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PROLOGUE 

The Town Boards of Irondequoit and Penfield have entered into an informal agreement to create 
a plan to guide the redevelopment/development of the southern shoreline area of Irondequoit Bay 
including land fronting along Empire Boulevard. This Plan has been prepared in anticipation of 
new development opportunities likely to be generated within this area as a result of the extension 
of sanitary sewer service in 1996. Faced with the need and desire to formulate a meaningful plan 
of action, for the redevelopment of this scenic and environmentally sensitive area, the two 
municipaJities have completed this planning program and offer this document for adoption, 
implementation ruid maintenance. The Pinn will guide growth management in this area by 
providing a consistent and accountable format designed to improve public access and public 
enjoyment of the area's natural resources. 

CERTIFICATION 

In accordance with the existing provisions of Section 272-a of New York State Town Law 
(Comprehensive Planning), Section 284 of Town Law (1nter municipal Cooperalion in 
Comprehensive Planning and Land Use Regulations), Article C5-4C of the Monroe County 
Charter (County Review of land use and land subdivision within 1/4 mile of the shoreline of 
Irondequoit Bay and the one hundred year floodplain of Irondequoit Creek) and Article 42 of the 
Executive Law (Adoption and approval of Local Waterfront Revitalizalion Programs), the 
Irondequoit and Penfield Town Boards have caused this Plan to be prepared. The undersigned 
municipal officials attest to and hereby certify this document as being the official municipal 
document known as the LaSalle's Landing Development Plan for the Towns of Irondequoit and 
Penfield, Monroe County, New York. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
LASALLE'S LANDING DEVELOPMENT PLAN 

INTRODUCTION 
The Towns of Irondequoit and Penfield have entered into an informal inter-municipal agreement 
co prepare this plan document. The document establishes a prescribed course of action for future 
land use, zoning amendments, the creation of an overall architectural theme for development and 
the investment of public funds for capital improvements within the area. 

The plan document shall be known as the Towns of Irondequoit and Penfield - LaSalle's Landing 
Development Plan and hereinafter is referred to as the Plan. The Plan, when adopted by the two 
municipalities, will officially amend each Town's Comprehensive (or Master) Plan and their 
adopted Local Waterfront Revitalization Program (LWRP). 

The Plan is to be used to guide the decision making process of all regulatory agencies and boards 
in considering development and redevelopment actions for lands located along the south 
shoreline of Irondequoit Bay and along Empire Boulevard in the Srudy Area. The Plan Study 
Area is shown on Figure # I, Regional Location Map. Generally, the Study Area includes land 
located along approximately a mile of the Irondequoit Bay's south shoreline and also along 
approximately one and one-half miles of frontage along Empire Boulevard (State Rt. 404). 

EXISTING LAND USE CHARACTERISTICS 
Most of the land developed within the Study Area occurred prior to the enactment of current 
zoning regulations. Development within this area also preceded the completion of the 
Irondequoit Bay Master Plan and the Local Waterfront Revitalization Program (LWRP) 
completed by the two Towns. The majority of development in the Study Area also preceded the 
enactment of environmental controls to limit development of freshwater wetland areas, 
floodplains and steep slopes. Most of the existing development in the area would require 
mitigation measures or would not be allowed under current regulations. 

The pattern of existing land use involves a mix of highway oriented commercial land use ( i.e. 
roadside restaurants, bars and used car lots), industrial land use (i.e. truck terminals and 
construction yards, etc.) and a few residential sites. None of these types of land use appear to 
meet the stated purpose of the Waterfront Development Districts established by Penfield and 
Irondequoit. In addition, as part of the public participation process for this Plan, residents of 
both towns expressed their objections about the appearance of the area, the lack of property 
maintenance and their desires for a general "clean up" of the sites. Finally, residents expressed 
their desires for keeping this area open and for preserving its unique setting, its panoramic vistas 
and its ecological contribution to water quality in Irondequoit Bay. 
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NEEDFORPLAN 
Over the years, there has been a number of planning studies, land use progrnrns, water quality 
programs and local waterfront development programs conducted by state and county agencies 
and by municipalities with frontage along Irondequoit Bay. The majority of these plans stressed 
the importance of improving water quality, implementing sound planning practices to restrict 
development on sensitive ponions of the Bay Shore areas and promoted the need for public 
sewer service. The south end of Irondequoit Bay is one of the last areas to receive public sewer 
service. The pending construction of public sewer service has kindled renewed interest in the 
development/redevelopment of this area. This development Plar, has been prepared to enable 
Penfield and Irondequoit to take a proactive stance to guide new development actions within this 
area. The plan will provide guidance relative to the development of this unique area. 

As the planning process developed it became evident that there is a diversity of interest among 
the involved landowners, residents, local officials and board members, representatives of state 
and county regulatory agencies, environmental groups and prospective developers. The one 
common theme among all of these diverse interests was their desire for a Plan to describe the 
development objectives for this area by the two towns. The Plan would have to acknowledge the 
development constraints and opportunities within the Srudy Area and provide a basis for 
sensible, consistent and accountable decision making by both municipalities. 

In order to serve as a meaningful Plan, it was decided that the document should contain the 
following elements: 

• The public's concerns with the existing development patterns and their 
objections for future development and redevelopment. 

• The landowner's desires for development of their lands and their concerns with 
existing land use controls. 

• Identification of the major factors affecting development in this area (such as, 
the standards established for approval of site development by the various 
regulatory agencies). 

• The man made and natural constraints to and opportunities for development 
within the Study Area 

• An assessment of existing zoning laws and L \VRP recommendations for the 
Study Area. 

• An economic analysis to detennine those uses most likely to succeed on sites 
located within the Study Area. 

• A redevelopment (preferred future land use) plan for the Study Area consistent 
with the overall goals and objectives of both Towns. 

• An implementation strategy identifying legislative and capital improvement 
actions necessary to achieve the recommendations of the Plan. 
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• An environmental determination of significance of the Plan's recommended 
implementation actions. 

• A process for maintaining and/or amending the Plan. 

The following chapters of the Plan describe th~ understanding on the various issues affecting the 
development and redevelopment of the lands located within the Study Area . These issues 
establish the conditions under which the various regulatory agencies will evaluate future site 
plans. subdivisions, zoning needs and capital improvement projects. 

MAJOR ISSUES AFFECTING DEVELOPMENT 
State, county and town regulatory agencies and officials have prepared a listing of the major 
issues affecting development within the Study Area. This listing is contai.c.ed in Chapter l of this 
Plan and serves as the starting point for the creation of a plan of action. Chapter 4 includes a list 
of major issues prepared as a result of the public's responses to the Plan Survey conducted lase 
fall. 

The following is a summary of the major issues for which recommended solutions are provided 
in this Plan: 

• A plan for the development of this area must include public access along the 
waterfront and connect existing and proposed lineal trails linking the Councy of 
Monroe Parklands (e..g. Irondequoit Bay Park East and West, Ellison Park and 
Tryon Park). 

• A majority of the residents (57 .2% total from both communities) participating in 
the survey process expressed their desires to have the Study Area revert to 
conservation/open space use; and to limit potential development to passive types 
of recreational activities (e.g. walking trails, hiking trails, bird watching, 
environmental interpretation, fishing and other similar uses). 

• A plan for the development of this area must balance the rights of landowners [O 

use their property consistent with local zoning regulations and the expressed 
desires of tbe residents to protect the ecological and environmental sensitiviry of 
the area. 

• A plan for the development of this area must also provide opportunity for a 
connection to proposed linear trail around Irondequoit Bay. 
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• A plan for the development of this area must include the acquisition of public 
land (i.e. open space or parkland) located at the confluence of, or in close 
proximity to, Irondequoit Creek and Irondequoit Bay. This would preserve for 
public ownership the historic significance of this point of entrance by the French 
Explorer Robert Cavalier de LaSal\e's visit to this area in the 1670's. 

• A means of pedestrian access should be provided for walking, running and 
bicycling through this area and extending between the upland areas in the Town 
of Irondequoit and the Town of Penfield . 

• Solutions should be provided for the separation of pedestrian/vehicular traffic 
for improving the transportation system and for improving the transportation 
safety issues associated with development within the Study Area. 

• Controlled point(s) of access should be provided along Empire Boulevard to 
permit the safe and efficient exiting and entering of vehicles along Empire 
Boulevard. 

• A solution sbould be found for the safe and controlled pedestrian crossing of 
Empire Boulevard within the Study Area. 

• Incentives should be created to encourage property owners to share access, to 
provide cross access easements, to share off-streer par.Icing and to coordinate 
individual site plans with the overall development rheme and future land use plan 
for the Study Area. 

• An overall design theme should be established for the Srudy Area. 

• Consideration should be given to the existing LWRP' s and to the land use 
controls for development within the Study Area. Changes should be made to 
those regulations that would disrupt the ecological setting of the Bay. or 
adversely affect water quality. 

• Formal agreements should be established between the two towns and with the 
various regulatory agencies to implement the recommended actions of the 
Master Plan 

MAJORPLAN ASSUMPTIONS 
In addition to addressing the major issues specified above, the Plan has been prepared based on 
the following major assumptions. A more detailed description of these assumptions is contained 
in Chapter 4 (the Assessment of Community Attitudes: the Survey Findings) . 

• Increased emphasis will be given by all regulatory agencies to open the shoreline 
portion of the Study Area for public access, where appropriate and reasonable. 

• A strong commitment will be made for the protection of environmentally 
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sensitive areas and for public acquisition of identified open space. 

• Emphasis will be given to the preservation of the panoramic views, the scenic 
viscas, wildlife habitats and water quality. 

• A sense of destination will be created for the LaSalle's Landing Area that 
recognizes the space limitations that remain on the buildable portions of sites 
located within the Study Area. 

• The area will become known as LaSalle's Landing. 

• An overall development theme will be created based on a cape cod style of 
architecrure for all structures. 

• Both municipalities with site amenities specific to the LaSalle's Landing Area 
will establish Incentive.-zoning provisions. 

• A pedestrian/bicycle system will be created through LaSalle's Landing and 
connecting established neighborhoods in lhe Towns of Irondequoit and Penfield. 

• A boardwalk. will be constructed and maintained along the Bayfront portion of 
LaSalle's Landing to provide public access to the Bay. It will also serve to 
delineate the limits of the State Department of Environmental Conservation 
Freshwater Wetland adjacent area for Irondequoit Bay. The boardwalk will be 
designed to link a linear trail system between the County-owned Irondequoit Bay 
Parks East and West with the proposed linear trail system around the Bay. 

• A signalized intersection will be warranted for Empire Boulevard within the 
LaSalle's Landing Area. 

• A pedestrian activated crosswalk signal will be installed within the LaSalle's 
Landing Area to permit the safe crossing of Empire Boulevard. 

• Formal agreements will be established among the various involved 
municipalities, to continue the inter-municipal planning and development of this 
area. 

• Formal agreements will be created among all of the regulatory agencies that will 
establish the Plan (and its amendments) as the basis for land use decisions. 

PLAN ADOPTION, IMPLEMENTATION AND MAINTENANCE 

The creation of this Plan provides a basis for commencing a course of decision making by all 
involved agencies at the State, County and local levels of government. The Plan is identified as a 
Type I Action under the State Environmental Quality Review Regulations. A Type I Action is an 
action that may result in one or more potentially significant adverse impacts on the environment. 
Therefore, before che Plan may be acted upon (formally adopted) there must be a determination 
of significance made on the impacts likely to result from the adoption and implementation of the 
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Plan's recommended action. 

This document will also serve as a basis for (or become a part of) a generic environmental impact 
statement for the action to adopt the Plan and will provide the basis upon which a determination 
of significance can be made by the responsible lead agency. The lead agency for the action to 
enable the adoption of the Plan is the Penfield Town Board . In addition, the coordinated review 
process to be conducted by the lead agency on this action bas been recommended by staff at the 
Region 8 Office of the New York State Department of Environmental Conservation. Such a 
coordinated review avoids segmentation of SEQR for all future actions and facilitates the review 
and approval process. 

In order for the Plan to serve as an effective basis for land use regulation. infrastructure 
development, public and private investments it should be adopted as the official policy for land 
use and developed in this area by the rwo Towns. lo addition, to be effective the Plan must be 
periodically reviewed and amended as deemed necessary and appropriate. 

Maintaining records on this review process is an important part of demonstrating the relevancy of 
the Piao. It is recommended that formal procedures be established by each Town Board to 
incorporate chis Plan as part of the town code of each municipality. This will help insur:e that the 
document is maintained as an integral component of each community's decision making process. 
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CHAPTER ONE 
LASAI J E'S LANDING DEVELOPIVIENT PLAN 

PURPOSE AND GOALS OF PLAN 

INTRODUCTION 

Creating a meaningful furure land use plan and identifying implementation actions to guide 
development/redevelopment of the area along the southern sh~line of Irondequoic Bay and 
along a portion of Empire Boulevard (State Route 404), are the principal objectives of this inter
municipal planning program. This document is entitled the LaSaJle's Landing Development Plan. 
Its' purpose is not to promote the development of this unique and scenic area; but to recognize the 
importance of guiding the pending redevelopment of the area in a coordinated and 
environmentally sound and sensitive manner. 

PLAN PURPOSE 

The purpose of this plan is to serve as the basis: 
• to enact legislative amendments to local land use laws; 
• to amend waterfront development programs; 
• to advance capital improvements; 
• to create formal agreements among the towns and the various federal, state and county 

regulatory agencies; and, 
• to establish a basis for fonnalized planning agreements between the Towns of Irondequoit 

and Penfield. 

The Plan provides a foundation to follow realizing what the two mlmicipalities have deemed to 
be in the best overall interests of the area. 

The legislative bodies of the Towns of Irondequoit and Penfield recognize the importance of 
creating an overall plan of action to address the development (or redevelopment) of this area. 
Irondequoit Creek. which crosses underneath Empire Boulevard, is bisected by a municipal 
boundary line and fragments development decision. As the result of this boundary line there is 
different zoning districts, different permitted land use and standards for regulating 
redevelopment of lands along this southern area of Irondequoit Bay and Empire Boulevard. 

DEVELOPMENT UNDER EXISTING PLANNING PROGRAMS 

The development (or in some instances redevelopment) of sites within the Study Area could 
continue to occur without benefit of this plan. It is reasonable to assume that, as both the Towns 
of Irondequoit and Penfield have adopted master plans, enacted zoning laws, adopted local 
waterfront revitalization programs and established land use controls (including Waterfront 
Development Zoning Districts), ea.ch municipality's portion of the study area could continue to 
be redeveloped without significant adverse impacts that would affect the environmental setting of 
the area. 
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The redevelopment of the area under existing conditions would eliminate any opporrunity to 
benefit from a coordinated land use-planning program for this very unique area. This area is 
unique in that it possesses valuable open space resources, which have been deemed important to 
St.ate, County and local planning programs and to the residents of both municipalities. It is a 
unique area that lacks a sense of identity or destination and continues ro be viewed by the public 
as merely a transponation corridor between the City of Rochester and the Town of Webster. 

The continued redevelopment of this area under existing independent planning programs would 
most likely, not create a sense of destination for this area. Without a sense of destination, 
development of lands fronting along Empire Boulevard will continue to be highway oriemed. In 
addition, tbe present mix of land use will not have the incentives needed to effect desired change 
and there will continue to be public discontent with the visual appearance of existing sites. 
Fmally, and perhaps most important, continued redevelopment under the present planning 
programs would nol maximize the opponunity to open the bay front ponion of this area for 
continued public access and enjoyment. 

NEED TO REDIRECT PLANNING PROGRAMS 
The need to redirect the planning programs for the Study Area was established early in the 
planning process by members of the various State, County and local regulatory agencies, 
landowners, adjacent neighbors and residents of both towns. Originally, their concerns focused 
on the intensity of site development likely to occur as the result of the installation of public 
sewer service. Through a series of well-attended public infonnation meetings and extensive 
public participation in a survey of landowners and residents, it was learned that the creation of 
this plan was welcomed. The primary goal of the plan is balance the competing interests of 
landowners' development rights with expressed public desires to keep portions of the bay front 
open and accessible for continued use and enjoyment by the public. 

Both municipalities, as well as the County of Monroe, have established sound planning 
programs, practices and procedures to mitigate the impacts of development within the Study 
Area. These programs identify the area's environmental sensitivity to development and promote 
open space, land and water conservation practices. These programs are. based on conditions, 
existing at the time of adoption, which oriented development of the waterfront to water 
dependent uses or uses that would be enhanced by a waterfront location. Many of these uses 
would need periodic dredging of the shallow waters at the south end of the Bay. 

The State Department of Environmental Conservation policy on dredging of the Bay has recently 
changed. Funher dredging of this area is now highly undesirable because of its long-term 
negative effects on water quality. The existing marina located at the Bounty Harbor Restaurant 
will require periodic maintenance dredging for its docking facilities. The intent of the DEC, the 
Monroe County Health Department and the Towns of Irondequoit and Penfield, is co minimize or 
eliminate the need for additional dredging of the shallow waters at the south end of Irondequoit 
Bay. The sensitive features of this area of the Bay outweigh the need for water-dependent uses. 
As a result, other areas should be considered as potential locations for those water-dependent 
uses that require reasonable water depths. In addition, recent recreational studies of Irondequoit 
Bay have found that such dredging encourages the north-south boat traffic. This disrupts the 
waler oriented recreational use of the other portions of the Bay where boating can be 
accommodated. 
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Toe lack of public sewer service in this area had 10 be considered in the formulation of the -
previous planning efforts. The lack of public sewer service has a limiting effect on the intensity 
of site development in this area of Irondequoit Bay. This condition will. however. change with 
Lhe introduction of public sewer service in 1996. Thus, this Plan is necessary to effectively 
address the redevelopment potential of the area. 

PUBLIC SEWER EXTENSION 

The extension of public sewer service is a growth inducing action. The need for public sewers 
was identified in the Town of Penfield Local Waterfront Revitalization Program, The Town of 
Irondequoit Local Waterfront Revitalization Program and The County of Monroe Irondequoit 
Bay Master Plan - 1976. In addition, The Monroe County Waterfront Recreational 
Opporrunities Plan - 1990, also identifies the importance of providing public sewer service for 
redevelopment of sites located at the south end of Irondequoit Bay. 

The Environment.al Impact Statement CEIS) prepared for the Town of P~nfield Local Waterfront 
Revitalization Program concluded that the provision of public sewers in this area would make tbe 
shore zone much more attractive to developers interested in a waterfront location. This would be 
a result of reduce costs realized by eliminating the need to provide alternate sewage disposal 
systems. The EID also found that public sewers would remove the potential for pollution of the 
Bay (near the shore zone) and its wetlands, wruch are currently attributed to failure of existing 
septic systems in the area. 

REGULA TORY AGENCIES LISTING OF MAJOR ISSUES 

Early in the development stages of this planning program a meeting was held with all of the 
involved regulatory agencies, boards and departments (state, county and town officials) which 
have a role in the approval of applications for the redevelopment (or development) of this Area. 
The over-riding emphasis of these regulatory agencies was that the Plan not lose sight of the 
inherent qualities, constraints and opportunities identified in previous srudies and programs for 
the lands comprising the LaSalle's Landing Development Area. 

From this meeting the followmg list of major issues was identified: 

l. Wetlands - all of Irondequoit Bay and extensive areas south of Empire Boulevard along 
Irondequoit Creek are identified State and Federal Freshwater Wetlands. These wetlands 
contain significant fish and wildlife habitats and should be protected. 

2. Steep slope areas (greater than 15%) and highly erodible soils in the study area should be 
protected from development. Portions of the study area also lie with.in the St.ate's 
Coastal Erosion Area and development is regulated under that program. 

3. The Plan should be coordinated with: 

a. Local Waterfront Revitalization Programs for Irondequoit and Penfield. 

b. Comprehensive (fonnerly known as Master) Plans for Irondequoit and Penfield. 
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c. Waterfront Development District Zoning for Irondequoit and Penfield. 

4. The water depth at the south end of Irondequoit Bay is too shallow for marina use which 
requires periodic dredging. Periodic dredging adve~ely impacts water quaJjty, wildtife 
habitats and aquatic culture in the Bay, 

5. There is concern regarding cbe location of additional marinas at the south end of 
Irondequoit Bay. Th.is wouJd cause boat traffic to travel the full length of the Bay to 
reach the outlet to Lake Ontario. This north-south boat traffic adversely affects boating 
operations on Irondequpit Bay and would necessitate the dredging of the shallow water 
at. the south end of cbe Bay. 

6. The Plan should encourage canoeing in the wetland areas south of Empire Boulevard. 

7. Lands that either contain or are adjacent to former waste sites, which have been 
identified by the Monroe County Environmental Management Council (EMC), should be 
subject to further site testing in accordance with EMC guidelines prior to approval of 
development. 

8. The Significant Environmentally Sensitive Areas identified in the Monroe County 
Environmental Management Council's Study should be preserved. 

9. The Plan should define the extent of the filled areas and delineate these areas so as to 
prevent further encroachment. 

10. The findings of the Irondequoit Basin Remedial Action Plan should be evaluated for 
applicability to sites located within the Study Area. 

11. The Plan should consider the fmdings of the ongoing Monroe County Health 
Department's Pilot Project for Siltation Control~ a Water Quality Project of Irondequoit 
Bay. 

12. Woodlands within the Study Area should be identified by including their aesthetic 
jmpacts, any selective harvesting and forest management plans, and Irondequoit and 
Penfield's regulations of wood lot operations. 

13. Traffic concerns along Empire Boulevard include among other items: 

• efficiency and capacity 
• posted speeds 
• access points 
• pedestrian crossings 
• pedesaian/vehicular separation 
• maintenance of existing facilities 
• destinations 
• traffic control devices 
• bicycle traffic 

14. Identification of Day Engineers Study of individual septic systems in the Srudy Area. 
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15. Public Water supply analysis - both domestic and fue flow needs. 

I 6. Evaluation of lighting - including sire lighting, site sec.uricy and street lighting. 

17. Identification of existing landscaping, landscaping standards and creation of an overall 
landscaping theme. 

18. Public access to and along Irondequoit Bay, linkages between ex.isling publicly owned 
lands and active and passive recreational services and opportunities within the Study 
Area. 

19. Identification of bird watching areas (migratory and shore birds) and unique areas (e.g. 
mud flats). 

20. Assessment of sign regulations, existing sigoage and the need for uniform sign controls. 

21. Assessmeot of existing noise conditions and the need for noise control regulations. 

22. Assessment of floodplains and development constraints within areas of special flood 
hazard. 

23. Site assessments of existing and potential development under existing zoning regulations 
for Irondequoit and Penfield. 

24. Assessment of archeological sites. 

25. Visual assessments of shoreline, highways, existing development and utilities. 

26. Creation of an overall theme for development of the Empire Boulevard Corridor. 

27. Recommended strategies and implementation actions. 

28. Environmental Assessment and Determination of Significance of Plan. 

Each of these major issues is evaluated in the following chapters of the Plan. In addition, these 
issues will be part of the environmental record for the proposed action to adopt the Towns of 
Irondequoit and Penfield LaSalle's Landing Development Plan. 

LWRP's AND WDD REGULATIONS 
The Towns of Irondequoit and Penfield have both atlup1e<l Local Waierfronl Revii.alizatiun 
Programs (LWRP's). Both LWRP's have resulted in the enactment of Waterfront Development 
District (WDD) zoning regulations in each municipality. 

Each LWRP identifies water-dependent uses as those uses that could not exist without a 
waterfront location. Water-enhanced uses, on the other hand, are those uses that either benefit 
from or would be complemented by a waterfront location. It is the definition of Water
Dependent Uses that presents the most significant concern to the creation of a meaningful 
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development plan for the LaSalle' s Landing Development Area. The concern is that distinctions 
are needed between water-dependent uses that would be appropriate in some areas of Irondequoit 
alo_ng Irondequoit Bay and those that would not be appropriate. The panicular needs 
characteristic of each type of activiry should be identified and evaluated to determine their 
appropriateness for locations along various parts of the Bay. Most water-dependent uses are no 
longer deemed to be appropriate in the majority of the areas zoned Waterfront Development 
District (WDD) in the Town of Penfield (see Figure# 4 for Ex.isting Zoning Map of this area). 

The Waterfront Development District regulations of Irondequoit and Penfield do not permit any 
uses as a matter of right. All uses permitted in the WDD's are subject to a special use penni~ and 
include a variery of uses such as multi-family residential, restaurants, motels, hotels and boatels. 
In Irondequoit yacht clubs, marinas, amusement parks are also special permitted uses. There is 
no uniform list of special permitted uses for the two WDD's. 

In the LaSalle's Landing Development Area there are two (2) parcels of land in Irondequoit, both 
located on the north side of Empire Boulevard, which contain a total of 2.4 acres of land zoned 
WDD. In the Town of Penfield, there are twenty-five (25) parcels of land zoned WDD. located 
on both sides of Empire Boulevard. which contain a total of 99.37 acres of land. 

The Town of Irondequoit LWRP permits water-dependent uses in their WDD. The Town of 
Penfield L WRP bas eliminated all water-dependent uses which require dredging or significant 
water depths within its Water Front Development District (WDD). The Region 8 Office of the 
NYSDEC bas supported the elimination of those water-dependent uses. This finding is based on 
the detennination that the sensitive features of this area of Penfield's waterfront, outweigh the 
need for water-dependent uses and that other areas of Penfield's LWRP (those outside the 
LaSalle's Landing Development Area) should be considered for those water-dependent activities. 
Water-enhanced uses, however. would still be appropriate for the south shore of Irondequoit Bay. 

The Plan recommends that a separate Waterfront Development District be established for both 
municipalities. This new District will be in addition to the two Town's WDD zoning and may be 
designated as the LaSalle's Landing Waterfront Development District (LL\VDD). The LLWDD 
would be distinguished from the existing WDD by containing a different definition for water
dependent uses than that used in the existing WDD's. The LL WDD District should have uniform 
standards for special permitted uses. In addition, the special permitted uses should be specific to 
the LaSalle's Landing Development Area and based on the land uses and site standards contained 
in Chapters 5, 6 and 7 of this Plan. 

PLAN IMPLEMENTATION ACTIONS & STRA1EGIES 

Chapter 7 sets forth the specific implementation actions deemed appropriate for the short term 
and long term changes needed to effect the desired pattern of development envisioned for this 
Area. These implemenLalion strategies include formal atluptiun of Lhis Plan by both Town 
Boards, the enactment of formal agreements with the various regulatory agencies and the 
establishment of an inter-municipal cooperation and coordination process between the Towns of 
Penfield and Irondequoit to maintain the integriry of this planning program. 
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Plan Goals 
There are five overall goals that this Development Area Plan hereby establishes, they are: 

1. To create an understanding of the competing interests that exist with the 
redevelopment of the LaSalle' s Landing Development Area. 

2. To make the public aware of the specific constraints and opportunities to 
developmen1 in the Area. 

3. To provide a basis for change to the land use controls affecting development of 
the Area. 

4. To implcmcm a specific course of action for securing grants and loans to realize 
opportunities for improved public access along this unique natural resource. 

5. To reach consensus on and agreement with all of the regulatory agencies on the 
extent of planned development envisioned and to identify a process to facilitate 
the subsequent approvals for the redevelopment of individual sites based on an 
overall plan of action . 
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CHAPTERIWO 
IASATLE'S LANDING DEVELOPMENT PLAN 

HISTORIC SETTING 

INVENTORY AND ANALYSIS 
EXISTING CONDITTONS 

Irondequoit Bay has been a landmark on almost every map of the "New World" since it appeared 
on Champlain's Map of 1612. It was a gateway to the Seneca Nation of Indians as, unlike ilie 
Genesee. there were no barriers, falls or sheer cliffs along Irondequoit Creek. On August 10, 
1669 the French explorer Robert Cavalier de LaSalle came to the south end of the Bay in the first 
recorded visit of white men to the Irondequoit Bay. LaSalle dreamed of fmding a passage to the 
south sea and China. The area was a key military location in the l 700's and had its first 
permanent settlement in 1800. Travel through the area to the City of Rochester was difficult well 
into the l 920's. The current four lane Empire Boulevard was initially constructed in the early 
I 960's. The land bordering Empire Boulevard to the north and south has always been privately 
held. The lack of sanitary sewers in the area has limited the development of these private parcels. 

EXISTING LAND USE AND ZONlNG 
Existing land use in the Study Area is primari.Jy commercial in nature with a mix of restaurants, 
auto dealers, construction companies, a marina and a waste disposal company. With the 
exception of three parceJs in Irondequoit 1ocated on the south side of Empire Boulevard, existing 
zoning in the area is Waterfront Development District. Of the three parcels on the south side of 
Empire Boulevard two are zoned commercial and one is zoned residential. The existing parcel 
information is shown on Figure # 3. The current land use of the parcels in the Study Area is 
summarized on Figure# 4. The current zoning of these parcels is delineated on Figure# 5. 

IDGHWAY CLASSIFICATION & VOLUi\1ES (F1JNCI10N & CAPACITY) 
Empire Boulevard (Route 404) is class.ified by NYSDOT as a major arterial highway with a level 
C service designation. More than 20,000 vehicles per day travel through the project corridor. 
Current posted speed limits range between 35 and 45 miles per hour through the project corridor. 
Average vehicle speeds of 50 to 55 miles per hour are common througbout the day in the flats 
along the bay front between the hills to the east and west of the study area. 

SITE ACCESS RESTRICTIONS TO ROUTE 404 
The NYSDOT purchased the right-of-way to Empire Boulevard without access along a large 
portion of the LaSalle's Landing Development Area. Figure # 6 delineates the areas, which 
currently do not have access rights, based on NYSDOT mapping, to Empire Boulevard. 
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Orculation (vehicular parking & pedestrian) 

Vehicle access to the area is limited by the lack of turning lanes, parking and vehicle speeds. 
During peak traffic periods the lack of signalization between the Empire/Winton and 
Empire/Plank Road intersections makes vehicle ingress and egress from destinations within the 
project corridor extremely difficult and hazardous. 

Public parking is limited to the NYSDOT pull-off and boat launch adjacent to the Bounty Harbor 
Restaurant. This area also represents the only public access point to the southern shore of 
Irondequoit Bay within the project corridor. 

IMPEDIMENTS TO PUBLIC ACCESS 

Automobiles 

Vehicle access to the area is limited by the lack of turning lanes, parking and vehicle speeds. 
The lack of signal.iz.a.tion between the Empire/Winton and Empire/Plank intersections makes 
vehicle ingress and egress from destinations within the project corridor difficult and hazardous 
during peak traffic periods. 

Pedestrians 

Pedestrian access to the project corridor is non-existent. There are no sidewalks, trails or 
bik.eways to allow access to the area by means other than automobile. Pedestrian travel along the 
edge of Empire Boulevard is hazardous in day conditions due to high-speed traffic and the 
inability to cross the highway from south to north throughout the project corridor. 

Boats and Canoes 

Due to the shallow water, and the need to dredge sensitive wetland areas to allow boat access, 
marina development at the south end of the bay is limited to the current facility at the Bounty 
Harbor Restaurant. Additional marina development should be ruscouraged and is currently 
excluded in the Town of Penfield WDD. There is currently inadequate car-top boat launch 
facilities in the area to allow easy access to the bay and itS' wetlands by small boats and canoes. 

Figure # 7 identifies the major impedimentS to pubiic access within the project corridor. 

With the exception of Sanitary Sewers. which are currently being designed, there are adequate 
utilities within the project corridor to serve existing and potential development needs as follows: 
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Electric and Gas 
Rochester Gas and Electric provides electric and gas service to the area. Company officials 
indicate that there is adequate capacity to serve existing and potential development. 

Water 

Monroe County Water Authority has indicated that there is adequate water volume and pressure 
to service the project corridor. Additional development in the area would not adversely impact 
water quantify, quality or fire flows. 

Sanitary Sewers 
The extension of sanitary sewer service to the project corridor is in the design stage. Monroe 
County Pure Waters (MCPV{) will provide a pump station and connection to the municipal 
system east of the project corridor. Toe Towns of Penfield and Irondequoit will connect to the 
(MCPW) pump station through the formation of sewer districts within the project corridor. The 
construction of the MCPW and Penfield sewers is scheduled for spring of 1996, Irondequoit is 
curr~ntly working toward the formation of a sewer district to provide local sewerage in the area. 

Storm Sewers 
Storm sewers do not currently exist in the project corridor. Due to the sensitive nature of 
wetlands and wildlife habitat storm water run-off controls should be required as condition of 
redevelopment within the project conidor. 

Utility Locations 

Major utilities are. or will be located, within the Empire Boulevard right-of-way (R.O.W.) and 
will not impact development of private parcels within the project corridor. Utilities located 
outside the Empire Boulevard ROW are limited to the following: 

• RG&E power lines which along the south side of Empire Boulevard. 

• Monroe County Water Authority pipelines on the south side of Empire Boulevard in 
the southwestern portion of the project. This pipeline is above ground in this area 
and then goes underground as it beads eastward 

Utilities located outside the Empire Boulevard R.0.W. are shown in Figure# 8. The presence of 
utility easements may limit the development potential of some parcels within the project corridor. 

SOILS, SLOPES AND GEOLOGIC CONDffiONS 
Soils in the projecl corridor fall into two distinct classes. One soil type is fow1d in the steep 
slope areas to the east and west of the project corridor and near the center of the project corridor 
beading south. The soils are predominantly formed from sediments laid down in the pre-glacial 
Genesee River Valley when a lake covered the entire area. They are the Ark:po11, Dunkirk and 
Colonie, 20 to 60 percent slopes, eroded (A TF3) soil series. These soils are highly susceptible to 
erosion and are held in place by native vegetation. These soils would become highly unstable 
should natural vegetation be removed form these areas. 
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The other predominant soil type is alluvial soils derived from recently deposited sediments . 
These soils are in the Fresh Water Marsh (FW and Pits and Quarries (Pu) soils series. These 
soils are typically poorly drained and have a bigb water table. The Monroe County Soil survey 
states that on site investigation is needed to determine the feasibility of using specific areas 
within either of these soil series. 

FRESH WATER WETLANDS AND FLOOD PLAINS 

Wetlands 
State designated wetlands in the project corridor are delineated as Wetlands P~l, etc. These 
wetlands provide essential cleaning of Irondequoit Creek and Tufala Creek prior to their entrance 
into Irondequoit Bay. Add.itionalJy these wetlands act as a sponge during periods of high water 
and flooding. Loss of these wetlands through development or other means would cause 
increased flooding and erosion throughout the Bay. These wetlands also provide significant 
habitat for fish, birds and other wildlife, This makes the project corridor unique area to view a 
wetland ecosystem that lies within the developed towns of Irondequoit and Penfield. 

The location of wetlands is detailed on Figure# 9. 

F1ood Plains 
The entire area in the flats north of Empire Boulevard is impacted by the JOO-year flood .plain 
elevation. Some areas to the south of Empire Boulevard are also within tbe 100-year flood plain 
boundaries. Redevelopment of these areas will require construction that meets the requirements 
of a first floor that is one foot above the 100 year flood elevation 

The location of flood plains is detailed on Figure# 9. 

Landfills 

The Monroe County Environmental Management Council recently completed an inventory of 
suspected and confumed solid waste disposal sites in the project corridor. Figure # 10 depicts 
the locations of these. 

The presence or suspected presence of a solid waste disposal site on a parcel does not preclude 
development of the site. Prior to redevelopment or new developments, the parcels with 
confirmed or suspected solid waste disposal sites must be reviewed . The limits of and nature of 
the solid waste buried on the site must be determined. In order to detennine the bearing capacity 
of the fill material and any potential soil impairment that may be presenL a geotechnical review 
of the site would be required prior to aoy new construction. 
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CHAPfER TIIREE 
LASALLE'S LANDING DEVELOPMENT PLAN 

OVERVIEW OF EXISTING PLANS, PROGRAMS 
A..ND REGULATIONS 

IRONDEQUOIT BAY PLAN 

1974 Plan Summary 

In the early 1970's public efforts to revive water quality in Irondequoit Bay and to remove the 
bridge at the mouth of the Bay caused public officials to anticipate a substantial increase in 
development pressures around Irondequoit Bay. As a result, the Monroe County Planning 
Department, in conjunction with the Irondequoit Bay Policy Committee developed a master plan 
to guide development in a manner which would "preserve the narural features of the Bay" while 
at the same time "encourage broad public accessibility." The result was the creation of the 
Irondequoit Bay Plan. 

A technical "Implementation Committee" (called for in the Plan) proposed development 
''Guidelines and Performance Criteria" for the preservation of steep slopes, wetlands, and other 
sensitive features around the Bay. Implementation of the guidelines was sporadic, until 1984, 
when the County, the three towns around the Bay (Irondequoit, Penfield and Webster) and the 
New York State Department of Environmental Conservation (DEC) signed an inter-municipal 
agreement. This agreement led to the creation of an Irondequoit Bay Coordinating Committee 
(IBCC) which was established to review and make recommendations concerning all future Bay
area development proposals. 

The 1974 Bay Plan endorsed by the Monroe County Departments of Planning and Parks, the 
DEC, and the tovvns surrounding Irondequoit Bay provides the foundation for all current 
development reviews and planning strategies for the Bay. By helping to create and maintain the 
IBCC, the County bas signaled its willingness to try to limit, in a reactive way, land use 
proposals so that new private developments will at least approximate the blueprint for 
development suggested in the Bay Plan. 

The achievement of the Plan's goals requires, by its own terms, a proactive government role as 
well. In particular, the Plan identifies several areas in and around the Bay, which, because of 
fragile and valuable ecological fearures, cannot support development without damage to the 
features themselves, and to the Bay. These areas, principally steep, wooded slopes and emergent 
wetlands, are targeted for conservation use in the Plan. 
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The 1974 Bay Plan recommends an aggressive program for the public acquisition of these lands 
or placement of conservation easements over them. These measures would assure that the lands 
remain protected in their natural state without encroachment by development. Importantly, the 
Plan envisions a public effort to assure the use of these conservation lands for passive 
recreational opportunities. Specifically, the general public would be afforded the opportunity to 
enjoy the Bay and its unique geological and biological features and engage in activities, such as 
hiking, birding, and photography, without impacting its ecological features. 

The public purchases recommended by the 1974 Bay Plan have not occurred. Meanwhile., 
developmenr activities continue to encroach upon the sensitive areas proposed by the 1974 Bay 
Plan as conservation districts. Impon.ant to the LaSalle's Landing Development Plan is the 
Irondequoit Bay Plan's recommendations that the waterfront portions of Empire Boulevard be 
developed under private ownership that promotes waterfront-oriented uses. This 
recommendation of the Irondequoit Bay Plan should be updated to reflect changing policies set 
forth by the Towns of Irondequoit and Penfield in their adopted LWRP's and to acknowledge the 
results of the studies of water quality on Irondequoit Bay conducted by the County Health 
DepartmenL 

1992 Plan Update 

rn the early l 990's, an attempt was made by the Monroe Counry Department of Planning and 
Development to update the 1974 Irondequoit Bay Master Plan. A part of the update process 
included adding changes in land use controls, redefining the extent of vacant lands and the 
pattern of land use continuing to occur around the Bay. Another aspect of the Update included 
the issues of increased boating and water-oriented activities occurring on the Bay. 

The Update resulted in the preparation of a number of draft reports on the issues of defining 
limits of activities on the Bay. These included, among other items, minimizing boating activity 
at the south end of the Bay, modifying the speed limits on the Bay and determining suitable areas 
of the Bay for boat and canoe recreational uses. These drafts generated such public controversy 
and debate that the Update effort was placed on hold. 

The Rochester Corrunittee for Scientific Information (RCSI) has called for the County to assume 
a leadership role in preserving the sensitive areas identified in the Bay Plan and creating access 
to these lands for passive recreational activities. Currently, the County, working in cooperation 
with the Towns of Irondequoit, Penfield and Webster, is preparing a request for proposals to 
develop a hiking trail around Irondequoit Bay. This project is expected to commence later this 
year and be completed in 1996. A key component of this project will be to resolve the issue of 
public access through the waterfront portions of the area comprising the LaSalle's Landing 
Development Plan. 

NEWYOR.KSTATEDEPARTMENTOFTRANSPORTATION 
FIVE YEAR CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM 

The Region 4 Office of the New York State Department of Transportation Five Year Capital 
Improvement Program (1996 - 2000) has identified two (2) capital improvement projects for 
Empire Boulevard that affect the LaSalle's Landing Development Area. The first project is a 
maintenance project and involves the resurfacing of Empire Boulevard in this area. This project 
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is scheduled for completion in the summer of 1995. Tbe second project involves what the State 
D.O.T. defines as a safety improvement at the intersection of Winton Road and Empire 
Boulevard, located to the west of the LaSaUe's Landing Development Area. This project is being 
undertaken to increase the capacity and safety of the intersection. This project includes left tum 
lanes in both directions and will anempt to improve the free flow of traffic through this 
intersection . The project is.scheduled for construction in 1997 subject to budget approval by the 
State. This project includes an assessment for redesigning the intersection of Orchard Park and 
Empire Boulevard. 

Empire Boulevard is classified as a major arterial highway on the State's Highway Functional 
Classification System. As such. the purpose of this highway is to connect major population 
centers. The present daily volumes of traffic (Average Daily Traffic ADT) on this portion of 
Empire Boulevard is 21,800 vehicles. This volume is expected to increase to 25,000 vehicles per 
day within the next five years . According to the State Department of Transportation Engineers, 
20,000 vehicles per day on a highway warrant four lanes of traffic . Any development of land 
along this portion of highway that would generate traffic entering and exiting the highway such 
as to interfere with the free flow movement of traffic would be required to install a 5th lane for 
ruming movements . This requirement exists along the entire length of Empire Boulevard within 
the Study Area and will have a significant impact on the cost and therefore, the intensity of 
development in this area. Another factor that this high volume of traffic imposes on site 
development along the Srudy Area. is the severe constraint for safe pedestrian crossing of Empire 
Boulevard. The lack of signalization through the area combined with the high traffic volume 
does not allow for traffic breaks long enough to allow pedestrians to cross the four-lane highway. 

GENESEE TRANSPORTATION COUNCIL 
LONG RANGE TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PLAN 
The Genesee Transportation Council (GTC) is a cooperative regional organization with 
responsibility for transportation planning within the Genesee/Finger Lakes Region : for the 
counties of Genesee, Livingston, Monroe.. Ontario, Orleans, Seneca, Wayne, Wyoming and 
Yates. The GTC is responsible for: approving short- and long-range transportation plans; 
establishing policies consistent with these plans; approving projects for inclusion in the 
Transportation Improvement Program (TIP); and, for adopting an annual Unified Planning Work 
Program (UPWP) . This process sets oat the entire transportation-planning program to be carried 
out by the Central Staff and GTC member organizations. 

Only one project, the Winton Road/Empire Boulevard Intersection Improvement Project 
(scheduled for 1997), is contained in the short-term or long-term TIP for the Study Area. Of 
particular importance to the LaSalle's Landing Development Plan, is the GTC 2015 Bicycle and 
Pedestrian Action Plan for the Greater Rochester Area, the detailed transportation planning 
document containing implementation actions for bicycle and pedestrian systems improvements in 
this Transportation Management Area (TM.A). The long-range plan recommends that $10 
million be allocated for bicycle and pedestrian improvements in the TMA during the period 2000 
through 20 L5. 

The GTC 2015 Bicycle and Pedestrian Action Plan for the Greater Rochester Area, contains the 
following Action Item: 

Aclion Item B3 - "Encourage the development of multi-use trails as connectors betWeen 
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adjacent developments and to cross barriers." 

"Multi-use trails shouJd also be considered when natural or man-made barriers 
discourage bicycle travel. One such example is the Irondequoit Bay and Creek, and the 
roads serving this area. The Bay and Creek form a natural barrier, which is aggravated 
by high volume, poor bicycle space roads and a bridge tha1 prohibits bicycles." 

The GTC 2015 Transportation Improvement Plan contains the following action item: 

"Identify on-stteet bicycle routes which connect off-street multi-use trails in order to 
create a system wbich encourages bicycle travel." The proposed routes include: 

16. "Seaway Trail, between Route 390 and the Ontario-Williamson town line in 
Wayne County. The Seaway Trail currently goes around Irondequoit Bay by 
way of Culver Road, Empire Boulevard and Bay Road. In the sbort-term, 
improvements to this route should be a high priority." 

The LaSalle's Landing Development Plan, in Chapter 7 (Implememation Chapter), identifies a 
multi-use trail being constructed between the Orchard Park neighborhood in Irondequoit and 
Plank. Road in Penfield and extending through the LaSalle's Landing Development Area. Such a 
multi-use trail will consist of sidewallcs, boardwalks, hiking trails and bicycle lanes, This route 
is an integral part of the Seaway Trail Master Plan and serves as the only crossing of the natural 
barriers fonned by the outlet of Irondequoit Bay and the Irondequoit Creek Valley. 

SEAWAY TRAil, PLAN 
The Seaway Trail Master Plan is administered by the Seaway Trail Incorporated, in Sacketts 
Harbor, New York. This not-for-profit agency, created by the State Legislature. has been most 
instrumental to date in developing the portion of this Trail from Oswego north to the Thousand 
Islands. The Seaway Trail is a designated Scenic Byway and receives funding for the creation 
of this Inter-modal Travel Trail. 

Over the next two years (1995-96) there is approximately $420,000 allocated for Seaway Trail 
improvements in Orleans, Monroe and Wayne Counties. One project involves $300,000 for 
Tourism and Interpretive Signage along the Seaway Trail. The other project involves $120,000 
to complete a Corridor Needs Assessment to enable the Seaway Trail to be eligible for an 
additional level of funding improvements-. 

The overall concept of the Seaway Trail Master Plan is oriented toward economic development 
and the promotion of tourism. The original purpose of the Seaway Trail in 1978 remains today, 
that being to provide information and localized recreational opporrunities to the ''Inter-Modal 
Traveler." The coordination of the Seaway Trai.l's planned capital projects with the D.0.T.'s 
planned transponation improvements should anticipate the excellent opporrunity to install 
Bicycle Rome signs and pavement markings for Empire Boulevard. a designated "high priority" 
on-street bicycle route . 
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MONROE COUNTY PARKS 1\ilASTER PLANS 

Irondequoit Bay Park East 
This County-owned Park located in the Town of Penfield includes a steeply wooded area 
adjacent to the Bay and a flat area to the east. This area formerly served as a county nursery. 
The long-term plan for this facility includes the continuation of the Sea Scout launch site 
presently in use, the addition of a small day use camp area for scout and service groups and a 
minimal trail system. The remainder of this area will be natural land bank. 

Irondequoit Bay Park West 
This County-owned Park located in the Town of Irondequoit, contains a small boat launch with 
limited parlcing and a crude shallow launch site. A small boat marina is currently being lensed 
from the County. The Isaac Property, located north of the County property, was recently 
acquired by the State of New York and is being maintained by the Cowity. As a result of the 
acquisition of this property, Count)' Parks Department expe<:cs to reconsider the plan for 
lrondequoic Bay West Park. At present there is no known date when a revised park master plan 
will be prepared. 

Ellison Park 
Ellison Park, located in the southern portion of the Srudy Area, is the oldest and most heavily 
used County Park. A planned improvement for this facility includes the construction of a new 
car top boat launch area adjacent to Irondequoit Creek. Another key recreational component 
planned for this site is the creation of a trail system including a boardwalk into the wetland area 
located south of Empire Boulevard. Another planned improvement includes extending the trail 
system on the west side of the park, complete with two pedestrian bridges, and north to connect 
with a trail system that will eveorually extend around Irondequoit Bay. 

Tryon Park 
Tryon Park. is located northwest of Ellison Park, is owned by the City of Rochester and is 
maintained by the County of Monroe. The park is presently used for hiking and informal 
picnicking. Due to the isolated nature of the area it is prone to abuse from four wheelers and 
motorcycles. In the past it has also encountered serious illegal dumping and littering problems. 
Long term improvements for this site include the construction of a small parking lot and scenic 
overlooks and the development of an inf onnal picnicking area. 

MONROE COUNTY WATER AUTHORITY PLAN 

The Monroe County Water Authority (MCWA) provides water service to this area via 30" steel 
main that runs through the project corridor (see Figure # 7). This service provides adequate 
quantity and pressure for standard water service and fire flows . MCW A recently completed a 
looped connection to the 30" main. This was done to provide increased flows to the Baytowne 
Plaza area north and east of the project corridor. This connection ties a 20" ductile iron main to 
the 30" steel main at the point adjacent to Manse Lane and east of 1421 Empire Boulevard. 
MCW A indicates that this loop will maintain adequate water supply to the area for the 
foreseeable future. 
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MONROE COUN1Y WATER QUALITY MANAGEMENT PLAN 

The Monroe County Water Quality Management Plan for the project corridor seeks to maintain · 
and enhance water quality in Irondequoit Bay. The focus of the plan for the south end of the Bay 
includes the following criteria: 

• Maintain the existing wetlands at the south end of the Bay. These wetlands provide for 
natural pre-treatment of the sediment and nutrients that are carried by Irondequoit Creek. 

• Mitigate the impact of impervious surfaces throughout the project corridor. 

Monroe County is currently planning to modify the flow of Irondequoit Creek to provide for 
longer detention time that will allow the wetlands to provide an increased level of pretreatment. 
This project will not impact redevelopment of the area as existing wetland will be: utilized. 

The development plan for the project corridor will address the control and treatment of runoff 
generated by an increase in impervious surfaces doe ro redevelopment. 

MONROE COUNTY 
WATERFRONT RECREATION OPPORT(JNITIES STUDY 
This study was prepared to assist Monroe County in realizing the potential of its waterfront 
resources for public access and recreation. The study includes the waterfront areas of Lake 
Ontario, the Genesee River, the Erie Canal. Irondequoit Bay and tributaries, Yanty, Sandy, 
Salmon, Red , Little Black , Black, Oatka and Honeoye Creeks. The most significant 
conclusions of this study as it penains to the LaSalle's Landing Development Area call for 
"Planned improvements to the south end of Irondequoit Bay. These improvements include 
waterfront commercial development along Empire Boulevard and improved use of Irondequoit 
Bay Park West for boat mooring, launching and swimming. A wetland/stream-bank trail along 
Irondequoit Creek from Jrondequoit Bay to the Erie Canal, south to Mendon Ponds Park, and the 
Lehigh Valley Trail linking to the Genesee Canal Trail, will provide a major trail loop system." 

In addition, the Plan recommends the following waterfront recreation opporrunities for the 
Empire Boulevard Area - public access, boat slips and tourism/recreation. This recommendation 
is predicated on the extension of public sewers and the County and Towns together working with 
the private sector to facilitate such recreational use. This Plan recommends that public access be 
provided along privately developed sites based on the creation of specific public access design 
guidelines. These design guidelines are set forth in Chapter 6 of this Plan. 

NEW YORK STA1E OPEN SPACE CONSERVATION PLAN 
The State Legislature in 1990, enacted legislation that placed a Bond Act on the November 1990 
Ballot. This Bond Act included $800 million for land acquisition. The legislation also required 
the creation of a State Land Acquisition Plan to guide further Stace land conservation efforts. 
While the debt authorization contained in the 1990 Bond Act was not approved, the requirement 
that a State Land Acquisition Plan be completed remained in effect. An open space 
co,nservation plan was prepared and submitted to the State legislature in 1992. In 1993, partly in 
response to the recommendation contained in the Plan, the Legislature established an 
Environmental Protection Fund (EPF). In 1994 monies were allocated to implement the 
recommendations of the Open Space. 
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This Open Space Plan contains a list of 75 priority projects that funding can be provided for 
either through the EPF Grant Program or by the State Legislature as a member item in the State's 
annual operating budget Priority Item #73 in tbe current Plan. calls for the acquisition of in
holdings to allow for the expansion of the highly utilized Irondequoit Bay Marine Park, to 
provide increased public use of the Lake Ontario shoreline, to preserve critical and unique 
habitatS around the Bay, and to jmprove existing county and town public lands. The Open Space 
PJan is reviewed every three years to determine whether changes in the priority !isling are 
needed. The oext update to this Plan is anticipated to occur in 1997. It is important to the 
success of the LaSalle's Landing Development Plan that Priority Item #73 remain in the next 
revision to the Open Space Plan. 

TOWN OF PENFIELD SEWER DISTRICT & 
MONROE COUNTY PURE WATERS 
DISTRICT PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

Monroe County Pure Waters (MCPW) will let a contract in late 1995 for the installation of a 
force ma.in from the project corridor to the existing sanitary sewer north and east of the project. 
This force main will service the entire project corridor with capacity for potential development in 
the Towns of Irondequoit and Penfield. Sanitary sewerage will be treated at the Town of 
Webster Wastewater Treatment Facility through an existing agreement with MCPW 

The Town of Penfield formed a sewer district to permit local sewers that will connect to the 
MCPW force main. Construction of local sewers will coincide with the MCPW project and will 
be completed in 1996. 

The Town of Irondequoit has not formed a sewer district to connect to the MCPW force main at 

chis time. MCPW bas sized the pump station with capacity for sanitary sewerage flows from the 
Town of Irondequoit. 

TOWN OF IRONDEQUOIT MASTER PLAN 
RECOl\1:MENDA TIO NS FOR STUDY AREA 

The Town of Irondequoit adopted its Master Plan in December 1985. The Master Plan did not 
study the Empire Boulevard area at the south end of Irondequoit Bay in detail. This was due in 
part to the lack of development pressures for th.is area at the time. The Plan recommended a mix 
of commercial and residential land use in the area. In particular, the waterfront commercial 
zoning along the north side of Empire Boulevard was replaced with Waterfront Development 
District (WDD) zoning. The south side of Empire Boulevard, originally zoned commercial has 
remained in commercial zoning. The Residential z.oned lands, located on the south side of 
Empire and at the westerly edge of the Study Area remained in residential zoning. Only the 
wetland portion of this area was changed to Open Space Zoning to reflect the inability to develop 
these regulated wetland areas. 

In summary, this area has been developed, for the most part, in accordance wjth the Master Plan's 
recorrunendations. Of concern to the LaSalle's Landing Development Plan is the current zoning 
of the area for Waterfront Development District (WDD) and Commercial . The basis for this 
concern has been previously identified in the section on the Local Waterfront Revitalization 
Plans (LWRP's). 
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TOWN OF PENFIELD MASTER PLAN 
REC01\1MENDATIONS FOR STUDY AREA 
The Town of Penfield adopted the latest update to its Master Plan in September 1990. This Plan 
recommends the implementation of the land use envisioned in the Town's Local Waterfront 
Revitalization Program (L WRP). The L WRP served as the basis for the Town to enact the 
Water Front Development District (WDD) regulations. The WDD area provides an opportunity 
for the establishment and maintenance of water-dependent and/or water-enhanced uses and 
activities. These are uses that generally benefit from and will enhance the unique aesthetic and 
environmental qualities of the Town's waterfront. They include moderate to high-density 
residential development as well as certain water-oriented commercial uses, active and passive 
recreational uses, and open space opportunities. They are intended to serve residents of the 
district as well as the Town as a whole. A major consideration of the WDD is the creation of 
public access where feasible and practical. Chapter 6 of this Plan will identify where such public 
access would be desirable to achieve the goals of the Plan. 

OVERVIEW OF PENDING/APPROVED 
DEVELOPMENT APPlJCA TIONS WITHIN STUDY AREA 

Town of Irondequoit 

At the present time, there are no known applications pending before any of the boards in the 
Town of IrondequoH for the development of sites located within the LaSalle's Landing 
Development Plan Area. 

Town of Penfield 

There is one site, located on the north side of Empire Boulevard (Site# 4 on Figure# 4) that has 
received conditional site plan approval for a restaurant. The condition of the site plan approval is 
that no development will occur until pubjc sewer service has been extended. There are no other 
applications approved for development, at this time, within the LaSalle's Landing Development 
Plan Area. 
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CHAPTER FOUR 
LASALLE'S LANDING DEVELOPlVIENT PLAN 

ASSESSMENT OF COivIMUNITY A TIITUDES: 
SURVEY FINDINGS 

RESIDENTS SURVEY - SUMMARY 

An important part of the information and data gathering for rhe LaSalle's Landing Development 
Area Plan included a survey conducted of the landowners, neighbors, residents and 
representatives of the various involve.d regulatory agencies. The New York Planning Federation 
under a Rural New York Planning Grant funded a portion of this survey. 

The survey was sent to property owners living in the various sub-areas identified on the two sub
areas maps for Irondequoit and Penfield (see next two pages). A total of 2568 survey packets 
were distributed and a total of 650 completed survey packets returned. This represents a survey 
response of 25 .31 percent. According to survey research completed by the American Planning 
Association (APA), a response rate of fifteen percent (15%) for a one-time mail out survey 
without follow-up, is considered very good. Copies of the Survey Report, which at the lime was 
entitled ''Empire Boulevard Wateriront Development District Master Plan ~ Residents Survey 
Tabulation Report," dated November 30, 1994 are on file in both the Irondequoit and Penfield 
Town Halls. 

The following reflects the major concerns and issues identified by this survey: 

• 68% felt that the south end of Irondequoit Bay is an environmentally sensitive area 
and that all bay front development and related water-oriented uses should be 
carefully considered. 

• 60% felt that the south end of Irondequoit Bay is an important ecological area, 
seositi ve for fish and wildlife habitat and water oriented use should be limited. 

• 57% felt there should be additional public access along the shoreline in th.is area for 
hiking and walking trails. 

• 65% felt that certain land uses along Empire Boulevard should be relocated. 

• 67% felt that the Towns should provide incentives to encourage pre-existing use that 
may not conform with the waterfront area to relocate to other more suitable 
locations. 

• 85% felt that the waterfront area should not be developed primarily for residential 
use (e.g. apartments, townhouses, duplexes, etc.). 

• 65% felt that the waterfront areas should not be developed for water-enhanced uses 
(e.g. boat sales, canoe rentals, restaurants, hotels, etc.). 
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• 65% felt the Towns should creace an overall development theme for th.is area. 

• 87% felt a major criterion for the development of land along Empire Boulevard 
sbould be the protection of important scenic vistas. 

• 74% felt that a linear walking trail should be established along the waterfroot portion 
of the south end of Irondel{uoit Bay. 

• 72% felt that more emphasis should be given to the creation of a linear trail along the 
waterfront that would evenroally connect the County of Monroe's three park sites 
located in the area (e.g. Irondequoit Bay Park East, West and Ellison Park), 

• 68% fell the Towns should place priority on the preservation of open spaces to 
prorect the environment. 

• 91 % felt that it is important to regulate and protect the Irondequoit Creek floodplains 
and the other freshwater wetlands in the area. 

• 62% felt thar noise levels from existing development and traffic along Empire 
Boulevard are serious conoems to the environment. 

• 72% felt that it is important to establish unifonn sign controls and architectural 
standards based on an overall development theme for the area. 

• 75% felt that pedestrian crossings for Empire Boulevard should be provided. 

• 65% felt that a network of sidewalks and trails should be created along this portion 
of Empire Boulevard. 

• 78% felt that the Towns should establish a joint Economic Development Committee 
to work cooperatively to coordinate future development activities. 

• 51 % felt that the Towns should.J!Q! attract new business uses ro the Study Area. 

• 39% felt that the Towns should attract new business uses to the Study Area. 

LANDOWNERS JNTERVIEWS - SUMMARY 

Early in the planniJlg process, the consult.ams met with and conducted interviews of several of 
the landowners within the Study Area. The purpose for these interviews was to identify the 
project, to solicit concerns about creating a specific plan of action and to learn of plans for 
redevelopment, if any, of their property. There were 12 interviews conducted over a two month 
period which resulted in the following major desires being expressed, by the landowners, for the 
creation of a meaningful development plan: 

• A plan of action is needed that establishes a basis for landowners to understand the 
preferred vision for this area and how such a plan is intended to be accomplished. 
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• A plan of action is needed that delineates the extent of development allowed under -
the guidelines of all of the regularory agenc.ies. 

• A plan of action is needed that conveys economic opporrunity for the landowners 
while protecting the environmental setting of the area. 

• Once a plan of action has been prepared, it should be reviewed by landowners. 
neighbors. residents, town, county and state agencies. 

• Once a plan of action has been agreed-to the respective Town Boards should adopt 
the plan to provide assurances that the plan will become reality. 

• Once a plan of action is adopted the respective Towns should begin implementation 
actions recommended in the plan. 

• As the plan is being implemented, if it becomes necessary to change the plan then 
make such change based on public review and comment. 

It is clear from the above expressed desires that the landowners recognize the importance of the 
installation of public sewer service to the redevelopment of this area. Such public sewer service 
not only brings added property taxes. but the opportunity for planned growth and economic 
development. Sites that were previously developed under land use programs. which are no 
longer appropriate for this area. should be encouraged to redevelop consistent with a plan of 
action. 

Landowners also recognize that this area contains many unique environmental features that 
contribute to the overall water quality of Irondequoit Bay, its wildlife and its scenic qualities. 
These contributions to the quality of the environment also act to sustain the economic values of 
their lands. The protection of these natural features continues to be of concern to the residents of 
both communities. Although the protection of these natural. features present constraints to the 
development of sites, understanding these constraints, in tum, provides opportunities for 
environment.ally sensitive site design solutions to be created. Creating sensitive site design 
solutions provides a foundation for consistent and accountable actions resulting in planned 
growth of the area. 

Planned growth provides a basis for landowners and developers to understand the impacts 
affecting development that are associated with the various policies and programs of the 
regulatory agencies. Planned growth also establishes a basis to create development 
opportunities. Opportunities that can include the preservation of portions of this area in its 
natural open setting through the provision of development incentives. Incentives that have the 
potential to affect economic return on land and development investments provided desired 
community amenities are provided as part of site development plans. 
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The types of zoning incentives that may be appropriate for this area include: a reduction in the 
number of off-street parking spaces where shared parking can be provided; a reduction in the 
setback dimensions where cross access easements are provided; and greater lot coverage where 
easements are gjven either for the "Boardwalk" or where combined solutions can be provided for 
the treatment of surface runoff. Another important aspect of planned growth is understanding the 
programs and actions of other levels of governmeot (i.e. County and State), and capitalizing on 
opportunities to realize funds to permit desired public benefits (i.e. public access along the 
waterfront) within this study area. Finally, it is essential to the success of any deve[opmeot plan 
that reasonable land use controls and regulations are enacted to pennit development to occur. 

ADJACENT NECGBBORS INTERVIEWS - SUM:MARY 
During the same two-month period cited above there were mother series of informal meetings, 
telephone conversations and interviews held with neighbors living adjacent to, or in close 
proximity to the lands located along Empire Boulevard. These neighbors were asked about their 
concerns regarding the pending installation of sewer service and the potential for redevelopment 
of the area. 

Most residents voiced concerns about over development of this area, attributing this concern co 
the availability of public sewer service. Concern was also expressed that such development 
would not be sensitive to the unique environmental setting that exists in the area. The neighbors' 
feelings were that the landowners would be more concerned with the return on their investment 
than the quality of the resulting development. 

There is a strong preference among the neighbors for the majority of those lands located along 
the warerfront portion of Empire Boulevard, in particular those lands along the north side of 
Empire Boulevard, to remain undeveloped and under public ownership. Many neighbors 
expressed their desires for this area to remain either as public parkland or to have the waterfront 
portion of these sites conserved for public access and passive recreational use (i.e. boardwalk, 
hiking trail, bird watching, etc.). Unfortunately, however, there is not sufficient funding 
available at the State, County. or Town levels to enable the purchase of this entire area for public 
open space or parkland use. The Plan does minimize the intensity of development of the 
waterfront area and does maximize open space and public access. 

Several neighbors voiced concerns against development enc.roaching upon the steep slope areas 
that are highly erodible. Also of concern was any development that would adversely affect water 
quality in Irondequoit Bay, Irondequoit Creek and the freshwater wetland areas. For the most 
pan, residents would like to preserve the south portion of Irondequoit Bay as a quiet water area -
an area where there is no intensive water recreational uses. The Plan recorrunends that the 
southern portion of Irondequoit Bay be used primarily for passive types of water recreation use 
(e.g. canoeing, etc.) 

The neighbors are concerned with the close proximity of rhe sires along the north side of Empire 
Boulevard to the water's edge. This limited land area presents concerns for on~site retention 
treannent of surface water runoff resulting from development. This problem, it is felt, may best 
be addressed through overall design solution for the area rather than individual solutions being 
created on a parcel by parcel basis. 

Finally, the neighbors expressed a strong desire for regulating the type of development in the 
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area by prohibiting out'door entertainment and its associated high noise levels. Other 
development concerns were with the Yolurne of and speed of traffic traveling along the Empire . 
Boulevard and the desire to provide points for safe pedestrian crossing. The Plan recommends 
that a new LaSalle's Landing· Waterfront Development District (LLWDD) be created as a 
specific implementation action. The LL WDD will provide the foundation for both municipalities 
to create a sense of arrival and a more positive image for the area. By creating a ''sense of 
place", there will be a reduction in the speed of the through traffic. In addition, the Plan 
anticipates there will be solutions found, as part of site redevelopment plans, to provide points 
for safe pedestrian crossing of Empire Boulevard. 

ENVIRONMENTAL GROUPS, ORGANIZATIONS AND INDIVIDUAL 
CONCERNS-SUM1\1ARY 
The public information meetings held on the Plan served as the basis for inviting comments from 
various environmental groups, organizations and individuals concerning the importance of 
protecting the natural setting of the area and for protecti.o.g the water quality. These groups 
included the Irondequoit Bay Coordinating Committee, the Monroe County Water Quality 
Management Council, the Monroe County Health Department and the Monroe County 
Environmental Management Council. Other groups included the Rochester Birding Association, 
the Genesee Ornithological Society and individuals who had expressed concerns for protecting 
the environmental quality of the area. 

Although there were varied opinions on the extent of development suitable for rhe Study Area, it 
was generally recognized that there would be re-development of many of the sites. The question 
often asked, however, "With how much development and at what price?" 

The initial development concept plan for this Study Area, presented in January of 1995, was 
perceived to be too intensive. It was also felt that this plan did not adequately recognize the 
natural factors limiting development and would have attracted Loo many people to the area. 
Although the concept of wanting to identify this area as a destination point, instead of just a pass 
through area, was generally well received, the intensity of land development pictured in many of 
the initial architectural drawings presented was found to be unacceptable. 

There was support for the concept of the two municipalities acquiring land on both sides of 
Irondequoit Creek at the confluence of Irondequoit Bay. This land would be used for public 
parkland and development of this open land would be based on the historical event of the French 
explorer LaSalle's first visit to the area in 1669. This location is central to the Study Area and its' 
being at the municipal boundary provides the opportunity for continued inter-municipal planning 
of the area. 

There was al.so general support for the concept of installing a boardwalk along the waterfront 
through this area. The boardwalk would serve as the boundary between the freshwater wetland, 
its protected adjacent area (as delineated by the DEC ) and the northerly extension of 
development. In January, 1995 representatives from the area Office of the DEC visited the 
Study Area and walked along the waterfront to determine where such a boardwalk would be 
located. They felt the boardwalk concept would serve to restrict further encroachment of 
development into Irondequoit Bay and would serve as an important mitigation measure. 
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MUNICIPAL BOARD l\1EMBERS CONCERNS - SUMMARY 

On February 28, 1995 a joint meeting was held in the Town of Penfield, with members of the 
two municipalities Town Boards, Town Planning Boards, Town Attorneys and town 
development staff. The purpose of the meeting was to identify the major concerns and issues 
associated with a development plan for this Study Area. 

The following is a listing of the major concerns these officials identified for the developmem 
plan to address: 

Transportation 

• Empire Boulevard is a major highway carrying large volumes of traffic through the 
area. Four Janes of through travel will need to be maintained for this 
.highway facilicy. The Si.ale- DepanmenL of Transportation tu adhere to tht: access 
restrictions in effect and for certain will require any development of lands adjacent 
to this highway to adhere to these restrictions. Major development will be required 
by the D.O.T. to provide left rum lane(s) and a deceleration lane so as to maintain 
the "free flow of traffic" through th.is area. The opportunity for a signalized 
intersection in this Study Area appears to be limited. Right-in and right-out traffic 
control devices may be necessary for certain sites where large volumes of traffic are 
anticipated. Along Empire Boulevard combined driveways, cross access easements 
and shared off-street parking facilities will be necessary. 

• An Inter-Modal Trail System should be provided through this Study Area that 
extends from the Orchard Park area in Irondequoit to Plank Road in the Town of 
Penfield. This trail system should be designed to complement the proposed linear 
trail system around Irondequoit Bay. It should also be designed to connect the 
Three County Parklands in the So.idy Area and serve to integrate a bikeway trail as 
part of the Seaway Trail Master Plan. The trail system may consist of sidewalks, 
boardwalks, hiking trails and bicycle travel lanes as appropriate. 

• Wbere it will improve sight distances for motorists entering and exiting the highway 
and where it will enable cross access between developing sires, portions of a hillside 
located within the State right-of-way should be encouraged to be removed to mitigate 
the impact of development and to improve traffic safety. 

• Safe pedestrian crossing of Empire Boulevard should be provided either by a 
controlled pedestrian signal, a crosswalk overhead, or a runnel underneath the 
highway. 

• A formal agreement should be created between each of the Towns and the Regional 
Director of the New York State Deparunent of Transportation (D.O.T.). The 
agreement will provide the basis for both the Towns and the D.O.T. to address future 
access locations. temporary curb cuts and to plan for long-term transportation 
improvements along Empire Boulevard. 
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Recreation 

• Additional public access along the waterfront portion of all sites wilJ be an important 
pan of this plan's development. 

• Passive- types of recreational use (e.g. walking, hilcing, shoreline fishing. etc.) wiU be 
promoted in the Study Area. 

• Additional open space (e.g. parkland) should be acquired in identified locations as 
part of incentive development regulations. 

• Support should be provided for the County of Monroe's acquisition of land south of 
Empire Boulevard, in the Town of lrondequoiL 

Land Use 

• The Plan should establish the basis for creation of a new Waterfront Development 
Zoning District within the srudy area. This new district would be known as 
LaSalle's Landing Waterfront Development District. The LLWDD would contain 
different pennitted uses that are more consistent with the land use recommendations 
in the LaSalle's Landing Development Plan. Both Towns should enact this new 
zoning district. 

• Permitted commercial uses within the new Waterfront Development Zoning District 
should exclude fast food restaurants and highway oriented commercial use (i.e. 
gasoline stations, automotive repair shops and automobile dealerships) . 

• A requirement that outdoor storage of equipment will be properly screened from the 
waterfront as well as from Empire Boulevard. 

• Those lands located on the south side-of Empire Boulevard should be zoned for the 
new Waterfront Development Zoning District only if they have an unobstructed view 
of Irondequoit Bay, Irondequoit Creek and the freshwaler wetJands area south of 
Empiie. Other sites currently zoned WDD should be re-evaluated for some other 
appropriate and complimentary uses. 

• Architectural review guidelines such as building heights, roof types/pitch. building 
materials, orientation of structures, signage and landscaping should be included in 
the new Waterfront Development Zoning District. 

Environmental 

• Adoption of the Plan is a Type I Action under the State Environ.mental Quality 
Review (SEQR) Regulations. Compliance under SEQR will include an overall 
assessment of the changes reconunended and their impacts on the environmental 
setting of the Study Area. A complete environmental record will be prepared and 
coordinated with all involved and interested agencies defined under SEQR. Such a 
coordinared and comprehensive approach has been recommended by the DEC 
Regional Office to avoid segmentation. 
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• Once esrablished with the DEC and DOT, the Inter-Modal Trail System should be 
the basis for creating Official Maps for each Town. This process will enable the 
Towns to acquire access (either through easement or deeded right-of-way) to permit 
the construction of the trail system through the LaSalle's Landing Development 
Area. In addition, public access design guidelines should be established as part of 
the Plan implementation actions. These guidelines should reflect wildlife habitat 
preservation, public safety and future maintenance needs. 

• There appears to be one area along the north side of Empire Boulevard in the Town 
of Penfield adjacent to the Sudore and the Bounty Harbor properties where removal 
of a portion of a hiUs.ide, located within the Empire Boulevard right-of-way. wiU 
improve sight distances for motorists. This would also enable cross access between 
these two large parcels located with.in the Study Area .. 

• Only passive types of recreational use will be penrutted as of right on the south end 
of Irondequoit Bay within the Towns new Waterfront Development Zoning District. 
Canoeing, rowing and bird watching are some of the example types of passive 
recreational uses that complement the .shallow waters in this area and do not require 
dredging of the Bay. 

• The Plan will need to address water quality site mitigation measures to control 
surface runoff consistent with Monroe County Water Quality Plans for Irondequoit 
Bay. 

• Visual access to the Bay and the freshwater wetland area will be an important 
ingredient in the drafting of the new Waterfront Development Zoning District 
Regulations. The orientation and height of structures and the placement of 
landscaping will be required to improve public views and vistas. 

• An overall lighting plan for the area will need to be prepared as part of the Plan 
Implementation Acllons. Such a lighting plan will provide standards to accomplish 
the lighting of this area in a manner that does noi disturb the wildlife habitats and 
oesting areas. 

• An overall Street Tree (Landscaping) and Signage Plan wiU need to be prepared. 

Plan Implementation Actions 

• The Plan should serve to establish formal agreements between the Towns and the 
various regulatory agencies to identify the extent of development allowed m the 
Study Area based oo the LaSalle's Landing Development Plan Map. 

• Existing Incentive Zoning provisions will be evaluated and amendments 
recommended. 

• Criteria will be created for special permitted uses allowed under the new Waterfront 
Development District Regulations. 
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• Review of the existing referral processes will be examined and new procedures 
suggested. 

• The creation of a Transportation Development District will be considered. 

• Both Towns will eater into an agreement to prepare a grant application to the New 
York State Depamnenr of Transportation for Inter-Modal Surface Transportation 
Efficiency Act (IS1EA) funds as soon as possible, to permit the construction of 
the "Boardwalk" and other eligible access improvements through this area. 

• Both Towns will enter into agreements to seek Environmental Quality Bond Act 
(EQBA) grant funds to purchase and develop parkland on both sides of the 
confluence of Irondequoit Creek with Irondequoit Bay for public access. 

• All capital projects (State, County and Towns) to be undertaken within the Study 
Area will be based on the Plan recommendations. 

• A Narure Conservancy Grant Application shall be ma.de in the fall of 1995 to provide 
funding to establish uniform signage regulations for the LaSalle's Landing 
Development Area. 

• Need for agreement between the towns for review of all development applications 
within the scope of the Plan . 

• Seaway Trail Grant F1mds will be sought to enable partial funding of the 
"Boardwalk" trail syStem th.rough the Study Area. 

Discussion of Alternative Actions 

Toe Plan and its environmental record will include an evaluation of alternatives that were 
considered as part of the plan creation_ These alternatives include: 

• the potential for relocating Empire Boulevard to the south to open up larger land area 
along the south shoreline; 

• the purchase of all the land located across the low land area and north of Empire 
Boulevard (to include what agency would best own this land); 

• purchase of all land within the Study Area for public parkland; 
• the identification of a desired location for a stop light along Empire Boulevard 
• discussion on meeting the warrant for such a device; and 
• an evaluation of providing public shuttle service from common parking areas to the 

LaSnlle's Landing Development Areu. 

The environmental record will should include an evaluation of the impacts of development 1IOder 
the "no action" alternative . This alternative would address development under existing zoning 
and land use programs. 
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Summary of Community Attitudes 
There 1s a great diversity of attitudes over what a development plan for this area should include· 
and what course of action should the community undertake. Some groups would !ike to see no 
development at all, leaving the land in its current setting and providing for more public access 
along the Bay front. Others realize that to accomplish this task will take a great deal of time, 
effort and funds to acquire OVvTiership of all the parcels. This approach has been viewed by most 
people as desirable but not realistic. Yet others realize that landowners rights have to be 
protected and development allowed based on adopted regulations. 

The Plan proposed provides a foundation to establish a compromise position between the 
opposing points of view on development. Such a foundation would be based on a realistic course 
of action by the two Towns to achieve the goals established in Chapter 2 of this Plan. 
Experience elsewhere has proven that the opporrunities for success will be greater if the two 
Towns pursue a common course of action rather than act independently. 

Procrastination results in no action. The "No action'' alternative does not appear to be an 
acceptable solution to the many concerns associated with the redevelopment of this area. The 
survey results and public responses clearly indicate a strong preference for enhancing public 
access through the Study Area and especially along the waterfront portion. 
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CHAPfER FIVE 
LASAIJE'S LANDING DEVELOPMENT PLAN 

ECONOMIC VIABIUTY FOR REDEVELOPMENT 

DEVELOPMENT OPPORTUNITIES AND CONSTRAJNTS 

The introduction of public sewer service to the Study Area removes a major constraint to the 
redevelopment of this area. For the purposes of this Plan, tbe term redevelopment also includes 
the development of vacant sites. The need for public sewers has long been identified in 
numerous planning documents created for Irondequoit and Penfield. These documents and their 
planning programs are referenced elsewhere in this Plan. 

With this major constraint to development removed the opportunities for redevelopment of this 
unique natural area must not ignore the area's fragile environmental setting and the limiting 
spatial constraints that exist on a number of the sites in the Study Area. Redevelopment of these 
sites can provide an opportunity for changing the character of this portion of the Bay front from 
a pass through to a desired destination point if guided appropriately. A destination point for 
people to visit for commercial uses (such as sit-down restaurants, party houses, small boutiques, 
etc.). The development of those commercial uses that benefit from the area's scenic qualities and 
environmental resources is essential for the success of the area. 

The Towns of Irondequoit and Penfield recognize that there continue to be a number of natural 
and man made constraints to the development of this area. These constraints, however, are felt to 
be opportunities for setting new standards that can improve the appearance of the area, open 
portions of the area to increased public access and accommodate a suitable level of 
redevelopment. 

One of the major man made constraints to redevelopment of sites located along Empire 
Boulevard. is access restrictions w Empire Boulevard. The State Department of Transportation, 
in the 1970's, as part of the highway's construction improvements purchased from the landowners 
certain right of access to Empire Boulevard. Figure # 6 shows there are 11 sites fronting along 
the north side of Empire Boulevard in this waterfront area. Only 6 of these sites continue to have 
legal access points to Empire Boulevard. Commencing in Irondequoit at the wesrerly edge of the 
waterfront area and continuing easterly to the State 0.0.T. pull-off area, each of these six (6) 
sites have one point of access. These sites include; a vacant parcel of land known as the 
Perrotta site; a Boat Sales and Storage Facility; a vacant site known as the Wyrsta. site; a vacant 
parcel known as the Brownell site; a roadside bar site; and the Wesley Paving site. 

On the south side of Empire Boulevard there are a total of 11 sites between the hill in 
Irondequoit and the Wilbur Tract Road. Of the eleven-(11) total sites there are seven (7) sites 
and nine (9) points of access to Empire Boulevard. Four (4) of these sites (#19, #25, #28 and 
#29) do not have access to Empire Boulevard. 

In the town of Irondequoit the sites without access are Site #19 (known as the 3D Site) and Site 
#21 (R.T. Masters Site). In the town of Penfield, the sites without access are Site #25 (known as 
the Casserino Site) and Sites #28 and #29 (known as the Pecora Sires) . 
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In order for those sites without access to develop the landowners would either have to purchase 
back the access rights from the State D.O.T., or enter into cross access agreements (easements) 
with adjacent property owners who do have rights -of- access. This condition presents 
significant constraints to the development and redevelopment of these sites. 

The process involved with the purchase back of the access rights is time consuming. Without 
right of access the marketability of those sites is significantly reduced. Enacting Incentive 
Zoning provisions ta encourage landowners with rights-of-access to provide cross access 
easements for those sites without right of access is a viable alternative. An alternative that would 
have positive benefits associated with minimizing the number of separate curb cuts along this 
heavily traveled portion of Empire Boulevard. 

Another constraint to development along the waterfront portion of this area is the large volume 
of traffic using Empire Boulevard during the week. This traffic volume warrants the 
maintenance of four travel lanes of through traffic. Through traffic speed limits in the area are, 
for the most part, being widely ignored by the traveling motorists. This condition may be 
partially attributable to the number of vacant sites and the absence of people in this area. 

Motorists entering and exiting sites located along this portion of Empire Boulevard cumulatively 
create a potential traffic hazard area if redevelopment becomes too intense. To reduce the traffic 
hazard potential, the State Department of Transponation has made it known that for any site 
where trip generation data warrants, a condition of site redevelopment approval will be the 
construction of both left turn and deceleration lanes along Empire Boulevard. 

Other site redevelopment constraints include the absence of a traffic control device (stoplight) in 
the Study Area. Such a traffic control device could have positive effects on slowing down the 
speed of through traffic. A traffic light could also provide spacing for the through traffic 
movements, spacing that would improve the safety of vehicles entering and exiting the highway. 

EVALUATION OF IDENTIFIED REDEVELOP1\1ENT OPTIONS 
As part of the interview process explained in the previous chapter, a number of landowners, local 
officials and members of regulatory agencies identified desired redevelopment options. The 
following listing identifies site constraints and preferred patterns of land use as envisioned on the 
LaSalle' s Landing Development Plan Map (See Figure # 13). For the location of these sites 
please refer to Figure# 6, Site Access Restrictions. 

Site Number(s) 

l. 

Redevelopment Optiom and Site Observations 

No known plan for the redevelopment of this site located in the Town of 
Irondequoit. The site is zoned Waterfront Development District (WDD). 
Many of the WDD uses are no longer felt to be appropriate for this area 
gjven the shallow depth of water in Irondequoit Bay. The site has also 
been identified as a suspected landfill site. Prior to any redevelopment a 
testing of the site's fill material will be required to determine its 
composition. The best views from this site are towards the north and 
east looking out over the southern portions of Irondequoit Bay. A 
portion of this site is underwater and lies within the delineated 
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2. 

3. 

4. 

freshwater wetland adjacent co Irondequoit Bay. Approximately 2 acres 
of developable land remain on this 4.3-acre site. According co Figw-e # . 
6, this site has one (1) access poi.nt to Empire Boulevard. this access 
point is delineated along Empire Boulevard as the space between the two 
guide railings. 

The redevelopment options for this site include a restaurant, party house 
or public ownership. If future public ownership is anained, tbe .site 
could provide needed off-street parking. In any event the waterfront 
portion of this site is recommended for public access and for the 
construction of the Boardwalk. 

This site contains a total of 2.98 acres and is currently used as a boat 
sales and storage facility. The site is zoned WDD, however, this use 
does not appear to be dependent on its war.erfront location because of the 
shallow waters in this southern portion of Irondequoit Bay. There is an 
access point to Irondequoit Creek and to Irondequoit Bay that is used 
during certain months as a boat launch for customers. Although this 
boat launch site does not generate large volumes of traffic, the outdoor 
storage of boats and trailers block the views of the Bay and detracts from 
the Bay's natural setting. This site has one access point to Empire 
Boulevard. The desired redevelopment option for this site would be as 
public parkland. This parcel of land is a critical parcel for the creation 
of the L~alle's Landing Park., a park facility comprised of land in both 
Irondequoit and Penfield at the conference of Irondequoit Bay and 
Creek. Public ownership of this parcel will insure continuation of the 
planned boardwalk through this Bayfront area and allow for crossing 
Irondequoit Creek. 

This site contains less than ao acre of land and has abandoned buildings 
that lie within the floodplain of Irondequoit Creek. Redevelopment of 
this site or use of these structures in accordance with the Town's Flood 
Hazard Prevention Regulations would be most difficult and costly to 
develop. Over half of the site lies within the floodplain and freshwater 
wetland areas of Irondequoit Bay and Creek. This site is one of those 
cited as being in need of property maintenance. According to Figure # 
6, Site Access Restrictions Map. this site has two (2) access points along 
the north side of Empire Boulevard. The Plan envisions this site and site 
#4 be acquired for public use as a park. 

This site contains less than one (l) acre of land, most of that lies 
underwater. This site does not have access to Empire Boulevard. The 
same owner of Parcel #3 owns the site . This site lies within the 
floodplain of Irondequoit Creek and Irondequoit Bay. The site has very 
limited development potential. It is one of the principal sites for 
providing public access along the Bayfront at this south end of the Bay 
and access across the Irondequoit Creek inlet to the Bay. The preferred 
option for this .site is to acquire it in conjunction with Site #3 for public 
park purposes. 
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5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

This site contains a total of 3.8 acres of land with one (1) point of access 
to Empire Boulevard located at its' western boundary. The site's 
existing access poim, lo<;ated more towards the center of the parcel, does 
not have a valid permit and will either need to acquire one or be closed 
off. The site contains an abandoned garage and several large tan.ks that 
are being stored . The Plan recommends that development of this site be 
required to relocate its access point to the west propeny line and that this 
access point be combined with the access for sites #3 and #4. This site 
lends itself for development of a sit down (non-fast food) type of 
restaurant. This type of restaurant could be designed to complement the 
development of the LaSalle's Landing Park on adjacent sites #3 and #4. 
Any on-site parking would require a small berm with plantings along the 
boundary between sites #3 and #4, of those sites become park.land. 

This site provides one of the most panoramic vistas of Irondequoit Bay. 
11. has one (l) access point located at its west boundary line. This site 
extends the furthest to the north of any parcel in this area. The Plan 
envisions redevelopment of the northern most portion of this site as part 
of the proposed boardwalk that crosses the LaSalle' s Landing area The 
preferred redevelopment of this site should be commercial use such as a 
restaurant, party house or small boutique shops. 

This site contains less than one (l) acre of land and does not have access 
to Empire Boulevard. It is presently used as an automobile "doll-up" 
shop and used car sales lot. Both of these uses are not consistent with 
the desired plan of redevelopment for the area and any expansion of this 
use should not be permitted. The preferred redevelopment of this site 
would be to combine it with either site #6 or #8. If combined, this site 
could provide space for the small boutique shops or a restaurant facility 
or associated parking. 

This site contains slightly more than one acre of land (1.3 acre total). It 
bas a small bar/restaurant knows as the "Ponside Bar & Grill." This site 
bas one access point to Empire Boulevard that is not paved or clearly 
delineated. Th.is access point is jointly used for large trucks associated 
with Wesley Construction located on Site #9·. There are a number of 
large trees located along the Bay front ponion of this site and few picnic 
tables that appear to be used by patrons. These trees should be 
conserved when redevelopment of this site occurs. The preferred 
redevelopment of this site would be to combine it with Sites #6 and #7, 
and to use this area next to the trees for parking or open space. 

This site contains approximate one and one-half acres of land used as a 
construction storage yard, warehouse and office building. There is also 
stockpiles of stone and gravel located on the site. This site has one (1) 
access point to Empire Boulevard. This use is not consistent with the 
proposed Pian and any expansion should not be pennirted. Toe 
preferred redevelopment of this site would be to combine it with Sites 
#6, #7 and $8 to enable the creation of small specialty boutique shops for 
this area. 
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10. 

11. 

This site coma.ins a total of 13.5 acres of land and consists of three (3) . 
separate areas. The first area is located on the north side of Empire 
Boulevard and is used as a pull-off area where the public can park (up to 
approximately 15 vehicles) and view the Bay. Shoreline fishing also 
exists on this site. There is also a State Historic Marker identifying the 
significance of the location on Irondequoit Bay. The preferred 
redevelopment of this portion of Site #10 would be to continue its 
present use and to construct a boardwalk along the frontage. 

The second area is located at the southeast portion of Irondequoit Bay 
and is presently used as the "Bounty Harbor Restaurant". There is also a 
boat launch and boat docking facility that exists on this site. There 
presently are two points of access from this area of Site #10 to Empire 
Boulevard. Because of the highway curvature and a hi1lside located 
within the right-of-way, sight distances are resrricted. Motorists entering 
the highway from this site must accelerate quickly to move safely into 
the flow of traffic. The preferred redevelopment of this site should 
include a parallel access road to Site #11 's main access to Empire 
Boulevard. The continued commercial use of the property is envisioned 
in the Plan. 

Portions of this site are also used for outdoor storage of boats and for 
entertainment of restaurant customers. Seaplanes are docked at this site 
and use the dredged channel to the Bay for take off and landings. The 
boat docking facility is totally dependent on the maintenance of the 
channel providing access to the Bay. The Town's LWRP and Zoning 
Ordinance addresses the issue of resrricting additional docking. The 
dredging of the channel is subject to State DEC approval. Another 
portion of this area is located northeast of the restauranL and consists of 
steep slopes, trees and waterfront. There is currently no development on 
this portion of the site. 

The third area of Site #10, is located on the south side of Empire 
Boulevard and adjacent to Sites #30 and #31. Most of this area is a 
designated freshwater wetland and appear to be completely non
developable. The Plan envisions this area to remain as open space. 

This site contains 26.70 acres of land that represents the largest single 
land acreage in this area. The site does not have any restrictions to 
access as is the case with Sites #1-#10. The site contains suspected 
landfill material that will have to be tested before redevelopment can 
occur. This site provides the greatest potential for renewing economic 
development interests in the area. The preferred redevelopment option 
would be to have this site developed for commercial use (such as a 
botel/conference center with support shops). The scale of this 
development could serve as the anchor for redevelopment of other sites 
in the area. It is recommended that a marginal frontage road be 
constructed to connect Sites #10 and #11. This confined access would 
warrant a left turn lane, a right tum deceleration lane and a traffic signal 
at this location. A signalized intersection at th.is location appears to also 
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12-17. 

18. 

19. 

20-21. 

22. 

offer secondary benefits to sites located on the opposite side of Empire 
Boulevard and to other sit.es located in the LaSalle's Landing. 
Development Area. These benefits include slowing traffic down through 
the area: and providing breaks in the flow of through traffic which in 
turn enhances the safe entering and exiting of vehicles from sites in the 
area 

Sites #12 through #17 although shown on Figure# 6 are located outside 
the project area. No land use change is recommended in this Plan for 
any of these si.'< sites. 

This site contains toraling 0.46 acres of land that is being used for a 
single-family residence. Although shown on Figure # 6 this site is 
located outside oft.he: Project Area. No land use change is recommended 
in this Plan. 

This site contains a total of 36.89 acres of land, the majority of which 
lies within the State designated freshwater wetland along Irondequoit 
Creek. There is no highway access to this site from Empire Boulevard. 
There is an easement across the front of this site for Monroe Counry 
Water Authority's transmission main. There is also a 100-foot wide 
easement running across this property for the RG&E overhead 
transmission line. As noted earlier in this chapter, redevelopment of a 
large sile such as this may necessiLale I.he instal]ation of a left tum lane 
and a right turn deceleration lane. The preferred redevelopment of this 
site would be for single family dwellings with a portion of the site being 
dedicated to Monroe County for park use and hiking trail development 
between the County Parks. 

Theses two sites contain a total of 1.61 acres of land. Site #20 has 
access to Empire Boulevard. Site #21 does not have access to Empire 
Boulevard. Both sites have an easement running across the front of their 
property for Monroe County Water Authority's transmission maID. Both 
sites also have a 100-foot wide easement across their property for the 
RG&E overhead transmission main. The pref erred redevelopment of 
these two sites would be commercial and might include a restaurant 
oriented towards the adjacent wetland area. 

This site contains a total of 22.0 acres of land, most of which is State 
designated freshwater wetlands. The site also lies within a designated 
floodplain of Irondequoit Bay. There is two point of access from this 
site to Empire Boulevard. There are easements across this site for 
Monroe County Warer Authority transmission main and for the RG&E 
overhead transmission line. According to Monroe County, this site is a 
suspected landfill site and further testing will be required before any 
development permits are issued. The site js presently used as a 
restaurant and the pref erred redevelopment would be to have this use 
continue with the main dining oriented towards the wetland area views. 
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23. 

24, 

25. 

26. 

27. 

28. 

This site contains a total of .17 acres of land with a single-family 
dwelling. The site is located in the floodplain for Irondequoit Creek. It 
is also located within the boundaries of a St.ate delineated freshwater 
wetland area. This site is also a suspected landfill site and testing will 
be required prior LO redevelopment . The Plan's preferred continued use 
of this site is for it to be combined with Site #22 and used in concert 
with the use on the larger parcel (Site #22). 

This site contains a total of 4.9 acres of land, most of which lies within a 
State designated freshwater wetland, and the floodplain for Irondequoit 
Creek, A LOO-foot wide easement crosses the site for RG&E's overhead 
transmission line. The site contains a single-family structure that is now 
being used as the sales office for "Carr Source", a state registered motor 
vehicle retail dealership. The preferred redevelopment of this site would 
be for commercial recreational uses such as canoes, paddle boat and 
rowboat sales and rentals. 

This site contains a total of 4.5 acres of land most of which lies within a 
St.ate designated freshwater wetland. There is a 100-foot wide easement 
across this site for RG&E's overhead transmission ma.in. There is no 
access for this site from Empire Boulevard. The preferred 
redevelopment of this site would be to combine it with Site #24 and to 
use it in support of the recommended commercial recreational use. 

This site contains a total of 2.38 acres of land and was recently used as a 
restaurant. Once public sewers are installed, it is felt that this site may 
re-open as a restaurant. The site has one (1), approved access point to 
Empire Boulevard. a rather wide point of access localed at the eastern 
boundary of the property. This parcel provides access for a single
family dwelling located on lot #4. The preferred redevelopment of thls 
site would be as a restaurant having shared access with the adjacent 
County of Monroe Park.land and shared parking facilities. 

This site contains a tot.al of 19. 88 acres of land recently acquired by the 
County of Monroe for parkland purposes. The site has three-(3) point of 
access co Empire Boulevard. The site also bas a 100-foot wide easement 
crossing it for the RG&E overhead transmission line. The western 
porrioo of this site lies within a State designated freshwater wetland 
area. The preferred redevelopment of this site would be for a parking lot 
and park.land use, as envisioned by the County of Monroe. 

This site contains a total of 5.22 acres of land with no access from 
Empire Boulevard. The site contains steep slopes and has an easement 
running along its northern boundary for an RG&E overhead transmission 
line. Access to this site appears to be from a right-of-way-extending 
north from the old Westfall Road. The preferred redevelopment of this 
site would be for it to remain as open space and to be acquired to the 
County of Monroe as additional parkland. The vistaS of the Bay from 
the north end of this site, are most impressive and should be conserved 
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29. 

30. 

31. 

32-33. 

34-35. 

for the enjoyment by the public. Consideration should be given to the 
site's grade along the highway to be used as an incorporated overhead 
access walk. 

This site contains a total of 5.22 acres of land, a portion of which 
contains steep slopes. The site does not have access to Empire 
Boulevard. Access co this site is from Wilbur Tract Road. The site was 
recently used as a farm market and has since gone out of business. The 
preferred redevelopment of this site would be office/commercial use. 
The Plan also envisions the parking, area for this site, during non
business hours, to be used by visitors to the LaSalle's Landing 
Development Area, during non-business hours. 

This site contains a total of 3 .1 acres of land with access from Empire 
Boulevard. The site is a suspected waste site and before redevelopment 
testing of the site should be required. The sire is also part of a State 
designated freshwater wetland. The present use of the site is a truck 
terminal and storage yard for devices used in conjunction with garbage 
disposal business. The preferred redevelopment of this site would be for 
office/commercial use in conjunction with that use on Site #29. 

This site contains a total of 24.1 acres of land that is currently used for a 
number of industrial uses, including a truck tenninal and construction 
yard. The site bas access from Empire Boulevard. The site contains a 
State designated freshwater wetland. It is also a confirmed waste 
disposal site for construction and demolition debris. The site drops off 
from Empire Boulevard and, for the most part, is not visible to passing 
motorists or from adjacent properties. The preferred redevelopment of 
this site would be for an office park or recreational facility with a new 
point of access from Empire Boulevard opposite the main entrance to 
Site #11. 

Site #32 is a vacant parcel of land containing a total of .95 acres. Site 
#33 is a vacant parcel of land containing a total of .77 acres. The 
preferred redevelopment of these sites would be to combine them with 
adjacent sites. These two sites are envisioned as commercial use in the 
Plan to be part of the new access lo Sites #31 through #39. 

Site #34 is a vacant parcel of land containing a total of .90 acres. Site 
#35 is a vacant parcel of land containing a total of .90 acres. These two 
sites are envisioned in the Plan to be redeveloped as commercial uses 
with shared access and parking areas. 
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36. 

37. 

38. 

39. 

40. 

41. 

42. 

43. 

44-. 

45. 

This site comains a cotal of .99 acres of land that is commercially used as . 
an automobile pans store knows as "Turner Auto Parts". The Plan 
envisions this site to remain in commercial use and with combined 
access to be created with adjacent commercial sites. 

This site is a vacant parcel of land containing a total of LO acres. The 
Plan envisions this site ro be developed for commercial use with 
combined access with adjacent commercial sites. 

This site is a vacant parcel of land containing a total of LO acres. The 
Plan envisions this site to be developed for commercial use with 
combined access with adjacent commercial sites. 

This site contains a total of 1.03 acres of land used as a commercial 
sporting goods store. The Plan envisions continued corrunercial use of 
this site with combined access with adjacent commercial sites, 

This is a vacant site that contains a total of 9.20 acres. The Plan 
envisions this site be developed for office use and that access to Empire 
Boulevard be combined with the adjacent commercial sites. 

This site contains a total of 11.50 acres of land used as a single~farnily 
residence. The site is landlocked and access is obtained through an 
agreement with Site #25. This Plan envisions this site being acquired by 
the County of Monroe for park purposes. The existing house could be 
convened lO an interpretive center and/or meeting lodge or other similar 
public use. 

This site contains a total of 33.90 acres of land owned by the County of 
Monroe and used as parkland. The Plan envisions continued use of this 
site for park purposes consistent with the Ellison Park Master Plan. 

This site contains a total of LO acres of land. A small portion of the 
northeast corner of this site lies within a delineated state freshwater 
wetland. The Plan envisions redevelopment of this site as an office use, 
designed to compliment the office use proposed for Sites #29 and #30. 

This site contains a total of 26.85 acres of vacant land. The northeast 
portion of this site contains a State designated freshwater wetland. The 
Plan envisions the development of this site for single family use. 
Development under the cluster provisions of Section 278 of Town Law 
combined with Incentive Zoning could result in a pattern of townhouse 
development in the southwest portion of the site. Such a pattern could 
result in the wetland portion of the site being left in a natural state and 
consideration given to its being dedicated to the Town for public 
parkland use. 

This· site contains a tot.al of 22.30 acres of vacant land. The central 
portion of this site contains a State designated freshwater wetland. The 
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Plan env1s1ons the development of this site for single family use in 
conjunctioo with the development plans for Site #44. The balance of 
this site north of Wilber Tract Road should remain as open space with 
consideration given to irs being dedicated to the Town for public 
parkland use. 

MARKET FACTORS LIMITING REDEVELOPiVIENT 

The largest factors limiting the marketability of redevelopment of the area include: 

• Unkempt properties and structures. 

• Outdoor storage of equipment and supplies. 

• Existing land uses that do not fit within the definition of a waterfront area. 

• Incompatible zoning districts and zoning regulations that act to prevent 
redevelopment of an overall planned area. 

• A limited number of points of access to Empire Boulevard. 

• High volumes of traffic and motorists traveling too fast through the area. 

• Lack of pedestrian and bicycle accessibility to the area. 

• Lack of water depth, prohtoiting docking facilities. 

• Environmental constraints such as floodplains, wetlands, and sreep slopes. 

USES WITH ffiGH POTENTIAL FOR ECONOMIC SUCCESS 

Within the LaSalle' s Landing Development Area there are a number of sub-areas that appear to 
have the potent1al for redevelopment. These sub-areas are identified generically below and 
reference the involved sites that are delineated on Figure# 6. 

Waterfront Area (Sites# 1 through #10) 
According to the Residents Survey. there is a need for quality restaurant facilities and party 
houses, provided there is no live outdoor entertainment and provided there is increased 
opportunity for public access along the water edge. Specialty shops and boutiques could 
complement the restaurants and serve to attract. people to the area. 

LaSal/e's l.Anding DevelopmenJ Plan V-10 May 1997 



Hillside/Wetland Area (Site #19) 

This site has the greatest potential for redevelopm~t as single family detached residential units 
provided the intensity of development does not generate traffic patterns that would require the 
installation of a left hand tum lane and a right hand deceleration lane on Empire Boulevard. The 
low land portions of this site should be dedicated to the County for development of a linear trail 
through th.is area connecting Irondequoit Bay West with Ellison Park and Tryon Park. 

Wetland Area (Sites# 20 through 25) 

This area could accommodate restaurants and party houses that would be oriented away from the 
highway and towards the natural wetland setting. Canoe and non-motorized boat rentals would 
also be desirable types of seasonal commercial uses. The majority of this area should be used for 
passive types ohecreational opportunities such as hiking, bird watching and nature outings. 

Wilbur Tract Area (Sites #29, #30, and #43 through #45) 

This sub-area lends itself to redevelopment of office buildings that could be clustered to 
capitalize on the views north to Irondequoit Bay and southeast to the freshwater wetlands. To 
the soulh of these office buildings is an area that lends itself to townhouse development under 
cluster provisions of Town Law. Such development could result io the dedication of pub1ic 
park.land to serve as a natural banier to Site #31 to the east. 

Empire Commercial Corridor (Sites #31 through #40) 

This sub-area is already partially developed with a mix of pre,.existing comrnerciaJ and light 
industrial types of land use. The potential for additional corrunercial uses in this area exists and 
care needs to be taken to control points of access. This area, combined with lhe larger scale 
commercial development envisioned to occur across the highway provides the greatest 
opporni.nity for traffic light installation. This would provide increased access to these 
commercial and light industrial sites, as well as improve overall traffic safety through the 
LaSalle's Landing Area by creating breaks in traffic flows and slowing down through traffic. 

Bayview (Sites #10 and #11) 

The greatest potential exists for a coordinated plan of redevelopment for commercial use such as 
a hotel/conference center complex. Th.is area possesses a panoramic view of the Bay and 
commands an overall plan of development. One of the desired mitigation measures for 
redevelopment involves reconfiguration of existing docks to improve the visual impact of the 
Bay. 
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CHAPTER SIX 
LASAIJ E'S LANDING DEVELOPMENT PLAN 

ARC.fll'IECTURAL AND 
ENGINEERING ANALYSIS 

SITE DESIGN GUIDELINES 
In order to preserve the important scenic vistas and natural beauty of the area site criteria need to 
be addressed for development or redevelopment of specific areas within the project corridor. 
Specific scenic vistas that have been identified are depicted in Figure 12. The following site 
design guidelines are recommended to preserve these scenic vistas. 

Deve1opment north of Empire Boulevard 

• Clustered development to preserve scenic vistas and open space. 

• Development oriented toward lrondeguoit Bay with parking toward the road. 

• Low-rise development to preserve vistas and to suit poor soil conditions. 

• Shared highway access to comply with limited NYSDOT right-of-way access along 
Empire Boulevard and to maintain traffic flow. 

• Maintain visual corridors to the Bay. 

• Combine off-street parking. 

• Combine surface runoff treatment 

Development south of Empire Boulevard west of the former Tiffany's restaurant. 

• Clustered development to preserve vistas and open space. 

• Development oriented toward the wetlands with parking toward the road. 

• Low~rise development to preserve vistas and to suit poor soil conditions. 

• Shared highway access co comply with limited NYSDOT right-of~way access along 
Empire Boulevard and to maintain traffic flow. 
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Development south of Empire Boulevard east of the former Tiffany's restaurant. 

• Clustered development to preserve vistas and open space. 

• Development oriented toward Irondequoit Bay with parking behind development 
where possible. 

• Low-rise development to preserve vistas and to suit poor soil conditions. 

• Off-street parking areas. 

• Shared highway access to comply with limited NYSDOT right-of-way access along 
Empire Boulevard and to maintain traffic flow. 

• Combine off-street parking. 

• Combine surf ace runoff treatment. 

TRAFFIC AND PEDESTRIAN PATIERNS 

Traffic 

The current traffic volume of over 20,000 vehicles per day will require changes to the existing 
highway design as redevelopment occurs. The reduction or enforcement of current speed limits 
within the project corridor is critical to the viability of redevelopment in this area. Signalization 
within the project corridor would help to achieve this goal. Two areas have the potential for 
meeting the NYSDOT requirements for a traffic signal in the project corridor. They are: 

• The Wilbur Tract road intersection. This intersection may meet NYSDOT 
requirements, if shared access from the north side of Empire Boulevard ex.its 
opposite this intersection. 

• The Meli property/Bounty Harbor intersection. This intersection may meet 
NYSDOT requirements, but necessitates the relocation of the existing Bounty 
Harbor access point to align with the current Meli property. 

Current cross traffic volumes at either of these locations do not currently warrant signalization. 
With redevelopment, and increased traffic due to changes in land use, signalization within the 
project corridor is possible. 

To provide access to properties througbour the project corridor and maintain traffic flows 
modifications to the existing highway will be required. These modifications include left rurning 
lanes as a requirement for redevelopment. The costs of these improvements are significant and 
will be borne by developers. The oeed for turning lanes furthers the need for shared access of 
sites in the projecl corridor. This will make these improvements financially viable, as the 
developable size of small siDgle parcels will not justify the cost of highway improvements as a 
requirement for the development. 

The sloped areas at the east and west end of the project corridor will also require speed reduction 
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Janes for right turning vehicles in order to maintain traffic flow. As with left turning lands, the 
costs of these improvements are significant and will be borne by developers. This also furthers 
the need for shard access of sites in the project corridor. 

Pedestrian 
Pedestrian .access to the area does not currently exist, Providing safe pedestrian access in the 
project corridor requires the following improvements: 

• Sidewalks that link. the neighborhoods to the east and west of the project; and wh.ich 
provide accommodations for physically impaired persons to the services and 
environmental beauty of Irondequoit Bay and the wetlands to the south. 

• Access to the shoreline of tbe bay through boardwalks, trails or sidewalks along 
easements on private parcels . 

• Safe pedestrian crossing from the north to the south side of Empire Boulevard. This 
can be accomplished through signalization, pedestrian bridges, or tunnels, but is 
crucial to the development of the area as a cohesive unit and will be required to 
provide adequate parking for amenities on the north while preserving vistas and 
green space there. 

UTILITIES AND SERVICES 

Electric and Gas 
Existing overhead electric facilities are an eyesore and restrict development in the areas south of 
Empire Boulevard, particularly west of Irondequoit Creek. Wberever possible, overhead utilities 
should be placed underground or relocated to enhance redevelopment of the area. 

Water 
The 30'' Monroe County Water Authority line that is above ground south of Empire Boulevard 
west of Irondequoit Creek is also an eyesore. The potential eJdsts to pl.ace a pedestrian bridge 
above or adjacent to this line_ This will act to camouflage the line while providing a necessary 
public amenity. 

OFF-STREET PARKING AND SHARED ACCESS 

Off Street Parking 

As redevelopment of the area occurs additional off street parking will be necessary to support the 
redevelopment. The focus of development of off street parking should follow these guidelines: 

• Parking areas north of Empire Boulevard should be minimized and shared whenever 
possible. Both Towns will encourage non-competitive areas for shared parking 
and/or valet parking. This will allow for clustered development and preserve open 
space and vistas to Irondequoit Bay. 
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• Parking areas south of Empire Boulevard and west of the former Tiffany's restaurant· 
should be minimized and shared wherever possible. This will allow for clustered 
development and preserve open space and vistas to the wetland. 

• Parking areas should be developed along the south of Empire Boulevard. This wiU 
require that adequate pedestrian crossings be provided to allow access to the trails 
and services located on the northern shore of the bay . 

• Parking areas should be sited to provide access to both parklands and trails to the 
south and north of project corridor as well as services on the nonh and south side of 
Empire Boulevard. 

Shared Access 

Highway access points imposed by NYSDOT right-of-way restrictions require shared access 
through much of the project corridor. The use of shared access points also increases the 
likelihood of meeting NYSDOT guidelines for signaliz.ation of the project corridor in the future. 
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CHAPTER SEVEN 
LASALLE'S LANDING DEVELOPMENT PLAN 

DEVELOP.MENT THEME SYNTHESIS 
AND IMPLEMENTATION STRATEGIES 

INTRODUCTION 

This Chapter identifies a future land use pattern that is felt to have the greatest potential for 
achieving the goals established in Chapter 2 of this Development Plan. The future Jand use 
pattern is depicted oo the Master Plan Map (see Figure # 13, entitled Master Plan and hereinafter 
referred to as the Plan Map). The Plan Map reflects the Area's development constraints and 
opportunities. as well as the public's expressed desires for providing more access along the 
shoreline . The Plan Map builds upon the potential for redevelopment as it is to be guided by the 
enactment of new LaSalle's Landing Waterfront Development District (LLWDD) Zoning 
Regulations. Furthermore, the Plan builds upon the programs that other levels of government 
have established which affect the pattern of redevelopment of this Area. 

Adoption of thls Plan establishes a course of action based on uniform, consist.eut and accountable 
decision making. Decision rn.alcing that all of the regula.10ry agencies can follow to achieve a 
desired pattern of land use. Adoption of this Development Plan also provides landowners and 
neighbors an overall vision of how both Towns intend to achieve a suitable balance among the 
various competing interests that have been expressed about the redevelopment of this area 
through the public participation component of the planning program. The Plan Map serves to 
achieve a balance: 

l. among the various cypes of land uses, those that are dependent on waterfront location 
to enhance their operations or those that want to capitalize on the Area's unique 
natural setting; 

between development and redevelopment of the Area and protection of the 
environmental quality of the Area; 

2. between the needs of residents and non-residents who will visit the Area or travel 
through it; and 

3. between the need to make changes in the appearance of the Area through a defined 
coun;e of action aucl to conuol i.;hange. 
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DEVELOP1\1ENT PLAN SYNTHESIS 

The LaSaJle's Landing Development Plan Map (see Figure # 13) is a iong-term plan, capable oi 
accommodating growth while protecting the natural setting and environmental quality of the 
Area. The major emphasis of the Plan Map is to provide a basis for decision making that will 
increase public access along the south shoreline of Irondequoit Bay. This access shall be used to 
delineate a physical barrier between the portions to be redeveloped and preservation of the 
natural areas of the Bay. The Plan Map does not encourage redevelopment of existing sites 
under current zoning. On the contrary, the Plan Map envisions that a new unifonn zoning district 
will be established by both Towns to control redevelopment of this Area. The Plan Map also 
does not depend upon rapid growth. The Plan Map is also flexible enough to acconunodace 
either slow, incremental redevelopment or fairly rapid growth provided that redevelopment is 
accompanied by the appropriate implementation measures described below in the Chapter. 

PLAN IMPLEMENf A TION ACTIONS 

Plan Adoption 

The first step in the implementation process is the formal review of the Plan by the public, the 
involved regulatory agencies and both Towns. Following this review process, the next step is to 
incorporate desired changes and to proceed with the formal Plan adoption process as provided. 
for under Town Law and the implementation of the following actions. 

LaSalle' s Landing Waterfront Development District 

One of the major implementation actions identified in the Plan is the enactment of specific 
incentive zoning provisions that will be incorporated into the LaSalle's Landing Waterfront 
Development District (LLWDD). The following provides an outline of the proposed LL\'VDD 
regulations that the Towns of Irondequoit and Penfield will follow to realize the goals of the 
LaSalle's Landing Development Plan. 

A part of all site development approvals for sites located along the south shoreline of 
Irondequoit Bay will be a reqttirement that public access be provided along the waterfront 
portion of their sites. In exchange, the Towns will create uniform zoning incentives to permit 
redevelopment of these sites in a manner that does not constitute a taking of private property. 

Commercial redevelopment of the Bay front ponion of this Area will emphasize those uses that 
are dependent oo the passive types of waterfront use envisioned or that are dependent on the 
Bay's vista to attract customers (i.e. restaurants). 

All redevelopment will be sited so as to preserve, to the greatest extent practical the scenic vistas 
and visual access to the Bay. 

Combined solutions for site access, parking and surface drainage will be required for all 
redevelopment applications. 

The LLWDD will establish ao overall design theme for buildings and signage. 
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All redevelopment applications will be coordinated between the two Towns lo insure that 
the goals of this Plan are achieved. 

Residential development in this Area will be limited to those portions depicted on the 
Plan Map. 

Traffic control through this Area and improved traffic safety will be enhanced by a 
pattern of redevelopment envisioned on the Plan Map. Continued coordination between 
both Towns and the State Department of Transportation will facilitate this solution. 

Bot.b Towns will also enter into formal agreements with all regulatory agencies that 
redevelopment approvals will be based on the Plan Map and conditions established by 
the involved regulatory agencies as part of the formal agreements 

Other Plan Implementation Actions 

In addition to the creation of the LL WDD, the Plan also recommends lhe following 
implementation actions be initiated: 

Intermodal Trail System 
Both Towns, in cooperation with Monroe County Parks, the Seaway Trail and the New 
York State Department of Transportation, will pursue grant funds lO enable the creation 
of a "Boardwalk" (linear trail) along the Bay front through this Area. This linear trail 
will be an Intermodal trail system (e.g. sidewalks, bike lanes, boardwalk and hiking 
trail). Figure 13 on the next page identifies the Intermodal Trail System envisioned 
through the LaSalle's Landing Development Plan. 

The trail system will compliment the pedestrian trail system being planned around 
Irondequoit Bay. It will also serve to link the County's three parklands in the Area and 
meet the needs of the Seaway Trail's planned link around Irondequoit Bay. Along the 
waterfront, the trail will serve to delineate the boundary between the areas that can be 
redeveloped and the area to remain in its natural state, the Irondequoit Bay's protected 
freshwater wetland and adjacent area. 

Passive Waterfront Recreation Area 
Both Towns will pursue with Monroe County and the Irondequoit Bay Coordinating 
Committee (IBCC) the designation of the southern portion of Irondequoit Bay as a 
passive waterfront recreation area. An area for exclusive water oriented recreational use 
by canoes, kayaks, self-propelled paddleboats, fishing trollers, rowboats and wind 
surfers. This area of the Bay will remain in its existing state and will continue to provide 
a narural habitat for migrating and shoreline birds, fish and wildlife. 

Open Space/Parkland Acquisition 
Both Towns will pursue grant funds to acquire land, located along both sides of 
Irondequoit Creek at the confluence with Irondequoit Bay, to be used a public park in 
recognition of the historic setting of the Area.. 
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Plan Maintenance 

To insure that this Plan will be maintained, both Town Boards as pan of the informal Plan 
Adoption Resolutions agree to jointly review the Plan every five (5) years and ro update it as 
necessary. A formal review and update process will be established by both Towns. 

SUMMARY 

In terms of land area, the LaSalle's Landing Development Area contains a total of 45 parcels of 
land with 315.49 acres. Of this total, 57 .08 acres are located along Lhe north side of Empire 
Boulevard and along the south shoreline of Irondequoit Bay. These 57 acres of land possess 
unique environmental feamres that must be protected. These features present constraints to 
redevelopment that have been identified in the previous chapters of this Plan, as well as in other 
studies and plans cited herein. This area also possesses hisiorical significance that should be 
more prominently identified to the public and protected for furore generations. 

Throughout this planning process the public input has been sought on numerous occasions to 
help guide and direct the creation of a meaningful Plan Map; and co establish an accountable 
course of implementation actions. Landowners, neighbors, local, county and state officials have 
been provided an opportunity to review the preliminary draft of this Plan and to make comment 
on concerns that the Plan should address. 

It is clear from the public participation in the planning process that a "No Action'' alternative 
involving the continuation of existing planning programs and existing land use regulati,ons will 
noc achieve the desired pattern of redevelopment that residents and landowners desire. It is also 
clear that the two Towns can no longer rely on the lack of public sewer service to deter interest in 
developing sites located along the southern portion of Irondequoit Bay. 

Redevelopment will necessitate establishing a course of action that includes innovative planning 
and zoning regulations to effect a preferred pattern of land use for this unique Area. To avoid 
haphazard and piecemeal redevelopment, and to accomplish the preferred pattern of land use 
inter-municipal planning will be maintained. The LaSalle's Landing Development Plan provides 
a rare opporruniry for both Towns to correct existing conditions; to enhance the economic 
development of this Area; and, to establish a public/private partnership to realize public access 
along this unique portion of Irondequoit Bay. 
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CHAPfER EIGHT 
LASALLE'S LANDING DEVELOPMENT PLAN 

STATEENVIRONMENTALQUALITYREVIEWRECORD 
AND 

DETERMCNATION OF ENVJRONMENTAL SIGNJFICANCE 

INTRODUCTION 
The standard Environmental Assessment Forms (EAF) as required under 6 NYCRR Part 617 are 
geared to specific land developmeor project and nol the evaluation of a Development Plan. 
Therefore, the responses to questions in Section B, of Part I, Project Description, and a few other 
items in the EAF were answered as "non-applicable" (NIA) because no specific development 
project is being proposed. Staff in the Office of Regulatory Affairs in the New York State 
Department of Environmental Conservation as well as the Executive Director of the New York 
Land Institute were contacted and this approach was suggested. providing that the overall 
impacts of the Development Plan were addressed. A narrative Part 3 - Evaluation of the 
Importance of the Impacts will be created to address these overall impacts. 

This EAF and the accompanying narrative assess a development plan intended to guide land use 
activities within the LaSalle's Landing Development Area of the Towns of Irondequoit and 
Pen.field. The Plan seeks to accommodate the redevelopment of land through implementation 
actions involving the use of existing environmental protection guidelines, proposed zoning 
regulations, and inter-municipal agreements being established among State, County and Towns. 
These regulations will guide development in accordance with the Plan, and specific capital 
improvement projects to acquire land in the area and develop an Imeunodal trial system. 

The Designated Lead Agency, in consultation with other Involved and Interested Agencies, will 
review the Environmental Assessment and Record to determine if the action may result in one or 
more large and imponant impacts that may have a significant impact on the environment prior to 
making the Determination of Significance. If it is felt that the action may have a significant 
impact on the environment, a positive declaration will be prepared. The positive declaration will 
direct the preparation of an Environmental Impact Statement. 

CLASSIFICATION OF ACTION UNDER SEQR 
The proposed action, is considered a Type I Action under SEQR. A.n Environmental Assessment 
(EAF), including the Narrative Part Ill, will be prepared pursuant to the New York State 
Environ.mental Quality Review Act (SEQR) and its implementing regulations 6 NYCRR Part 617 
for the adoption of a Development Plan for the LaSalle's Landing Area in the Towns of 
Irondequoit and Penfield, Monroe County, New York. 
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LEAD AGENCY DESIGNATION 
At this time, it is the intention of the Penfield Town Board to declare its responsibility co be 
designated Lead Agency under SEQR. The Town will be responsible for completion of the 
Environmental Record, the coordination of the review of said Record with all Involved and 
Interested Agencies and for making the Detenninatioo of Environmental Significance on the 
Action. Upon the accept.a.nee of a final draft of the Development Plan, the Penfield Town Board 
will prepare and circulate the official request to be designated Lead Agency for the Action 
entitled "Adoption of The LaSalle's Landing Development Plan." 

COORDINA 1ED REVIEW 
There are Two Involved Agencies for the above-cited Action, as defined under SEQR, these two 
agem;ies are lh~ Irondequoit Town Board and the Penfield Town Board. In the interests of 
governmental efficiency and the desire ro avoid segmentation of the Determination of 
Significance, one of these two Town Boards will ~ost likely be designated Lead Agency. 

There are a number of Interested Agencies, they include: 

• Irondequoit and Penfield Town Planning Boards, 
• the New York State Department of State, 
• the New York State Department of Transportation, 
• the New York State Depamnent of Environmental Conservation, 
• the Monroe County Health Department, 
• the Monroe County Department of Planning and Development, 
• the Monroe County Parks Department, 
• the Irondequoit Bay Coordinating Committee, 
• the Monroe County Water Quality Management Council, 
• rhe Monroe County Environmental Management Council, 
• the City of Rochester and; 
• the Town of Brighton. 

Copies of the final draft of the Plan and the EAF will be forwarded to the above Interested and 
Involved Agencies for their review and comment. 

DETERMINATION OF SIGNIFICANCE 
Upon the closure of the public review and comment period, the Lead Agency will consider the 
Environmental Record and make the necessary Derennination of Significance on the proposed 
Action. 

NOTIFICATION OF DETERMlNA TION 
In accordance with the SEQR procedural requirements all Involved and Interested Agencies will 
be given notification of the Determination of Significance made on the proposed Action. 
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APPENDIX A 
LASALLE'S LANDING DEVELOPMENT PLAN 

JNTRODUCTION 
In July, 1995, a preliminary draft of the LaSalle's Landing Development Plan was completed and released to 
the public for review and comment. A total of 65 copies of the draft report were distributed to town board 
members in Irondequoit and Penfield, and to the following regulatory agencies: New York State 
Department of State; New York State Department of Transportation; New York State Department of 
Environmental Conservation; Monroe County Department of Planning and Development; Monroe County 
Health Department; Irondequoit Bay Coordinating Committee; Monroe County Water Quality Management 
Committee; Monroe County Environmental Management Council; Monroe County Pure Waters: Seaway 
Trail; and to the Town Engineers in Irondequoit and Penfield. In addition, a total of ten copies were made 
available to residents of Irondequoit and Penfield for their review and comment. 

REGULATORY AGENCIES WORKSHOP 
As part of the review process for the preliminary draft of the Plan, a workshop session was conducted on 
July 27, 1995 with the involved regulatory agencies. At this workshop, an overview of the Plan was 
presented and the review process and comment period outlined. Each of the major issues that had been 
previously identified by this group at the start of the Plan process in 1994 (see pages I-3 through I-5 of the 
Plan)was discussed. The following list identifies those persons attending and the organization or 
municipality they represent 

1. Kris Mago 
2. Jim Costello 
3. Tom Goodwin 
4. Robert Shearer 
5. Doug Fox 
6 . Ramsey Boehner 
7. Susanne Quartermann 
8. Jann K. Armantrout 
9. Stephanie Polowe 
10. Carol Gutzmer 
11. Douglas A. Gutzmer 
12. David Rinaldo 
13. John Luken 
14. Jim Van Auker 
15. Chan Philbrick 
16. Glenn Maid 
17. Jim McIntosh 
18. Ron Brand 

Town of Irondequoit Planning & Zoning 
Town of Penfield Building/Planning Services 
Monroe County Department of Planning and Development 
N.Y.S. Dept. of Environmental Conservation 
Town of Penfield Building/Planning Services 
Town of Brighton Building/Planning Dept. 
Monroe County Environmental Management Council 
Candidate 8th Legislative District 
17th Legislative District Representative Aldersley 
Landowner - Empire Boulevard Property 
Landowner - Empire Boulevard Property 
Monroe County Parks Department 
Councilman, Town of Irondequoit 
Town of Irondequoit Planning Board 
Supervisor, Town of Penfield 
Monroe County Sheriffs Office 
LaBella Associates, P.C. 
RLB Planning Group 

For the most part, consensus was reached among those present that the preliminary draft of the Plan had 
conceptually adequately addressed the 28 major issues identified, with the exception of the major issue of 
traffic concerns (item #13, on page 1-4). The State Department of Transportation was not able to have a 
representative present at this meeting so it could not be detennined whether the Plan had adequately 
addressed the traffic concerns. Those present were asked to complete their review of the Preliminary Draft 
of the Plan and to submit their comments by August 20, 1995. 
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Over the next five months (July through November, 1995) comments were received on the preliminary draft 
plan. The following section identifies the Person or Organization who responded, the date of their response 
and the page(s) of this Appendix A where a copy of their response may be found. · 

RESPONSES RECEIVED 

Person or Organization Date Appendix Page No. 

1. James Van Auker, Steering Committee Member 7/2/95 A-10 
2. Dr. Raymond Santirocco, Penfield Councilman 8/14/95 A-11 
3 . Kris Mago, Irondequoit Town Planner 8/14/95 A-12 
4. Brian L. Nagel, Rochester Museum & Science Center 8/14/95 A-13-20 
5. Paul A. Johnson, Acting Director of Parks, County of Monroe 8/16/95 A-21-22 
6. Doug Fox and Jim Costello, Penfield Dept. of 8/16/95 A-23 

Building & Planning Services 
7. Allan Grover, Monroe County Department of 8/17/95 A-24-26 

Planning and Development 
8. Gary Schmitt, Monroe County Env. Management Council 8/18/95 A-27-30 
9. Robert Shearer, Region 8 Office, New York 8/21/95 A-31-32 

State Department of Environmental Conservation 
10. Thomas Goodwin, Monroe County Department of 8/23/95 A-33-37 

Planning and Development 
11. Town of Penfield Conservation Board 8/ 31/95 A-38-40 
12. Town of Penfield Planning Board 9/14/95 A-41 
13. Richard Burton, Laboratory Administrator 10/3/95 A-42 

Monroe County Department of Health 
14. Larry Sherman, Region 4 Office, NYS Dept. of Transportation 10/ 6/95 A-43-44 
15. Federation of Monroe County Envrionmentalists 10/30/95 A-45-46 
16. Monroe County Soil & Water Conservation District 215/96 A-47-48 

STEERING COl\1MTITEE ACTIONS ON REVIEW COl\IMENfS 

Van.Auker's MeJD~ 

• The Steering Committee recognizes that Traffic safety, volumes and highway efficiency continue to be 
major concerns, as is further expressed in the State D.O.T.'s response. There will be increased traffic 
on Empire Boulevard resulting from the implementation of the Plan. There will also be increased traffic 
resulting from development of this area even if the Plan is not adopted. There will be an increase in 
traffic through this area resulting from development in areas outside the Study Area. The Plan has 
identified a number of proposals and efforts to promote access management that the State D.0.T. 
supports. The issue of traffic will be addressed as part of the Draft Generic Environmental hnpact 
Statement that is a part of this Plan. 

• The Steering Committee recognizes that noise will have an impact on the development of this area 
because of the close proximity of the highway to adjacent sites, in particular those site located on the 
north side of Empire Boulevard across the flat land portion of the Study Area. Development will need 
to incorporate the standards and guidelines identified in the Monroe County Waterfront Development 
Opportunities Report referenced in this Plan. New Waterfront Development District Regulations will 
also need to address site design, landscaping and outdoor activities. 

• The Steering Committee has sought and received approval from the two Town Boards and the County of 
Monroe to prepare an ISTEA Grant Application for funding assistance to develop an intennodal trail 
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system (bicycle, pedestrian, hiking, boardwalk, etc.) through the LaSalle's Landing Study Area. 
Contractors will construct portions of this trail system as part of the grant program. Developers as part 
of site plan approval under the new Waterfront Development District Regulations will construct the 
balance of the trail system. The trail system when completed will be maintained by both municipalities 
and the County respectfully, as part of the grant award conditions. 

• Safety of those using the trail system will depend on a number of factors that need to be further defined 
as part of the design phase for this aspect of the Plan. It is recognized that there will be the potential for 
additional patrols of this area by law enforcement agencies when the Plan's recommendations are 
realized. The increased use of this area and the redevelopment of sites will help to define the 
appropriate level of additional services that will be necessary. 

• Public rest rooms may become a reality if the Towns are successful in their efforts to acquire land for 
park purposes as envisioned on the Land Use Plan Map. Otherwise, there are no plans to construct 
public rest rooms as part of this Development Plan, other than those required for public buildings under 
State and County Health Codes. 

• Pedestrian crossings for Empire Boulevard remain an issue for which long term solutions will be 
required as development occurs. The State D.0.T.'s response to this subject has resulted in two of the 
proposed signal-on-demand pedestrian crossings originally proposed in the Plan to be removed. In their 
place, the Plan recommends a pedestrian cross over at the Towns boundary (Irondequoit Creek) and a 
future pedestrian crossing being provided as part of a signalized intersection shown at the east end of the 
Study Area. 

• The Steering Committee feels that both Towns, the County and the State of New York have land use 
controls in place which adequately protect the environmental problems alluded to in the memo. The 
Plan has identified the need for a sub-regional solution to stormwater quality and both Towns will 
continue to work with the County and State in the creation of an overall design solution for this issue. 
The Plan has also identified those sites within the Study Area that are either confirmed or suspected 
landfill sites. As these sites within the Study Area develop the existing Town, County and State 
environmental review procedures, land use controls, .development requirements and water quality 
management practices will required testing of all sites an remediation measures as deemed appropriate. 

Penfield Conservation Board Memo 

• The Steering Committee agrees with the Conservation Board's desires to preserve the majority of the 
highly sensitive wetlands and ensure water quality of the area. The Plan has been revised to further 
restrict the extent of development affecting these important resource areas. 

• The Steering Committee feels that the revised Plan addresses the Conservation Board's concerns for 
preserving the overall safety of residents passing through this area along Empire Boulevard. The Plan 
requires combined points of access and cross access easements, recommends improved sight distances, 
provides public notice of access restrictions to certain site developments and proposes an intermodal 
trail system that separates pedestrian and vehicular movements. The Waterfront Development District 
Regulations will provide standards for limiting these access management criteria within the Study Area. 

• The Steering Committee feels that the revised Plan increases the potential for improving public access 
along the wateifront portions of the Study Area through implementation of the intermodal trail system 
and acquisition of land for public park purposes. 

• The Steering Committee feels that the revised Plan provides a long-term solution to mitigate the impact 
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of surface runoff by decreasing the extent of impervious surfaces through the requirements for shared 
access and parking; and, by calling for the establishment of sub-regional detention (recharge) facilities. 

Penfield Councilman, Raymond Santirocco's Comments 

• The Steering Committee reviewed Councilman Santirocco's comments and directed the study 
consultants to incorporate them as found appropriate in the text of the final draft. 

Irondequoit Town Planner, Krisban Mago's Comments 

• The Steering Committee reviewed Krishan Mago's comments and directed the study consultants 
to incorporate them as found appropriate in the text of the final draft. 

Rochester Museum and Science Center Comments 

• The Steering Committee agrees with the RMSC recommendations that Phase IB field investigations be 
undertaken in any testable portions of the planning area prior to development un1ess substantial previous 
disturbance can be documented. 

County Parks Department Comments 

• The Steering Corrunittee appreciates the County Parks Department's cooperation in providing technical 
assistance in the creation of this Plan. The Plan as revised supports the County's efforts to complete the 
park linkages in the area; and, has incorporated their recommendation that a trail system connection be 
made on the west side of Irondequoit Creek to access parkland to the south of the Study Area. 

• The Steering Committee also appreciates the County's decision to join the two Towns in seeking !STEA 
Grant Funds to enable their portion of the intermodal trail system to become reality. 

Penfield Department of Building and Planning Services Comments 

• The Steering Committee reviewed Jim Costello's and Doug Fox's comments and directed the study 
consultants to incorporate them as appropriate in the text of the final draft. 

County Department of Planning and Development - Allan Grover's Comments 

• The Steering Committee reviewed Allan Grover's comments and directed the study consultants to 
incorporate them as appropriate in the text of the final draft. 

• The Steering Committee concurs with the County's assessment that " ... The speed and "free flow" of 
traffic should not be considered as a pre-existing condition which is not subject to further discussion." 
As development occurs in the Study Area, the Committee believes that the Plan provides direction and 
guidance on a site basis to mitigate the cumulative effect on vehicular traffic; its conflict with pedestrian 
safety, access issues, parking issues, and its relationship to the general character of this end of the Bay. 

County Environmental Management Council Comments 

• The Steering Committee appreciates the EMC's support for acquiring some of the land for public use 
with an eye towards preservation. 
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• The Steering Committee concurs with the EMC's assessment that the preliminary plan indicated too 
intense development and has directed revisions be made. The revised plan has been reviewed and we 
believe strikes a balance between landowners rights and the need to limit development in the interests of 
protecting the environmental resources of this unique area. 

• A Generic Environmental Impact Statement (GEIS) is to be prepared for the action to adopt the Plan and 
implement its' recommendations. 

• The Steering Committee feels that the intermodal trail system proposes solutions that address the 
transportation concerns of the EMC to the extent practical. 

• The County Health Department has provided details to address the EMC's concerns about stormwater 
quality protection and runoff rates. These details will be addressed in the GEIS for chis proposed action. 

• The Steering Committee talces exception to the EM C's comment (#8) which states " ... The plan 
suggests removing part of the bay cliffs and shoreline to improve the scenic vistas." The Plan does not 
recommend removing part of the shoreline, or bay cliffs. The Plan does recommend reducing that 
portion of the hillside along the north side of Empire Boulevard, within the highway right-of-way, 
between the present Bounty Harbor Restaurant site and the proposed hotel/conference center. This 
recommendation has been supported by representatives from the State Department of Transponation for 
improving sight distances for motorists entering and exiting the highway and those traveling along 
Empire Boulevard. 

• The Steering Committee feels that the enactment of new uniform Waterfront Development District 
Regulations for both Towns is the mechanism needed to insure developers will follow the approved 
plan. It is also felt that these new regulations should be based in part on consistency with the LaSalle's 
Landing Development Plan - Land Use Map. We concur with the EMC's recommendation that any 
deviation from the Land Use Map will require extensive environmental review to determine consistency 
with the Plan's recommendations. 

• The Steering Committee feels that segmentation can be avoided over the course of years needed to 
complete the Plan by formal adoption of the Plan as an amendment to both Towns' Comprehensive Plans 
and to periodic review and reporting on the Plan's status, as provided for under the recently enacted 
provisions of Town Law (Section 272-a). 

• The Steering Committee shares the EMC's concerns that over time the density of development does not 
increase in the Study Area without a formal amendment to the Plan occurring first. 

• The Steering Committee agrees with the EMC's concern that a coordinated landscaping plan is created 
for the entire area. The proposed Waterfront Development District Regulations should address the need 
for street scaping within RG&E' s right-of-way consistent with Rochester, Gas and Electric Street Scape 
Design Guidelines. 

• The Steering Committee feels that the Plan does not suggest that a joint Irondequoit/Penfield Local 
Waterfront Revitalization Plan will be developed. The Plan does recommend that Irondequoit and 
Penfield jointly create uniform Waterfront Development District Regulations for this area. This action 
is underway and is an important implementation action recommended by the Plan. 

• The Steering Committee agrees with the EMC's concerns that the Land Use Plan Map originally 
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submitted was too intense and that a reduction in the intensity of development has been accomplished on 
the revised Plan Map. 

• The Steering Committee feels that the proposed acquisition of land for park purposes will enable an 
outdoor eating area and public restrooms to be provided. 

• The Steering Committee feels the EM C's statement that " ... Construction of a hotel in this area represents 
gross over development of this land'' .. . is unfounded. The issue of whether the Plan should anticipate 
shuttle transportation for this area was part of the residents survey. There was very little support for this 
concept. 

• The Steering Committee agrees that littering is an important consideration to be addressed as part of 
development of this waterfront area. Design of the intennodal trail system, under a grant from the 
Department of State, will need to address this issue. 

• The Steering Committee feels that sites north of Empire Boulevard proposed for commercial use should 
be limited to one story and as "unobtrusive" as possible. Sites proposed for office use, however, may 
not have to be limited to one story depending on whether the site development would block an important 
scenic vista. 

• The Steering Committee feels that rentals of non-motorized boats should be allowed in addition to canoe 
rental/sales. 

• The Steering Committee has reviewed the conunents made by Louise Hartshorn of the EMC Staff and 
has directed revisions be made to the final draft. 

New York State Department of Environmental Conservation Comments 

• The Steering Committee agrees with the statement that " ... A significant limiting factor for development 
of the south end of the Bay is the need for an effective stormwater management plan." Presently there is 
no treatment of surface water runoff in this area. The Plan has caused this issue to be addressed by the 
Monroe County Health Department and preliminary plans have been created to cycle stormwater runoff 
through the wetland area to the south before discharge into Irondequoit Bay. Details will need to be 
completed as the DEC suggests. This is an important environmental constraint to development that will 
necessitate the identification of mitigation measures in the GEIS. 

• The Steering Committee has reviewed the other comments offered by the DEC and has instructed the 
study consultants to make changes as appropriate in the final draft of the Plan. 
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Monroe County Department of Planning and Development • Thomas Goodwin's Comments 

• The Steering Conunittee has reviewed the comments offered and has instructed the study consultants to 
make changes as appropriate in the final draft of the Plan. 

• The Steering Committee concurs with the statement that " ... There needs to be a recognition that as this 
area develops it will be more difficult to control traffic and the traffic patterns will have to change. TI1e 
use of landscaping and design details can be used to change the traffic character.'' 

Monroe County Department of Health Comments 

• The Steering Committee appreciates learning of the Health Department's and Sojl and Water 
Conservation District support of the proposed location and purpose of each of the stormwater 
management facilities. If properly built, the impacts of stormwater should be mitigated. 

New York State Department of Transportation Comments 

• The Steering Committee appreciates learning of the Department of Transportation's support for combine 
planning for development of this area with access management techniques. We concur that unwarranted 
traffic signals can increase the frequency of accidents and should not be seen as a means to slow down 
traffic. 

• The Steering Committee has reviewed the comments and has directed the study consultants to make the 
necessary changes to the final draft of the Plan. 

Town of Penfield Planning Board Comments 

• The Steering Committee appreciates the Planning Board looking with favor on the continued pursuit of 
this plan. 

• The Steering Committee concurs with the necessity for an aggressive approach to outside funding such 
as ISTEA Grants and were pleased that both Town Boards took the necessary rapid and unified response 
to this unique opportunity. Adoption of the Plan commits both Towns to this continued course of Pro
Action to secure grant funding. 

Federation of Monroe County Environmentalists Comments 

• The Steering Committee has directed the study consultants to revise the Land Use Plan Map by reducing 
the intensity of development and increasing the amount of public lands in an effort to reduce the impacts 
on the sensitive ecosystem and unique resource found in this area. 

• The Steering Committee is please to report that stonnwater run•off plans have been reviewed and found 
acceptable by the Monroe County Health Department and the Monroe County Soil and Water 
Conservation Service as a result of this draft Plan. 

• The Steering Committee is aware of the suspected landfill sites within the Study Area and appreciates 
this being brought to the public's attention. 

• The Steering Committee is aware that traffic is one of the major issues that have been identified as part 
of this Plan. 
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• The Steering Committee is aware that with any plan unless it is adopted and maintained there is a 
tendency not to follow the recommended actions. It is the intention of the Steering Committee to 
recommend this Plan become an amendment to the adopted Comprehensive Plans for both Irondequoit 
and Penfield, in accordance with the criteria contained in the recently enacted (August, 1995) provisions 
of Section 272-a of Town Law. 

• The Steering Committee concurs that it would be ideal for this area to be built by a single developer. In 
the absence of an ideal siruation , however, the Committee feels that a comprehensive overall 
development plan is the most appropriate and logical approach. 

Monroe County Soil and Water Conservation District Comments 

• The Steering committee has directed the consultants to prepare a sketch as requested showing the 
general locations of the retention/detention facilities in the DGEIS. 

• The Steering committee agrees that it may be beneficial to note in the plans that alternative stonnwater 
management measures may become available and more evident during specific site plan design. 

The Steering Committee gratefully appreciates those individuals, agencies and organizations comments on 
the preliminary draft plan document. The srudy consultants have been directed to revise the Land Use Plan 
Map and those portions of the text based on these many valuable insights to planned growth and 
development of this unique area. 

STEERING COMMITIEE'S ACTIONS 

The LaSalle's Landing Development Plan Steering Committee, since the release of the preliminary draft Plan 
in July, has held several workshop sessions during August, September, October and November. These 
meetings were necessary to: 

• review the comments as they were received on the preliminary draft Plan; 

• accept an $18,000 grant award from the New York State Department of State to be used in the 
preparation of detailed plans for the intermodal access system through the LaSalle's Landing Area; 

• request the Irondequoit and Penfield Town Boards to authorize the preparation and submission of an 
!STEA Grant Application for funding the Intermodal Trail through the LaSalle's Landing Area; 

• detennine Lead Agency Status and prepare the Environmental Record on the action to adopt the Plan; 

• review and approve the revised Concept Plan Map for the LaSalle's Landing Development Plan; 

• direct both Town Planning Staffs to work together to prepare a set of uniform Waterfront 
Development District Regulations which will be knows as "LaSalle's Landing Development District 
(LLDD); and, 

• schedule the public hearings on the environmental record and adoption process for the Plan. 
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COPIES OF REVIEW COMMENTS 

ON 

PRELIMINARY DRAFf 
LASALLE'S LANDING DEVELOPMENT PLAN 

JULY, 1995 
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To: 
From: 
Date: 
Re: 

To Whom It May Concern 
James C. Van Auker 
July 2 , 1995 
LaSalle's Landing Development Plan 

As a member of the steering committee of the above named 
development I will make the following comments. 

One, the current draft differs only slightly from the preliminary 
draft of May 1995. The syntax has changed slightly and the final 
colored map has been added. 

Two, in my abbreviated attendance, my major contribution was an 
expressed concern of the size of the development. To reiterate, 
"redevelopment" of present properties is essential, but, 
"overdevelopment" is detrimental to the philosophy of the area. I 
have not taken an inimical position but have tried to convey the 
concerns of the area residents. These concerns, obtained from 
small meetings, phone calls and general conver~tions mclude: 

1.) TRAFFIC - how is this very busy route going to handle the 
additional vehicles? 

2.) NOISE - how will this be abated? 
3.) WALKING and BIKE PATHS - - (along the West Irondequoit 

side of the Bay) Who will build them? Who will maintain them? And 
more importantly, keep them safe? The thought of unsupervised 
wanderings behind R-1 residences can be very frightening and the 
additional workload could not be absorbed by the Irondequoit Police 
Department or the neighborhood watch groups. 

4.) REST ROOMS - wm there be rest rooms? Who will build 
them? Who will maintain them? 

5.) PEDESTRIAN CROSSINGS • how will this be handled? How 
will this effect the major evacuation route in the event of a nuclear 
disaster at Ginna Station? HowwDlenvlromnentalproblemsbe 
resolved? Such as: flood plains. freshwater wetlands, steep slopes, 
and woodlands? How will assurances be made for erosion control, 
and water quality be protected? How~ former landfill sites be 
corrected? 

My position on this committee has been implacable. I believe 
that my responsibilit;y as a Planning Board Member is to fairly and 
honestly represent the residents of the Town of ·Irondequoit with 
their concerns and interests. Until these issues are resolved to the 
Public's satisfaction, I must respectfully Withhold any approval of 
the project. 
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Penfield Councilman 

Dr. Raymond A. Santirocco 

NOTE: Dr. Santirocco's comments were written in the m.ugins of his draft 
copy of the Plan. Changes have been incorporated in the Final 
D.raft. 
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TOWN OF IRONDEQUOIT 

TO: 

FROM: 

DATE.: 

RE: 

"Where the land and wate~ meet." Est 1839 · 

Ron Brand, RLB PLANNING GROUP 

K.rishan C. Mago, A.1.C.t'.1 Town Planner \l--_tv\ 
August 14. 1995 

Preliminary Dmft LaSalle's Landing Development Plan 

Enclosed is my marlced up copy of the preliminary draft of the aQOVC referenced plan 
document. Please feel free to use any of the suggested text revisions. Generally speaking l 
~lieve the draft provides guidanee fur both Towns consistent with existing constraints to 
development and public conccntS for. improving aocess along the shoreline area. 

In addition to my comments, the following Steering Committee Members will be making 
corrun~t.~ on the dtaft text at the next two Committee meetings scheduled for August 21, 
1995 and A11gu& 31, 1995: Suzanne~ Town Supervisor; John Luke. Town 
Councilman; Bill Bastuk. Town Planning Board; and Budd Webb, Commissioner of Public 
W~. 'Ihe other Steering Committee Member,.Jim Van Auker bas already submitted his 
comments dated July 2, 1995. 

We look forwatd to leaming of the concems that the varioas reviewers have with the plan 
diaft. 

KM:dm 

c~ Suzanne Masters, Town Supervisor 
Jim Mcfntosh, LaBella Associates 

1280 TITUS AVENUE. ROCHESTER, NEW YORK 14617, PHONE: (716) 467-8840 
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@RMSC 
Rochester Museum & Science Center 

r .-- -· 

14 August 1995 
AUG 2 5 1995 

Mr. James R. McIntosh 
La.Bella Associates 

.,. -:.;,.~- ----------~--- -
300 State Street 
Rochester, New York 14614 

. Re: Archaeological Records Check for the Proposed LaSalle' s Landing Devdopmcnt Plan, 
Towns of Irondequoit and. Penfield, Monroe C.Ounty, New York (RMSC/CRSP 
RC 22.95) 

Dear Mr. McIntosh: 

We have completed the archaeological records check for the area referenced above, as 
outlined on the map you provided (Attachment 1). The results of the search of the 
RMSC's Archaeo/oi}cal Site Atlas and Site Files as well as those of the NYSOPRHP 
Statewide Archaeological Inventory Map and the New York Stace Museum Site Files arc 
provided below. Please refer to the site number when requesting additional information. 
Please also note that our archaeological records checks do not normally include 
information pertaining to architectural properties. If such information is required for the 
proposed project planning, please contact us to discuss additional research. 

If specific information requested has not been provided by this letter, it is likely that we 
arc not able to provide it at this time either because of staff limitations or policy reg.t;rding 
disclosure of archaeological site data. Any questions regarding this reply can be direacd to 
Brian Nagd, Research Archaeologist (ext. 353), C.Onnie C.Ox Bodner, Research 
Archaeologist (ext. 345), or to Charles F. Hayes ill, Research Director (c:xt. 440), at (716) 
271-4552, or at the address below. 

Due to the nature of an archaeological records check and the information it supplies, the 
RMSC has established a set of guidelines and procedures to be followed whenever one is 
performed. A copy of this policy is attached at the end of this records check for your 
reference. Please note the parts of this policy that apply to contracting parties, especially 

· Numbers 4 and 6. Your cooperation in these matters is greatly appreciated. 

Results of the Archaeological Records Search 
The following sites arc located within or adjacent to the planning area: 

657 East Avenue• Box 1480 • Rochester.New York 14603-1480 • (716) 27-1-4320 • FAX (716) 271-5935 
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Site Number Site Name Site Type Approximate Distance 

RMSC Roc015 Ely Camp 700 ft/210 m 

RMSC Roc023 Brigb~on Camp/village/burial 4300 ft/1310 ni 

RMSC Roc024 Carpenter 12 Camp 4900 ft/1490 m 

RMSC Roc026 Plum Orchard Mound/burial with.in 

RMSC Roc027 Dayton's Arm Camp 600 ft/180 m 

RMSC Roe098 Orchard Park Boulevard Village 700 ft/210 m 

RMSC Roe 121 Knebd Farm Camp 1900 ft/580 m 

RMSC Roe 135 Plum Orchard Point Cemetery adjacent 

RMSC Roe 143 Smith C Locus 1 Camp/ cemetery 3700 ft/1130 m 

RMSC Roe 144 Smith C Locus 2 Camp/cemetery 3100 ft/940 m 

RMSC Roe 146 Ellison Park Camp within 

RMSCRoe 147 South Irondequoit Bay Camp/midden within 

RMSC Roe 149 Park.view Drive Camp adjacent 

RMSC Roe 154 Tryon 1 Village 5100 ft/1550 m 

RMSCRoc 155 Tryon 2 Landing 5100 ft/1550 m 

RMSC Roe 157 Irondequoit Creek 1 Camp 500 ft/150 m 

RMSC Roe 166 Snyder Island Village/ mound 4100 ft/1250 m 

RMSC Roe 167 Irondequoit Bay Park Camp/mound 3500 ft/1070 m 

RMSC Roe 170 Old Landing Camp 800 ft/240 m 

RMSC Roe 209 Smith.A Vtllage 1600 ft/490 m 

RMSC Roe210 Smith B Village/ mound 3000 ft/910 m 

RMSCRoe240 Carpenter 8 Camp within 

RMSC Roc241 Charlton N urscry Scatter 2900 ft/880 m 
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Site Number Site Name Site Type Approximate Distance 

RMSC Roc242 Carpenter 10 Camp 3200 ft/980 m 

RMSCRoc245 Carpenter 17 Cabin 5200 fr/1560 m 

RMSCRoc248 Carpenter 21 Burials 4200 ft/1280 m 

RMSC Roc249 Carpenter 22 Camp 3200 ft/980 m 

RMSCRoc250 Carpenter 25 Mound/burial within 

RMSC Roc251 Carpenter 27 Camp adjacent 

RMSC Roc252 Carpenter 29 Camp 4500 ft/1370 m 

RMSC Roc257 Burgey l Camp 2100 ft/640 m 

Parker Monroe Parker Mnro 34 Mound adjacent 
County No. 34 

Parker Monroe Parker Mnro 62 Mound witlun 
County No. 62 

Parker Monroe Parker Mnro 69 Village/ mound 3000 ft/910 m 
County No. 69 

Parker Monroe Parker M.nro 70 Village/ cemetery 2900 ft/880 m 
County No. 70 

Evaluation of Archaeological Sensitivity for Archaeological Sites 
Examination of the data suggests that the location indicated has the following sensitivity 
ratin~ · 

lXJ Higher-than-average probability of producing archaeological data if excavated. 

[ ] Average probability of producing archaeological data if excavated.. 

[ ] Lower-than-average probability of producing archaeological data if excavated. 

[ ] Mixed probability of producing archaeological data if excavated. 

[ ] A lack of systematic archaeological surveys in the area surrounding the proposed 
project area makes a definitive prediction of archaeological sensitivity based solely 
upon the number of officially recorded sites in proximity to the project area or results 
of previous studies difficult. (Sec "Comments" below.) 
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The reasons for this finding arc given bc:low: 

[X] A recorded site is indicated in or immediately adjacent to the project location, and we 
have reason to believe it would be impacted by construction. 

(X] The RMSC Archaeological Site Files and Site Atl.a.s indicate the presence of 
archaeological sites within one mile of the project area (see "Results of the · 
Archaeological Records Search" above). 

[XJ A recorded site is indicated some distance away but due to the margin of error in the 
locational data, it is possible the site actually exists within or immediately adjacent to 
the project location. · 

[X] The physiographic characteristics of the project location are similar to those in the 
general vicinity of recorded archaeological sites. 

[] The physiographic characteristics of the project location suggest a low probability of 
prehistoric occupation or use. 

[ ] Evidence of prior destructive impacts from cultural or narural sources suggests a loss of 
original cultural deposits in this project location. 

[X] The physiographic characteristics of the location are mixed; a higher-than-average 
probability of prehistoric occupation or use is suggested for areas in the vicinity of 
streams or swamps and for rock faces which afford shelter. Disti.nctivc hills or low 
ridges have an average probability of use as burial grounds. Low probability is 
suggested for areas of erosional steep slope. 

[ ] Evidence suggests that there may be intact original deposits below the current water 
table. 

Search conducted by: ------=S=te:rp=h=en"'-'"'T.'-'T""'y1-=l=er,_ ___ _ 

Comments 

Staff-Cultural Resource Survey Program, 
Research Division, RMSC 

Based upon our evaluation of the archaeological resources within the planning area and 
within a one-mile radius, there is a distinct probability that cultural resources will be 
impacted by development within the planning area. In addition, there is highcr-than
average probability that as-yet-unrecorded resources may exist within the planning area 
and could be impacted by any earthmoving activities. 

As you are no doubt awar-c, if the project is subject to a St.ate Environmental Quality 
R~ew Act (SEQR) review, the impact to potentially significant cultural resources will be 
evaluated by the lead agency. Section 6 NYCRR 617.11 (a)(5) of SEQR states that the 
impairment of archaeological resources is an indication of an action's significant effect on 
the environment. We therefore recommend that Phase IB field investigations be 
undertaken in any testable portions of the planning area prior to development unless 
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substantial previous disturbance can be documented. A summary sheet entitled "Major 
Phases of Cultural Resource Investigations" is enclosed for your information. 

W c hope this information will be of assistance to you. If you need any further information 
or have any additi?nal questions, please do not hesitate to contact t1S at your convenience. 

Sincerely, 

~ t. ('\ 
Brian L. Nagel 
Research .Archaeologist 

Encl. 
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Project Arca on USG$ 7.5' Rochester East, N.Y. Quadrangle, 1971, 
I.'hotorevi.scd 1978 
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Rochester Museum & Science Center 
Research Division 
Cultural Resource Survey Program 

CULTURAL RESOURCE RECORDS POLICY 

The Research Division of the Rochester ·Museum & Science Center (RMSC) receives 
numerous requests for archaeological and historical site information from the RMSC 
Archaeological Site Atlas and Site Files for use in cultural resource management studies. In 
response to these requests, guidelines and procedures have been designed to facilitate equal 
access by outside parties to archaeological and historical information maintained by the 
RMSC for cultural resource studies and to promote high standards of cultural resource 
management in New York State. 

1. For the purpo_se of cultural resource studies, no outside party will be pennitted direct 
access to RMSC site records or research collections. 

2. RMSC staff will perform records· checks for projects when information is requested 
for a cultural resource study. This includes both site records checks and/or complete 
literature searches. This work may be arranged through the Research Division of the 
RMSC, which will provide trained staff for the· project. The RMSC will bill the outside 
pany for the services that the staff performs in completing the necessary research, 
including supplies and copy costs. The standard fee for a site records check is $75 for 
the first ·three hours and an additional $1S per hour. up to ten hours thereafter. If a 
records check exceeds· ten hours, a separate contract will be executed. Toe cost of a 
complete literarure search will be based on the· fees established by the Research Division; 
a summary of these fees is available upon request. 

3. The RMSC will provide exact site locations only when a site is found to be directly 
impacted by a proposed project as indicated by project maps. These site locations may 
only be used for planning purposes on the contracted project and may not be made 
public or used for other project.S without the written permission of the Research Division 
of the RMSC. 

4. A summary of reported sites located within the general vicinity of the project area 
but not directly impacted will be provided in both site records checks and 
comprehensive literature searches. Ag~ the information may only be used for 
planning purposes on the contracted project and may not be made public or used for 
other projects without the written permission of the Research Division of the RMSC. 

S. One set of site location maps will be provided to the RMSC for our records, 
preferably USGS 7.5' topographic quad maps or suitable equivalent, with the project 
location clearly indicated. 

6. One copy of any reports produced for the project based on the records check, 
literature search, or cultural resource investigations, including both Draft and Fmal EIS's, 
will be provided to the RMSC for our records. · 
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Rochester Museum & Science Center 
Research Division 
Cultural Resource Survey Program 

MAJOR PHASES OF CULTURAL RESOURCE INVESTIGATIONS 

Cultural resource investigations are divided into a number of phases, which vary in both intensity and 
detail. Below is a brief outline explaining the purposes and procedures associated with each of these 
phases. 

Phase I Cultural Resource Investigations 
These investigations arc designed to determine the presence or absence of cultural resourc:es with.in a 
given project's potential impact area. Phase IA work must be conducted during the earliest planning 
a~ivities for each projea. The .information derived from these investigations is used to devdop 
fieldwork alternatives th.at minimize direct and indirect impaas upon hisroric and prehistoric 
resources. To facilitate planning, the Phase I survey is divided into two logically progressive units of 
~~ . 

Phase IA: Literarure Search and Sensitivity Srudy 

A Phase IA study requires comprehensive documentary research designed to identify any 
known or potential historical, architecnu:al, and/ or archaeological resources within a 
specific project area. A primary objective of the study is to evaluate the differential 
sensitivity of the project area. for the presence of cultural resources. This information is 
then used to guide the field investigations that follow. In carrying out the literature 
search, researchers consult sources at the State Historic PreseMLtion Office (SHPO), 
universities, local libraries, ml.!5eums, and historical -societies. In addition, they evaluate 
the nature and extent of the proposed project, complete an initial walkover 
reconnaissance and surface inspection, and assess the effect of prior ground disturbance 
with regard to the probability of identifying cultural resources. The final document 
must focus on the project area and minimally include a brief project description; a 
description of the environmental setting as ·it pertains to actual or potential cultural 
resource locations; a synthesis of prehistoric and historic cultural development and land
use patterns; and a definition of sensitivity zones with explicit criteria for ranking. This 
document must include information about identified. sites within or in close proximity 
to the project area. This information must include all properties that arc digible, list~ 
or being considered for inclusion in th.e National Register of Historic Pl;iccs .. Areas 
where substantial land modification is evident should be clearly identified. It is also 
appropriate co includt materials (e.g. maps, photos, soil boring logs) which support 
conclusions presented in the text. Lastly, the Phase IA report will contain 
recommendations for the subsequent Phase IB investigations. 

Phase IB: Field Investigation 

Subsurface testing is the major component of this level of1nvcstigation and is required 
unless the presence or absence of resources can be determined by direct observation or by 
examination of specific documented references. The areas to be subjected to a field suryey 
are selected on the basis of the data gathered in the Phase IA evaluation and the probable 
locations of project construction. Detailed evaluation of specific resources is not carried. 
out at this level; however, it is necessary to record and describe sites as fully as possible to 
aid in the formulation of recommendations for avoidance or further evaluation. The 
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Department of Parks 
Paul A. Johnson John D. Doyle 

County Executive Acting Director of Parlts 

August 16, 1995 

Olanning R Phllbriclc, Supcmsor 
Town of Penfield 
3100 Atlantic Avenue 
Penfield. Now Yorlc: 14S26 

Suzanne S. Masters, Supe.rvuor 
Town oflrondequoit 
1280 ntus Avcnu~ 
Rochester, New York 14617 

Re: Draft LaSalle's Landing Development Plan 

Dear Supervisors Philbrick and Masters: 

The Mom:oo County Pa.tlal l)epanmcnt ~~ the opportunity to comment on tht drat\LaSalle·s 
Landing Development Plan. ! commend coth mwns for anticipaiing the changes in this area and atldng 
the o~rtanity to~ a proactive plan for future development Toe draft plan ap~ to hUegra.tc the 
multJtnde of conccms and issues in the area into a well crafted blueprint for the futute. The plan 
incorporates the expressed public des= for cnvin>omental protection and pnblfc access. while 
accommods.ting opponuni.tles for~ development and private investment. 

.. 
We arc also sincerely appreciative of tho mx,gnition of the Q,wuy's plans far a.regional pazk in 1hc area. 
including the linkingof IrondequaitBayParkWest.Irooocqut>hBay Pa:rkEast, the Wetlands area, and 
Ellison Pmk. We bclicve that this integration of park meas will serve the cnviromnea111 s1CW81dship and 
-•t..lic tecteation needs well into the futUJ:e. 1D tbe benefit of all T~""'UOU:, Penfield and Monroe County ~dents. ' ........ """"'1 . 

As such, we view the plan as a beginning point for a p~ between the towns and Monroe County. 
The plan appro~y idcnd5es action items where wo can worlc togcdiet towards a to on ,on goal, S'Och 
as the implementation of the trail system within the project area linking potential Town parks, pdvate 
businesses and County parkland. . 

Regmling some of the details of the plan. it should be JlOted that Monroe Comity may wish ID pmsae 
additional pmb land acquisition in 1he area as pro~ becomes available and as rcsowccs allow, in 
accordance with the EIUaon ParkArca Master Plan.. However, land acquisltion cannot be COODU'.d upon to 
ccm.i.Plete the par:k linkage$ in the area, cspcc1ally gi\'el\ recent budget constrain.ts, and we believe this plan 
outlines appropriate actions requited. to complete the p~ linb.ges. 

The trail system rccommendatioas in the plan provide for good aocess to Irondequoit Bay Pam West and 
East along the bay shoreline. However, the Wetlands trail recommendation only shows a connection to 

171 Reservoir Avenue • Rocllest.cr. Ne>w York 14620-2728 • (716) 2564950 • PAX {716) 2564968 
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Su~ Philbrick and Masrers 
August 21, 1995 
Page Two 

the south on the east side of Irondequoit Ctcek. Since there are public parklands'on both sides of 
Irondequoit Creek, south of Empire Boulevard, we would recommend that mo pb.n include an additional 
trail system connection on the west side of the ~ t0 access parkland to the south. 

We also look farwuni to worfdng with you on the coordin.atcd. access issues in the area for both 
pedestrians and vchiclos. Obviously, this b ve,:y important to the fune use of the m:a given the caucut 
atfficulties with the volume and speed of traffic. 

In smmmuy. we bcl1eve the plan h au cxc.clJent starting point for guiding nl!lW ~opmmt_ and public 
accoss dccisions In the area. We also look forwm:d to working wi!h the Towns of Imndequoit and 
Penfield on specific iimm of common interest. 

Thank you again fartbc ~ to comment on the draftt>lan. Pl~ contaotmc or David PJnaldo. 
PaixPlanncr 1lt 256-4955 should you have any questions or {or farther discussions on the plan. 

Sincerely. 

~1(±j"'1.rnt 
ActingDirectx,rof Pam 

PAI:lcj 

cc: 1. Costello. Town of Penfield 
K. Mago. Town of Irondequoit 
IL Brand. m;B Assocla.tes 
R. Mackey, De1>uty County Executive 
D. Rinaldo, ParkPlanner 
D. Vc-:colcn, Supcrint=dcnt of Parks 
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TOWN OF PENFIELD 

August 16, 1995 

To: 

From: 

RE: 

Ron B:mnd, RLB Planning Group 

Doug Fox and fun Costello 
Dept. of Building &t Planning Services 

LaSalle' s Landing Preliminary D;raft 

3100 Atlantic Ave. 
Penfield, New York 14526-9798 

TEL (71 6) 371-8600 
FAX (716) 377-8667 

Enclosed, please find the copy used in our review of this draft. You will find that 
our comments are marked in the margins and recommended changes are ,noted where 
applicable. It is our hope that these comments will assist in the Steering Committee 
discussions scheduled for August 21 and August 31, 1995. 

Steering Committee members Walt Peter and Jim Peters, both members of the 
Penfield Planning Board will be providing their comments at the upcoming meetings 
and will review the CoJIUnittee's work with the entire Plaruung Board at its 
September 14, 1995 meeting. 

This has become a very rewarding experience to see our efforts coming together in 
print. We are anticipating productive discussions on this draft at the upcoming 
meetings. If you have any questions on the coxnments submitted, please conta.ct our 
office. 
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MONROE 
Department of Planning & Development 

John D. Doyle 
County Exemtive 

August 17, 1995 

Rocco DiGiovanni 
Director 

·--- .... ·--... 
• i 

, . , ·~ .:~ ...... 

AUG 2 11995 

Mr. Jim McIntosh, Project Manager 
LaBella Associates •. P. C. 
300· State Street 
Rochester, New York 14614 

Subject: Review of Preliminary Draft of LaSatle's Landing Development Plan. 

Dear Jim: 

I have the following comments regarding specific sections In this draft Plan: 

1. Page 1-4: #13. Include bicycle traffic as a traffic concern. 

2. Page 1-7: It indicates _that there are two overall goals, but lists five goats. 

3. Page 11-2: Recommend that bicycles/bikeways be a separate category and not be 
included under the pedestrians section. (Two entirely different issues) 

4. This Plan mentions the need to preserve wildlife habitats, with Figure 9 identifying 
large areas containing shorebirds, waterfowl, and fish. However, this Plan should also 
recognize the need to determine how urbanization (development impacts) could affect 
wildlife and the aquatic environment. I suggest this Plan contain a recommendation that 
a survey or inventory of unique aquatic resou~s be prepared which Includes· evaluation . 

. of the physical, ~chemical, and blologi~. makeup of the. aquatie environ111ent. · .. ·~· , 

Identifying and preserving important wildlife habitats is essential, and maintaining 
habitat diversity is a prime consideration in preserving ecological diversity. Aqua~c 
areas should also be identified for their value for water-based recreation, aesthetics. 
and public education. 

5. Page 111-1: In the 1974 Irondequoit Bay Plan Summary (third paragraph), it states 
that the 1974 Plan is the foundation for all current development reviews and planning 
strategies for the Bay. This Plan was the foundation for ·ptanning strategies in the past 
{e.g., formation of IBCC, development of LWRPts), however, current reviews and · 
planning strategies are based on a variety of Bay-related plans {LWRP's), state laws, 
and input from local permit-granting agencies. General policies and inventory maps 
contained in the 1974 Plan are often referred to when appropriate. but many of the. 

2 State Street• Suite 500 • Rochester, New York 14614- 1308 • (716) 428-2970 • Fax (716) 428-5336 or 428-2147 
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recommendations in the Plan were not carried out and the passage of time has made parts 
of the Plan obsolete. (Tom Goodwin of our office will also provide comments regarding 
this section of the report.) · 

,. 
I also have the following general comments regarding the subject Plan: 

1. This highway corridor should capitalize on its unique location and dramatic landscapes 
that extend from the top of the hill down to the Bay from both Irondequoit and Penfield. 
This corridor should be designated as a scenic highway with an tlopen character". 
allowing public views to both the north and south. The wetland areas to the south afford 
excellent opportunities for viewing wildlife. 

2. Throughout this draft Plan, It states that the decision has been made that "traffic must 
be maintained" on Empire Boulevard. There is no explanation of what this statement 
means nor any discussf(;)n of Yihy thisJs a· g~en. °The most ~ignificant prpbi~m as~afed 
with the tmplementatlon of this Plan will be vehicular traffic; its conflict with 
pedestrian safety, access issues, parking issues, and its relationship to the general 
character of this end of the Bay. 

LaSalle's Landing should be considered an important destination point for residents and 
tourists with transportation access designed to promote public access. I question why 
the volume and speed of through vehicular traffic cannot be altered to enhance the future 
character of LaSalle's Landing. The speed and "free flow" of traffic should not be 
considered as a pre-existing condition-which is not subject to further discussion. If 
motorists need to drive at speeds of 45 - 55 miles per hour (as they do now on Empire 
Boulevard), then they can learn to avoid this area and use the Bay Bridge (and connecting 
expressways) instead of Empire Boulevard. Additional lanes on the Bay Bridge should be 
able to accommodate some diverted traffic from Empire Boulevard. This could allow for 
this section of Empire Boulevard to be reduced to a speed which is more conducive to 
pedestrian traffic, reduces the difficulty of exiting from driveways along this section, 
and preserves this area of the Bay for safe public use rather than maintaining this 
corridor for high-speed through traffic. 

3. This location on .the Bay could provide a natural gathering place for public events, such 
as a festival site, opeo air market, or permanent'stage for entertainment The Plan 
could identify·a proposedjm~a to l;>e.set aside 'for such public·aven~s>wtiich~¢oulcrtilSQ.:ti,f 
used as a public Information center or displays of Irondequoit Bay's history: . ·. .. 

4 . Proposed development within the west half of the project area designates a significant 
amount of impervious surface devoted to parking lots. Water quality impacts of 
storrnwater runoff from these parking areas should be evaluated. Also, due to the 
commercial value of these parcels, their scenic characteristics, and the limited area of 
buildable land, parking lot.s may not the best use of land in this area. 

I suggest there be fewer parking lots within the west half -of the project. especially south 
of Empire Boulevard, and explore the feasibility of a common parking area within ·the 
east half of the project, utilizing a shuttle service from the parking lot to the shops and 
services along the west half of Empire Boulevard. 
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5. This Plan appropriately identifies a wide variety of land use issues and potential 
solutions to problems that have yet to be resolved before the final plan is prepared. I 
suggest that Figure 12 be titled the 11Concept Plan" or "Concept Master Plan" whicti 
more accurately reflects the preliminary nature of this proposed plan. 

I appreciate the opportunity to review this draft Plan and I hope my comments are useful. 

AGi<m 

~~ 
Allan Grover 
Planner 

c: Jim Costello, Director of Building and Planning, Town of Penfield 
Krishan Mago, Town Planner, Town -of Irondequoit 
Chairperson, Irondequoit Bay Coordinating Committee 
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MONROE E nviromnental Management Council 
John D. Doyle 
County Executive 

The Honorable Channing Philbrick 
&tpervisot, Town of Penfield 
3100 A.1lantic AVenua 
Penfield, New York · 14526 

The Honorable Suzanne Masters 
Supe~. Town of Irondequoit 
1280 Tltus Avenue 
Rochester, New Yori< 1-4617 

August ,a, 1995 

Dear Supervisors Phllbrlck and Masters: 

C 

Lee M. Loomis 
Chair . 
Susanne S. QmuteJ:ma:a 
Coordinator 

Thank you for providing the opportuntty for lhe Environmental Management Council (EMC) to 
review and comment on the LaSeBe's Land"tr.g Development Pian, Preliminary Draft. July 
1995. nae EMC would like to congratutate both towns for lhetr \is1on and fontsight rn 
commfssionlng the development of 1hls plan. There Is llO doUbt that consbUc1ion of thls new 
sewer line wall result In a signtficant· Increase in development applications. This plan should 
control the development proposal appflC81ion process and pmvJde for a much better development 
pattem lhan wou1d athenYlse be the case. · 

The foUcwfng comments were prepared by 1he l:nvfronmenlal Management CouncR"s 
Preservation of Environmentally Sensmve Areas Committee. 

1. The plan indicates that attempts are being made to· acqutra some of the land tor pubft0 or land 
trust ownership With an ayo toward pmseivation. The EMC applauds tftat effort and encourages 
the towns IO ptesetve as much of lhls land u possU>te. lroodequclt Bay is an ecosystem; any 
disturbance to the south end of the bay Will impact the entfra area.. The severe fragmentation 
ttw WOUid result from the plan. as proposed, would result ln .substantiaJ degradallon to bolh 1he 
Empire Boulevard.area and the Jarver ecosystem. ltondeqUoft Bay b a unique resource lhat 
mould be preselved as much 8$ possible fot 11\e emir& ccmmunity and the state of New VOfk. 

2.. The EMO ·undemtands that this is a concept plan ~ Chat 6nal development is likely tD be 
somewhat afferent. The EMC also understands that tf,ere Is a need to balance Die envtonmentaf 
considerations with lhe rights of 1he property owners. This being said. tha EMC is concerned 
hat the density of 1he plan may be too high. While the plan fndicates that it seeks to preserve 
1hls environmantaDy sensitive area. it SQQl1\S to be watgttted too hetwlly· towarm commercial and 
multHaml!y .residential devetopment b sucaessfuQy presetve t'he ctitlcar areas. A groat deal 
of development is proposed fot ttlfs cfass f welland area. 

3.. A Generic Environmental Impact Statement shoUJd b& developed tor the entire ptao. 
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4. The. loaation map in Figure I is wrong; it 6hcxlld shoW lroooequoit Bay and not the Genesee 
Rivet. · 

5. Transportation ooncems need to be addressed in more detail incfuding automobilo sp~d. 
pedestrian safety, and the excessive number and size of parlong lots being proposed. Steps 
should be taken to assure lhat rnotoriz~ vehicles {AlVs) cannot access the boardwalk. A plan 
fer blcycles shOUld also be developed. 

• Consideration should be given to moving 1he Wilbur Tract Road to the west to lnmrsec~ 
Wilh Empire BouJevard opposite the parcel 9 parking lot and the oonlrOJ light pfaMed there. All 
access road could be developed parallel to Empiru for afl the development north of Empn and 
east cf lmncSequaft Creek. · 

. 
6. Pe.ge J-4 number e. Please. change the wording In 1his stala~nt to read •Gtudy In ~ 
as this study has not ~ released yet. · 

. 

7. Storrnwa.ter was hlghlighted as a concern by 1he survey of residents. It Is lrqperafive that 
stonnwater be controlled on an area-wide basis for the entire planning area (could be funded 
by a cis11iot of dedicated fund). Quaity trea1ment as wen runoff rate (X)ntrol snou1d be 
included, ~rafion shou.kl be given to created wetlands. 

s. ErosTon con1tof is a serious concern for Irondequoit Bay. An eroskm control plan shoUfd be
developed ·for the entire area. The Soil and Water Consetva1ion District should be contacted ior 
a&S6tanoe. 

• The plan suggests removing part of the bay cliffs and shoreline to improve th& scenic 
vista. Scenic vistas should be preserved and et1hanced, however., lhk should be done- wilh 
sensitivity to 1he area in which 1hls ls proposed. and not at tha e)(l)ense of the ba)'s frag1te 
features. 

• A proposal to out avr.?li part of the hJU behind the Bo~ Harbor Restaurant adjacen1 
to Empire Boulevard to provide better site distance for the proposed hotel could msuft In 
serious en>Slon causing significant damage to a very fragie area. 

e. ·What mechanism do 1he 'towns have lo assur& .that the developers follow whatever plan Is 
finally approved? tf proposed development Is different fn>m the concept pfan. than we suggest 
that~ oas be requested m that lhne. · 

10. How wiJJ the towns prevent segmentation? Site plans wl!I come tn for review one at a time. 
What will prtwant developers from ~~ fmm the LaSaDe's Landing Pfan aver 1he course of 
years needed to complete such an ambitious ptan. Our concern Is that the density noH,e 
Increase.. . · et~ N6 ( . 

11, A COOJ'tlinatad tandsoaplng·pJan for the entire area should be adapted by bo1h towns. This 
. plan Shoutd protect the integrity of the scenic vistas. 

12. This report guggests that a jolnt lrondequoit Penfield local Waterfront Revitalization P~ 
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will be developed. Preparation of !his plan stioutd give serious consideration lo decreasing the 
proposed density of this area and the 1Yl:>es o1 uses·that are ~lng proposed. 

18. The boardwalk proposed may be aesthetically pleasing but it coulCS very wen nave an 
adverse impact on the weUand through Which it is passing and on lhe aef"Jacent mud flat9. The. 
increase in public access ts a desirable component of the plan, however. pemaps Ule boardwalk 
coulcf bG develaped paratlel to Empire Boulevard and be immedlate!y adjacent to dte s4ops and 
restaurants ell the north slda of the meet_ This wa11 ~re much of the wetland on the north 
side of the street and proU!ct the rnud flats. A runitsd number of access points coukf ba made 
available_ from Empire BouleVard to the ~ter. 

14. In addition. consideration should bG given to oonstructing a second boardwalk through the 
marsh south of En,>Ira Boulevard. This could be designed to have significant ed~ value 
and to mlntmlz.e lhe negative lmpa<,t ell\ the portlon of the marsh through which it passes. 
Similar boardwalks have been developed in other environmentally eensltive areas; le. 1000 
Acre SWamp. CUmmtngs Nature Center. Pt. Pelee Na1ionat Park (Canada). 

15. ll appears 1hat tQo many res1aurao~ and shops may be pcoposed.. ts it pos$ib1e 1o substitu\Q 
one or two restaurants and several shops for vendors who could pl'CNide fast food; i.e. hot dogs, 
foe cream: arts and craft Hems: (similar to Faneuil Hall In Boston). This would lessen 1ha 
impact on tha environment and provide eating and shopping opportunities for aD ages and in<:ot'ne 
levels. 

16. Perhaps an outdoor eating area and/or s~Uy placed benches could be provkfed. 
Public restrooms must also be prOlltded. 

17.. Construction of a hotel in this area represents. gross OYer development of 1hls land. 
Consideration should be given ~ substituting an outdoor theater or performing ~ c:enter· ror 
the hotel or perhaps a smatJ aquaritlm or omnimax 1heater (S.-0 films). Shuttle transportation 
could be provided to minimize 1he potential rransporta1ion issues-. 

18. A plan to deter littering shouJd be consid«ed dua to 1ha $ef1Sftive waterfront locatJon of Iha 
~~. . 

19. Sites proposed tor off,ce parks and retail estabrishments should bEt one story and a~ 
unobtnlsive as possible. 

20, Canoe and boat-rental i:J suggested for ona site.. This shoUtd be lmited to canoe rental and 
sales only. Canoe$ can provide good pubi: access to the wuUa.nd lll"eM without jeopardizing the 
continued viability of the wetlands. · · · · 

In addition to comments made by Ile Preservatioo of Environmentally SenslfNe Areas 
Commntee Louise Hattshom of the EMC staff ~as the following commonN: 

21a. Paga 11-4. The followltig sentence should added to the last paragraph. 
The geotechnlcal reVfeW .should be completed under the review ot the Monroe County 
Environmental Management Council and 1he Monroe County Department of Health. 
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b. Rgure 10 should be revised to sbow that lhe suspeered fill area located Within~ 7, 8 
and 9 should be-confiimed to contain constructionldemoltlion material based on informalloo 
from the town of Penfk?ld. 

c. Pages V.$ to V-10 
• .. Site 2 has been Jderitffied as a suspected ftll area by tflg EMC. 
• Sites 1.a. 9 are pan of a constructionfdemolffion material waste 

site. 
• ~ 21 and 22 are part of the suspected fill area that a= 

Includes sites 22 and 2S. 
• Site 40 includes construotionldemo{ltion material. 
• Sites 43 and 44 are part of the euspected ffll area that also 

tnctudes site 30 •. 

Sl.ncerety, 

~ 
Preservation of Envirt>nmentalJ,/ Sensitive Areas 
Committee 

c: Lee M. LoomJs. Chair, EMC 
John E. Graham, Director, County Department of Environmental 

Services 
Kris Mago. Irondequoit Town Planner . 
James Costello. Director. Penfield Bulking and Pfannlng Services 
James McIntosh, l.BBeRa Associates 
Ronald Brand. Stuart Brown Associates 
James Van AUker, lrondequolt ?ta.Ming Board Member 
Walter Pete,s, Penfield Planning Board Member 
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I. 

New York State Department of Environmental Conservation 
Aegioo 8 Office 
6274 East Avon-Lima Road, Avon,.NY 14414--9619 
Telephone: 716-2.26-2.466 

August 21, 1995 

-Mr. Doug1ae Fox. 
Penfield Town Hall 
3100 Atlantic Ave. 
Penfia1d, NY 14526-979S 

-~ -<:~:~~'}.~ · .. 
. ; . ---·-· .... 

lllol'IHI D. ~111 

Comi11ilUQlllq' 

REi l>raft. LaSallCl's Landing DaveloptaQnt Pl.an 

Dear Doug: 

'l'he. follo,;,ring .are my comments on tha July 1 95 Draft. report 
outl.ining a deve.lopaent plan t'or the Empire Blvcl at the. aouth end 
of Irondaguoit Bay in Penfield and Irondequoit. As I ha.v~ 
S\\entioned earl.ier, I woUld like to arrange. a meeting of So:sacl af 
our natural resource staff, ycursal£, the Town. of Irondequoit 
staff, and consultants to discuss soma of the oonoerns which arll 
not necessarily re~l.ected in t:haua comments. Pl.ease givo ma a 
call to schedule such a 1P.eet.ing. 

My co~ents are as follows: 

1. A significant limiting factor for de.vet1opment of the south end 
of the Bay is: the need for an effective stormwater m"1lageme.nt 
plan. As with other limiting factors many of these inicUviduCll 
p~operties are not large enough to ·allow any kind of"development 

. and ef'fecti.ve treatment o~ stOX111Water/runoff using conv~tlonal 
~ethoOa;.. The report outlines "major issues arfeating ;; 
development" with recoumanded solutions. Obviously a plan to 
add.re&& stormwater will need tp follo~ a development p1an. 
While it- is mentfoned"·on-·pg-rr~, it seems grosisly ··underatatac:l. 

The report should list or elaborate on soma of the "ic.wes"·or 
l.imiting factors which exist:, but are not: adclra&sad with 
recommended solutions. I reZllitse tbat it is woven- into this 
document, but l: feel they shou14 be more clearly i.dentif'ieci for 
the benefit .of the pub1ic, as well ~EJ tbe. current and ruture 
property ownara. 

2 .. At the July 27th meeting, I described possible use of the 
·i-ormal conceptual reviaw approaeh to thi-s project, If there ia 
interest in exploring this with other members ot our staff who 
are more faailiar with it's use, I would bQ pieased to arrange 
such. a meeting. 

3. Referencas to watlGnds regulated by NYSDEC under Article .24 
shoU1d include or mantion theix clasaUicat:ion. 'l'hia haa hearing
on the Factical difficulty ot development projects 11S.eeting' 
permit 1asua.nce standards. 

LaSalle ·.s I.Anding Vcvelop1'11en1 Plan A-31 February. 1996 



• - . ...... . ~ ~·J~ • - J,.J 

4. For this •inter-municipal plan .. to work J: ~ee1 the Town of 
Irondequoit will have to ravise their umP to be 111ore consi~tent 
witb t:be Town of Pent.1.eld LfflU'._ This is best described by the -
inconsistency with regard to marina development, or expansion, in 
the two town&. our staff is most wi1ling to work vitb the towns 
to ~ar~ our perspective on this, or other water-d&pQndant 
devel.opment, in this ~rea. 

In cl.osingr J: think tbe report iii vel.l written and i.c i;uitabl.e 
for public review and comment. Wa look forward to working w1 th 
you and other members of the project team in the nC!ar future. 
Thank you tor tha opportunity to review and comment on tha draft. 

c::c: J. McIntosh 

f.ASalie ·s Landing Development Plan 

sincerely, c-,/ 
~~~~ 
'Robert :x. Shearer 
Deputy Regional. Permit Administrator 
Regul~tory services 
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MONROE 
Department of Planning & Development 

. ..... ~ -;.-_--... .. . . 
John D. Doyle r· . _. .. .- . · · · 
C.Ounty Exew.tiv~- .. · ,. ~-.. , . .. 

AUG ·2·41995 
,,,.._ .... _,_ .. ~. 

: _ . · .i~ .• ~ --
t 

... -_ .. i 
t ,~~r:: q .:......:=~==-==--~ ... := ... :::: 1}.i:rgtrst 23, 1995 

Mr: James McIntosh 
LaBella Associates, P.C. 
300 State Street 
Rochester, New York 14614 

Dear Jim: 

. 

Rocco DiGiovanni 
Director 

Thank you for the opportunity to review a preliminary draft of the 
LaSalle's Landing Development Plan. The Towns of Penfield and Irondequoit 
should be commended for undertaking this proactive planning project, and 
seizing the opportunjty to direct development ·in this critical area of the County. 
As you know the County _has a long history of participating with planning 
projects around Irondequoit Bay. I am pleased to have provided information in 
fue development of this plan. I offer the following comments for your 
consideration. 

Irondequoit Bay Plan 

Pages ill-I .and III-2 inqlude a description:of the Irondequoit Bay Plan. 
'(he second paragraph refers to the Inter.;.municipal Agreement which established 
the IBCC. AlthQugh DEC has been an integral. component of the IBCC, they 
where not a party to the original agreement. The purpose of the IBCC was to 
track development and provide a vehicle for coordination of land use decisions 
around Irondequoit Bay, not just to review and comment on development 
proposals. 

The third paragraph describes the 1974 Plan as "the foundation for all 
current development reviews and planning strategies". Although this Plhn did 
provide the foundation for subsequent planning and development processes 
around the Bay, it is out of date especially considering the changes that have 
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Mr. James McIntosh 
August 23. 1995 
Page2 

occurred in the last twenty years. I believe that subsequent plans such· as the 
L WRP's and various ordinances are more appropriately identified as directing 
current development. The second sentence is misleading in that it infers that the 
IBCC is. a reactive entity. The purpose of creating the IBCC was to provide for 
proactive cooperation in making future land use decisions. The publication of the 
Environmental Objectives and Development ·Management Measures and the work 
on ·updating the Irondequoit Bay Plan are examples of this committee's work. 

The second paragraph on page ID-2 starts out by stating 11The public 
purchases recommended by the 1974 Bay Plan have not occurred". This is 
misleading for two reasons. First, it should be recognized that the 1974 l)ay Plan 
recommended acquisition of generally all of the steep slope areas, we~d areas, 
and othexwise environmentally sensitive areas. This was a lofty ambition because 
of the financial commitment required to implement such a plan. Since then other 
measures have been used to protect some areas such as."easements, EPODs, ~d 
cluster develop~ent. Secondly, there has been additional acquisition of property 
in Bay Park West and Ellison Park. · 

The first paragraph of the 1992 Plan Update section should describe the 
purpose of the update as a project to incorporate various subsequent documents 
and to recognize changes that have occurred since the 1974 Plan. This resulted in 
a focusing of attention on issues associated with water surface use and the 
conflicts that exist between ffi:fferent users of the Bay. 

The first sentence of the last paragraph recognizes a position of RCSI in 
regard to preserving sensitive areas around the ~ay. Since many orgairlzatfons 
have made statements regarding the County's programs on Irondequoit Bay it is 
inappropriate to single out RCSL This statement is also misleading m that if 
infers that the County should be taldng a leadership role and has failed to do so. 
This is an issue open for debate but should not be part of this plan. The last 
sentence of this paragraph refers to the Irondequoit Bay Pedestrian Access Plan. 
As you know the RFP was prepared and a consultant has been selected for that 
project. The last sentence is curious in that it infers that the overall plan will 
resolve issues associated with LaSalle's Landing. I wa~ under the impression that 
the LaSalle's Landing Plan would resolve these issues ih this area and the overall 
plan would be an extension of this into other areas: 
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Level of Development 

During our efforts to update the Irondequoit Bay plan in 1991 we . 
completed a significant amount of analysis on the shoreline of the Bay and boat 
traffic. One of the most significant outcomes of this work was verification that 
the majority of the boats using Irondequoit Bay were in route from their point of 
origin to the outlet This, along with the documentation of the importance of the 
south end of the "Bay for fish and wildlife habitat, led to the recommendation to 
concentrate boat storage facilities (marinas) in other areas of the Bay, preferably 
near the outlet. I strongly support your recommendatjons for limiting shoreline 
development and prohibiting new docking facilities . 

There are two sections of the proposed plan, pertaining to intensity of 
development, which I believe · need to be further defined. Toe first is in refe~nce 
to parcel #19. The description indicates the preferred use would be for single . 
family homes, with a portion dedicated to the Monroe County Parks Department. 
I believe that the Parks Department is interested in purchasing a significant 
portion of this site.! The Master Plan Map (figure 12) includes a bubble in this 
area.indicating residential townhouse development on this site. On page V-11, 
the site is referred to as the Hillside/Wetland Area. This description again refers 
to single family homes but suggests that the intensity of development c.an not 
generate the need for taming lanes on Empire Boulevard. There needs to be a 
much more specific plan for this site. Given the problems with access, I am not 
sure what level of development can occur without tu.ming lanes on Empire 
Boulevard. If you are suggesting that only one or two homes can go on this. site 
it shoJ;lld be stated, and ·represented on the· map. The·other area of concern is· site 
#44, part of the Wilbur Tract. The bubbl~ ·indicating ~sidential. townhouses 
needs to be further defined, to include the number of units. This should be based 
on the traffic conditions on Empire Boulevard. 

We have used a build out scenario, based on existing regulations, in some 
of our planning projects to provide a baseline of information to compare to 
recommended changes. This maybe a useful process to use in this case to give 
people a chance to see what might develop in this area without the combining of 
parcels and the changes in use recommended in the Plan. 
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Mr. James McIntosh 
August 23, 1995 
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Traffic 

The plan refers to this area as developing into a destination, an area where 
people come for a variety of reasons. I agree and support this notion. However, 
the plan ~o continually stresses the need to maintain traffic flow through this 
area. This statement needs to be further defined. The development of this area, I 
believe, is going to necessitate a significant-change in the way traffic is controlled 
in this corridor. This is probably the most pressing and controversial issue 
associated with development in this area. I believe there should be specific 
measures identified to change the character of traffic flow in this area. There are 
two issues which need to be addressed, volume of traffic aqd speed of vehicle~. 
Both can and should be addressed as part of the development plan. One of the 
reasons traffic moves so quickly through this area is that it is easy to do so. 
There needs to be a recognition that as this area develops it will be more difficult 
to control traffic and the traffic. patterns will have to change. The use of 
landscaping and design details can be used to change the traffic character. 

Miscellaneous Comments 

The extent of the study area needs to be better defined. In some cases, 
parcels which are identified on the map are described as not being within the 
study area. A consistent boundary needs to be established and used throughout 
the report. 

The parcels recornmended for publi9 acquisition should be.identified on-the 
map. It is difficult to determine which of the parcels are recommended for 
public acquisition from reading the parcel descriptions. 

I understand that the potential environmental impacts of the development 
plan will be addressed in a generic EIS. The issue of stormwa:ter control, 
however, needs to be integrated into · the plan. The additional impervious surface 
may increase the amount of stormwater runoff directly into the Bay. 
Consideration should be given to a regional or area wide plan to address the 
issues of stormwater runoff quantity as well as quality. Chapter Eight describes 
the SEQR process and the intentions of the Towns of Penfield and Irondequoit. 
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This is useful infonnation but I don't believe it needs to be within the text of the 
Plan. By the time the Plan is out for public review this process should be well 
underway. · 

In the section on "Other Plan hnplementation Actions 11 (page VII-3), 
reference is made to the Towns pursuing, with Monroe County and the IBCC, the 
designation of the south end of the Bay as a ''passive recreation area". This is 
somewhat misleading in that it rnight be misinterpreted that the County or the 
IBCC has some authority over water surface use. Toe Towns or the State 
actually have the authority to.regulate water surface use. 

On page 1-4, #11 refers to the Monroe County Health Department's pilot 
project for siltation control. I am not sure which project this is referencing. If it 
is the Ellison Park wetland project, this is not primarily a siltation project. 

'Thank you again for the opportunity to· review the preliminary draft of this 
important plan. If you have any questions or wish to discuss any of theses 
comments further, please call me at 428-5418. 

xc: Jim Costello, Town of Penfield 
Kris Mago, Town of Irondequoit 
Bob Shearer, NYS DEC 

Sincerely: 

/7nri-
Thomas. D. Goodwin· 
Planner 

Allan Grover, MC Department of Planning and Development 
Dave Rinaldo, MC Parks Department · 
Sue Quarterman, MC EMC 

! 
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01/09/1996 10:28 716-377- 8644 
T~ OF PENFIELD PN:£. 03 

?.01 

CRAIIDIO PJIILBRICK. IRJPBRfl80R 
MBMBBlt.8 OP fll8 TOW• BOARD 
3100 .u'LAll'ftC A.Vlt\110& 
PSllftCLD, ll'BWYOU 1~ 

IIR. SUP&KVISOR MID BOARD 1IDIBCRS: 

A'OGV9T 31,1'95 

MAJQR fX')NWVATION ISSUES: 

• Plal:rvatioa of desigmted Staie and Federal Freshwater Wetlandl. 
• PreMrvatiOn of cSe8ipetCd Steep Slopes and Coastal &mton Aieas. 
• ~ of deaipled woodlands in the ma. 
• Sectina fortli a oompR.hemiwe landscape plan to specw •Ddimis for this area. 
• J:>e\telop a:nd nwmtain piblic ~. 
• AS90SS implCt on. Flood Plum within this area. 
• ~of~sitos. 
• Impagt of ckYclopmcnt Oft water qllllity. wildlife babiiats, visUal impaet or slsorflin~ 

and lqUIICUlture in tbc Bay. 
• Omsideration for ~oi,meatof ltCbitectma1 sunda~ fotthis deYelopm=t. 
• FW1 ~ and analysis oftnffic upc,n this.._ 

Sl)MMARY: 

The Jllljonty oftbe enviromnental1y ~ UC11S of Bmpire Bl~. IDd tb majority of 
1be sites wil1l economic poceatJaJ u:c nmtb of'Empir-. Tlle foilow.ma rec»anmmdations 
for cbanps Oll tbo daft La&llc Landing Developsnent Plan will Ulist in allowioa lot 
men viable developmait in Im llCIIS with~ eQOIIOm.ic impact ud sre,.ter 
~otthe~izi 1bemc,stlellli~aroa. 
,\) RdOCMB10 Ibo aoatha p,nion ofEmpln, BlYd. to~~ edge of'Lot # 20 to tbe 

~edgcof'Lot#3J. 
8) Lot# 20 thfovghLotf. 31 ( ladwlia, Sectlon # ofLot# 10) to be cla$silied aa open 

space with DO dcvclopment. 
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PAGE 04 
?.02 

C) Lot# 41 tmoup Lot# 43 -'Lot# 4S io be gJ.asaified as open space With no 
d£\,eloptbCUt. 

D) Tho plan. reoommcndatioll for Lot• 44 to~ Ukd for ,iugle fann1y use contaim a. 
provision iui iJ1arcss and egress flcm, this Lot be to*~ if possaole. If, 
southern inp=t~ is not fcuible theft we rccommead Lot# 44 be classified as 
opmspaee. 

S) ~ d>c plamied caaoc tt:ntal (Lot# 24) to an area not1h of Empire Blvd. that is 
~ by1he reltQtion of Empire Blvd. to the IOuth. The plan sbou14 consider 
moorpontion oftbe asnoe remaJ with the pbmnecl pa& .. iDLot # 2.. 

F) Blirinae tile propoMd restawant and office buildins and padang arca south (1f 
Empie Blvd., between Lot# 20 ad Lot# 31. 

G) Revise the plD to allow to dc\lelop new area DOfth ofF.mpR Ehd. created by 1he 
relocation~ Blvd. to the to4Jth. 

H) Allow for~ of chc dra.ftLI.l)p for all o1hff Lots not specfficd in 
Rccommeodatiom 1 - 6 tboYc. 

1berc are a AUmber of advaataget, the mocii alient are as~ 
· • Presaws the majority of the 1'igbly ltmitive wetllbd aKas ml CltJSUl'CS the watei' 

qllllity of the area. 
• The cost of m.ocation of F.mpirc Blvd. is offset by sninss and the safety by aot 

requiring sidewalks and pedestrian~ to be eomtl"UCted. 
• Further cost IIIYiap are realized by minimmn, the need for coclStn>etioa of ac:cas to 

both sides of Empire Blvd. m the sc:nsitive trafflo aw oft.a Salle J.andina 
• ~ ~ non!,.of P.mpirc-Blvd., the mu vmh tu moat viable ceottomie 

po{CnZial 1br' psoperty OWllefl, 
• .Danues 1be uapact of surf&ec runoff by dectusrqg the impervious blld surf"aQcs 

aoUlh Em.pile Blvd. 

We RC011aoad 1fllt Ill other' a.spec1s oftbis dmft be mained at this time. Althou.gb 
some propczty owacn aou1h of Em~Bl"'4. may be impacted. the m,jority af 1be 
propeny owners tt4IDl their ripts ad/or derive a benefit Jium. the pllJ1. One goat should 
be to be pe. ve die overall tatcty of reticle$ passin& 1hmqh or ,mug this area as a 
dcstinati0t1. K.eepiag 1he devdopment to oae ti\k ofEmpite Blvd. accomJ)lisbts this. 
As we fm1ha-move along wi1h this proposal we 1ft ~ to lhow cos.t smqs beftefits 
to the ww. as 'Well as the &Mlopm. 

We fiJrtbet recoptn 1hm the control of ffl0Qti11g EmpR Blw. R$III so!elywith the 
New Yodt S* ~ of'Traaspotlldioft and lhlt monios to IICCOUIJ)lisb ibis may 
not be available.. Further1hb topic may haYe alr$ady been a,cplomf by d,e towns 
•ffcctod, ~we re=* this drift n:part Oft August l. 199S and were asla:d to 
submil our 1boQ8lm by Aus= i,. t m. lftbis bu been explored previously to your 
satisflelion, tbett yoti may wi• to lay aside the comments teprdi1ag tdocation of Empire 
Blvd. and the ~ated change$ we P'lt forth. Our awn concerns, u I'm sure you'" 
ahw.dy a~. are 1bc mwiromncnraJ issuef as J1i~ 
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The infonnauon PfOVided 8Wt'C was a compilation of study by menibm Martm, :t.atim 
and my,oJt: I thank 'them for their timely input 

Donalds. Milton, Chairman 
Penfield Costsawdoa lk>ard 
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MONROE 

Department of Health. 
John D. Doyle 
County Executive 

Channing H. Philbri ck, Supervisor 
Town of Penfield 
3100 Atlantic Avenue 
Penfield, New York 14526 

Dear Ms . Masters: 

.hndrew S. ~niger. M.D .. M.P.H. 
Jirector 

Oct ober 3, 1995 

I have reviewed the map Ji111 Costello provided Which summarized our fiel.d vi sit 
to the LaSalle's Landing area. I have discussed the location and purpose of each of 
the stormwater management facilities indicated with Paula Smith, Soil and Water 
Specialist for the Soil Conservation District, and we both support this concept as 
appropriate for the sites. If the facilities are properly bu i lt , the ·;mpacts of 
stonnwater should be mitigated. 

We appreciate the opportunity to review these plans and make input to your 
planning process . 

RSB/sh 

cc: J. Costello 
M. Peet 
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LEWIS M . . GURLEY, P.E. 
REGIONAL Cl RECTOR 

October 6, 1.995 

Mr. Ron Brand 

STATE OF NEW YORK 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

1530 JEFFERSON ROAD 
ROCHESTER, N.Y. 14623-3161 

Stuart I. Brown Associates, Inc. 
540 CrossKey Office Park 
Fairport, NY 14450 

RE: LASALLE Is LANDING DEVEL0Pf,1ENT 
ROUTE 404 AT IRONDEQUOIT BAY 
TOWNS OF IRONDEQUOIT AND PENFIELD 

Dear Mr. Brand: 

JOHN B. DALY 
-COMMISSIONER 

We have received the Development Plan for the subject proposal. We commend the 
Towns of Penfield and J:rondequoit for making a combined planning effort for 
development in this area. our connnents on the report are as follows: 

1. Page V-2: The instal.lation of a traffic signal is stated in the fifth 
paragraph as having positive effects on slowing down traffic and providing 
gaps for vehicles entering the highway. However, it should be pointed out 
that the insta1lation of an unwarranted traffic signal can have negative 
effects. Unwarranted tra£fic signals can increase the frequency of 
accidents, especially rear-end accidents. Traffic signals should not be 
seen as a means to slow down traffic. 

2. Page Vl-2: The first .paragraph under "Traffic and Pedestrian Patterns" 
cal.ls for the •reduction or enforcement of current speed li111its •.. " . The 
reduction of speed limits when the average speed is already significant1y 
higher than the posted speed limit i (as per Page II-1, "Ilighway 
Classification and Volumes•) would be unwarranted and on1y serves to 
further promote a disregard for existing speed limits . 

3. Page V1-3: Under "Pedestrian.", several means of providing safe pedestrian 
crossing are proposed including signalization, pedestrian bridges and 
tunnels. However, the Executive Summary lists a pedestrian activated 
crosswalk signal as a ,Major Plan Assumption. No mention was made of the 
other alternatives or why they were.disregarded. 

4 . It is highly unlikely that a traffic signal would be found to be warranted 
based on pedestrian volumes alone. Our experience leads us to believe 
that this location would be particularly inappropriate for a pedestrian 
activated signal fo~ the following reasons: 

a. The high vol~e of traffic traveling on a downgrade in both 
directions would be forced to stop. This 'increases the potential 
for rear-end accidents. 
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b. A pedestrian signal is activated relatively infrequent1y,· 
particularly during off-season or off-peak times. OUr experience 
leads us to believe that this leads to a higher potential for rear
end accidents or pedestrian accidents since drivers are not 
expecting the traffic signal to change. 

c. Route 404 is classi.fied as a major arterial highway carrying a high 
volume of traffic on a daily basis. A traffic signal to provide a 
pedestrian crossing should not be considered before considering al.l 
other alternatives. 

An anaJ.ysis could be performed to determine if a traffic signal might be 
warranted. The vehicular trips generated by the development that wou1d 
have access to this proposed signalized intersection could be estimated. 
This analysis would provide an estimate on how 1ike1y signalization cou1d 
be warranted. 

We concur with the assumption that a left turn lane would i.n all 
likelihood be warranted for this development. We concur with and support 
al.l proposals and efforts to promote access management . 

If you have any questions , or wish to discuss this further, please contact us. 

Very trul.y yours, 

C'::{~ e. {_//),, 1 =sr__., 
arry R. Sherman 

Regional Traffic Engineer 

LRS/DCG/lnc 

~ --~c~-~.--~~J. McIntosh, LaBella Associates . 
s. Masters, Supervisor , Tlo Irondequoit 
C. Philbrick, Supervisor, T/0 Penfield 
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......... ·.::.· ·:=.... Monroe County 
r:) ! . ~ 

~ ~-· · ·~ ~'
0
". Ot~ o'° . :·. s·oil and Wafer Conservation District 

249 Highland Avenue . Rochester, NY 14620-3036 • (716) 473·2120 

February 5 , 1~96 

The Honorable Channing Phi I brick 
Supervisor, Town of Penfield 
3100 Atlantic Avenue 
Penfield, New York 14526 

Re : Las a. I I e ' s La f1 d i n 3 Dev e I o p rn e r1 t P I a f1 

Dear Super·visor Phi lbt· ick: 

[ .-
' 

FEB - 91996 

In re3ards to the Steerin9 Committee's responses to review 
c omments in Appendix A of the Lasal le's Landing Development 
P I an , s c, rn e c: I a r i f i c at i o f1 a n d f u t· t h e t· d e t a i I s o f i n f o no at i c, n 
is needed. 

Under the NYSDEC Comments, page A-7, the Committee mentions 
that t h e Monroe County Health Department (MCHD> has 
preliminary plans to cycle stormwater runoff through the 
wetland area to the south. This statement seems to infer 
that al I stormwater from the development should be routed to 
the existing so uthern wetland. In conversations with MCHD, 
the use of existin3 wetlands to treat stormwater is not 
rec ornrn er, de d • 

What has been suggested by Richard Burton, MCHD, and myself, 
is the creation of several stormwater management faci i ities 
throughout the project area to mitigate stormwater 
p,:rt lutants from iroper·vi,:ius surfaces. A sketch showing tr, ese 
proposed sites has been d rawn and should be included for 
clarity. Also, a general drainage plan which shows how 
st,:, nn water w i I I f' I ow by 9 t· av i t y t ,:, the s e f a c i I i t i e s i s 
needed, along with identification of easements required or 
land acquisition for this use. 

It may be benefici a l to note in these plans that alternative 
stormwater management measures may become avai I able and more 
evident during specific site plan design. If proposed at 
such time, the county and respect i ve municipality should 
g i ve consideration to alternative stormwater management 
practices which c an demonstrate equal or greater 
effec: ti venes -~. 

Because of the highly erosive c o nditions around the bay, 
n a. t u r· a ! a n d d e v e l ,:. p me n t - r e I a t e d e ~- o s i ,:1 n i :=; o f 3 r· e a t c ,:, n c e r n • 
A s s p e- c i r: I i s t ~- i r: t h i s f i e I d , i t i s i mp,:, t· ta n t t (• c ,:, n s u I t t h e 
S ,:, i ! a n d LrJ a t e r C ,:, r, s e r· v a t i ,:, n D i s t r- i c t 

1 
a n d t J-, e N a. t u r a I 

Resour c e Conservation Service for re c ommendation s on the 
P I an. 
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I n ,:w ,j e r t c, f u I f i I th e P I a n ' s rn i s s i ,:, n s t a. t em e n t : " A n I n t e t- -

municipal Plan of Action for guiding development of those 
la.nds, •• ", it seems imperative t,:, sta.te the Plan's 
guidelines as clearly and descriptively as possible. This 
should ens u re the integration of the plan's objectives into 
future deve l opment. 

Thank you for your attention in these matters. If you have 
any questions regarding these co·rnrnents please cal I me at 
47~:-212(>. 

>: c : Sup e r v i s ,:, t- D i I I ,:, n , T ,:i w n ,:, f I r o n d e q u ,:, i t 
Ji m McIntosh, La.Bel la Associates 
Richard Burton, MCDH Env . Health Lab 
Lo uise Hartshorn, Environmental Management Council 
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