee discussed viability of a corner store and how to craft a 
recommendation. 


e. Matt Ingalls said that any project like this would require creativity on the business 
owner’s part.   


f. The committee decided to include a recommendation to revise the roadside stands 
ordinance, to encourage farm market uses in Penfield. 


 
6. The next meetings were set for February 11th and February 25th.   
 
 
 
Adjourned at 6:10 p.m. 








 


Comprehensive Plan 2008-2009 
Update Committee 
Meeting Minutes 


 
 
 


Date:  Thursday, December 11, 2008 
 
Time:  4:00 p.m. – 6:00 p.m. 
 
Location: Penfield Town Hall Auditorium 
 
Attendees: Debbie Drawe, Chair, David Bay, Michael Belgiorno, Jim Boyd, Rosanne Cohen, 


Paul Craig, Ruth Grace, Michael Guyon, Kevin Kane, Bob Keiffer, Anthony 
LaFountain, Don Maggio, Arsen Markarian, Dr. Joyce McChesney, Michael 
Quinn, Robert Quinn III, Dan Viola, Dave Woodward 


 
Consultants:  John Steinmetz, Matt Ingalls 
 
Staff:   Doug Fox, Jim Costello, Amer Haroon 
  
 
Discussion Items 
 
1. Debbie Drawe, Chair, welcomed and thanked the committee for a good turn out. Jerry 


Poslusny has been added to the list of attendees for the Nov 13 meeting. Dates and location 
for Land Use Workshops have been set. The Saturday meeting is to take place in the Town 
Hall Auditorium, Monday’s meeting is to take place at Dolomite Lodge. 


 
2. John Steinmetz stated he would pick up where he left off from the previous meeting, and 


asked if there were any questions concerning last months meeting.  
 
3. Wording under community vision should be changed to “continue to be an attractive place 


to…” rather than “become an attractive place to”. 
 
4. The following discussion items were brought up in regards to the draft Residential Living 


Policy Statement. 
 Penfield should become a higher quality residential community and not a commercial 


area to serve region. 
 Encourage multi residential development as well as maintaining the single family home 


as the primary residential unit in the town. 
 Reword “preserve existing housing values”. The word preserve does not take in to 


account economic forces that may enhance property values in the future. 
 Maintenance of property will help protect property values. 
 Some additions to this list may come after input from the Land Use Workshops. 


Planning Dept. Page 1 of 3 4/27/2009 







 


 Center for Governmental Research states that when a new house is built if it’s less than 
$350,000 it is a net expense to the school district. Patio homes can also impose an 
expense on the community. 


 Should Light pollution be mentioned here? 
 There are an abundance of affordable housing options for young adults moving in to 


Penfield. Starter homes do not necessarily have to be new builds.  
o Dan Viola commented that it is not a matter of it someone can buy a home for 


$200K but will they want to live and raise a family in it.  Penfield needs to be 
competitive here with the neighboring towns regarding housing quality and 
amenities available.  It would be interesting to compare the cost to operate the 
school system with the tax base to get the real number for where a home breaks 
even. Knowing the cost per child for each school system would be beneficial.  It 
is only my opinion but I think the $350 number a little misleading.   


 
5. The following discussion items were brought up in regards to the draft Community 


Resources Policy Statement: 
 


 Wording on last strategy should include the word “continue”… to cooperate with 
school districts. Eliminate “develop” strategies for the benefit of residents; wording 
gives the impression that there is currently no cooperation with the school district. 
Reword to emphasize what Town does for school districts, perhaps to “share info and 
develop strategies.” 


 Special attention needs to be paid to what are continuing efforts and what are not. 
 Availability of resources such as cable, DSL and natural gas should be mentioned. 
 Reuse, recycling and conservation of resources should be mentioned. 


 
6. The following discussion items were brought up in regards to the draft Economic 


Opportunities Policy Statement.  
 Center for governmental research is a good asset to aid in identifying economic 


opportunities and issues.  
 High taxes are a detriment to bringing in new business in the area. 


 
7. The following issues were brought up in regards to the Natural Resource Policy Statement. 
    


 Strategies E and G sound repetitive and basically state the same thing. 
 Strategy G could be a subset under A. 
 Perhaps energy should be mentioned. 
 


8. The following discussion items were brought up in regards to the draft Transportation Policy 
Statement: 


 It may help to change strategy C to “expand, implement and enhance” rather than 
“design”. 


 Streets intersections and roadways should be designed for multiple users and not just 
automobiles. 


 Walking and biking should be encouraged as well as reducing dependency on the 
automobile; it may help for these issues to be brought up in the policy statement. 
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 Under strategy E, is it realistic to expect to be able to decrease motorized traffic? 
 Adding neighborhood shopping centers would alleviate the need for people to travel 


by automobile to larger stores. 
 Implement strategies to reduce trip generation. 
 Bike racks should be available as it is town policy to require bike racks on new 


commercial sites. 
 Park and ride options should be explored. 


 
9. The following discussion items were brought up in regards to the draft Community Character 


and Design Policy Statement. 
 The issue of human scale was brought up, wording is a little vague. Planning terms 


such as “human scale” may be confusing to general public. Designing of pedestrian 
friendly spaces is an important strategy. 


 The maintenance of historic districts should be a priority; perhaps this could be listed 
as an action item. 


 Would the development of a town center, and the general concept of a Town Center 
fit in this category? 


  
10. Annual events that cater to specific interest such as kayaking and fishing should be 


encouraged and mentioned in the comprehensive plan.  
 
11. Town should stay abreast of new technologies. 
 
12. John and Matt then introduced the community preference survey which is basically a 


presentation of a series of images in which viewers rate their preference on a scale of 1-10. 
Participants are encouraged to rate not on their personal preference (for example if a picture 
of Burger King is shown, not whether or not they like Burger King, rather if they believe 
what they see on an image would fit well with the town character. 


 
13. After the community preference survey, John and Matt asked what everyone thought of the 


exercise. The general consensus was that it was an interesting activity. Some suggestions 
included adding more photos of big box stores, parks and natural resources such as creeks, 
fishing areas, high rise buildings (over 4 stories). Some were surprised that there were few 
images to address the 4 corners issue. Another suggestion was to include images of park land 
in its natural state vs. a built up park. It was also noted that it may be interesting to see 
people’s reactions on pictures showing environmentally sensitive areas near factories and 
industrial buildings.  


 
14. The agenda for the land use workshops were shown. A process summary of what has been 


done and where things currently stand was given. It was suggested that a TV crew be present, 
however the length of the workshops would make it difficult to document the whole event. 
Instead certain parts would be filmed. A documentary of the process is being considered. 
Matt Ingalls suggested that the ideal size for work groups is between 10 and 15 people.  


 
Adjournment 6:00 PM 
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Comprehensive Plan 2008-2009 
Update Committee 
Meeting Minutes 


 
 


Date:  Thursday, May 22, 2008 
 
Time:  4:00 PM – 6:00 PM 
 
Location: Auditorium, Penfield Town Hall 
 
Attendees: Committee Members Present: David Bay, Rosanne Cohen, Debbie Drawe, 


Ruth Grace, Kevin Kane, Michael Quinn, Donna Tydings, Dave 
Woodward, Michael Belgiorno, Michael Guyon, Bob Keiffer, Arsen 
Markarian, Jim Paduchowski, Robert Quinn III, Dan Viola, Paul Craig, 
Anthony LaFountain 


 
Consultants:  Matthew Ingalls, AICP of Ingalls Planning & Design 


 
Staff:  Doug Fox, Jim Costello, Katie Evans, Lorrie O’Dell 


 
 
Discussion Items 


 
1. Town Board Member and Committee Chair, Debbie Drawe, thanked everyone for 


attending the meeting. Doug Fox asked if there were any questions regarding the 
minutes from the May 8, 2008 meeting and there were none.  He also stated staff is  
working on a list of acronyms that will be helpful for the Committee members to use 
as we move forward.  Doug Fox explained that the meeting is being videoed to 
provide those who cannot attend with a DVD of the meeting.   


 
2. Katie Evans asked the Committee their preference for a summer schedule of 


meetings.   All meetings will fall on the 2nd and 4th Thursdays of the month.  We may 
cancel meetings in the future, but will always meet on the 2nd and 4th Thursdays of the 
month.  The Committee decided to only meet on the second Thursday for July and 
August. 


 
3. Katie Evans introduced the Town website and highlighted specific sections the 


Committee may find useful.  The Town’s website has 60 maps available for 
reference.  If anyone has any suggestions for the Town website, please let staff know, 
as we are always trying to make the website as user friendly as possible.   


 
4. Jim Costello presented a PowerPoint presentation on Zoning for the Committee.  He 


said that the Town of Penfield has used Euclidean Zoning for the past 40 years.  In 
1930 there was no need for zoning as the town was basically agricultural with only a 
few small commercial areas.  By 1960 there was a population explosion and there 
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was pressure on the Town to revise the Zoning Ordinance. In 1962 the Town revised 
its zoning and the Staff uses that date as a benchmark when determining pre-existing 
non-conformance.  From 1962 through 1980 the boom continued and again there was 
a need to update the zoning.  There was a lot of development on septic systems that 
were starting to fail.  In 1981 there was an amendment to the Zoning Ordinance to 
protect farmland and required an acre minimum to build on the eastern part of the 
Town.  This area is now zoned RA-2 and there may not be sewers in this area for the 
next 20 years.  Sewers are mostly west of the RA-2 zoning where development is 
occurring mostly on 1 and ½ acre lots.  Perhaps there is a need to change zoning to 
accommodate patio and smaller homes for the aging population.  Incentive Zoning is 
being used to allow smaller lots and also give the Town some advantages such as 
parkland and the saving of natural features.  Cluster Zoning saves green space and is 
also being used.  It was noted that many of our young people can’t afford housing in 
this area.  The Master Plan of 1970 called for a variety of housing.  However, there is 
not enough diversity.   


 
5. Jim Costello then explained the different residential districts.  There is no specific 


zone for agricultural purposes, as they are allowed anywhere in the Town.  Churches 
can now be built anywhere, even in commercial areas.  By federal law churches are 
considered not-for-profit and do not pay taxes.  He also explained that several years 
ago the Town had to create an Adult Uses & Entertainment district.  It is a very small 
area located behind Nalge.   The statement at the end of the list of permitted uses in 
business areas is the wording “uses not specifically listed but deemed to be 
compatible with the purpose of the district”.  This statement leaves room for other 
types of uses that may desire to go in that district. 


 
6. An example of a pre-existing, nonconforming, use is the Baker Commodities 


rendering plant on Browncroft Blvd.  It is allowed to continue because it has been 
there for many, many years. There are occasionally noxious odors from the plant.  
Much money was spent in the 80’s & 90’s to mitigate the odors. 


 
7. The Four Corners area of Penfield has undergone changes since 2000.  It was hard to 


get businesses to stay years ago.  All uses are now “conditional”, but parking is 
always a concern.  The Town Board can issue special permits and variances to deal 
with the unique characteristics of this area.  The Town Board has done very well in 
encouraging businesses in this area.  Occupancy is very high – almost 94%. 


 
8. The LaSalle’s Landing District includes permitted uses such as condominiums, and 


town houses.  The Town is currently working with Mr. Gollel on the southside of 
Empire Blvd. regarding the potential development of condominiums. 


 
9. Other pre-existing uses include Wilbert’s Auto Parts on Salt Road within a residential 


zoning district.  The buildings in the Four Corners area are also pre-existing non-
conforming use due to being so close to the road.  
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10. An example of a historic landmark is the Daisy Flour Mill which was a pre-existing 
use and then converted into a restaurant.  The Clark House has the same designation 
and was converted into a restaurant.  Strawberry Castle is a historic landmark located 
on Penfield Road near the Four Corners area.  In order to have historic significance, a 
building must be at least 50 years old.   


 
11. The area by the new YMCA on Rt. 250 has the potential to become a Hamlet District.  


This could include Grossman’s, Wickham Farms, and possibly a future winery on the 
previous Willmes property.  The details of this new district will be addressed through 
this process. 


 
12. Doug Fox presented a PowerPoint presentation on Environmental Protection Overlay 


Districts (EPODS).  These districts are the result of the 1978 Master Plan.  In 1981 
Zoning Ordinance additions followed.  Since that time, Webster and Irondequoit also 
have designated EPODS in their towns. 


 
13. EPOD 1 – Wetlands – Wetlands are classed from I – IV going from low to high.  


Hipp Brook is a large wetland area that now belongs to the Genesee Land Trust.  It is 
a nice nature walk and a success for preservation.  It flows north to south and there 
was an area of disturbance for sanitary sewers, but then there was new regulation in 
the 70’s so the developer abandoned plans to build there.   


 
14. The 1000 Acre Swamp is actually 600 acres and is owned by the Nature 


Conservancy.  There is a preservation committee to service and maintain trails.  They 
are also watchdogs for development in this area.  Wetlands act like a sponge by 
helping maintain and control storm drainage. 


 
15. EPOD 2 – Steep Slopes – This EPOD regulates 50’ from top or toe of 15% slopes.  


Steep Slopes were created by glaciers.  The soils are erosive which is a natural 
feature.  Many Penfield steep slopes are near Irondequoit Bay, however there are a  
few in the eastern parts of Town.  The stone quarry on Whalen Road is another 
example.  These steep slopes contain glacial deposits and are heavily wooded.  
Disturbance in these areas can be devastating because when the tree roots are gone, 
the soil erodes. 


 
16. EPOD 3 – Woodlands – Woodlands are 5 acres or more with active orchards being 


exempt.  The Town does not regulate selective cutting for personal use.  There are 
trails through many woodlands for residents to enjoy.  Clear cutting and tree 
harvesting are regulated activities.  The Town now has a Tree Preservation Policy 
adopted by the Conservation Board, which helps regulate these areas.   


 
17. EPOD 4 – Floodplain - In 2000 FEMA required the Town  to adopt a local law.  The 


local law now has to be revised because of changes to the 100-year flood plain.  
There is now a compensatory storage requirement.  The 100-year floodplain is a 1% 
chance of flooding in any given year. This usually requires flood insurance.  
Floodways cannot be filled and the Town works hard to ensure its insurability is not 
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threatened. Irondequoit Creek and Allen’s Creek are locations of past flooding.  In 
August new revised flood maps from FEMA will be made available to the Town and 
the public. 


 
18. EPOD 5 – Watercourse – Regulated activities involving streams and waterways 


include filling, dredging, construction, and utility installation or any activity that 
would alter the natural flow of water.   The Department of Environmental 
Conservation (DEC) issues permits to clean streams. Often it may take up to 18 
months to get a permit.  Watercourses can be either natural or man-made.  Most of 
Penfield’s watercourses drain through Webster to Lake Ontario or to Irondequoit Bay. 


 
19. Debbie Drawe mentioned the Commission Ditch has not been cleaned in 20 years and 


local farmers are concerned.  The Town is working with property owners on this 
issue. 


 
20. Doug Fox then presented to the Committee a brief outline of Town government.  


George Wiedemer as Supervisor is the head of Town government and functions as 
spokesman for the Town.  He also oversees the department managers.  Departments 
have different duties and responsibilities as summarized below: 


 
Engineering – Deals with drainage issues, sidewalks, and project issues such as 
Letters of Credit. 


 
Planning – Develop area studies, handle Planning Board applications and meet with 
developers and homeowners regarding property and land development issues. 


 
Sewer –Maintain street lights and sewers throughout the Town. 


 
Fire Marshal - Reviews projects for fire safety issues, conducts building inspections 
on an annual basis, and issues permits for various fire appliances. 


 
  Highway – Takes care of road systems, drainage, and snow plowing. 
 
  Recreation – Work on recreational programs, prints a seasonal brochure, coordinates 


parties, events, and the senior citizen programs. 
 
  Parks – Maintain the Town’s buildings and grounds. 
 


Building & Zoning – Issue building permits, work with Zoning Board of Appeals, 
and handle code compliance issues. 


 
Personnel/Finance – Work with payroll, budget issues, revenue, and maintain the 
Town’s bond rating for good credit. 
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Development Services – Processes applications for Special Permits to the Town 
Board, and Certificates of Appropriateness to the Historic Preservation Board, and 
focuses on bringing economic development to the Town. 


 
Receiver of Taxes – Collects School and Town & County taxes. 


 
  Town Clerk – Issues marriage licenses, fishing and hunting licenses and keeps the 


Town’s records on file. 
 


Independent Agencies – The Library Board manages the Library and Librarian.  The 
Assessor reports to the Supervisor & Town Board but is an Officer of the State of 
New York.   
 


21. The Zoning Board gets referrals from the Building Department regarding setbacks 
and zoning issues.  Variances can be challenged by the State Supreme Court with an 
Article 78. 


 
22. The Planning Department receives planning applications and works with the Town 


Engineer, Project Review Committee, Conservation Board, and Monroe County 
Planning to help the Planning Board make informed decisions on applications before 
them.  The Planning Board has the authority for site plan and subdivision approvals in 
all but three districts in Town.  The Town Board used to do all approvals but now 
handles applications in the Four Corners District, LaSalle’s Landing District, and 
Incentive Zoning applications. 


 
23. Katie Evans reminded the Committee that a group photo will be taken at the June 12th 


meeting.  Matt Ingalls and John Steinmetz will conduct a Strengths, Weaknesses, 
Opportunities and Threats (SWOT) exercise at the next meeting and the Committee 
may be divided into 2 groups which will give an opportunity to focus on certain 
items.  John and Matt will organize the data received which will be used later in our 
process.  In addition Mark DiFrancesco, Sewer Superintendent, will discuss sewers 
and Mark Valentine, Assistant Town Engineer, will discuss drainage issues in the 
Town. 


 
 
Committee Assignments 
 
1. Familiarize yourself with the Town website – www.penfield.org 
 
 
Distributed Items 
 
1. Website Navigation Handout 
 
2. Zoning Presentation Handout 
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3. EPOD Presentation Handout 
 
 
The next meeting will be Thursday, June 12th at 4 PM. 


 
Meeting adjourned at 6 PM. 







Town of Penfield Website Navigation 
 
Click on Online Documents to access Plans and Studies, Zoning Code, etc. 
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Click on Maps on the top toolbar to access 50+ Town maps.  Note, some files are very large and will take time 
to load on your computer. 
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Zoning


(and why we need it)


Definition


• The word is derived from the practice of 
designating permitted uses of land based 
on mapped zones which separate one set 
of land uses from another. 


•Country’s First Zoning Ordinance 


In 1916, New York City adopted the first 
zoning regulations to apply city-wide as a 
reaction to construction of The Equitable 


Building (which still stands at 120 
Broadway). The building towered over the 


neighboring residences, completely 
covering all available land area within the 
property boundary, blocking windows of 


neighboring buildings and diminishing the 
availability of sunshine for the people in the 


affected area. 


Penfield’s Ordinance History
• Penfield’s First Ordinance – 1930


Ordinance remained pretty much unchanged for 
about 30-40 years, as did the population of 
Penfield


• 1960’s – Population Explosion


• Revised in 1962 (pre-existing nonconformance)
• Revised in 1981 
• Miscellaneous amendments since 1981


New Home Starts 1960-2000


Units Constructed 1960-2000
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Residential Districts
• Residential R-1-12
• Residential R-1-15
• Residential R-1-20
• Residential Rural 1
• Residential Agricultural 2
• Conservation Residential 2
• Manufactured Home Park
• Townhouse Dwelling
• Planned Development


Permitted/Conditionally Permitted Uses in the
R-1-12, R-1-15, R-1-20, RR-1, RA-2 & CR-2 


Zones


• Single family homes
• Agricultural Activities/farm markets
• Schools, churches
• In-law apartments
• Customary home occupations
• Libraries
• Nursery schools
• Cemeteries
• Horse Stables/kennels
• Bed & breakfasts
• Group homes
• YMCA’s


Permitted/Conditionally Permitted Uses in the
Planned Development District


• Willow Pond, Beacon Hills & Penfield Green


• All types of residential & multi-residential uses –
variety of housing is encouraged


• Customary home occupations
• Office/retail – scaled to the neighborhood
• Nursery schools
• Group homes


Permitted and Conditionally Permitted Uses 
in the Townhouse Dwelling District


• Shadow Lake & Bay Breeze Estates 


• Single family attached homes
• Accessory maintenance buildings/community 


rooms
• Customary home occupations


• Other townhouse developments (not zoned TH) 
Allens Creek Valley, Villas at East Hampton, 
Meadowbrooke & Oakmonte


Permitted/Conditionally Permitted Uses in 
the Manufactured Home Parks


• Manufactured homes (800 in 4 parks)
• Customary home occupations


Commercial/Industrial Districts 


• Business Non-Retail
• Limited Business
• General Business
• Light Industrial
• Four Corners
• LaSalle’s Landing
• 250/441 Overlay District
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Permitted/Conditional Uses in the Business 
Non-Retail zone


• Offices
• Banks
• Commercial schools
• Public buildings (excluding repairs)
• Mortuaries/funeral homes
• Non-profit institutions for charitable, religious, 


cultural and social purposes
• Day care/nursery schools
• Combinations of single family and BN-R uses
• Uses not specifically listed but deemed to be 


compatible with the purpose of the district


Permitted/Conditional Uses in the Limited 
Business zone


• Permitted uses within the BN-R district
• Grocery stores
• Laundromats or dry cleaning establishments
• Bakeries
• Drug stores/pharmacies
• Hardware, garden, paint and wallpaper stores
• Barber & beauty shops
• Flower shops
• Liquor stores
• Retail stores
• Auto accessory stores (excluding repairs)
• Sit-down & take-out restaurants
• C-stores
• Combinations of Single Family, BN-R and LB uses
• Uses not specifically listed but deemed to be compatible with the purpose of 


the district


Permitted/Conditional Uses in the General 
Business zone


• Uses permitted in the BN-R and LB zones
• Retail outlets and department stores
• Auto accessories and parts (excluding repair)
• Liquor stores
• Theaters and bowling alleys
• Bars, taverns & restaurants
• Auto sales
• Drive-in theaters
• Vehicle washes
• Bus passenger stations
• Hotels and motels
• Gasoline service stations with repair
• Combinations of Single family, BN-R, LB and GB uses
• Uses not specifically listed but deemed to be compatible with the purpose of the 


district


Permitted/Conditional Uses in the Limited 
Industrial zone


• Scientific research or experimental development 
of materials, methods or products including 
engineering and laboratory research


• Light manufacturing, assembling and fabrication
• Office
• Hotels
• Adult uses and Adult Entertainment 


Establishments
• Accessory uses deemed integral to the 


permitted use


Permitted/Conditional Uses in the Four 
Corners zone


• No permitted uses (all uses considered conditional)
• Retail shops
• Sit-down/take-out restaurants
• Convenience stores
• Barber shops and hair salons
• Offices
• Banks
• Gasoline services without vehicle repair
• Churches and religious institutions
• Schools having a Regents curriculum
• Commercial schools
• Photographic studios and art galleries
• Senior living facilities
• Proprietary health care facilities
• Residential structures with no more than four living units
• Commercial off street parking garages and lots
• Uses not specifically listed but deemed to be compatible with the purpose of the district


Permitted/Conditional Uses in the LaSalle’s 
Landing Development zone


• Public Parks, playgrounds and recreational facilities
• Commercial parks, playgrounds, beaches, parks, golf courses, tennis/racquetball 


clubs or other recreational uses operated for profit
• Multi-family dwellings and apartment buildings
• Townhouses and single family attached units
• Sit-down and take-out restaurants
• Hotels and motels
• Stores, shops and boutiques
• Offices
• Car top boat, canoe and kayak sales and launch areas
• Public utility buildings
• Uses not specifically listed but deemed to be compatible with the purpose of the 


district
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Additional Zoning


• Historic Preservation 
– Five Mile Line Road
– Penfield Road
– Daisy Flour Mill
– Designated Landmarks w/Special Permits


• Cluster Zoning (Town Law 278)
• Incentive Zoning


Baker Commodities


Wilbert’s Auto Parts Four Corners


Daisy Flour Mill Q & A
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Environmental Protection 
Overlay Districts


EPODs


History


• 1978 Master Plan Recommendation
• 1981 – Zoning Ordinance Changes


– Major shift in Residential Zoning Densities
– Three separate Commercial Districts
– Incorporation of EPODs in Ordinance


Purpose


• To add special controls over land 
development in sensitive environmental 
areas


• Preserve and protect unique features


EPOD 1 - Wetlands


• Covers only State Wetlands – >12.4 ac.
• 26 State Wetlands in Penfield
• Includes Wetlands and 100’ adjacent area
• Not intended to Supersede State Req’ts
• Classification – I,II, III & IV


– Only Three Class I wetlands in Penfield
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Hipp Brook Preserve


• Wetland PN-13


Thousand Acre Swamp


• Wetland PN-2


Irondequoit Bay Regulated Activities


• Draining, Dredging, Excavation
• Dumping or Filling
• Structures, Roads
• Utility Installation


Development Standards


• Must find that the activity will not:
– Alter Groundwater Capacities
– Decrease Flood Carrying Capacities
– Deteriorate Water or Air Quality
– Alter Water Retention
– Increase Downstream Siltation
– Alter Natural Wildlife Balance (remove habitat)


– Impair Natural Function


EPOD 2 - Steep Slopes


• Regulates 50’ from Top or Toe of 15% 
Slopes


• Most slopes are in Irondequoit Creek or 
Irondequoit Bay valleys.


• Sensitive Soils – Very Erosive







3


• Glacial Deposits 
• Soil Types


– ATF3 – Erosive
– 20% - 60% slopes


• Heavily wooded


• Stable Angle of 
Repose


• Soil Stability
• Prevent Erosion
• Minimal Plant-life 


Disturbance
• Access 1:16, side 


slopes 1:3


• Bluff Protection 
Features


• Drainage to be 
properly handled


• Cannot direct surface 
water over edge of 
slope


• No other alternative


Development Standards for 
Steep Slope EPODs EPOD 3 - Woodlands


• Includes all woodlands of 5 ac. or more of 
continuous woods


• Active orchards are not included
• Shown on official Town of Penfield EPOD 


Map
• Regulated Activities


– Clear cutting
– Tree Harvesting


• Soil Stability
• Velocity or rate of 


surface water 
• Existing drainage 


systems
• Natural 


Characteristics of 
watercourse


• Wildlife habitats
• Steep slope areas
• Recreational 


Opportunities
• Noise Levels
• Water quality


Development Standards for Woodland 
EPODs – Does not adversely affect:
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Tree Harvesting


• Permitted Activity
• Provide Inventory of trees
• Show staging area
• Show logging paths
• Timeframe
• Letter of Credit


Tree Preservation Policy


• Not an EPOD
• Conservation Board Advisory Policy
• Replacement Ratio for Trees Removed
• Emphasis on Keeping Quality Trees
• Recommended Construction Techniques 


for Preservation


EPOD 4 - Floodplain


• Local Law – not Ordinance
• FEMA-Approved
• 100-year Floodplain
• Floodway
• Compensatory Storage Requirement


Panorama Plaza – January, 1998


Source: Floodplain Regulation and the National Flood 
Insurance Program – NYSDEC 1990


• 1% Chance of Flooding in any Given 
Year


• Usually Requires Flood Insurance
• Map Amendments Can Be Done
• Septic systems and mobile homes are 


prohibited
• Land improvements are Regulated


100-Year Floodplain
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Looking North from Nalge
at Irondequoit Creek 
Bridge – Rear of Tops is in 
background


Car at rear of Tops –
Panorama Plaza


Floodway


• Structures, filling, storage of materials, 
septic systems are all PROHIBITED


• Most protected feature of a flood prone 
area


• Usually in close proximity to stream 
banks


EPOD 5 - Watercourse


• Boundaries – 75’ from Centerline of a 
watercourse = 150’ wide area


• Regulated Activities:
– Filling, Dredging, Construction
– Utility Installation
– Any Activity that would alter Natural Flow


• Exempt – Agriculture, Maintenance







1


Town Board


Supervisor


Town 


Clerk
Town


Justices


Assessor


Receiver
Of Taxes


Develop.
Services


Dept.


Personnel &
Finance


Dept.


Building &
Zoning
Dept. Parks


Dept.


Recreation
Dept.


Highway
Dept.


Fire
Marshal


Sewer
Dept.


Planning 
Dept.


Engineering
Dept.


Supervisor


Independent Town Agencies


Town Assessor*
Library Board**


Librarian* Reports to Supervisor & 
Town Board but is an Officer of 
the State of NY


** Independent Board but is 
Financed through the Town 
Budget


Appointed Agencies
And Support Staff


Planning Board


Planning Dept.
Engineering Dept.


Zoning Board 
of Appeals


Building & Zoning
Dept.


Conservation Board


Planning Dept.


Zoning Board of Appeals


Building 
Permit 
Application


Building


Dept.


Approved


Rejected


ZBA


Approved


Denied Article


78


Subdivision
/Site Plan 
Application


Planning
Dept.


Town Engineer Project Review
Committee


Conservation 
Board


Monroe County
Planning


Planning 
Board












Comprehensive Plan 2008-2009 
Update Committee 
Meeting Minutes 


 
 
Date:  Thursday, November 12, 2009 
 
Time:  4:00 p.m. – 6:00 p.m. 
 
Location:  Auditorium, Penfield Town Hall 
 
Attendees:  Debbie Drawe, Chair, David Bay, Mike Belgiorno, Paul Craig, Ruth Grace, Kevin 


Kane, Bob Keiffer, Arsen Markarian, Michael Quinn, Dan Viola, Dave 
Woodward 


 
 Consultant: Doug Fox 
 
 Staff: Jim Costello, Katie Evans, Evan Sheppard 


 
 
Discussion Items 
 
1. The committee approved the minutes with revisions for September 24, 2009.  
 
2. Katie Evans introduced the discussion.   
 


a. This meeting would be led by staff and that John Steinmetz and Matt Ingalls 
would not be attending.  Staff distributed copies of the Draft Plan, revised 
October 25th.  The document titled Compilation of Committee Comments is 
staff’s summary and response to all written comments submitted by the 
committee since the last meeting. 


 
b. Since October 25th, staff has met extensively to review and edit the 


Implementation Tables.  The purpose of the committee meeting was to review the 
current version of the Implementation Tables, containing staff’s edits.  Katie 
asked the committee to focus only on the item description, explaining that after 
that column was set the committee would review the other columns.   


 
3. The committee discussed and decided on changes to the Implementation Tables.   
 


a. The committee discussed appropriate buffering between land uses and adjusted 
one of the Implementation items to read, “Continue to provide adequate buffers as 
identified within the Zoning Ordinance.”  Doug Fox commented that the intent of 
this item is to provide guidance to the Planning Board that buffering should 
always be considered between different land uses.  The committee discussed the 
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b. The committee discussed maintenance problems with residential amenities such 


as signs and common areas.  Staff explained common issues and provided 
examples.  Dan Viola commented that the Town Board should create a district 
similar to the Intensified Lighting District for these areas.   


 
c. The committee discussed nuisances within residential districts.  Katie explained 


staff’s suggestion to separate traffic nuisances from neighborhood nuisances.  Jim 
Costello explained staff’s reasons for removing the refuse collection 
implementation item.   


i. Dan suggested the Town’s noise ordinance be revised to address early 
morning equipment and vehicle noise.  The committee discussed issues 
with enforcing an early morning noise ordinance because of refuse 
collection and snow plowing.   


ii. The committee revised an item to read, “Educate homeowners on their 
rights and responsibilities, such as property maintenance, pet ownership, 
and noise restrictions.” 


 
d. The committee discussed the item reading, “Consider phasing the assessed value 


of improvements over time” and directed staff to make the wording more 
understandable to the public.  


 
e. Kevin Kane said that buffering should be included under Residential Living 


strategy E, “Enhance Property Values,” since it is so important to property values.   
 


f. The committee discussed nuisances associated with vacant properties and garage 
sales and decided to remove both corresponding implementation items. 


 
g. The committee revised an item to read, “Increase handicap accessibility 


throughout the community.”   
 


h. The committee decided to eliminate Community Resources strategy B, while 
moving implementation item B3 to the Government & Leadership section.   


 
i. The committee discussed the impact of development upon sanitary sewer systems.  


Bob Keiffer commented that the expansion of the sewer system for new 
development only occurs when extra capacity is available.  


 
j. The committee discussed recent and anticipated changes to Department of 


Environmental Conservation stormwater regulations.  The committee discussed 
the goal of creating regional stormwater management facilities.  The committee 
changed Community Resource strategy D to read, “Improve stormwater 
management.” 
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4. The committee stopped their discussion at Community Resources strategy G.   
 
5. The next meeting was scheduled for December 3rd at 4:00 p.m. in the Town Hall Auditorium.   
 
6. The committee was asked to review the original and revised Implementation Tables in 


preparation for the next meeting.  Additionally, any comments on the other portions of the 
plan should be provided to Evan Sheppard in whatever format is easiest for the committee 
members. 


 
 
Adjournment 6:00 p.m. 








Comprehensive Plan 2008-2009 
Update Committee 
Meeting Minutes 


 
 
Date:  Thursday, June 11, 2009 
 
Time:  4:00 p.m. – 6:00 p.m. 
 
Location:  Auditorium, Penfield Town Hall 
 
Attendees:  Debbie Drawe, Chair, David Bay, Jim Boyd, Rosanne Cohen, Paul Craig, Ruth 


Grace, Kevin Kane, Tony LaFountain, Arsen Markarian, Jim Paduchowski, 
Michael Quinn, Donna Tydings, Dave Woodward 


 
 Consultants: John Steinmetz, Matt Ingalls 
 
 Staff: Jim Costello, Katie Evans, Evan Sheppard 


 
 
Discussion Items 
 


1. The committee approved the minutes for May 28, 2009.    
 


2. John Steinmetz began the discussion where the committee left off at the end of the last 
meeting, which was the Future Land Use Map.  John led the committee through 
discussion of each land use classification shown on the map and described the following 
in the text of the Preliminary Plan: 


 
a. Recreation/Sanctuary: 


i. John explained that this category contains the natural/open space areas in 
Penfield, including Town and County parks, the Thousand Acre Swamp, 
and the golf courses.  The committee looked at photos of what is contained 
within this category.  


ii. Dave Woodward suggested that this section also include private recreation 
facilities, such as gun clubs and horse farms.   


iii. John noted that the Town Hall is shown as a star on the map. 
 


b. John showed photos of residential lots with different densities to help the 
committee keep in mind what each classification could look like.  Quarter acre 
lots, ½ to 1 acre lots, 3 acre lots, and 5+ acre lots were shown.  John encouraged 
the committee to examine the distances from the road and between houses that 
each density can produce. A member observed that lot geometry can greatly affect 
these elements.  Katie Evans explained that lot width limitations can be effective 
in establishing distances from the road and between houses. 
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c. Rural Residential/Agriculture: 
i. The committee discussed what was included in this section compared to 


what exists in Penfield today.  Katie explained the RA-2 zoning district as 
requiring a minimum 2-acre lot size and being intended to preserve the 
rural character of the district.  Katie explained why the district was 
created.  Historically septic systems were installed on ½ acre lots.  When 
many septic systems reached the end of their lifespan and started failing 
frequently there was insufficient space on the ½ acre lots to expand the 
leech field.  The zoning code was revised to prevent this problem from 
occurring in the future.  Today Penfield generally maintains larger lot 
sizes where sewers are unavailable with exception to pre-existing non-
conforming lots. 


ii. The committee discussed preferences for the character or aesthetics of the 
2 to 5 acre residential properties.  John showed rural residential images 
and data from the Community Preference Survey. 


iii. The committee discussed the use of clustering (Town Law 278) for 
developments in rural zoning as a way to preserve open space and the 
possible neighbor opposition to the practice.   


iv. John mentioned other zoning techniques for encouraging development that 
preserves the rural character or eastern Penfield. 


 
d. High Density Residential: 


i. John identified the three areas on the Future Land Use Map of proposed 
higher density residential.  One is around Fellows Rd, another is in the 
southwest corner of Penfield, and the largest is in the vicinity of State Rd, 
Jackson Rd, and Route 250 (see the attached Future Land Use Map).   


ii. The committee discussed adding other small areas of high density to the 
map, such as the Willow Pond Way development.   


iii. Willow Pond Way was discussed as a good example of high density 
residential, as having both ¼ acre lots as well as townhomes.   


iv. Jim Costello and Katie explained the existing Reynolds Property East 
Incentive Zoning application on Fellows Road and the Trapani property 
across the road.  Both properties will likely become high density 
residential in the next few years.  The area is currently 1 acre zoning and 
sewer capacity is very limited such that expansion to the east is not 
economically feasible.  This is the rationale behind proposing this area as 
high density residential.   


v. Jim and Katie explained the proposed high density area around State Rd, 
Jackson Rd, and Route 250.  The Webster sewer system was recently 
upgraded so there may be capacity for development.  However, the Town 
Board is firmly in the position to only approve increased density in that 
area if it is offset by preserving land elsewhere.   


vi. Paul Craig commented that high density development exists or is proposed 
in Webster close to that area.   


vii. Tony LaFountain asked that the boundary of the high density area east of 
Route 250 be shrunk to just border Route 250. 
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viii. The committee discussed the zoning in Webster close to Penfield and how 
to match or blend our land uses with Webster. 


ix. Dave Woodward commented that the currently developers are looking to 
build on smaller lots and get as much density as possible.  


x. John answered a question by explaining that with these proposed high 
density areas the comprehensive plan would be supporting higher density 
proposals over the next 10 years, rather than a specific density. 


xi. Kevin Kane commented that the committee previously identified that high 
density residential was something needed in the town, so this area is a 
good way to meet that need.   


xii. The committee discussed where apartments, townhomes, and patio home 
are appropriate in Penfield.  Jim said that the market drives what form any 
higher density development takes. 


xiii. The committee briefly discussed changing the name of the Future Land 
Use Map to describe its function more accurately, such as calling it the 
Future Land Use Concept. 


xiv. Dave suggested that environmental features be used to select boundaries 
for the high density area in northern Penfield.   


 
e. Low Density Residential: 


i. John explained that this classification is intended to include ½ acre to 2 
acre lot sizes.  


ii. Matt answered a question by explaining that the committee has been 
focusing on areas of recommended changes, while recommending most of 
Penfield remain the same density.  The low density residential areas on the 
Future Land Use Map are recommended to remain unchanged.   


iii. John said that the committee will also be addressing infill development 
(development within the existing developed areas of Penfield). 


 
f. Commercial: 


i. John explained that two of the six existing commercial areas are proposed 
to be changed to mixed use, leaving four traditional commercial areas.  
These areas are generally auto-dominant.   


ii. Jim said that the existing commercial areas are essentially built out and are 
old enough to be considered approaching the redevelopment stage.  The 
Town Board’s recent analysis of the town is that significant expansion of 
any of the four commercial areas would be inappropriate, because of 
infrastructure limitations or surrounding land use considerations. 


iii. John answered a question by explaining that there is some correlation 
between high density residential and commercial development.  The two 
land uses tend to occur together.  However, we shouldn’t expect new high 
density development to generate noticeable demand for increased 
commercial development.  This is because of the scale of residential 
population that is required for generating commercial demand.  


iv. Matt added that generally the residential population needs to exist before 
commercial development can be successful. 
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v. John answered a question by explaining that we’re looking to create 
opportunities for additional apartments in Penfield because of the current 
market demand, not because of any recommended ratio of land uses.   


vi. Dave commented that Penfield does not need to try to provide for 
everything that the market demands.   


vii. Kevin asked when in this process of developing the comprehensive plan 
will the committee be looking at the financial impact of our 
recommendations, such as whether a given development will be tax 
neutral for the town. 


viii. Matt responded that assessing the financial impact can be very difficult 
and can change depending on how it is calculated.  Experts disagree on the 
proper way to do so and on which types of land use are tax positive or tax 
negative.   


 
g. Mixed Use: 


i. Jim said there is currently a high demand for additional apartment 
buildings in Penfield.  The committee discussed possible appropriate 
locations.  Matt suggested the proposed mixed use areas as appropriate for 
both apartments and new commercial uses.  He also said that a national 
trend is for commercial areas to become mixed use. 


ii. Katie stated that mixed use areas are important because they accommodate 
young families and seniors.  If the comprehensive plan recommends these 
areas it will help developers, which is good because this is a very desirable 
use for Penfield.   


iii. Donna Tydings commented that it was her understanding that at this stage 
of the process the committee should be focusing on recommendations for 
general land use changes, rather than the specific development that could 
result from those recommendations. 


iv. John explained that the Four Corners area is shown as mixed use on the 
map because it is very different in scale, character, and function than the 
other commercial areas.  However, the committee isn’t currently 
recommending changes to this area. 


v. John explained that there were many higher scoring images in the 
Community Preference Survey which are examples of mixed use 
development. 


vi. Matt explained that these mixed use areas refer to both vertical and 
horizontal mixed uses.  For example, vertical mixed use could be a 
building with office space over retail space, and horizontal mixed use 
could be an office building next to an apartment building. 


vii. The committee looked at images from the Traditional Neighborhood 
Development website that are good examples of the wide variety of 
developments that can be within a mixed use area.  The examples differed 
geographically and architecturally, and how dense they were.  Single 
family residential, apartments, townhomes, retail, and office uses are all 
contained within mixed use.   
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viii. The committee discussed whether mixed use would make sense for the 
Sweets Corners/Atlantic Ave mixed use area shown on the Future Land 
Use Map.   


ix. Katie explained that the committee could recommend the development of 
design guidelines for this area to encourage “rural vernacular” architecture 
that blends well with the surrounding rural areas.  The committee 
discussed the Eastside YMCA’s unique aesthetics, generally agreeing that 
it looks great but will not blend well with rural architecture.   


x. Donna asked that the LaSalle Landing mixed use area be discussed in 
more depth at a future meeting. 


 
3. John and Matt asked the committee to examine the Future Land Use section of the 


Preliminary Plan and provide comments before July 9th.  Specifically committee 
members should decide if this section communicates what land use changes the 
committee has discussed or agreed upon.   


 
4. The committee discussed the next steps in the process.  It was decided that the committee 


would submit comments by July 9th and have their next meeting on August 13th.   
 


a. On August 13th the committee will make additional revisions to the preliminary 
plan and provide comments on a draft of the implementation section.  
Approximately two weeks prior to the meeting Staff and Consultants will 
distribute the draft implementation documents.   


 
Adjournment 6:10 PM. 
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Comprehensive Plan 2008-2009 
Update Committee 
Meeting Minutes 


 
 
Date:  Thursday, September 24, 2009 
 
Time:  4:00 p.m. – 6:00 p.m. 
 
Location:  Auditorium, Penfield Town Hall 
 
Attendees:  Debbie Drawe, Chair, Jim Boyd, Ruth Grace, Michael Guyon, Kevin Kane, Bob 


Keiffer, Anthony LaFountain, Arsen Markarian, Michael Quinn, Donna Tydings, 
Dan Viola, Dave Woodward 


 
 Consultants: John Steinmetz, Matt Ingalls, 
 
 Staff: Jim Costello, Katie Evans, Evan Sheppard 


 
 
Discussion Items 
 
1. The committee approved the minutes for August 27, 2009.  
 
2. John Steinmetz introduced the draft implementation tables and explained their intended use.  


The committee should be primarily focused on generating their ideas for the implementation 
items.  At a later meeting they can be discussed and edited.  The committee decided to 
discuss topics related to the implementation tables.   


 
a. The committee discussed the conversion of homes to multi-family homes 


i. Jim Costello said that the conversion of existing housing stock to multiple-family 
residences would require a significant change in the zoning ordinance or a 
variance.  The latter is unlikely except for special districts such as the Four 
Corners.  John agreed and cited a few issues created by conversion.   


ii. Jim said that our code currently supports in-law apartments for a single family 
home.  Katie Evans suggested that the code could offer more flexibility with in-
law apartments.  The committee agreed to remove the multi-family unit 
implementation item and add one for eliminating some restrictions regarding in-
law apartments. 


 
b. Dave Woodward commented that the current language suggests the committee is 


advocating proactive re-zoning in the areas identified for higher density when ‘reactive’ 
is more accurate.  John agreed to change the reference “Support changes to the Town 
Zoning Map…” to address this. 
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c. The committee extensively discussed Incentive Zoning (IZ) 
i. Bob Keiffer asked whether the committee was supportive of the current Incentive 


Zoning policy.  Arsen Markarian explained his experience as a Planning Board 
member, where he has seen it used by the Town Board and cited projects that 
worked out well.   


ii. Jim explained the IZ policy and its intent.  The IZ policy is intended to balance 
increased density with open space or other amenities.  Developers typically offer 
land or money in exchange for the increased density that they feel is required to 
make a project profitable.  The Town Board is currently investigating revising the 
benchmark price per additional lot that it currently uses when negotiating 
incentives for different IZ applications.  The most recent IZ project was Arbor 
Ridge (east side of Fellow Road), where the Town accepted funds, a sewer 
extension to neighboring properties, affordable price-point, and assisted living 
housing in exchange for allowing a townhouse style development in an RR-1 
zoning district.  The funds will be used to upgrade the Harris Whalen Park lodge. 


iii. Bob commented that there are other tools that can accomplish the same goals as 
IZ.  Jim responded that most other options would require a significant revision to 
the Zoning Ordinance to be available.  Bob said that a problem with IZ is that the 
Town financially benefits from development pressure rather than the original 
property owner. 


iv. Dan Viola commented that the committee needs to investigate what tools other 
towns use.  He cited Perinton’s use of available utilities to determine the 
permitted lot size for every parcel.  He advocated other tools that do not remove 
the farmer or land owner’s incentive to hold their property until it is most 
valuable.  Dave said that farmers should not be part of this discussion because 
almost all of the farmers in Penfield have sold their development rights.   


v. Bob commented that the committee should use these implementation items to 
create an environment that enables this plan to become a reality, and IZ is a 
barrier.  Jim said that the Town needs to be very careful about removing barriers 
because they can easily lead to development in east Penfield.   


vi. Dan suggested revising the provisions for farmers, thus increasing their profits 
and decreasing their chance of selling.  Bob said that the committee should not 
give up on advocating changes to the zoning ordinance.   


vii. John asked whether the issue with IZ centers around uncertainty and the desired 
density is established by negotiation rather than “by right.”   


viii. Bob asked whether the Town Board’s consideration to adjust the IZ formula 
suggests that is has been too high and a developer was unfairly hustled.  Bob 
suggested that IZ should be a tool but not the primary tool for addressing density 
issues. 


 
d. The committee continued discussing the implementation tables 


i. Jim said that the current development tools which the Town Board uses will be 
conducive to the proposed mixed-use area because of the amenities that mixed-
use development inherently contains. 


ii. Dave cited a former Perinton Town Supervisor who said that there is a financial 
benefit to the town when the development of a parcel is delayed.  Mike Guyon 
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iii. Jim asserted that the Town and the committee have clearly stated that they do not 
want to change the character of eastern Penfield.   


iv. Matt Ingalls reminded the committee that this discussion is centering on the three 
areas that the plan is recommending a change in zoning.  John added that the 
options currently being discussed are proactive rezoning, reactive rezoning, and 
incentive zoning.   


v. The committee discussed eastern Penfield and the development of the proposed 
high density areas.  Dave commented that plopping an IZ project next to wealthy 
property owners will infuriate them.  Bob responded that many of those issues can 
be mitigated with buffering and proper transition zones.   


vi. Matt said that a big benefit to proactive rezoning of the mixed-use area is the 
Town would be able to figure out the best fit by commissioning a small area plan 
as they’ve done in other areas of Penfield.  Dave agreed. 


 
e. The committee discussed the form that the mixed-use area is likely to take.   


 
f. Katie asked the committee whether their priority was active farming or the rural 


aesthetic (or agricultural character) provided by rural architecture.  If the latter is the 
case then changing the ordinance to allow traditional style barns on smaller parcels 
would make sense.  Matt asked whether rural and open space are synonymous in the 
committee’s minds.  Open space can be large lots with grass, thick woodlots, or active 
farmland.  The committee discussed their responses to those questions.  A number of 
committee members agreed that active farming is a priority for the Town and for the 
committee.   


 
g. Ruth Grace commented that her issue with high density development is she perceives it 


leads to uniformity of form and aesthetic.  Conversely, large houses, woodlots, and 
farms in eastern Penfield provide variation.  


 
h. John commented that active farming is addressed in the implementation tables in both 


the Economic Development and Community Character sections. 
 


i. Dave suggested that the bigger issue is the promotion of the current farming and 
commercial businesses in Penfield.   


 
j. Ruth suggested an implementation item promoting the use of existing buildings prior to 


considering new development.  Bob said that Henrietta requires applicants to 
demonstrate there is no existing space suitable for their project before approving new 
construction.  Dan said that retrofitting consistently costs more than demolishing and 
rebuilding and he is currently retrofitting a building with sentimental value and 
spending 50% more than building new. 


 
k. Jim said that Penfield has a very low amount of commercial area with a very high 


occupancy rate.  He responded to a question by saying that the demand for new 
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l. Bob said the newspaper recently reported Monroe County as #2 in the nation for 


property taxes. 
 


m. Mike Guyon suggested an implementation item of getting fiber optic cable to the Town 
businesses.  Dan and Jim agreed.  Dan said that some towns provide internet access as a 
service to their residents. 


 
n. Dave suggested addressing the lack of a legal provision for lawn care and snow plow 


businesses within Penfield.  Jim said that there are many existing that operate under 
questionable legality.  Dave suggested giving these uses the ability to obtain a 
conditional use permit if they are in an appropriate location. 


 
o. The committee discussed revising the boundary of the Sweets Corners mixed-use area. 


 
p. The committee discussed the implementation item reducing the number of trash pickup 


days, and suggested changing the verb to “reinvestigate,” or “explore.” 
 


q. The committee discussed the phased assessment item (currently B 5).  Jim suggested 
adding another item recommending reassessment of an approved but undeveloped lot 
be eliminated or drastically revised.  The committee agreed. 


 
3.  John reviewed the current objectives.  The committee is asked to focus on identifying new 


implementation ideas.  John asked the committee to remember that each table will be placed 
after its corresponding strategy within the current draft plan and so the implementation tables 
will not be an appendix to the document.   


 
4. Donna Tydings asked when a new version of the draft plan will be released.  John responded 


that the implementation tables are the top priority right now. 
 
5. John explained his vision for the executive summary.  It will focus on explaining and 


advocating for the big issues of this comprehensive plan, rather than simply reiterating the 
plan.  John and Matt are excited about this approach. 


 
6. Ruth suggested a glossary of terms and abbreviations would be helpful at the end of the plan.  


The committee agreed. 
 
7. The committee decided to submit all their comments on the implementation tables to the 


Planning Department by Friday October 9th. 
 
8. The next meeting was tentatively set for November 12th. 
 
 
Adjournment 6:00 p.m. 








Comprehensive Plan 2008-2009 
Update Committee 
Meeting Minutes 


 
Date:  Thursday, February 12, 2009 
 
Time:  4:00 p.m. – 6:00 p.m. 
 
Location:  Auditorium, Penfield Town Hall 
 
Attendees:  Deborah Drawe, Chair, David Bay, Mike Belgiorno, Rosanne Cohen, Paul Craig, 


Ruth Grace, Michael Guyon, Kevin Kane, Bob Keiffer, Anthony LaFountain, 
Arsen Markarian, Jim Paduchowski, Jerry Poslusny, Michael Quinn, Robert 
Quinn III, Donna Tydings 


 
 Consultants: John Steinmetz, Matt Ingalls, Doug Fox 
 
 Staff: Katie Evans, Jim Costello, Evan Sheppard 


 
 
Discussion Items 
 


1. Debbie Drawe, Chair, thanked everyone for their attendance and support of the two 
recent land use workshops.  Debbie passed around a sympathy card for Don Maggio of 
the Allens Creek Homeowners Association who is ill.   


 
2. Katie Evans asked if the members received and reviewed the Dec 11th minutes.  The 


feedback was that they were not received due to an email problem.  Jim Costello 
suggested the minutes be distributed in print form that night and returned by the 
committee early next week.   


 
3. John Steinmetz and Matt Ingalls presented their summary of the Community Preference 


Survey results.  The summarized data and John and Matt’s observations were presented: 
A. John and Matt presented the survey results statistically for each image, showing 


the average rating, the percent of high preferences and the percent of low 
preferences.  Overall, the upper range of preferences was fairly low in John’s 
experience, with none of the average preferences scoring above an 8 on a 1 to 10 
scale.  Also, there were a few respondents with consistently extreme preferences 
that may have skewed the results. 


B. Commercial:  
 Franchise Architecture- the typically designed images scored low, while 


the franchise buildings with ‘village feel’ architecture scored high 
 Plaza Architecture- slides showing significant landscaping scored 


around 4.5. 
 Multiple Story Commercial- some images with attractive architecture 


and well executed landscaping scored between 5-7, indicating residents 
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 Signs- carved, perpendicular-attached signs scored highly.  Detached 
signs scored will when they had architectural qualities. 


 Curb to Curb- Images lacking features were low scoring, but images 
with lots of trees scored between 6.5 and 7.  John and Matt suggested 
that this indicates that even a four-lane commercial setting can feel like a 
boulevard if designed properly.  


 Streetscapes- The streetscapes with a ‘village feel’ scored about 7 
C. Residential: 


 Single-Family- Three features appeared to drastically affect the scores of 
these images: presence of trees, curbs, and absence of front-facing 
garages.  Even images showing houses set close together scored well 
when those features were present.  Houses on a large empty lot scored 
low.   


 Two-Family- These images consistently returned scores between 5 and 
6, even with the variety of housing options shown. 


 Multi-Family- These images scored in a wide range between 3.5 and 6.5. 
D. Industrial: Light industrial images scored higher.  
E. Agriculture: This group contained the highest scoring image.  John and Matt 


suggested this indicates that Penfield residents like open space and rural views. 
F. Discussion of the Survey results: 


 John and Matt interpreted from the images that the Penfield community 
responds excitedly to “rural character.”  Creating rural character can be 
accomplished by open space as well as rural architecture, such as 
commercial buildings designed to resemble barns or farmhouses. 


 Also, Penfield residents are open to various types of development and do 
not object to the appearance of high density options if they are in the 
right location and are presented properly 


 Many areas of eastern Penfield match the “rural character” preferences 
observed in the survey.  


 
4. John and Matt presented a summary of the Land Use Workshop Comments and 


Feedback: 
A. The hamlet/mixed-use concept presented in the Route 250 Corridor study was 


well received by most groups, who centered the concept on the Route 250 and 
Atlantic Avenue intersection.  Some groups also saw the Town Hall as a site of 
the hamlet/mixed-use idea.  Matt clarified that in this case they are using the term 
hamlet in the modern usage, where it suggests an activity center, including a 
walkable mix of commercial and residential opportunities.  Committee members 
discussed the various issues involved in hamlet/mixed-use development in that 
region, including topography, acreage, setbacks, designs, and traffic.  Staff cited 
various tools available for resolving those planning issues at the proper time.  The 
effect of the hamlet on the four-corners area was also discussed, and the effort to 
make the commercial options in the hamlet complementary to the ongoing 
implementation of the four-corners development plan.   
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B. John and Matt committed to distribute a list of websites to the committee 
members showing images and concept plans of a variety of existing 
hamlet/mixed-use development to help the committee see the range of 
possibilities.   


C. Multiple workshop groups were interested in the Bay area becoming mixed use.  
D. Some groups were supportive of a higher density residential area near the border 


to the Village of Webster.  Other groups were strongly opposed to the idea.   
E. Multiple groups saw options for development along the eastern portion of Route 


441.  These options included mixed use, light industrial, or higher density 
residential.  Staff said that a limiting factor in that area may be sewer capacity.   


 
5. The committee reviewed relevant emails received by the Planning Department.  An e-


mail regarding infill development was specifically identified for discussion.  The e-mail 
recommended that the committee develop a process or framework for evaluating 
applications that could be considered infill.  Discussion included how the comprehensive 
plan could guide the Planning Board towards uniformity in redevelopment. 


 
6. The area surrounding Dolomite Lake was discussed as an area for rezoning and 


development planning.  Staff noted the high likelihood of development within that area in 
the next 10 years and thus the appropriateness of its inclusion in the Comprehensive Plan.   


 
7. John and Matt committed to distribute a digitized copy of a map showing the areas 


discussed (draft future land use map).   
 


8. Debbie Drawe stated the next meeting will be held on March 12, 2009. 
 
Adjournment 6:00 PM 








Comprehensive Plan 2008-2009 
Update Committee 
Meeting Minutes 


 
 
Date:  Thursday, August 27, 2009 
 
Time:  4:00 p.m. – 6:00 p.m. 
 
Location:  Auditorium, Penfield Town Hall 
 
Attendees:  Debbie Drawe, Chair, David Bay, Mike Belgiorno, Paul Craig, Ruth Grace, Kevin 


Kane, Bob Keiffer, Anthony LaFountain, Don Maggio, Arsen Markarian, Dr. 
Joyce McChesney, Jim Paduchowski, Jerry Poslusny, Michael Quinn, Robert 
Quinn III, Dan Viola, Dave Woodward 


 
 Consultants: John Steinmetz, Matt Ingalls, Doug Fox 
 
 Staff: George Wiedemer, Evan Sheppard 


 
 
Discussion Items 
 
1. The committee approved the minutes for August 13, 2009.  
 
2. Since the last meeting, John Steinmetz and Matt Ingalls developed options for incorporating 


the tax-base discussion into the document.  John and Matt led the committee through a tax-
base centered discussion, focusing on one section of the document at a time. 


 
a. Pages 55-65: 


i. A member commented that the last paragraph on page 62 is inaccurate.  The 
committee discussed the various factors involved in housing prices, including 
development costs imposed by the Town of Penfield’s Code, land cost, and 
availability of building materials.  The committee agreed the reference to high 
land value would be changed to ‘development costs.’ 


ii. A member commented that the sidebar on page 58 may not be relevant.  John 
responded that he would consider changing the text. 


iii. Multiple members commented that the nuisances listed on page 61 were 
incomplete and the committee discussed adding volume of traffic, overnight street 
parking, and multiple nights of garbage pickup.  Dan Viola said that Perinton 
restricts pickup to certain weekdays.   


iv. David Bay suggested that the goal on page 65 be changed to read ‘preserve 
property values.’  The committee discussed alternatives.   


v. Dave Woodward commented that the existing land use data and map is 
inaccurate.  He said that he noted it was wrong while on the previous 
comprehensive plan update committee and the same problems exist today.  As an 
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b. Community Resources (pages 66-73): 


i. David Bay asked Doug Fox to elaborate on page 69, section B.  Doug explained 
to the committee that public water service is available to all Town residents, but 
there are a number of property owners who prefer well water.  Also, some private 
water main systems exist in Penfield because of a period of time where the 
Monroe County Water Authority’s policy mandated private water systems where 
properties had no frontage on a dedicated road.   


ii. Doug was also asked to elaborate on page 70.  Doug explained that when all of 
Penfield was zoned for ½ acre lots, many residential subdivisions were developed 
with septic systems on ½ acre lots.  This created a problem around 50 years later 
when many systems reached the end of their life-span and began to fail.  The 
small lots frequently did not have enough area for an expansion to the leech 
fields.  Doug explained that the Consolidated Sewer District was instituted in 
response to this problem and was effective in distributing the burden of expanding 
sewer coverage.  


iii. A member commented that the climbing wall shown on page 66 may not be in 
Penfield.  Evan Sheppard later investigated and determined that the picture was 
taken while the climbing wall was in Penfield for a special event.   


iv. Referring to page 71, Jerry Poslusny asked Doug about the status of dam/levy 
projects funded by the Army Corps of Engineers.  Doug responded that the Army 
Corps lacks sufficient funding for any of the projects.   


v. Bob Keiffer commented that page 71 also needs to include flood prevention.  
Doug responded that Penfield’s Local Law No 3 of 2000 now supersedes the 
Code and complies with FEMA.  John said that a bullet will be added to 71 with 
this information. 


vi. Regarding page 72, Bob commented that recreation space should increase 
regardless of population growth, especially private recreation space.   


vii. Regarding page 73, David Bay asked about Dolomite Lake.  The committee 
discussed Dolomite Lake, including the effect of public access on attracting 
development projects:   


 David Bay commented that the liability issues with public access on a 
private water body would significantly deter development of desirable 
private recreational facilities.   


 Matt proposed changing the goal from ‘increase’ to ‘encourage’ or 
‘incentivize.’   


 Doug explained that the Dolomite property is high on the Open Space list 
and the Town Board has been negotiating with the owners.  Doug also 
explained that a revocable hiking license would be appropriate and typical 
in this situation.  The revocable hiking license allows the property owner 
to revoke the agreement if it is abused by the public.  Also, the Town is 
held liable on all easement areas, including sidewalks and hiking trails.   
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 The committee agreed to change goal G on page 73 from reading 
‘increase’ to ‘consider increasing.’ 


 
c. Economic Opportunities (pages 74-79): 


i. The committee agreed that a caption was needed for the picture on page 74.   
ii. Dr. Joyce McChesney commented that page 75 misrepresents the shopping 


available at the Browncroft/Blossom/Creek intersection.  The committee agreed to 
change the text to ‘…provides limited shopping and services…’  Doug 
commented that the Economic Development Plan recommends the Town 
encourage all properties in that commercial area to return to a commercial use.  
The committee discussed the current businesses in that area.   


iii. Paul Craig asked whether the language on page 75 was accurate regarding the 
Four Corners Area.  Debbie Drawe commented that visibility is a significant 
benefit for the businesses in that area.  Matt added that the Four Corners area is 
steadily improving but does not currently match the description on page 75.  Matt 
agreed to tone down the language.   


iv. The committee discussed traffic issues on Route 441 and discussed revisions to 
the Panorama Valley section of page 75.   


 
d. Natural Resources (pages 80-87): 


i. The committee discussed page 87, including the benefits and costs associated with 
providing incentives to developers for using green technologies.   


 Dave Woodward commented that the goal of pursuing green technologies 
conflicts with previously stated goals of providing affordable housing.   


 David Bay said that it is not economical for a developer to ‘build green’ in 
Penfield because they cannot reach the necessary density.  He said that 
increased density is in itself environmentally beneficial.   


 John commented that commercial and industrial uses are included in this 
section also.  An example of a commercial green technology would be a 
green roof on an office building. 


 Doug said that this section is part of laying a foundation for future grant 
applications.   


 The committee discussed that other regions of the US are culturally more 
focused on green technologies than the Rochester area.   


 
e. Pages 88-105: 


i. There were no comments or discussions on these sections. 
 


f. Future Land Use (pages 106-115): 
i. Dave Woodward commented that this is the most important section of the plan 


and more time needs to be spent discussing it.  
ii. Jerry commented that some of the initiatives proposed in this section have already 


been undertaken by the Town Board.  Dave Woodward cited the Fellows Road 
areas as an example and questioned the purpose of the committee’s 
recommendations.  John said that the land use initiatives currently in the plan 
began in the public workshops and did not begin with staff or the Town Board.  







Planning Dept. Page 4 of 4


iii. The committee discussed how to structure in-depth discussion of this section.   
iv. The committee discussed whether to define the range of lots per acre intended for 


the high density areas.   
v. Dave Woodward said that the committee should be informed of development 


concepts before the Town Board instead of using rumors.   
vi. Matt said that the two areas of high density and the one area of mixed-use are the 


only significant changes on the Future Land Use Map than the current zoning.   
vii. The committee reviewed how the Future Land Use Map was created from the 


products of the land use workshops.   
viii. Doug explained that the Town Board had discussed whether to bring development 


concepts and developing projects to the steering committee.  The Town Board 
decided not to do so, because it could distract the committee from their job.   


ix. Doug responded to a member’s question by explaining that staff would have 
alerted the committee if they were heading in a different direction than the Town 
Board.  Also, the committee’s presentation of their work product to the Town 
Board will be a key opportunity for feedback. 


x. Dave Woodward suggested that the committee brainstorm possible guidelines for 
each land use category in the Future Land Use Map or each geographic section of 
land use, especially the proposed mixed-use area.  Doug agreed that broader 
guidance should be given than just density.   


xi. Dave Woodward asked for a clarification of what uses are within each zoning 
district.  Doug explained that it is always difficult to inform of the uses within 
zoning districts.  For example, the public perceives single family residential 
zoning as just detached housing but our residential zoning districts include 
conditional uses that are not family homes, such as churches.   


xii. John said that Penfield historically uses additional studies to develop specifics for 
recommendations within a comprehensive plan.  John suggested that developing 
the details of any land use changes should take place in a separate planning effort.  
Doug said that an appropriate implementation item of the proposed mixed-use 
area is to complete area studies.   


xiii. Kevin Kane commented that the table on page 107 does not match the text of the 
plan.  The committee discussed the difficulties in concisely capturing land use 
concepts and categories.   


xiv. Paul Craig suggested that the committee individually check whether the items on 
page 13 have been addressed within the current draft plan.   


 
3. The committee briefly discussed the implementation table template.  John explained the 


intent and intended form of the implementation tables.  He asked the committee for input on 
the column headings.  The committee decided to use the existing format. 


 
4. The committee discussed having a short meeting to supplement the Future Land Use 


discussions, possibly on September 10th.  It was later decided to not hold that meeting.  The 
next regular meeting was scheduled for September 24th.  At that meeting the committee 
would discuss the draft implementation tables.   


 
Adjournment 6:10 p.m. 








Comprehensive Plan 2008-2010 
Update Committee 
Meeting Minutes 


 
 
Date:  Thursday, February 11, 2010 
 
Time:  4:00 p.m. – 6:00 p.m. 
 
Location:  Auditorium, Penfield Town Hall 
 
Attendees:  Debbie Drawe, Chair, David Bay, Jim Boyd, Rosanne Cohen, Paul Craig, Ruth 


Grace, Michael Guyon, Kevin Kane, Bob Keiffer, Anthony LaFountain, Arsen 
Markarian, Jim Paduchowski, Michael Quinn, Dan Viola, Dave Woodward 


 
 Consultants: John Steinmetz, Matt Ingalls, Doug Fox 
 
 Staff: Jim Costello, Katie Evans, Evan Sheppard 


 
 
Discussion Items 
 
1. The committee approved the minutes for January 14, 2010.  
 
2. John Steinmetz introduced the revised plan, dated January 29, 2010, and led the committee 


through the revisions:   
 


a. John said one major change was adding a preface to showcase the topics that were 
a priority for the steering committee- Aging Population, Town Center, and Fiscal 
Responsibility.  The other major change was the additions to the Future Land Use 
section.  John asked the committee to first review the document text, and then 
review the implementation tables.  John also said he will create an executive 
summary of the document once the committee completes its review.   


b. The committee discussed the preface.  Doug Fox said that it was reasonably 
consistent with the Strength Weakness Opportunity Threat (SWOT) exercise.  
The term ‘Town Center’ is intended to refer to the Sweets Corners mixed use 
area.  Doug suggested it may create confusion with the public due to Webster’s 
“Town Center” commercial area and the Four Corners district.  The committee 
decided to assess whether it is a problem after getting public input.   


c. The committee reviewed a number of minor changes to the document and made 
comments.   


d. Dave Woodward commented that the absence of a recommendation for a youth 
gathering center should be addressed in the text.  John responded that it was his 
understanding that the youth from the youth workshops were asking for 
commercial plazas that offer the right activities rather than a gathering center.  
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e. Dave commented on the comparison of housing prices and income level, and on 
the availability of affordable housing.  Bob Keiffer suggested that the comparison 
of average assessed value to the average sale price would also be a useful statistic.  
The committee discussed new and used housing prices, averages, and the 
availability of affordable homes in Penfield. 


f. The committee discussed and decided to change a statistic so it is clear that while 
48% of Penfield is currently occupied by single family residential, 92% of 
Penfield is zoned for single family residential.   


g. The committee discussed a number of the photos in the plan, and decided to 
change photos deemed potentially sensitive or inadequate.   


h. Dan Viola commented that the “to be avoided/to be encouraged” photos can be 
confusing.  The committee discussed how to clearly communicate the intent of 
those images.   


 
3. The committee continued their review, now focusing on the implementation tables: 
 


a. The committee has identified Community Character Strategy D, “Define and 
promote Penfield’s identity to residents and visitors,” as a very important strategy.  
The committee discussed the Town’s identity issues.  Jim Costello explained 
Supervisor LaFountain’s initiatives for highlighting Penfield’s commercial 
districts.   


b. Dave commented that inter-municipal shared/consolidation of services should be 
addressed as a strategy in the Government & Leadership section.   


c. Jim explained the updates to the Future Land Use Map, including the addition of 
the existing industrial areas and areas of pre-existing non-conforming uses which 
will not change during the life of the plan.  Jim asked Matt Ingalls to make a few 
minor modifications to their boundaries.   


d. John explained the intent of the new Land Use Policy Statement.  The committee 
adjusted some of the wording.   


e. The committee reviewed the overhauled implementation tables, which were 
rewritten based upon committee and staff comments.  Staff recently revised and 
filled out the community priority, lead party, and potential partner columns.  The 
committee made minor changes to the tables.   


 
4. Katie Evans led a discussion of the next steps and the committee’s remaining responsibilities.   
 


a. Jim explained the process, including the Town Board’s review of the final 
committee report, the public input process, and the Town Board’s editing and 
ultimate adoption of the plan.   


b. The steering committee will be submitting a final committee report to the Town 
Board, which will be reviewed and edited and will become the adopted 
comprehensive plan.  Supervisor LaFountain said that the Town Board will not 
make changes lightly and he does not anticipate any major changes.  He suggested 
meeting with the steering committee following the public input period.   
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c. Evan Sheppard committed to sending the minutes of this meeting as soon as 
possible to facilitate the committee’s review of the draft plan.  The committee will 
send their comments by February 19th, and staff will decide whether a meeting on 
February 25th is warranted.  


d. Katie said that staff will receive a final copy of the plan from the consultants, add 
a cover letter, and distribute it to the Town Board members.  Staff will also mail 
the Final Committee Report via CD and hard copy to every committee member.  


 
 
Adjourned at 5:55 p.m. 
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Comprehensive Plan 2008-2009 
Update Committee 
Meeting Minutes 


 
 


Date:  Thursday, May 8, 2008 
 
Time:  4:00 PM – 5:30 PM 
 
Location: Auditorium, Penfield Town Hall 
 
Attendees: Committee Members:  Debbie Drawe, Dave Bay, Jim Paduchowski, 


Roseanne Cohen, Don Maggio, Michael Quinn, Arsen Markarian, Dan 
Viola, Kevin Kane, Donna Tydings, Michael Belgiorno, Bob Keiffer, Pat 
Craig, Ruth Grace, Mike Guyon, Tony LaFountain, Jerry Poslusny, Joyce 
McChesney, Jim Boyd, Dave Woodward 


 
Consultants:  John Steinmetz, AICP of Steinmetz Planning Group, 
Matthew Ingalls, AICP of Ingalls Planning & Design 


 
Staff:  Doug Fox, Jim Costello, Katie Evans, Lorrie O’Dell 


 
Others:  Supervisor George Wiedemer 


 
 
Discussion Items 


 
1. Supervisor, George Wiedemer introduced himself and thanked the group for their 


involvement in the Committee.  This process occurs every 10 years and involves 
commitment from the members as it can take up to 2 years to complete.  He stated 
that the community thanks them also for their involvement in this project. 


 
2. Town Board member and Committee Chair Debbie Drawe thanked the members as 


there were a lot of applicants who wanted to help.  Eight consultants applied and it 
was narrowed down to John Steinmetz and Matt Ingalls.  The search took time 
because several consultants had to be interviewed. 


 
3. Jim Costello introduced Doug Fox and Katie Evans who will be updating the 


Committee throughout the process.  Jim Costello thanked all the members, and noted 
that everyone has certain skills and that is why they were chosen.  Also where 
everyone lives was a consideration as well, to cover all geographic areas of the Town.   
Meetings will be on Thursdays in the afternoon between 4 & 6 PM on the second and 
fourth Thursdays of the month.  Jim Boyd expressed concern over the meeting time.  
Staff will work with Jim to keep him informed as the process moves forward. 
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4. The Comprehensive Plan team includes John Steinmetz, of Steinmetz Planning 
Group, who presented an overview of comprehensive planning.  He is the lead public 
participation component, the primary researcher and author of the plan and the main 
point of contact. Matt Ingalls, of  Ingalls Planning and Design,  will work with public 
participation, land use planning and mapping components of the plan.  Also, Parrone 
Engineers will provide technical assistance with infrastructure, etc.  SRF & 
Associates will work on transportation issues and policy development. 


 
5. “Master Plan” is an older reference to the same document as the “Comprehensive 


Plan”.  For our purposes we will be calling it a Comprehensive Plan.  A 
Comprehensive Plan looks at more features than a Master Plan did.  It looks at 
agriculture and open space, hamlets or downtowns, economic development, 
community character and regional partnerships as well as community resources 
(social and public infrastructure). 


 
6. A comprehensive plan is needed because it is provided for by New York State law.  It 


promotes health, safety and welfare and is the legal basis for zoning, and provides for 
regulation, development and investment.  New York State Law 272-A  states that 
written materials and goals for long-range planning are necessary to protect and 
enhance growth and development of a town located outside the limits of any 
incorporated village or city. 


 
7. The benefits of a comprehensive plan are varied.  It increases the chances of the 


Town receiving grants or funding from outside organizations.  It provides a forum for 
talk among residents, school districts, and businesses.  Public involvement in 
implementing the plan is increased.  Also it improves community acceptance of 
development decisions made in the future. 


 
8. The comprehensive plan process will take approximately 18 to 24 months. There will 


be workshops to attend and training sessions to help the Committee with their job.  
Katie Evans will update the member list, phone numbers, e-mail addresses, etc.  
Binders provided will help the members keep their paperwork organized and up to 
date.  There is a Penfield zoning map that includes adjacent municipalities’ zoning 
included as well.  Also provided is a Town Board resolution appointing each member 
to the Committee dated May 7th.  As this Committee moves forward there will be 
homework assignments and summaries that will be sent via e-mail.  Doug Fox said 
that there are many resources available on the Town’s website.  Some information 
includes voting districts, town-owned land, geographic information, sewer districts, 
school districts, etc. The general public can see what the Committee is working on as 
much of this information will be on the website.  There may be workshops and a 
survey to identify community issues. 


 
9. John Steinmetz stated that the next few meetings will involve general planning 


components, such as how to use the zoning map and how the Town regulates EPODs 
(Environmental Protection Overlay Districts).  The recent Recreation Master Plan 
will play an important role in the Committee’s work. 
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10. The Committee will also explore growth and how sanitary sewers will be impacted as 


well as emergency services, housing demands, demographics, recent studies, schools, 
and executive summaries.  How does it all fit together?  A vision session will be 
planned for the community with different ideas and desires.  A plan usually serves a 
community for about 10 – 12 years.  After that time it needs to be refreshed.  Some of 
the old ideas may still be good to go along with some of the fresh ideas this 
Committee will develop.  Jim Costello said that grant monies are increased once a 
town has a Comprehensive Plan in place to show in what direction the Town is 
headed. 


 
11. A new idea from previous plans is the preservation of open space.  Keeping 


agricultural areas and open space is still important in the plan for this Town.  Ideas 
relating to empty nester’s housing needs will be needed as well as the concept of 
patio homes.  Do we want to promote senior housing at this time?  We are a bedroom 
community right now and we need recommendations for future development of the 
Town.  As gas prices soar, perhaps a neighborhood convenience store would be a help 
for residents in the outlying areas.  They would not have to drive so far for everyday 
items.  Pedestrian circulation is important.  There are gaps in our sidewalk systems 
now, but it takes time to get them filled in.  Bike and pedestrian access requires 
transportation improvements.  There is not much commercial land left in the Town; 
perhaps the Town needs to look at rezoning areas for commercial development to 
occur.  Recommendations for drainage and transportation improvements need to be 
made. More watershed studies and more retention ponds are possibilities, but they 
require maintenance.  Consolidation of the regional ponds and giving them more 
attractive features would be nice.  There are now 120 houses in Penfield in the Glen 
Brook Subdivision and Allen’s Creek Subdivision that do not need flood insurance 
because of the creation of one such regional pond. 


 
12. Our Geographic Information Systems (GIS) analyst, Julie Tolar, has new technology 


in her office that shows properties in a very different way, almost like 3-D.  Also we 
have Pictometry which shows properties from an aerial prospective.  GIS will be 
important for this Committee to use as it can show different layers such as water, 
sewers, schools, zoning, zip codes, etc. There will be many tools available for our use 
while we work on the plan.  


 
13. Jim Costello noted that the quarries in Penfield will be closing in the near future.  One 


is a stone quarry and the other is a sand quarry.  It will be interesting to see what ideas 
the Committee comes up with for the redevelopment of these areas. 


 
14. Katie Evans reminded the Committee to be ready to go at 4 PM for the next meeting 


which will be on May 22nd and we have a lot of topics to cover.  Please read Chapter 
4 of the 2000 Plan under General Land Use. 


 
15. John Steinmetz said that we will intersperse learning with feedback at the meetings.  


We may break into small groups with liaisons at times. 
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Committee Assignments 
 
1. For May 8th:  Read the following sections of the Current Comprehensive Plan located 


on Town of Penfield Website – www.penfield.org (left side click on “Online 
Documents”, click on “Plans and Studies”, Scroll down to “Town of Penfield 
Comprehensive Plan 2000” and you will see each section). 
• Introduction - pages1-1 to 1-4 
• General Community Goals – pages 2-1 to 2-3 


 
 
Distributed Items 
 
1. Committee Binders with the following enclosed: full size black and white zoning 


map, resolution appointing committee, article by Joel S. Russell, Esq. titled, “What 
the Comprehensive Plan Is and Isn’t”, and blank paper 


 
2. PCTV pencil 
 
 
Meeting adjourned at 5:20 PM 
 








Comprehensive Plan 2008-2009 
Update Committee 
Meeting Minutes 


 
 
Date:  Thursday, December 17, 2009 
 
Time:  4:00 p.m. – 6:00 p.m. 
 
Location:  Auditorium, Penfield Town Hall 
 
Attendees:  Debbie Drawe, Chair, Paul Craig, Kevin Kane, Bob Keiffer, Anthony LaFountain, 


Donna Tydings, Dan Viola, 
 
 Consultant: Doug Fox 
 
 Staff: Jim Costello, Evan Sheppard 


 
 
Discussion Items 
 
1. The committee approved the minutes for December 3, 2009.  
 
2. Paul Craig began the discussion with the census data cited in the Plan:   


a. Paul said that the 2000 census data will be outdated and potentially inaccurate 
through most of the life of this plan. 


b. Jim Costello said that a recommendation in the plan will be to complete the next 
Comprehensive Plan Update in 12 years rather than 10.  This will allow the next 
committee to use new census information.   


c. The committee discussed how to adjust the plan to minimize the effect of 
outdated census data.   


d. Paul and Jim discussed removing references to the 2000 census and adding data 
from the 2007 economic census.  Also, the committee should recommend that the 
Town Board revisits the plan after the 2010 data is available. 


 
3. The committee discussed and edited the Implementation Tables beginning at the 


Transportation section: 
a. The committee discussed funding sources for infrastructure improvements, 


including private donations and grants.  Dan Viola and Bob Keiffer were 
concerned that the recommendation could be misinterpreted and applied to 
Incentive Zoning.  The committee decided to adjust the wording. 


b. The committee discussed the schedule of updates appropriate for the bicycle and 
trails master plans and the sidewalk policy.  The committee was concerned about 
the lack of a regular review cycle for master plans and area plans.   


c. The committee discussed pedestrian access from the main road to commercial 
plazas.  This currently occurs during the Site Plan review process, and that any 
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d. The committee discussed strategy D, identified the goals of the transportation 
network as safety and efficiency, and rewrote the title to match.   


e. The committee discussed alternative transportation modes (bike, walk, bus), and 
decided to adjust the reason towards promoting a healthy lifestyle rather than 
reducing dependence on the automobile as this is not realistic.  Paul added that 
these systems are very attractive to potential new residents.   


f. The committee extensively discussed recommending local convenience stores in 
locations closer to the residents.  The existing farm markets were cited as 
examples.  The discussion included balancing convenience and decreased trip 
generation with incompatibility to immediately surrounding uses.  Dan advocated 
in favor of neighborhood businesses, provided they were strategically sized and 
located.   


i. Doug explained that the 2000 Comp Plan Steering Committee developed a 
section of the plan recommending specific appropriate locations for 
neighborhood businesses.  This section was removed prior to finalizing the 
plan.  The committee directed staff to locate the document for discussion 
at the next meeting.   


ii. Dan and Bob proposed creating a new zoning district or overlay district 
that could provide for neighborhood business while protecting 
neighborhood character.   


 
4. The committee discussed and edited the Community Character and Design section: 


a. The committee discussed how to make sure its recommendations are clear and 
remain specific in the final document.   


b. Dan and Bob began a brief discussion about proactive rezoning where it is 
appropriate, rather than waiting for a project involving rezoning to be proposed. 


c. The committee discussed the Open Space Plan and the need for regular updates.  
Dan and Bob suggested ways to improve or adjust the plan to meet current 
conditions. 


i. The committee unanimously agreed that an update to the Open Space Plan 
was required within the next few years. 


d. The committee discussed issues with the preservation of historic buildings, 
including their difficulty meeting ADA requirements.  Jim said that there is a tax 
abatement state law in place, but it has not been adopted by the Penfield Central 
School District. 


e. The committee discussed the intent of town identity-promoting initiatives.   
 


5. The committee discussed and edited the Government and Leadership section: 
a. The committee discussed the difficulty in getting resident participation in the 


town government.   
b. The committee discussed technologies for improving communication, such as e-


mail distribution lists to interested residents, laying fiber optic cable, and creating 
wireless hot spots. 
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c. The committee discussed strategies for being business friendly, including 
streamlining the development approval process.  Jim gave examples illustrating 
the need for review of even minor development projects.  The committee debated 
public hearings- the delay verses the risk of not identifying problems and the need 
to hear from the public.   


d. The committee discussed town policies that protect the public but are not business 
friendly.   


e. The committee briefly discussed and edited the remaining sections in Government 
and Leadership. 


 
6. The committee postponed discussion of the Future Land Use section and scheduled their 


next meeting for January 14th.   
 
Adjournment 6:15 p.m. 








Comprehensive Plan 2008-2009 
Update Committee 
Meeting Minutes 


 
Date:  Thursday, May 28, 2009 
 
Time:  4:00 p.m. – 6:00 p.m. 
 
Location:  Auditorium, Penfield Town Hall 
 
Attendees:  Deborah Drawe, Chair, David Bay, Mike Belgiorno, Jim Boyd, Rosanne Cohen, 


Paul Craig, Ruth Grace, Michael Guyon, Kevin Kane, Bob Keiffer, Anthony 
LaFountain, Don Maggio, Arsen Markarian, Dr. Joyce McChesney, Jim 
Paduchowski, Jerry Poslusny, Michael Quinn, Robert Quinn III, Donna Tydings, 
Dave Woodward 


 
 Consultants: John Steinmetz 
 
 Staff: Jim Costello, Evan Sheppard 


 
 
Discussion Items 
 


1. A group photo was taken at the beginning of the meeting.   
 


2. Debbie Drawe, Chair, presented brief announcements and asked for corrections/additions 
to the December 11th and February 28th meeting minutes.  Mike Belgiorno noted that his 
name was left off of the attendance for Feb 28th.  No other comments were presented and 
the minutes were approved.   


 
3.  John Steinmetz briefly presented the update process, detailing what the Committee has 


accomplished to date and what the current tasks are.  John stated that implementation 
strategies are important and will be discussed at future meetings.  Currently, the level of 
detail required to create the implementation plans has not been developed yet.   


 
4. John led the committee through discussion of the sections of the Preliminary Plan.   


 
A. First, John reminded the committee that the purpose of the Preliminary Plan is to 


elaborate on the strategies.  Grammar, pictures, and layout issues with the Plan 
will be addressed outside of the committee meetings.  John said that the 
Preliminary Plan borrows language and background content from the 2000 
Comprehensive Plan and includes the Community Profile. 


 
B. Introduction:   


 John stated the introduction is intended to tell the Plan’s purpose, to 
show the planning horizon, and to summarize the process.    
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 The Committee had no comments. 
 


C. Previous Plans and Studies:  
 John stated that this section would be targeted at 6-8 pages.  The plans 


and studies would be split into four categories, Previous Comp Plans, 
Transportation Studies, Area Plans, and Townwide Plans.  


 Mike Guyon commented that this section should include an overview of 
what recommendations from each plan have been accomplished by the 
Town and what related projects are on in the planning stages.  Also, this 
section should mention what implementation of these plans and studies 
is anticipated for the coming 10 year period. 


 
D. Community Profile: 


 The Committee discussed whether this document should be incorporated 
into the document or included as an appendix.  John stated that if it was 
in the appendix he would create a short executive summary to be 
incorporated into the introduction.   


 An informal vote was taken.  Nine members were in favor of putting the 
Community Profile in the appendix.  Four members were neither in 
favor or opposed.  The Committee agreed that the Community Profile 
would become an appendix. 


 
E. Residential Living: 


 John explained the layout of the Preliminary Plan and the reasons for the 
current layout 


 The committee discussed housing options, specifically lower-priced 
housing, entry-level housing (for young adults), and senior housing.  
Specific comments included: 


1. A member commented that lower-priced housing and denser 
zoning are not good things for Penfield.  The committee should be 
polled on this matter. 


2. The committee discussed the impacts and demands of entry-level 
and senior housing. 


3. A member commented that the tax impact of every strategy should 
be noted in the Plan.  Development that is a drain on the tax base 
should be avoided and/or balanced with tax boosting projects.   


4. Jim Costello responded to comments describing how the NYS laws 
do not allow municipalities to dictate house sizes. 


5. Issues surrounding attracting young adults to Penfield were 
discussed.  Comments included:  


a. Young adults are aspiring to be able to live in Penfield 
because of the schools, property values, etc. 


b. There is a lack of jobs in Penfield. 
c. We shouldn’t try to attract young adults because we cannot 


compete with areas like Park Avenue in Rochester.   
6. Senior housing impacts were discussed, including: 
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a. Seniors are beginning to demand costly amenities like 
recreation facilities. 


b. Senior housing demand and the senior demographic will 
increase over the next 10 years. 


c. Senior amenities will not be as expensive as putting a child 
through the school system. 


d. Some school facilities may need to be retooled and used for 
seniors. 


7. Jim commented that we cannot control the price of homes, but 
we’re also looking at accessibility and skilled nursing issues.  John 
said increased density can be an answer to some of these concerns, 
and the community survey showed that Penfield residents aren’t 
necessarily afraid of higher density residential development. 


 Dave Woodward commented that he believes the driving factor for 
housing price is the cost of development, not the cost of the land.   


 The SEQR process was discussed briefly regarding requiring an 
economic analysis and mitigation of economic impacts. 


 A member commented that on page 54 infill development is projected to 
increase.  This should be addressed as a concern and a potentially 
negative impact on Penfield.   


 John informed the committee on a number of strategies that can be used 
to encourage affordable housing.  John recommended keeping 
discussions about senior housing and affordable housing separate and 
distinct.   


 
F. Community Resources: 


 John explained that much of the text of this section is taken from the 
2000 Comprehensive Plan and from the Parks and Recreation Master 
Plan.  Also, John has not found any major conflicts with our potential 
recommendations and previous plans and studies.  


 A member commented that in the 2000 Comprehensive Plan he noticed 
history, school, and population were the recurring themes of the 
document.  He suggested that those were the big issues at the time of the 
update and that we need to be aware that our focuses may be dated also. 


 Debbie Drawe commented that collaboration with other municipalities 
can be economical.  John suggested that we include those type of 
recommendations in the Government and Leadership section. 


 
G. Economic Development: 


 A member commented that the “town center” theme is inadequately 
addressed in this section.   


 Jim asked John to investigate updating this section to use data from the 
2007 Economic Census, rather than the 2000 Census. 


 John said that the committee has not firmly defined the town center 
concept.  Once that occurs John and Matt have plans for incorporating it 
into the document.   
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 A member said we need to strongly encourage retail development in the 
Empire/Creek St. area as a previous study has recommended. 


 A member commented that we need to recommend additional marketing 
of our existing commercial areas.  Optimizing what already exists may 
be a better option than developing new commercial areas. 


 Jim described a number of recent changes to the Atlantic/Sweets 
Corners area of Penfield that makes it less appropriate for the remaining 
residential uses.  This creates an opportunity for the mixed-use 
development the committee has been discussing. 


 The committee discussed how infrastructure will have to adapt to 
development as it occurs.   


 A number of members commented that Penfield’s lack of a single “town 
center” may or may not be harmful for community identify. 


 
H. Natural Resources: 


 Jim commented that Penfield’s natural resources are a source of positive 
community identity. 


 
I. Transportation: 


 John informed the committee that one strategy from this section of the 
policy workbook was determined to be more appropriate in the 
Government and Leadership section. 


 Robert Quinn commented that the Four Corners area should be 
considered for a major overhaul to be more pedestrian friendly.  John 
suggested that the scale of that may be beyond the scope of this 10 year 
period. 


 The committee discussed the dynamics between transportation being 
both the foundation of development and a possible impediment to 
development.  Also, it was noted that Monroe County DOT and NYS 
DOT have much of the decision making control over this issue.   


 The committee discussed the recent improvements to the 
Browncroft/Blossom/Creek intersection and the reasons behind the 
DOT’s reductions in scale of the original plans.   


 
J. Community Character and Design: 


 John pointed out that strategies C and D in this section have been 
combined into one strategy. 


 The committee discussed the impacts of design features on cost and 
aesthetics.  One member felt functionality was always more importance 
than aesthetics.  Another member cited uniformity and community 
identity as having a significant qualitative impact on any town.   


 Debbie asked John to revise the Plan to include bike-friendly strategies 
and recommendations wherever pedestrian-friendly is already 
mentioned.  This was a focus of the 2000 Comprehensive Plan and also 
helps the Town when applying for grants. 
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K. Government and Leadership: 
 Earlier, Debbie commented that inter-municipal cooperation should be 


included and encouraged as a cost-saving strategy.   
 There were no additional comments to this section. 


 
L. Future Land Use: 


 Because of time limitations discussion of this item was postponed until 
the next meeting. 


 John provided a brief overview of the Future Land Use Map and the 
areas to focus on.   


 
5. Debbie Drawe stated the next meeting will be held on June 11, 2009. 


 
Adjournment 5:45 PM 
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Comprehensive Plan 2008-2009 
Update Committee 
Meeting Minutes 


 
 


Date:  Thursday, June 12, 2008 
 
Time:  4:00 PM – 6:00 PM 
 
Location: Auditorium, Penfield Town Hall 
 
Attendees: Debbie Drawe, Chairperson, David Bay, Rosanne Cohen, Ruth Grace, 


Don Maggio, Michael Quinn, Donna Tydings, Michael Belgiorno, Michael  
Guyon, Arsen Markarian, Robert Quinn, III, Dan Viola, Jim Boyd, Paul Craig, 
Anthony LaFountain, Dr. Joyce McChesney, Jerry Poslusny 
 
Consultants: Matt Ingalls, John Steinmetz 
 
Staff: Doug Fox, Jim Costello, Katie Evans, Lorrie O’Dell 
 


 
Discussion Items 
 


1. Katie Evans asked if there were any revisions or questions regarding the May 22nd 
meeting minutes.  There were no revisions and the minutes were approved. 


 
2. Katie Evans asked if anyone objected to the summer schedule and also stated staff 


would be meeting to decide if the Committee needed to meet on August 14th.   
 


3. It was noted that staff left out a key department during the Town organization 
presentation at the last meeting.  PCTV tapes and broadcasts meetings and maintains 
the Town website.  Following this meeting, Committee members are welcome to take 
a tour of the lower level.  The Town is fortunate to have access to the technology this 
department offers. 


 
4. Mark Valentine, Assistant Town Engineer, presented a PowerPoint presentation on 


town-wide drainage.  A copy of the presentation is attached.  Mark gave a brief 
history of the Town’s Drainage Law and its purpose which is to control run-off 
associated with land development that can cause adverse affects on the health and 
welfare of the citizens of the Town.  Mark stated that there are 131 ponds in the Town 
of which 72 are Town-owned.  He noted that over-fertilization of grounds can cause 
ponds to turn green.  New designs for ponds which treat runoff from the storm sewers 
are now available.  Parking lots and impervious areas use ponds to control the volume 
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of water in a large storm event.  Dry ponds are designed to fill up in a storm event and 
then discharge the water out slowly.   


 
5. Retention ponds are better than dry ponds because they make the water cleaner as 


well as maintain existing drainage patterns.  Property owners need to maintain base 
flow by not damming up waterways for personal use.  Storm Water Pollution 
Prevention Plans (SWPPP’s)  are required before a project can be constructed.  The 
prevention plan by law has to be on site at all times.  Construction sites are monitored 
weekly by the Engineering Dept. who has the authority to put a Stop Work Order on 
the site if contractors are not correctly following the plan. 


 
6. In March of 2008 the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) gave municipalities 


authority to regulate projects consisting of greater than or equal to 1 acre of 
disturbance through Phase II, regulations for small construction.  The DEC takes a 
back seat to municipalities which issue MS4 permits using minimum control 
measures. The Town of Penfield has teamed up with Monroe County to do 
presentations for public education and issue an annual report to DEC showing how 
we have tried to involve the public regarding storm water as required under the new 
regulations.  Volunteers have been recruited to spray paint catch basins to warn 
people not to dispose of anything in the drains, as pollutants that are put in will 
eventually end up in a stream or body of water.  Property owners should call the 
Town if storm sewers appear to have something wrong with them.  Drains can get 
clogged and need to be kept clear so the pipes can do their job. 


 
7. There are 10 watersheds in Penfield.  All town residents are in a watershed.  The 


Town has developed maps to show outfalls to receiving waters and to track the pipe 
sizes.  Global Positioning Systems (GPS) are used to locate pipes and outfalls.  Water 
quality is also checked as part of the process.  It has been noted that some homes are 
hooked up to storm sewers by error which some homeowners are not aware of.  No 
sewage should be going into the storm sewer system in the Town of Penfield.  The 
Town needs to be alerted to this type of problem so that it can be remedied.  Problems 
are found by smell, foaming, and testing.  Some foam is naturally occurring, but it 
could also be from someone washing a car.   


 
8. Construction site runoff can be a problem.  Programs to reduce pollution from 


construction activities are in place.  Erosion can be a problem while building, 
especially on a steep slope.  Putting grass seed down is the simplest, cheapest, and 
generally the most effective way to reduce erosion.  Silt fence is helpful, but as a last 
resort.  Planting rye temporarily is very effective. 


 
9. Development and redevelopment need approvals to ensure storm water issues have 


been addressed.  The goal is to minimize water quality impacts.  Mark Valentine used 
Glenbrook Subdivision’s storm event in 2006 to show the flooding that occurred in 
the pond area.  People and children were playing in the water.  This can be dangerous 
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as they can be sucked into a drainage area.  The Town is working to educate the 
public on those dangers.   


 
10. The Town staff is also required to incorporate good housekeeping measures into our 


own practices and properties.  An example of this was the creation of a rain garden 
adjacent to the Highway Garage.  Rain gardens are another tool to keep water free of 
pollutants by filtering them out as the water flows to another location.  Maintenance 
of the garden is important so that the plants can do their job.   


 
11. Mark DiFrancesco, Superintendent of Sewers, presented a PowerPoint presentation 


on the sanitary sewer system in Penfield.  He began with a brief history of the system.  
The first sewers in Penfield were located in the Panorama Trail area in the late 50’s.  
Then in the early 60’s Districts 1 & 3 were formed with treatment facilities located at 
Philbrick Park and Smith Road adjacent to Irondequoit Bay.  In the mid 70’s The 
Monroe County Pure Waters Program took all three Penfield treatment facilities off 
line.  Now waste water from most of these three districts is transmitted to the 
VanLare Sewage Treatment Plan (STP) on Lakeshore Blvd.  In the northern part of 
Penfield wastewater is transmitted to the W. Bradley STP on Phillips Road.  The 
sewer district also operates 17 sewage lift stations in Penfield.  Mark also outlined the 
sanitary sewer drainage basins within Penfield and explained that each basin has 
finite capacity.  Before additional development occurs in each of these basins, 
remaining capacity is usually evaluated.  Land use changes proposed by the 
Comprehensive Plan Update will have an impact on remaining sewer capacity and 
any recommendations should be conditioned on adequate sewer capacity. 


 
12. The Committee will be using sewer capacity as one of its main criteria in our 


discussions for the Comprehensive Plan regarding land use.  Pipes age as a result of 
infiltration and inflow which cause ground water to leak in.  Some basins are nearing 
capacity while there is still some available capacity in other basins.  The Town has 
developed from west to east because of available sewer capacity and the ability of the 
wastewater to go to the creeks and Bay.  Eastern Penfield has large lots primarily for 
septic system use and expansion if necessary.  The Town has pump stations that can 
reach their limit.  In the Target/Rt. 441 area the basins are reaching development 
capacity.  The area of Atlantic Avenue and Rt. 250 is close to having sewers as there 
is pressure to develop this area.  North Penfield uses the Webster sewage system.  
Webster has recently allocated capacity for development here.  They have done some 
modifications to their systems to increase capacity.  The rate structure for sewers 
through the Town’s basins are the same.  There is no difference to our tax payers. 


 
13. Mark DiFrancesco pointed out areas without sewer availability such as the area 


behind Rothfuss Park and the area on Five Mile Line Road near the Dolomite Quarry. 
The area around Schutt’s Apple Farm will not have sewers because the Town has 
purchased the Development Rights to most of the land.  Penfield Country Club, 
Shadow Lake, and Shadow Pines will not have any development, thus no sewer 
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connections are planned for these areas. There is capacity in Walworth and Perinton 
for sewer expansion.  Further expansion is expected along Rt. 250 and also in 
Plank/Jackson area.  The Old Westfall and Parkview Drive area has no sewers, 
possibly will in the future. 


 
14. The Committee moved into the Rotunda for a group picture. 


 
15. The Consultants broke the Committee up into two groups for a Strengths, 


Weaknesses, Opportunities, and Threats (SWOT) exercise.  Businesses often use this 
method and our Committee can use it as well.  


 
16. At the end of the meeting the two groups came together and summarized discussion 


points.  A summary of these points were put together by the consultants and is 
attached for reference. 


 
 
Committee Assignments 


 
1. Please read the following section of the Current Comprehensive Plan located on the 


Town of Penfield website www.penfield.org 
• Transportation – pages 9-1 to 9-5 


 
2. Familiarize yourself with the different studies on the Town’s website, 


www.penfield.org 
• Addendum Item – NYS Rte. 286 Corridor Study of the Current Comprehensive 


Plan 
• Addendum Item – NYS Rte. 404 Corridor Study of the Current Comprehensive 


Plan 
• Route 441 and 250 Land Use and Access Management Plan 


 
 
Distributed Items 
 


1. Drainage Presentation Handout 
 
2. Sanitary Sewers Presentation Handout 


 
 
The next meeting will be Thursday, June 26th at 4 PM. 
 
Meeting adjourned at 6:15 PM. 
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History
• Town Drainage Law was originally adopted on 


July 5, 1988
• Updated in June of 2000


– Known as the “Stormwater and Erosion Control Law”
• 3 additional laws passed in 2007 per NYSDEC 


Phase II regulations
– CONSTRUCTION STORMWATER POLLUTION 


PREVENTION AND EROSION AND SEDIMENT 
CONTROL LAW


– DESIGN AND MANAGEMENT OF POST-
CONSTRUCTION STORMWATER POLLUTION 
PREVENTION MEASURES


– STORMWATER ILLICIT DISCHARGE 
CONNECTION LAW


Purpose
• To prevent uncontrolled run-off associated with land 


development or redevelopment, which can cause 
impacts on health, safety, and the welfare of the 
community


• Some potential impacts being:
– Stormwater runoff carrying pollutants into receiving water bodies 


degrading water quality
– Increase of phosphorus and nitrogen nutrient run-off causing 


algae blooms
– Increase in the velocity of run-off causing downstream erosion 


and sedimentation
– Impervious surfaces can increase the volume of run-off, rate and 


temperature of the discharged water.  Also decreases ground 
water recharge and base stream flow


– Improperly managed stormwater run-off can increase the 
incidence of flooding and the level of flooding


Requirements
• Implement stormwater designs and features to treat and control the 


quantity as well as the quality of the water leaving the developed 
parcel.


• Maintain natural drainage patterns before and after development
• Separate and prevent sewage from entering the storm system
• Protect wetlands, floodplains, floodways and other drainageways
• Prevent restrictions to existing waterways, and to obtain easements 


over important conveyances to allow for future access/maintenance
• Require Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plans  (SWPPP’s) to 


manage storm water during the construction phase of a project
• Require weekly monitoring of construction sites for compliance with 


the approved plans


Regulatory History: 
EPA Stormwater Program


• Phased approach required by the 1987 
Amendments to the Clean Water Act


• Phase I addressed:
– Facilities permitted before 1987
– Certain Industrial Activities
– Medium and Large Municipalities
– Construction Activities > 5 acres


• Phase II enacted in January of 2003


Phase I
Large Construction


• Applied to construction activity disturbing
> 5 acres


• Also applied to activities less than 5 acres 
if part of a common plan of development 
or sale which collectively would disturb 
more than 5 acres.


• Focused more on stormwater quantity 
attenuation than water quality
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Phase II
Small Construction


• Applies to:
– Activities greater than or equal to 1 acre of 


disturbance
– Activities less than one acre if part of a common plan 


of development or sale which would disturb more than 
one acre


– Certain activities of less than one acre if designated 
by DEC based on water quality impacts 


– Incorporated more stormwater quality elements into 
the required design regulations


EPA Timeline


Dec. 2002: DEC must: 
– issue Small MS4 permit(s) 
– designate additional Small MS4s (Town of Penfield).


• March 2003: MS4s must:
– If regulated, file NOIs for their municipal programs
– File NOIs for construction activities > 1acre


• March 2008: Phase II fully implemented
– If regulated, have 6 point programs operational


Requirements of MS4 Permits


Six Minimum Control Measures:
– Public Education and Outreach
– Public Involvement and Participation
– Illicit Discharge Detection and Elimination
– Construction Site Runoff Control
– Post-Construction Stormwater Management


Public Education and Outreach


– Distribute information that describe the impacts of 
stormwater and actions to reduce pollution


– Informs the public of actions they can take to 
eliminate or reduce pollution from their properties


Public Involvement and Participation
Should involve the public in developing, implementing 
and reviewing the MS4’s stormwater management 
program


• Reach out to and engage all ethnic and economic groups
• Allow citizens to have meaningful input in the decision-


making process
• Hold public hearings
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Ten Major Watersheds Within the 
Town of Penfield


• Shipbuilders Creek
• Allens Creek
• Commission Ditch
• Finger Lakes
• Four Mile Creek
• Hipp Brook
• Irondequoit Creek
• Mill Creek
• Ross Brook
• Tufa Glen


Illicit Discharge Detection and 
Elimination Requirements


• Develop maps that show the system of 
pipes and outfalls to receiving waters, and 
areas of concentrated activities


• Prohibit illicit discharges into the system 
by ordinance or other means


• Implement a plan to detect and address 
these discharges


• Inform the public as to the hazards and 
consequences of illicit discharges


Construction Site Runoff Control


– Must develop, implement and enforce a 
program to reduce pollution from construction 
activities by ordinance or other means


– Program must include:
• Requirements for owners to implement BMPs
• Pre-construction review of plans
• Procedures to consider public input
• Inspections during construction
• Penalties to ensure compliance
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Development/ Redevelopment


– Must develop a program to address 
stormwater runoff from new or redeveloped 
areas


– Program must:
• Include a plan to implement site-appropriate, cost-


effective structural and non-structural BMPs
• Ensure long-term operation and maintenance of 


BMPS
• Ensure controls are in place to prevent or minimize 


water quality impacts
Intersection of Scribner Road and Glen Valley Drive – Looking NW
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Glen Valley Drive – looking West Glen Valley Drive


Emergency Spillway of outlet structure – Bryden Park pond Pollution Prevention/ 
Good Housekeeping


• Must develop and implement a cost 
effective operation and maintenance 
program to reduce pollutant runoff from 
municipal operations


• Must include employee training including:
– Park and open space management
– Fleet maintenance
– Building maintenance
– Stormwater system maintenance


Ponds 


• Inventoried and cataloged via ID#s, 
Pictometry, photos and approved maps 


• Inspected annually and identified if 
maintenance is required


• Evaluated to see if improvements are 
needed


• 131 Detention/Retention Ponds in Town
• 72 are owned or maintained by the Town


Finally Maintenance


The largest single hurdle is the on-going 
maintenance of erosion control 


The lack of continual maintenance can undo 
all of the planning and best intentions at 
the start of the project, and lead into the 
following…
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Sanitary Sewers


Mark DiFrancesco, Superintendent of Sewers


History


• First Sewers in Penfield, Late 50’s - Panorama Trail 
& Surrounding Area
– Utilized Crude Treatment Facility on Irondequoit Creek


• Early 60’s Original Districts 1 & 3
– Dist. 1 Treatment Plant in now Philbrick Park
– Dist. 3 Treatment Plant, on Smith Road adjacent to 


Irondequoit Bay
• Mid 70’s Monroe County Pure Waters Program 


– Interceptor Network took all three Penfield Treatment 
Facilities off line.


How Sewers Work
• Most Suburban sewer systems are separate.


– Storm (Drainage) & Sanitary (Wastewater) systems.
– Only sanitary wastewater is treated.


• In the City sewers systems are combined.
– Both sanitary wastewater and storm water runoff are 


treated together.
• Most sanitary sewers are gravity type systems.


– Sewer basins are closely related to storm water 
drainage basins and follow the topography of the land 


– Where gravity sewers become too shallow, sewage 
lift stations are employed to collect and lift waste 
water to a higher adjacent gravity system. 


General Classifications
of Sanitary Sewers


• Sewer Lateral
– Usually 4” diameter used to connect homes & business’


to the sewer main.
• Sewer Main (Collector)


– Predominantly 8” diameter located in or near the street. 
– Collects wastewater from smaller neighborhood sub-


basins. 
• Sewer (Transmission) Main


– Varying diameters, commonly 12”, 14” & 16”.
– Collects and transmits flow from more than one sub-


basins to receiving works, i.e. Pure Waters Interceptor.


Receiving Works


• Penfield Utilizes two Receiving Works
– Monroe County Pure Waters Interceptor(s)


• Transmit Wastewater to the VanLare STP on 
Lakeshore Blvd.


– Town of Webster – Transmission Main(s)
• Transmit Wastewater to the W. Bradley STP on 


Phillips Road.


Sanitary Sewer Capacity
• Available Pipeline Capacity, function of:


– Pipe Diameter & Material
– Pipe Slope


- Compared to -


• Pipeline Loading (g.p.d. or m.g.d.)
– Number of homes/business’ (400 g.p.d./home)
– Peaking Factor (Based on population served)
– Estimate of I & I (Infiltration & Inflow)
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Basin Capacities & Zoning
• Through the years development in Penfield has 


generally occurred from west to east.
• Ultimate Basin Capacity is fixed by the size and 


slope of pipe which has been in the ground for 
decades.


• Lot sizes in eastern Penfield have remained 
large so as to allow for septic system use and 
expansion.


• Zoning changes to allow smaller lot sizes or 
more intense land uses should be predicated on 
available downstream sanitary sewer capacity. 








Comprehensive Plan 2008-2009 
Update Committee 
Meeting Minutes 


 
 
Date:  Thursday, August 13, 2009 
 
Time:  4:00 p.m. – 6:00 p.m. 
 
Location:  Auditorium, Penfield Town Hall 
 
Attendees:  Debbie Drawe, Chair, David Bay, Mike Belgiorno, Jim Boyd, Paul Craig, Ruth 


Grace, Michael Guyon, Bob Keiffer, Jim Paduchowski, Jerry Poslusny, Michael 
Quinn, Robert Quinn III, Donna Tydings, Dan Viola, Dave Woodward 


 
 Consultants: John Steinmetz, Matt Ingalls, Doug Fox 
 
 Staff: George Wiedemer, Jim Costello, Katie Evans, Evan Sheppard 


 
 
Discussion Items 
 
1. The committee approved the minutes for June 11, 2009.  
 
2. John Steinmetz introduced the changes made to the draft plan.  Changes reflect the 


committee’s comments, which the staff and consultants discussed over the course of multiple 
meetings.  Relocating the Community Profile (CP) to an appendix was not done and will be 
considered at a later stage.   


 
3. John and Matt Ingalls led the committee through discussions on each section of the 


document. 
 


a. Introduction: 
i. A committee member asked if we need to give credit for each photo in the 


document.  John replied that no, the general credit on the last page accomplishes 
this.   


ii. Katie Evans suggested that sentences involving stakeholder buy-in could be added 
to page 5.  John suggested that the content on page 6 accomplishes that function.   


iii. The committee briefly discussed the length of the document.  John estimates the 
appendix (without the community profile) will be an additional 25 pages.  Doug 
Fox suggested that an executive summary can be easily created to provide a more 
portable handout for some uses of the document.  Matt said that the bookmarks 
and hyperlinks that will be incorporated into the PDF will make it much more 
accessible and extractable.   


iv. Doug suggested that the photo on page 9 be improved by adding more labels to 
the streets, which will help orient the reader.   
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b. Community Profile: 


i. Paul Craig commented on page 13.  He suggested that the lists on it can be a good 
checklist for the committee to see if we’ve addressed all of the priorities identified 
by the Community Profile (CP).  He said that the document has insufficiently 
addressed the town center weakness/opportunity.  John responded that the 
proposed Sweets Corners mixed-use area is intended to address the town center 
priority.  Matt said that the text also discusses the CP’s identification of our lack 
of a town center.   


ii. Paul said that ideas from the CP should be more intensely incorporated into the 
document.  Matt said that comprehensive plans are intended to be general, guiding 
documents, but its direct relationship with the contents of the CP could be made 
clearer.   


iii. Debbie Drawe suggested that we do not want to limit the possibility of mixed-use 
areas to just one section of town.  Also, it is difficult to get everyone to have a 
common vision of what mixed-use areas can be.  Matt said they would work on 
the text to make this clearer, possibly by including some images from the 
Traditional Neighborhood Development websites to help communicate the mixed-
use concept. 


iv. John said that historically the Town Board adds detail to the comprehensive plan 
recommendations by completing area studies.  Doug suggested this be discussed 
within the implementation section and John said that the implementation section 
will contain a high level of detail.   


v. John responded to a committee member’s comment that identity issues will be 
included in the Community Character section as important issues for the Town.  
However, developing a list of feasible implementation items would be difficult.   


vi. Ruth Grace commented that on page 30 the Indian Landing Elementary School 
should be included since it is part of the Penfield School District.  It is not 
currently listed since it is with the Town of Brighton.  The committee discussed 
possible changes to this page and concluded that all schools that significantly 
service Penfield residents should be added.   


vii. Dave Woodward commended that the map on page 41 should be symbolized 
more clearly.   


 
 


c. Tax Base Discussion: 
i. Bob Keiffer suggested that housing starts and average change in assessed value 


would be interesting data points to include on page 20.  John asked if that would 
impact the conclusions on page 21.  Bob responded that it may impact the 
property tax conclusions on page 115.   


ii. John explained the Center for Governmental Research study commissioned by 
Penfield in 2001.  The conclusions of the study were that if development trends 
remain constant the town will remain sound financially.   


iii. The committee discussed whether the focus of the Comprehensive Plan should be 
the tax base and the financial burden or benefit of various development and Town 
programs.   
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 Dave suggested open space preservation as a tax-positive program.   
 John said that incorporating a ‘tax implication by land use’ analysis has 


been done in other comprehensive plans.   
 Bob asserted that the concepts and principles currently on page 115 


should be incorporated into every section, strategy, and recommendation 
of this comprehensive plan. John responded that that would be a very 
different approach than how this plan has been developed so far.   


 Dave commented that the comprehensive plan should more heavily draw 
from the Open Space Plan.  A fiscal analysis has already been completed 
as part of that plan.   


iv. The committee discussed the impact of incorporating a tax-neutral paradigm on 
the form and content of the comprehensive plan.  The committee also discussed 
whether the overall goal of the plan was to promote growth, lower taxes, meet 
market demand, or other goals.   


 Jerry Poslusny suggested adding a note to the end of each topic whether 
it will cost or save the Town money, rather than just having this 
information at the end of the document. 


 Doug said that it is important to identify the difference between school 
taxes and town taxes.   


v. The committee discussed the Town’s limited ability to affect the price point of 
houses built (including legal restrictions) and, in many areas of the comprehensive 
plan, the Town’s limited ability to implement a tax-neutral goal or accurately 
predict financial impacts.   


 Staff explained the legal restrictions to excluding or strongly 
discouraging the presence of homes below a certain price point.   


 The committee discussed the relationship between lot size and home 
prices.  Generally they are directly related, but not always.  Also, there 
are very limited areas of Penfield where the committee is considering 
any recommendations for changes in minimum lot size.   


 Dave suggested recommending other land be preserved to offset any 
increases in zoning.  


vi. The committee discussed the proposed high density areas on the Future Land Use 
Map (see attached).  Discussion included whether the committee agreed upon 
these recommended changes and if senior housing could be encouraged in the 
high density areas to minimize school impact.  The committee discussed the pros 
and cons to controlling what high density development can look like and the legal 
restrictions to encouraging certain demographics.   


 Paul said the high density areas make sense because of the growing 
demand for senior housing.   


 Doug said that the Town Board determines what form any high density 
development will take before approving any change in density.  Also, 
the available amenities have a big effect on who a developer can 
successfully attract.   


 George commented that in Incentive Zoning applications the Town 
Board includes price point range and support for senior housing as 
conditions within their resolutions.   


Planning Dept. Page 3 of 5 8/28/2009 







Planning Dept. Page 4 of 5 8/28/2009 


 The committee discussed including open space and senior housing as 
benefits or incentives that would support Incentive Zoning in these 
proposed high density areas. 


vii. Matt commented that there is a trend in development moving up the East Coast of 
high-end mixed use developments.  These developments do not fit the previously 
discussed correlation between lot size and price point. 


viii. Katie asked how the Town can prevent suburban blight where the value of the 
existing housing stock decreases.  This could happen as senior age and may not be 
able to care for their properties as they once could.   


ix. Mike Guyon commented that a tax-neutral goal can be part of the Town Board’s 
approval process, where the applicant is responsible for proving the project will 
be tax-neutral or tax-positive for the Town.   


x. Bob said that if that is the case then the Comprehensive Plan should encourage tax 
positive development.  Doug replied that the Incentive Zoning law currently 
requires a project be consistent with recommendations in the comprehensive plan.   


xi. Bob said that the plan’s advocacy for tax-neutral development will make it easier 
for developers to do the types of projects we’re discussing.  John said that these 
are excellent implementation items for the economic development section.   


xii. Jerry commented that office parks, as seen in Pittsford, are very economically 
beneficial for the Town.  He suggested recommending high density forms of 
office parks.  Bob commented that high-tech industrial developments can appear 
nearly identical to office parks and provide many of the same benefits.  Doug said 
that one way to implement these recommendations would be to revise the 
permitted uses in certain districts.  


 
4. The committee discussed their change in focus during this meeting to financial 


implications.  The committee agreed that qualifying statements were needed for the high 
density areas but the boundaries on the Future Land Use Map (see attached) did not need 
to change.   


 
5. The next meeting was set for August 27th.  At that meeting the committee would continue 


to discuss the outstanding items on the August 13th agenda.   
 
Adjournment 6:00 p.m. 
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Comprehensive Plan 2008-2009 
Update Committee 
Meeting Minutes 


 
 
Date:  Thursday, December 3, 2009 
 
Time:  4:00 p.m. – 6:00 p.m. 
 
Location:  Auditorium, Penfield Town Hall 
 
Attendees:  Debbie Drawe, Chair, David Bay, Jim Boyd, Rosanne Cohen, Ruth Grace, Bob 


Keiffer, Anthony LaFountain, Arsen Markarian, Jim Paduchowski, Michael 
Quinn, Robert Quinn III, Donna Tydings, Dan Viola, Dave Woodward 


 
 Consultant: Doug Fox 
 
 Staff: Jim Costello, Evan Sheppard 


 
 
Discussion Items 
 
1. The committee approved the minutes for November 12, 2009.  
 
2. Jim Costello informed the committee that at a future meeting they will be discussing the 


rezoning requests received to date and discussing possible future development projects that 
Jim is aware of.   


 
3. Jim led the discussion on the Implementation Tables beginning at Community Resources G. 
 


a. Jim explained the Local Waterfront Revitalization Plan (LWRP) and gave 
examples of the Town’s use of this program as a funding source since it began in 
1984.  Funding has been available especially because Irondequoit Bay contains 
one of the few Class 1 wetlands in New York State.  Jim explained that both the 
LWRP and the Town highly prioritize public access to the Irondequoit Bay.  So 
far, the Town has been successful in incorporating public access into adjacent 
development projects.  Doug Fox added that the Town is in the process of 
securing additional public parking in that area.   


 
b. Doug explained the background and current status of the Redman Quarry.  


Dolomite is no longer mining but continues to use the site for cement mixing.  
The Town highly prioritizes securing public access to the lake within any 
development proposal and the Town is encouraging reclamation and development 
of the property.  Public access may include a wide range of water recreation 
activities.  The property is approximately 150 acres (including the lake) and is 
currently on the market for $3-4 million.  Doug also explained potential trail 
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c. The committee decided to add the address of Redman Quarry when it is 


mentioned in the document.   
 


d. Jim explained how school district lines are frequently inflexible and can create a 
problem in large subdivisions.   


 
4. The committee discussed and made changes to the Economic Opportunities section. 
 


a. Jim explained the purpose and recommendations of the Economic Development 
Action Plan.  The plan included some good points of departure from current Town 
policy and the Town intends to pursue implementation of the recommendations.   


 
b. Jim provided background on the Penfield Business Association and the Chamber 


of Commerce.  The Town intends to expand interaction with them.   
i. Jim said in the past the Town held regular meetings with local business 


owners which led to them being better educated on Town policy, which 
led to fewer problems in the future.  Doug added examples of benefits to 
interaction with the business community, including getting feedback on 
the impact of Town policies.   


ii. David Bay’s suggested distributing brochures to local business owners on 
the Town’s regulations would be a good idea.  Jim agreed.   


 
c. Dave Woodward asked if the Assessor’s restriction on receiving tax reductions 


for both a Conservation Easement and an Agricultural district exemption on the 
same property was based on Town policy or State law.  Dave commented that 
farmers need support from the Town to effectively sell their products.  Dan Viola 
commented that one of the benefits farm markets provide to the community is 
convenience of location and shopping time.   


 
d. Jim explained that appropriate commercial development in the LaSalle Landing 


area could be an excellent draw for recreational opportunities.  Also, Jim said that 
development of the Dolomite Quarry is possible in the future, but is not likely 
within the life of this Comprehensive Plan. 


 
e. The committee decided to add recommendations to update Penfield’s area plans 


and studies, such as the LaSalle Landing Development Plan which was completed 
in 1997.   


 
5. The committee discussed and made changes to the Natural Resources section. 
 


a. Dan asked about the EPOD layers and the wetland mapping.  Jim responded that 
the EPOD layers are currently being updated by staff and the state and federal 
wetlands identified are only accurate enough to be indicators or ‘red flags.’ 
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b. Robert Quinn asked about including a recommendation for wireless hot spots. The 


committee discussed data infrastructure and decided to revise item D4.   
 


c. Ruth Grace asked about wetland disturbance and wetland banking.  Jim responded 
that the DEC strongly discourages any wetland losses and enforces breaches in 
permitting procedure with heavy fines for both the Town and the developer.  
Also, Geoff Benway, Town Engineer, is seeking to strengthen some parts of the 
EPOD regulations.   


 
d. The committee discussed C1 and decided to remove the item.   


 
e. The committee discussed regional stormwater solutions and changed A5 to 


recommend Best Management Practices rather than a specific practice.  The 
committee discussed nuisances associated with stormwater ponds.   


i. Doug explained the current practice is for the ponds to be privately owned 
and only maintained by the Town for functionality.   


ii. Jim explained the Town’s partnership with RIT to educate pond 
neighbors. 


 
f. The committee discussed current garbage disposal options for materials not 


handled by weekly pickup and ways to improve the annual Town’s Drop Off.  
The committee also discussed leaf pickup, including the significant costs and 
barriers to instituting a Town pickup and the private options that exist.   


 
g. Bob Keiffer discussed issues with current slope regulations.  Bob commented that 


prohibiting development based upon a “percent slope” is inappropriate.  Slope 
regulations should be based upon the angle of repose of the soil and should be 
measured in degrees rather than percentage.  Staff committed to develop ways to 
incorporate this into the plan.   


 
h. The committee discussed local laws regulating floodplain development and 


decided to change D3. 
 


i. Jim explained the prevalence of Brownfield Opportunity Areas in Penfield and 
the process of remediation.   


 
j. Dave asked Dan to give his perspective on Incentive Zoning.  Dan said that 


increased density on a property reduces housing demand overall and decreases the 
development footprint throughout an area.  Jim responded that lot size does 
change the population who is interested in a lot.  Dan responded that lot size has 
little effect on price point but a large effect on the maintenance costs.   


 
k. The committee discussed sustainable site planning on a project scale and on a 


town scale.  Doug asked what green building technologies builders can provide 
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l. The committee stopped their discussion at the end of the Natural Resources 


section, to be resumed at the next meeting on December 17th.   
 
Adjournment 6:05 p.m. 





