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Introduction 

 

This Final Generic Environmental Impact Statement (DGEIS) has been prepared pursuant 

to 6 NYCRR Part 617 et. seq. for the adoption of the 2010 Comprehensive Plan Update for the 

Town of Penfield, situate in the County of Monroe and State of New York. 

 

The proposed action is more fully described in the Draft Generic Environmental Impact 

Statement (DGEIS), incorporated herein by reference.  The action is defined as a Type I action 

under the provisions of the New York State Environmental Quality Review Act (SEQRA).  The 

SEQRA implementing regulations allow a generic or generalized analysis of impacts for actions 

that involve a program or plan having wide application or restricting the range of future 

alternative policies or projects.  As specifically referenced, agencies may prepare a Generic 

Environmental Impact Statement (GEIS) for wholly new or significant modifications to existing 

land use and/or development plans. 

 

The Town Board assumed Lead Agency status and filed a Positive Declaration on May 5, 

2010, acknowledging that the adoption of the Plan may have some potentially adverse 

environmental impacts.  The Board had a DGEIS prepared to provide an analysis of the proposed 

action, as well as reasonable alternatives to the action.  The DGEIS was determined to be 

complete for public review on August 5, 2010 and a public hearing was held on August 30, 2010.  

In order to provide the public with ample opportunity to review the proposed Plan and the 

DGEIS, the public comment period was open from August 5, 2010 until September 17, 2010. 

 

The Town Board received a number of comments on the Plan and the DGEIS, both at the 

public hearing and in writing.  The substantive comments have been reviewed and the Board’s 

responses to those comments are contained in the FGEIS.  Based upon further review and also 

upon public comment, the Board has determined that some changes to the draft Plan are 

warranted and those changes are explained in the following sections of this FGEIS. 
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This has been an open and public process, involving 20 members of the community who 

volunteered their time over almost 2 years to compile the draft Plan.  It involved the public in a 

number of public workshops and sessions, as well as the public hearing and comment period.  

The Board is appreciative of those citizens with a sincere interest in their community who have 

stepped forward to provide input on this very important Plan that will guide Penfield for the next 

10+ years. 
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Summary of Changes to the 2010 Comprehensive Plan 

 

1. Minor typographical and aesthetic errors have been corrected, including removing incorrect 

names and dates and removing redundant content.  Notations of these errors were collected 

from a wide variety of community members, board and committee members, and staff. 

2. In response to a comment made by John Odenbach, all references to Redman Lake and the 

Dolomite Quarry on old Penfield Road have been changed to Manitou Lake.   

3. All references to the Sweets Corners Mixed Use District were amended to the Route 250 

Mixed Use District near Atlantic Avenue to reflect the Future Land Use Map revision. 

4. The preface on page four was revised to include emphasis on “Mixed Use Development” 

instead of “Town Center”.  This revision was also reflected throughout the document 

wherever Town Center was discussed.  Additionally instead of solely focusing on the Route 

250 Mixed Use District, references to mixed use development were amended to discuss all 

four mixed use districts. 

5. The sidebar on page 4 was revised to reflect the topic of community character. 

6. The following was amended on page 8 and 133:  

a. Descriptions of land use categories to emphasize the intent of the residential districts 

versus lot sizes. 

b. The qualifier statements for the consideration of future land use were amended to add 

emphasis on character, transitions, and relationship between taxes and land use. 

c. The land use policy statement was amended to replicate the content of the Land Use 

section of the plan. 

7. Minor adjustments have been made to the Future Land Use Map on pages 9 and 132.  

Specifically, the Empire Boulevard commercial area, the NYS Route 250 Mixed Use 

District, and the high density residential area bounded by Jackson, Plank and NYS Route 250 

have been adjusted. 

8. The content on page 11 (Introduction) was removed due to redundancy and the content on 

page 10 was moved over.  The content of page 143 (Future Land Use) was copied and added 

into the Executive Summary, becoming page 10. 

9. The introductory paragraph on page 12 (Previous Plans & Studies) has been changed to read, 
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“The 2010 Comprehensive Plan was created with all previous plans in mind.  The Town 

intends to continue utilizing its previous plans & studies as resources and sources of 

recommendations.  Although the Plan is an instrument of Town Policy, it should not 

foreclose future decisions that may not align precisely with the stated vision and policies. 

However, for actions or decisions that deviate from the strategies expressed in the Plan, a 

sound argument and rationale must be presented that is as convincing as that presented in the 

Plan.  Such deviations should be supported only after careful consideration of the overall 

benefit to the community.” 

10. Changes were made in response to comments from Sewer Superintendent Mark DiFrancesco: 

a. Suggested wording to correct inaccuracies on page 34 (Community Resources) 

regarding sewer service areas and providers of service.   

b. Suggested wording on page 70, Residential Living Strategy D, “Direct higher density 

residential development towards areas that can be serviced by public water and sewer 

service.” Regarding basin-wide sewer capacity studies. 

c. Clarification of wording of potential implementation items C1 and C2 on page 83, 

regarding sewer system capacities. 

11. Changes were made in response to comments from MC Department of Transportation: 

a. Corrections to page 42 and the corresponding map on page 43 denoting NYS Route 

250 and NYS Route 441 from its western limits to its intersection with NYS Route 

250 as Principal Arterial roads.   

b. Additional text was added to page 44 (Highway Capacity), “Monroe County 

Department of Transportation traffic data was also consulted.”  Also, text was 

removed within the paragraph that stated, “It should be noted that Five Mile Line 

Road carries a relatively high traffic volume for a two-lane facility.”  This sentence is 

misleading because there are other two-lane facilities within Penfield with higher 

traffic volumes.   

c. Page 46 referenced that the Bicycle Facilities Master Plan was in development and in 

reality it was recently completed.  A portion of the paragraph was changed to read, 

“The Town has completed a Bicycle Facilities Master Plan which evaluates the 

quality of on-street bicycle facilities, maps the bicycle hot spots and recommends the 

most important on-road and off-road improvements.  This plan also contains a 
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Bicycle Suitability Map and a Bicycle Facilities Improvement Plan.  The Plan 

recommends a multi-use path from Scribner Elementary and Bay Trail Middle School 

through Rothfuss Park and connecting to Veteran’s Memorial Park. 

d. Inaccuracies were addressed regarding page 91, Economic Opportunities Strategy C.  

A portion of the paragraph now reads, “For example, Monroe County and the 

Genesee Transportation Council identify upcoming projects to be completed over a 

five year time period.  The Monroe County Capital Improvement Program (CIP) and 

the New York State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) are the primary 

funding sources.  The current Monroe County CIP for 2011 to 2016 has a total 

program amount of $374,754,000.  Within the Rochester Transportation Management  

Area, the Genesee Transportation Council administers the STIP and federal funding 

through its Transportation Improvement Program (TIP).  The Genesee Transportation 

Council is currently operating under its 2011 to 2014 TIP with a total budget of 

approximately $675,000,000.” 

12. Changes were made in response to comments from NYS Department of Environmental 

Conservation: 

a. Suggested wording to correct inaccuracies on page 54 (Wetlands Summary) regarding 

wetland regulatory jurisdiction. 

b. Additional paragraph added on page 99 (Natural Resources), “It is also important to 

note that the encouragement of low density housing in agricultural areas can lead to 

the enhancement of the functions and services of wetlands.  Much of the Town’s 

farmland is operated on muck soils which were once natural wetlands.  Upon 

cessation of farming, if these areas are allowed to revert back to wetlands they will 

provide valuable habitat and water quality benefits.” 

13. The last bullet point on page 97 (Natural Resources) was revised to now read, “Considering 

programs that encourage developers to implement sustainable site planning and building 

practices such as:…”  Also, the sidebar showing an example of a small scaled wind energy 

system was removed.  

14. Additional text relating pedestrian oriented design that can be accommodated through 

compact development were added to page 111. 

15. Page 118 was amended to include an explanation for Penfield’s fragmented identity in the 
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discussion relating to defining and promoting Penfield’s identity to its residents and visitors. 

16. Pages 134-6, 138 were edited to reflect the amended land use descriptions.  The purpose was 

to concentrate on the intentions of each land use instead of a particular lot dimension.   

17. The first recommendation on page 142 (Future Land Use) was edited, substituting “Business 

Non-Retail” for the original “limited commercial uses.” 

18. A recommendation was added on page 142 (Future Land Use), reading, “Consider allowing 

Business Non-Retail along the east side of NYS Route 250, north of Cherrymede Crescent.” 
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Topic Addressed in These Sections of Summary and Responses: 1, 2 3 4 5, 7 6 * 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 15 16 17
Anderson, Jim & Eileen W 09.13.10 50 Edenfield Road Y 0 1 1 1 1
Baric, Jean W 09.15.10 ACCGPG President Y 2 1 1
Barry, Bernard & Donna W 08.31.10 1364 Jackson Road Y 1 1
Dal Santo, Tony W 09.13.10 63 Aspen Dr. Y 1
DEC Haley, Thomas W 08.11.10 N/A Y 0 1
DiFrancesco, Mark W 08.25.10 Sewer Sup. Y 0
Dunn, Tom and Sue W 09.10.10 Edenfield Road N1 0 1 1
Ebmeyer, James W 09.18.10 2020 Baird Road Y 2 1 1
Enfonde, Carol W 09.12.10 N2 1 1
Foor, Susan W 09.12.10, 09.12.10 East Penfield Y 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Freitas, Dick W 05.24.10, 09.15.10 N3 0
Gallagher, Jane W 09.17.10 1973 Dublin Road Y 2 1 1 1 1 1 1
Gallagher, Kevin W, PH 08.30.10, 09.17.10 1973 Dublin Road Y 7 1 1 1 1
Green, Sam PH 08.30.10 58 Seabury Blvd Y 1 1
Hanscom, Rose W, PH 04.25.10, 05.31.10, 08.30.10 145 Anytrell Drive Y 7 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Harkins, Larry PH 08.30.10 599 Embury Road N2 0 1 1 1
Hartley, Jon W 09.15.10 Evangelical Church N2 0 1
Johnson, Rosemary PH 08.30.10 2200 Nine Mile Point N3 1 1
Kasunich, Marsha W 08.30.10 1394 Jackson Road Y 1 1
Kellman, Matt W 09.10.10 56 Edenfield Road N1 0 1
Kellman, Matt & Karin W 09.08.10, 09.10.10 56 Edenfield Road N1 0 1
LeFevre, Jason & Eileen W 09.17.10 Y 1 1 1 1
Lupo, Paul W 08.05.10, 08.15.10, 08.30.10 (2) 1394 Jackson Road Y 1 1
Marks, Brian W 09.08.10 65 Edenfield Road N1 0 1
MCDOT Rice, Terrence W 09.16.10 N/A Y 0
Milch, Kathi & Jim W 09.11.10 19 Rockbridge Lane Y 0 1 1
Mudge, Judy PH 08.30.10 2120 Penfield Road Y 2 1 1
Murature, Deb PH 08.30.10 3 Penview Drive Y 3 1
Nichols, Will W 09.12.10 Y 0 1 1 1
NYSDOT Traver, Robert W 09.15.10 N/A Y 1 1
Odenbach, John W 09.09.10 N/A Y 0
Parrone, Edward W 09.07.10 N2 0
Penfield Green Initiative W, PH 08.30.10, 09.17.10 N/A Y 9 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Planning Board W 08.12.10 N/A Y 5 1 1 1 1 1
Pridonoff, Carl W 08.30.10 1394 Jackson Road Y 1 1
Reichert, John W 08.20.10 1205 Shoecraft Road Y 1 1
Reynolds, Mary W 09.08.10 52 Edenfield Road N1 0 1
Rinere, Joe & Aimee W 09.11.10 58 Edenfield Road N1 0 1
Rink, Randy & Sara W 09.01.10 139 Guy Grace Lane Y 1 1
Rogalski, Gene W 09.16.10 1781 Harris Road Y 1 1 1 1 1
Teske, Dan W 09.14.10 Nothnagle Realtor Y 1 1
Wood, Mark W, PH 08.30.10, 09.16.10 1671 Harris Road Y 3 1 1 1 1
Woodward, Dave PH 08.30.10 1530 Harris Road Y 0 1 1
Zulawski, Jim & Sue W 09.14.10 N1 0 1

14 5 5 4 3 4 16 8 3 3 1 2 3 9 1 4 4

* - General Statement of Support - no response required
2 

- Not Substantive Comment - General Statement of Support
1 

- Not Substantive Comment - Lack of supporting data or observations.  Addressed in Topic #8
3 

- Not Substantive Comment - Assertions unsupported by data or observations.

Topic Addressed in These Sections of Summary and Responses:

Total Comments By Topic
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Addressed in Section 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 31
Anderson, Jim & Eileen 0 1
Baric, Jean 2 1
Barry, Bernard & Donna 1 1
Dal Santo, Tony 1 1 1
DEC Haley, Thomas 1 0 1
DiFrancesco, Mark 1 0 1
Dunn, Tom and Sue 0 1
Ebmeyer, James 1 2 1
Enfonde, Carol 1 1
Foor, Susan 1 1 1
Freitas, Dick 0 1
Gallagher, Jane 2 1
Gallagher, Kevin 1 1 1 7 1
Green, Sam 1 1
Hanscom, Rose 1 1 7 1
Harkins, Larry 0 1
Hartley, Jon 0 1
Johnson, Rosemary 1 1
Kasunich, Marsha 1 1
Kellman, Matt 0 1
Kellman, Matt & Karin 0 1
LeFevre, Jason & Eileen 1 1
Lupo, Paul 1 1
Marks, Brian 0 1
MCDOT Rice, Terrence 1 0 1
Milch, Kathi & Jim 0 1
Mudge, Judy 2 1
Murature, Deb 1 1 3 1
Nichols, Will 0 1
NYSDOT Traver, Robert 1 1
Odenbach, John 1 0 1
Parrone, Edward 0 1
Penfield Green Initiative 1 1 1 1 1 1 9 1
Planning Board 1 5 1
Pridonoff, Carl 1 1
Reichert, John 1 1
Reynolds, Mary 0 1
Rinere, Joe & Aimee 0 1
Rink, Randy & Sara 1 1
Rogalski, Gene 1 1
Teske, Dan 1 1
Wood, Mark 1 1 3 1
Woodward, Dave 0 1
Zulawski, Jim & Sue 0 1

Total Comments 1 2 2 1 2 1 1 1 1 2 1 3 1 4 44
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Summary of Substantive Public Comments and Lead Agency Responses 
 
 
The comments received by the Town of Penfield verbally, via e-mail and in writing from the 
public pertaining to the Comprehensive Plan 2010 fall into five categories (Mixed Use District, 
Other Future Land Use, Environmental, Traffic, and Miscellaneous).  Along with a discussion of 
their relevance and applicability to the proposed Plan adoption, they are as follows: 
 
Mixed Use District along Route 250, near Sweets Corners Road. 
 
1. Concern regarding the use of this proposed Mixed Use Area as a Town Center. 

Response: Throughout the public input process used to develop this Plan, the lack of 
a Village or single Town Center in Penfield was raised repeatedly as a weakness and 
an opportunity. As a result, one of the major policy initiatives within this plan is to 
develop a new mixed-use area along NYS Route 250 near Sweets Corners Road. 
Many public comments received regarding this recommendation voiced concerns 
over the feasibility and appropriateness of the “Town Center” concept.  After 
considering this additional public input it is clear that classifying this proposed area 
as a “Town Center” is confusing and does not communicate the true intent of a mixed 
use district.  Town Center references were removed from the Plan and the term Mixed 
Use District will be used instead.  

 
However, this does not minimize the intent to provide for an appropriate location for 
mixed-use development.  The committee’s analysis of areas that have adequate 
infrastructure, a potential land for development, appropriate transportation network 
and a foundation of existing, compatible uses was extensive.  The location centered at 
Sweets Corners Road and Rte. 250 was initially suggested in the Route 250 Corridor 
Land Use Analysis, adopted July 1, 2009, which indicated that proper conditions 
existed for this type of development.  It is recommended that additional study with 
more specific detail be developed as a result of the Comprehensive Plan, to explore 
the many advantages that can be brought forth with this type of development.  The 
Comprehensive Plan also identifies other areas of Penfield that may be suitable for 
this type of mixed-use development, including the Manitou Lake area, north of Old 
Penfield Road.  Mixed use development is already permitted in the Four Corners 
District and the LaSalle’s Landing District. 

 
2. Concern regarding the difficulty of proper development and the possible private development 

of the mixed use area in a form different than intended by the Town. 
Response: Currently, the potential implementation item within the Plan reads, 
“Develop a plan for a Mixed Use Area along Route 250.”  As stated within Chapter 
III D of the DGEIS, development of this potential mixed-use area will proceed under 
the guidance of a detailed design plan.  The Town frequently uses area plans to ensure 
the proper planning of a special district, such as the Routes 250/441 Overlay District.  
Also, specific design standards should be developed to meet the goals of the Plan. 
These standards will guide development to minimize impacts to the surrounding areas 
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and the existing infrastructure systems.  Finally, public input will be an important part 
of the planning process.  

 
3. Concern regarding the environmental sensitivities within the possible boundaries of the 

Mixed Use District. 
Response: The Environmental Protection Overlay Districts and other regulations, 
such as the Stormwater Pollution Prevention local laws will be used to guide 
development in a responsible manner.  The Mixed Use District will properly 
incorporate and make positive uses of environmental features, including using them 
as buffers.  In addition, all uses will undergo review under the State Environmental 
Quality Review process, which will analyze potential impacts and identify 
appropriate mitigation.   

 
4. Concern regarding possible conflict between the goals of the Mixed Use District and the 

Open Space Plan. 
Response: There are areas where lands identified in the Town’s two Open Space 
Plans are also identified on the Future Land Use Map as appropriate for some type of 
development.  The goals of the Open Space plans should not be dismissed, when full 
acquisition of a parcel or parcels is not practical.  There are other techniques 
identified in the Open Space plans to preserve the integrity of the important features 
of a given area, while allowing some form of development to occur.  These include 
incentive zoning, conservation easements and cluster development, among others.  
The Town has shown a substantial investment in pursuing its open space goals and 
will continue to do so as stated in Community Character & Design strategy A (page 
117). 

 
5. Concern regarding the Mixed Use District’s possible effects on traffic and the character of 

the area.   
Response: Substantial planning efforts have established the potential viability of a 
mixed use district in this area, including the Route 250 Corridor Land Use Analysis, 
adopted by the Town Board in 2009.  Additional traffic analysis has been conducted 
through the Route 250 Corridor Transportation Study, conducted with funding from 
the Genesee Transportation Council.  This study analyzed this important State 
corridor from Lake Ontario in Webster, south to Rte. 96, near the Perinton/Victor 
border.  The analysis projected traffic volumes and capacity 25 years out.  The study 
stated that Penfield’s section of the corridor appears capable of accommodating 
additional development and made specific recommendations for immediate and long-
term improvements to the corridor.  As a direct result of the study the speed limit was 
reduced along this section of Route 250.  Also, the Route 250 Corridor Land Use 
Analysis and Corridor Study both emphasize access management techniques.  
Development of this area will be consistent with the recommendations and 
recommended mitigation of these studies, or provide additional review if it is not 
consistent.   

 
6. Request for additional citizen input prior to the inclusion of the Mixed Use District 

recommendations within the Plan.   
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Response: The Town Board created a Committee consisting of a broad cross-section 
of stakeholders representing a wide variety of interests within Penfield, vocationally 
and geographically.  Public participation occurred in the form of written comments 
and active participation in the four public participation opportunities: the Youth 
Workshop (October 20, 2008), the Community Forum (October 20, 2008), and two 
Land Use Workshops (January 24 and 26, 2009).  The committee worked diligently 
to consider, balance, and incorporate all of the public input.  The diversity of the 
committee members also led to many discussions weighing the varied interests of 
stakeholders in Penfield.  In addition, the public comment period (August 5, 2010 to 
September 17, 2010) and the August 30, 2010 public hearing provided further 
opportunity for the public to submit their input, which is being considered and 
responded to within this document.  Town staff worked diligently to provide ample 
public notification throughout this process, through the use of e-mail distribution lists, 
a frequently updated webpage, and multiple newspaper articles in the Democrat & 
Chronicle and the Penfield Post.  In addition, any future development applications 
will be subject to the application review process, which requires a public review 
process and a public hearing. 

 
7. Concern regarding the Mixed Use District and a possible long-term “domino effect” or 

cascading effect on other parts of East Penfield. 
Response: Concerns regarding the spread of mixed-use or higher density development 
beyond the boundaries of the district may be based upon insufficient information 
about the area.  A number of factors will severely limit the expansion of development.  
Substantial Environmental features are present in the area, including but not limited 
to floodplains, wetlands surrounding the area and limitations associated with 
Commission Ditch.  The available sanitary sewer capacity for this area is currently 
being studied and will likely limit new development expansion.  The lands just east of 
Route 250 on both the north and south sides of Sweets Corners Road have had the 
development rights purchased by the Town through the Open Space program, thereby 
limiting expansion to the east.  There is a substantial State wetland approximately 
1000’ west of Rte. 250, providing a natural boundary to expansion of development.  
Current development pressure of this area is substantial as evidenced by the number 
of recently submitted Incentive Zoning concept plans.  Without an area plan, 
haphazard development would occur, without an opportunity to mitigate cumulative 
impacts. 

 
Other Future Land Use Concerns 
 
8. Concern over the potential implementation items found within the Future Land Use section 

of the Plan.   
Response: The concerns and opinions expressed regarding this section of the Plan 
center around a false impression that the Plan in and of itself rezones the lands 
identified.  Rather, the Plan establishes a foundation upon which future land use 
decisions can be made that may change the uses or allowable density of the 
specifically mapped areas.  The Plan takes into account existing and potential 
infrastructure and the nature and character of surrounding development in the Town 
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of Penfield and the surrounding municipalities.  Any subsequent development plan or 
rezoning petition that corresponded with the areas identified in the Plan would have 
to be reviewed for consistency with the plan’s goals and environmental assumptions.  
In short, these concerns relate to a specific action that is neither proposed nor 
undertaken by the adoption of the Plan, so specific responses are not able to be made 
at this time. 

 
9. Proposed addition of recommendations for change in land use of specific properties. 

Response: The Steering Committee reviewed and discussed all requests for specific 
land use recommendations submitted before April 21, 2010.  All but two were 
incorporated into the Draft Plan.  The remaining requests were deemed either 
inappropriate or too small to be addressed by the Plan.   
 
Nine additional comments requesting land use recommendations for specific 
properties were submitted during the public comment period.  These relate to four 
properties, which are addressed here: 

i. 1205 Shoecraft Road- The Steering Committee did not recommend a 
change in land use for this property, and the Town Board does not find 
compelling evidence to change that decision. 
ii. 1364 Jackson Road- The Plan already recommends that this property be 
considered for higher density residential development. 
iii. 1394 Jackson Road- The Steering Committee did not recommend a change 
in land use for this property, and the Town Board does not find compelling 
evidence to change that decision.  
iv. 2120 Penfield Road- The Plan already recommends that this property and 
nearby properties be considered for limited commercial uses.  Additional 
detail will be added to the Plan that this property and nearby properties be 
considered for Business Non-Retail uses.   

 
10. Concern regarding the recommended land use in the vicinity of the Bay Towne Plaza. 

Response: As stated elsewhere, the Future Land Use Map is not intended to 
recommend land use changes that are not described in the text of the Plan.  The Town 
Board has decided to adjust the northernmost portion of the commercial future land 
use bubble to better represent the current zoning district boundaries. 
 
Recommendations for increased intensity were discussed in the North Penfield 
Crossroads plan, prepared by the Town and adopted by the Town Board on June 1, 
2007.  The Comprehensive Plan acknowledges that this area has a substantial 
commercial presence and some additional development and redevelopment is likely 
in this commercial corridor along NY Route 404.  The Plan does not provide specific 
property designation for future land uses, but a more general approach.  Site-specific 
environmental review is now being undertaken for lands in this area.  The goals for 
the Comprehensive Plan are strongly supportive of appropriate buffers and setbacks 
between uses.  Once adopted, the Comprehensive Plan goals will be a significant 
focus of future land use decisions. 
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11. Concern regarding apparent recommended changes in land use based solely on the Future 
Land Use Map.   

Response:  The Future Land Use Map is displayed using color bubbles and with white 
area between the bubbles because it is intended to show the approximate boundaries 
of land uses.  It is not intended to indicate specific parcels.  There may be instances 
where the map shows land uses that are clearly contrary to a fully built area (such as 
an existing neighborhood or commercial plaza), and the location is not mentioned 
within the text of the document, then it should be counted as unintentional.  In areas 
lacking recommendation to change land use, the Future Land Use Map is intended to 
reflect current uses or currently permitted uses. 

 
12. Concern regarding potential conflicts between parts of the Economic Development Action 

Plan and the Comprehensive Plan 
Response: The 2010 Comprehensive Plan was created with all previous plans in 
mind.  The Town intends to continue utilizing its previous plans & studies as 
resources and sources of recommendations.   
 
Although the Plan is an instrument of Town Policy, it should not foreclose future 
decisions that may not align precisely with the stated vision and policies.  However, 
for actions or decisions that deviate from the strategies expressed in the Plan, a sound 
argument and rationale must be presented that is as convincing as that presented in 
the Plan.  Such deviations should be supported only after careful consideration of the 
overall benefit to the community.  
 
The focus for developing the Economic Development Action Plan was to analyze the 
full potential of Penfield’s business opportunities.  This focus, while important as a 
planning tool, may not be able to be fully implemented as goals, policies and 
regulations are evolving through the Comprehensive Plan process.  Again, the narrow 
focus of this study did not and could not take all factors of development into 
consideration, but was intended to be an assessment of business development 
opportunities.  

 
13. Concern regarding the land use categories or classification system used within the Plan.   

Response:  The present-day land use categories are the result of existing data.  
Changing the classifications is not feasible.  The future land use classification system 
was established by the steering committee early in the review process and was the 
result of significant discussion and the application of the consultants’ expertise.  The 
21st Century Land Development Code (Freilich and White, 2008) defines high 
density as, “those residential zoning districts in which density is equal to or greater 
than 10,000 square feet” and low density as, “those residential zoning districts in 
which the density is equal to or less than one dwelling unit per 40,000 square feet.”  
After some consideration the Town Board decided to place emphasis on the land use 
classification intention instead of a specific lot dimension.  The plan now states a 
“typical” lot size for residential land use.  The future land use categories used within 
the Plan therefore still fit within these definitions but further explain the purpose of 
each district.   
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14. Concern regarding negative impacts from different adjacent land uses and the need for 

transition zoning and appropriate buffers. 
Response: The Draft Generic Environmental Impact Statement contains substantial 
explanation of the mitigation within the Zoning Ordinance and recommended by the 
Plan.  Sections B and C of Chapter III (pages 20 to 21) provide discussion on this 
issue.  The Comprehensive Plan discusses several areas where these potential impacts 
can be minimized, including proper location of uses, transitional planning, use of 
adequate buffers and minimizing the potential for nuisance issues.   
 
With that being said, after careful consideration the Town Board amended the Plan to 
include “future development should have a strong emphasis on how the use is 
designed and density is applied to create the desired character” and “reviewing 
Boards should be sensitive to and encourage compatibility with the developed 
densities and character of the surrounding areas”.  As stated previously, the potential 
impacts of changes in land use will be fully evaluated, assessed for consistency with 
the Comprehensive Plan strategies and implementation techniques. 

 
15. Concern regarding the cumulative impacts of development over time.   

Response:  Specific components of the Plan, and their inevitable evolution as a result 
of development pressures both internal and external to the Town, may have minor 
environmental impacts.  Since permanent moratoriums on growth and development 
are not permitted under State Law, these impacts will likely continue to occur with or 
without the Plan.  However, with the Plan they are likely to be coordinated, 
minimized, and controlled. 
 

16. Concern regarding the future public access to Manitou Lake (formally known as Redman 
Lake). 

Response: The Steering Committee identified that investigating public access to this 
water feature will be important for planning the development of this area.  This 
property was identified as important in both the 2001 Open Space Plan and its 2006 
update.  Public access to this water resource is key to this property’s importance to 
the community, whether through acquisition or other techniques which are outlined in 
the Open Space plans. Text to this effect has been added to the Plan.  It should be 
noted that the property is privately owned and outright acquisition may not be 
possible, but this should not diminish the importance of public access to this resource. 

 
17. Recommendations to encourage or prioritize commercial and agricultural land uses based on 

their positive effect on the tax base.   
Response: The need for land use decisions which support the tax base was thoroughly 
discussed by the Steering Committee, endorsed by the Town Board, and is an integral 
part of this Plan.  Its importance is clearly demonstrated by its place on page four of 
the document.  Consequently, the Steering Committee scrutinized the 
recommendations within the Plan for their potential impact to the tax base.  The 
proposed Future Land Use Map is a compilation of many months of discussion, 
public input and committee analysis that provides a blend of residential and non-
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residential uses to provide a proper balance between uses that may have varied 
impacts on the tax base. 

 
Environmental Concerns 
 
18. One individual identified a need for a tree planting program to be added to the Plan’s 

recommendations.   
Response: The Board agrees with the identified benefits of trees within the Town, 
especially street trees.  For this reason, the Town has established many policies and 
systems to encourage tree cover.  Examples of which include a Street Tree Policy, 
which requires two trees be planted in the front yard of every new home constructed, 
the Woodlot Environmental Protection Overlay District and the Conservation Board’ 
regular Tree Give-Away for residents.  Also, a detailed landscaping plan is required 
for any commercial development.   

 
19. Proposed addition of a recommendation to develop progressive Wind Energy legislation.   

Response: The Energy and Environmental Advisory Committee has pro-actively 
identified the immediate need for revisions to the existing wind energy code and has 
directed select staff members to draft regulations for their review.  This has not been 
included as a recommendation within the Plan because it is already underway. 

 
20. Proposed addition of a definition of wildlife habitat and wildlife habitat preservation 

recommendations to the Plan.   
Response: By nature, the term wildlife habitat is imprecise and its use requires more 
descriptive details.  All areas of the Town provide some degree of wildlife habitat, 
even if it is only for birds or rodents within some commercial areas.  Some may argue 
that those areas are not valuable habitats, but they still meet the definition of habitat.  
Also, some may argue that many forested areas within the Town should not count as 
valuable habitat due to their small size, historic disturbance, or relative immaturity.  
Rather than attempt to set an arbitrary or debatable threshold for determining the 
value of a wildlife habitat, the Town has chosen to give special consideration to 
specific natural features, namely wetlands, watercourses, steep slopes, woodlands, 
and floodplains.  Protection of these environmental features has been and will 
continue to be an effective means to preserving wildlife habitat.  The Town 
recognizes that other habitats exist that are not covered by Environmental Protection 
Overlay Districts, and these habitats are too varied and extensive to map or regulate 
by codes.  The required environmental reviews of development actions provide 
opportunities for site-specific habitats to be identified and impacts to those habitats 
analyzed.  This typically falls under the jurisdiction of the Planning Board, with direct 
input from the Penfield Conservation Board.   

 
21. Proposed addition of recommendations for stricter Environmental Protection Overlay District 

(EPOD) regulations. 
Response: The purpose of EPODs as stated in the Zoning Ordinance, Chapter 29-3-6, 
is to provide the Town with an additional level of review and regulation that controls 
how land development permitted by the Town’s primary zoning districts should occur 
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in sensitive or unique environmental areas.  The Plan currently recommends that 
watercourses, steep slopes, and woodlands should be re-inventoried and mapped as a 
short term priority.  At that time, ordinance revisions will be implemented as 
appropriate.  The Wetland and Floodplain EPODs are not included within this 
recommendation because the data these layers are based upon is under the jurisdiction 
of the DEC and FEMA, respectively. Consequently, it has been the Town’s policy to 
update these EPODs as these agencies release updates.   
 
Revisions will also seek to improve the effectiveness of these regulations.  These 
EPOD maps will continue to be published on the Town website and on the Penfield 
GIS Web Application.   

 
22. Concern regarding preservation and encouragement of habitat connectivity. 

Response: There are environmental benefits to maintaining habitat corridors or 
discouraging the fragmentation of existing natural areas.  The required environmental 
reviews of development actions provide opportunities for site-specific habitats and 
connections to be identified and impacts to those habitats analyzed.  This typically 
falls under the jurisdiction of the Planning Board, with direct input from the Penfield 
Conservation Board. 

 
23. Concern regarding the timeline for identification and remediation of contaminated waste 

sites. 
Response: Due to the heavy reliance on partnering agencies and the extensive costs 
involved, it is not feasible for the Town to establish a timeline for this 
recommendation.  The Town works actively with property owners to identify and 
remediate properties.   
 
The identification of waste sites began with the Monroe County Environmental 
Management Council, which first developed a list of site and corresponding 
development guidelines within 2000 feet of a known or suspected suite.  The Town 
has suspected and confirmed waste sites and is working with the DEC to remediate 
those sites.  The Brownfield Opportunities Program is heavily used by the Town.  In 
addition, the Town has a strong history of responsible remediation of any 
contaminated sites that are owned by the Town.   

 
Traffic Concerns 
 
24. Recommendation regarding expanding the recommendations for alternative traffic calming 

methods within the Plan. 
Response: On Page 112 the Plan contains Transportation strategy A and associated 
potential implementation items which relate to traffic management.  The Town 
currently uses a number of traffic calming methods.  The Street Tree Policy leads to 
treed roads which have been shown to reduce car speeds.  Also, all new 
neighborhoods are designed to minimize straight stretches of road.  In many existing 
neighborhoods the Town maintains cautionary signs.  As concerns are raised by 
residents, staff use traffic counters to provide speed analyses to the Transportation 
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Committee, which determines when thresholds are reached and the appropriate 
mitigation to be implemented.  In addition, the Town will continue to incorporate 
pedestrian access into development where feasible. 

 
25. Concern regarding the lack of connectivity between residential developments.   

Response: There are many barriers to implementing connectivity between residential 
developments, the greatest of which can be the objections of the residents.  Some 
neighborhoods have little to no desire for cross access to adjacent developments and 
are frequently very concerned about possible cut-through traffic.  Residential 
demand-driven design has consistently favored cul-de-sacs, which present additional 
safety, maintenance, and congestion issues.  In cases where cut-through traffic is not a 
concern, the Town encourages connectivity for safety and community reasons. 

 
26. Concern regarding the traffic impacts of additional commercial development. 

Response: Commercial development is intended to serve the needs of Penfield 
residents.  To a large extent, the commercial districts in Penfield occur along state 
highways.  The Town and the NYS Department of Transportation monitor traffic 
conditions and NYSDOT is responsible for maintenance.  The Town actively 
encourages improvements and facilitates cooperation between the NYSDOT and 
private partners.  All commercial developments are examined for traffic impacts and 
required to mitigate where necessary.  Also, many transportation studies are included 
in the Plan by reference, which provide detailed recommendations for traffic in our 
commercial districts.  The Plan also recommends planning for neighborhood 
convenience retail using farm markets to reduce traffic generation on the main 
corridors.   

 
27. Recommendation to include multi-modal transportation recommendations with the Plan. 

Response: The Plan currently contains many strategies and potential implementation 
items within the Transportation section which highlight the movement towards more 
multi-modal transportation opportunities.  These include continued aggressive 
sidewalk installation programs, implementation of recommendations within the 
Bicycle Facilities Master Plan and collaboration with RGRTA for adequate bus 
service and Park & Ride locations. 

 
28. Recommendation to develop land use and access management plans for all commercial 

districts.  
Response: The Land Use and Access Management Plan, which led to the 250/441 
Overlay District (TF), has been effective within that area in incentivizing access 
management techniques and the cost-sharing of road improvements amongst the 
benefitting properties.  The Plan also references the many area studies that have been 
completed for the major commercial areas of Penfield, all of which have access 
management recommendations such as shared access on major road systems, 
interconnection of commercial parking areas and adequate signage recommendations. 

 
Miscellaneous Concerns 
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29. Concern regarding the process used to develop the Plan, especially regarding public 
participation. 

Response: The Town Board created a Committee consisting of a broad cross-section 
of stakeholders representing a wide variety of interests within Penfield, vocationally 
and geographically.  Public participation occurred in the form of written comments 
and active participation in the four public participation opportunities: the Youth 
Workshop (October 20, 2008), the Community Forum (October 20, 2008), and two 
Land Use Workshops (January 24 and 26, 2009).  The committee worked diligently 
to consider, balance, and incorporate all of the public input.  The diversity of the 
committee members also led to many discussions weighing the varied interests of 
stakeholders in Penfield.  In addition, the public comment period (August 5, 2010 to 
September 17, 2010) and the August 30, 2010 public hearing provided further 
opportunity for the public to submit their input, which is being considered and 
responded to within this document.  Town staff worked diligently to provide ample 
public notification throughout this process, through the use of e-mail distribution lists, 
a frequently updated webpage, and multiple newspaper articles in the Democrat & 
Chronicle and the Penfield Post.   

 
30. Recommendation regarding the installation of conduit throughout the Town for future 

communication technology, such as fiber optics. 
Response: The installation of communication conduit throughout the Town would 
certainly be beneficial in the future.  Economic Opportunities Strategy C contains an 
implementation item addressing this potential opportunity, which is: “Study 
telecommunications and information technology infrastructure to identify gaps in 
service, such as fiber optics or wireless hot spots.”  The Town’s Cable Television 
Advisory Board has been working to develop a town wide fiber optic communication 
plan outlining strategies that will provide an advancement of services to businesses 
and residents. 
 

31. Comments largely containing suggested specific text revisions to the Plan.  These comments 
have largely been incorporated into the Plan.  Details can be seen above, under the List of 
Changes to the Draft 2010 Comprehensive Plan, items 2 through 5.  Any recommendations 
or comments that were not incorporated are addressed below. 

a. Monroe County Department of Transportation, Terrence Rice, recommended 
including a v/c ratio map to complement the Highway Capacity discussion on page 
44.  Also, Rice recommended including requests or recommendations regarding the 
four road segments that are projected to be at or near their capacity by 2031.   

Response: A v/c ratio map would numerically display how close a given road 
segment is to its full capacity.  The term v/c is short for volume/capacity.  While a 
v/c ratio map would be beneficial, it is not critical and its development could 
delay the adoption of the Plan.  Also, v/c ratios may not be easily understood by 
the Plan’s average reader.  Town staff will continue to use v/c ratios in 
transportation system planning.  Also, the Plan currently contains many strategies 
and potential implementation items within the Transportation section beginning 
on page 106 which address future capacity issues.  Additional details regarding 
capacity issues are beyond the intent of the Plan.   
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b. Monroe County Department of Environmental Conservation, Thomas Haley, 
commented that NYS Freshwater Wetlands and their corresponding 100 foot buffer 
area are present within the potential Mixed Use District along NYS Route 250.  He 
notes that this could limit the development potential of the area and wetland 
delineation would be needed to determine the actual wetland boundaries.   

Response: The preservation of wetland areas will be incorporated into all future 
phases of planning the proposed Mixed Use District.  The limitations these 
wetland areas may present is acknowledged and is valuable to note.  However, 
this level of detail is beyond the intent of the Plan.  A discussion of potential 
limitations would be premature and out of context at this point.  Instead, the Plan 
recommends the development of a plan for this area.   
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Appendix A: 
Minutes of August 30, 2010 Public Hearing 

 
A Public Hearing was held before the Penfield Town Board on Monday, August 30, 2010 at 7:30 
PM at the Penfield Town Hall, 3100 Atlantic Avenue, Penfield, New York. 
 
Present: R. Anthony LaFountain  Supervisor 
  Linda Kohl    Councilwoman 
  Paula Metzler    Councilwoman 
  Andrew Moore   Councilman 
  Robert Quinn    Councilman 
 
Also 
Present: Amy Steklof    Town Clerk 
  Richard Horwitz   Town Attorney 
 
Supervisor LaFountain called the meeting to order – Pledge of Allegiance 
 
Public Hearing: Consideration of the Town of Penfield 2010 Comprehensive Plan 

and the Draft Generic Environmental Impact Statement  
 

 
The Town Clerk read the title of Notice of Public Hearing; said Notice was published in the 
Penfield Post on August 13, 2010 and was posted on the Town Bulletin Board and Website.   
 
Supervisor LaFountain stated that the Town Board assembled 20 residents and Town Staff 
including Councilman Quinn and Supervisor LaFountain to update and make recommendations 
for the Comprehensive Plan, the roadmap for the Town for the next 10 years.  
 
The Draft Comprehensive Plan was presented to the Town Board on April 21, 2010 by our 
current Legislator and former Town Board Member, Debbie Drawe, and chairperson for the 
Comprehensive Plan Steering Committee.  Supervisor LaFountain also stated that the Public 
comment period on the Draft Generic Environmental Impact Statement will continue through 
September 17, 2010.  The Town Board will take into consideration all comments made during 
this Public Hearing as well as comments submitted in writing via e-mail to 
planning@penfield.org, mailing to the Town of Penfield attention Planning Department, or 
faxing to (585)-340-8644.  
 
Planning Director Katie Evans gave background and general overview of the project.  Ms. Evans 
stated that the Town Board has adopted our Town’s Comprehensive Plans in 1966, 1978, 1990 
and 2000.  Ms. Evans also stated that the budget for the Comprehensive Plan update was 
approved in October 2007 and in 2008, the Town Board hired consultants John Steinmetz of 
Steinmetz Planning Group and Matt Ingalls of Ingalls Planning and Design.  Input has occurred 
through public participation and submitted comments.  Information on the project was added to 
the Town Website and an e-mail distribution list was created.  The Draft Comprehensive Plan is 
available on the Town Website, the Town Clerk’s office and the Penfield Public Library.  
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Consultant John Steinmetz provided an overview of the Planning process used to complete the 
draft document and the timeline associated with it.  Mr. Steinmetz also spoke of the three (3) 
main components of the plan, 1) Community Profile 2) Vision and Policies (text and narrative of 
the document) 3) Future Land Use.  Mr. Steinmetz also stated that the three (3) themes the 
Committee kept in mind during the whole process were the needs of the aging population, a 
creation of another Town center that would possibly be near the YMCA or Sweets Corners, and 
to insure that all decisions would be made with fiscal responsibility in mind.  
 
The Town Planning Technician, Evan Sheppard, explained the Environmental Review Process 
which includes a broad discussion of the entire plan, a review of suggested land use changes 
where no specific project is proposed, a review of resource management strategies and rezoning 
regulation changes, to analyze anticipated impacts on suggested changes and to provide public 
involvement with decisions made.  
 
Katie Evans spoke of the next steps to be taken following the Public Hearing which includes 
completing the public review process on the DGEIS, and preparing the Final GEIS which will 
incorporate any changes that the Town Board feels are appropriate.  The Town Board will then 
prepare a Findings Statement and the Town Board may modify the plan due to public input, 
environmental review findings, infrastructure limitations or opportunities and budgetary 
constraints.  After all of the above mentioned steps are taken, the Board will then make its final 
decision on the Plan.  Once a plan is adopted, it will be used as the foundation for future 
planning and policy decisions for the Town.  
 
Public Participation 
 
Kevin Gallagher, 1973 Dublin Road, stated he has a number of concerns that include the issue of 
a Town center and its possible location at Sweets Corners.  Mr. Gallagher also stated that he is 
concerned that “progress” in the Town of Penfield means industrial and commercial 
development.  He feels that the Town could be a better community without using up all of its 
resources, especially land.  In reference to the section of the plan that includes strengths and 
weaknesses, he states that it seems that it was generated through input by members of the 
community and that a study should have taken place citing data and facts that support the issues.  
 
Mr. Gallagher is concerned that the plan is based on non-supported issues.  He is also concerned 
that commercial development has increased the tax burden.  He plans on addressing the issues in 
writing with more detail.  
 
Sam Green, 58 Seabury Boulevard, spoke of the proposal to rezone residential property to 
general and commercial business.  Mr. Green stated that to renew Baytowne Plaza, focus should 
be on renewal of the current plaza and that the Town Board should only consider a plan that 
preserves current residential zoning and quality of life for surrounding neighborhoods.  
 
An e-mail was received from Paul Lupo, 41-700 Corporate Way, Suite D, Palm Desert, 
California and read as follows:  
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The 33 acres on the southeast corner of Jackson and Plank should be zoned high density 
residential for the purpose of economically allowing 1/2 acres or less.  This would be compatible 
with the surrounding zoning.  This would allow family and senior residential use that would best 
benefit Penfield.  
 
Judy Mudge, on behalf of her parents residing at 2120 Penfield Road, stated she is very 
concerned with the noise factor at Routes 441 and 250 across from Wegmans and the inability 
residents have in selling their homes across from it.  Ms. Mudge would like the properties across 
from Wegmans to be rezoned from residential to limited commercial and asked if her 
recommendation is dependent on the adoption of the Master Plan?  
 
Robin Miller, 143 Collingsworth Drive, on behalf of the Penfield Green Initiative, will be 
submitting detailed written testimony, but would like to bring up a few points at this Public 
Hearing.  In regard to habitat, Ms. Miller stated that one of the Town’s goals is to protect habitat 
and would like to have the document explain it in more detail.  Ms. Miller also stated that they 
would like the Town to quantify the real long term and external benefits that may accrue from 
exercising environmental decisions in addition to the short term dollar impact.  
 
In reference to the proposed mixed use area of Sweets Corners, Ms. Miller and the Penfield 
Green Initiative believe that this would be a conflict with the Town’s stated goal of preserving 
the character of east Penfield.  
 
Deb Murature, 3 Penview Drive, and a member of the Penfield Green Initiative, spoke of the 
Redmond Quarry and would like to recommend evaluating its use by creating a separate study 
and impact statement.  The members of the Green Initiative would like the character of the 
quarry to be retained.  Ms. Murature questioned why sidewalks are being recommended for 
bicycling?  Ms. Murature also asked how we can maximize protection offered by an EPOD?  
Lastly, Ms. Murature stated that the Penfield Green Initiative recommends that the Wind Energy 
Policy be included in the Plan and the DGEIS.  
 
Mark Wood, 1671 Harris Road, stated he is concerned about the proposed location of the 
proposed mixed use area at the intersection of Route 250, Sweets Corners and Atlantic Avenue.  
Mr. Wood stated that the development of a Town Center in that area would create sprall that 
would spill into East Penfield and could cause detriment to the Town.  Mr. Wood suggested that 
purchasing property rights around the proposed development could lesson its impact in the 
future, and suggests looking at other areas in the Town for this type of development.  Mr. Wood 
stated he would submit the rest of his comments in writing.  
 
Rosemary Johnson, 2200 Nine Mile Point Road, would like to see the possibility that the Town 
would change the use of the properties along the Route 250 Corridor that runs to the Perinton 
town line.  
 
Rose Hanscom, 145 Anytrell Drive, stated mixed use development is the way to go for the 
Town, but is concerned that the developers may not adhere to the vision of the Town’s proposal.  
Ms. Hanscom also is concerned in regard to residents being protected against commercial 
development, and would like the wording in the Comprehensive Plan to address this.  Ms. 
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Hanscom also stated that she would like the definitions listed in the Comprehensive Plan to be 
more specific and detailed relative to square footage of land.  Lastly, Ms. Hanscom wishes that 
when the youth groups were asked to give feedback on the Comprehensive Plan, that the 
Penfield youth who attend Webster Schools had been included.  
 
Dave Woodward, 1530 Harris Road, would like the Town Board to keep in mind all the different 
possibilities for development in the Town and their future use.  Mr. Woodward also pointed out 
that giving incentives for projects does not always produce a net gain for the Town.  Lastly, Mr. 
Woodward would like the Town Board to proceed cautiously when looking at a mixed use 
development.  
 
Paul Craig, 103 Hotchkiss Circle, thanked the Town Board for the opportunity to sit on the 
Committee and that he learned a lot from the experience.  He encouraged other Penfield residents 
to get involved.  
 
Debbie Drawe, 5 Cobblestone Crossing, thanked the Town Staff, consultants, Supervisor 
LaFountain, Councilman Quinn and volunteers on the Steering Committee for helping 
extensively with the development of the Comprehensive Plan and stated she was honored to be 
the Chairperson for the Committee.  
 
Larry Harkins, 599 Embury Road, congratulated the Town Board and feels the Plan is very 
thorough.  He is concerned with the proposed Town Center concept in an area that has a (3) three 
way intersection as opposed to a (4) four way intersection.  He also stated that he feels that the 
Town Center conflicts with maintaining the agricultural character of East Penfield.  
 
Supervisor LaFountain thanked the staff, consulting firms and Committee members involved in 
the development of the Comprehensive Plan.  
 
Supervisor LaFountain adjourned the Legislative meeting at 9:10 PM  
 
 
      Amy Steklof  
      Town Clerk  

 

Page 25 



Final Generic Environmental Impact Statement 
2010 Comprehensive Plan 

Page 26 

Appendix B: 
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 Name Page 
Anderson, Jim & Eileen B1 
Baric, Jean B2 
Barry, Bernard & Donna B6 
Dal Santo, Tony B7 
DEC Haley, Thomas B8 
DiFrancesco, Mark B9 
Dunn, Tom and Sue B11 

Ebmeyer, James B12 

Enfonde, Carol B13 

Foor, Susan B14 
Freitas, Dick B16 

Gallagher, Jane B20 
Gallagher, Kevin B21 
Hanscom, Rose  B23 
Hartley, Jon B27 

Kasunich, Marsha B28 
Kellman, Matt & Karin B29 
Kellman, Matt B33 
LeFevre, Jason & Eileen B36 
Lupo, Paul B38 
Marks, Brian B42 
MCDOT Rice, Terrence B43 
Milch, Kathi & Jim B45 
Nichols, Will B46 
NYSDOT Traver, Robert B47 
Odenbach, John B48 
Parrone, Edward B50 
Penfield Green Initiative B52 
Planning Board B55 
Pridonoff, Carl B58 
Reichert, John B59 
Reynolds, Mary B60 
Rinere, Joe & Aimee B61 

Rink, Randy & Sara B62 

Rogalski, Gene B64 
Teske, Dan B65 
Wood, Mark B67 
Zulawski, Jim & Sue B68 



From: Jim and Eileen Anderson
To: Planning
Subject: Comprehensive Plan
Date: Monday, September 13, 2010 8:28:06 PM

The idea of a new Town Center at Sweets Corner Road and Rt 250 is not a good
idea.  Penfield already has four major commercial centers. LLoyds Corners (250 &
441), Four Corners, Empire Rd , and Panorama.  Why not concentrate on making
those areas more Pedestrian and Bicyclists friendly, and  encouraging economic
development in those areas, Leave the rural flavor of Sweets Corners as it is.  The
Town has already committed to leaving open space in the area by purchasing the
development rights of the nearby vineyards.  The Sweets Corners Town Center  is
not in the center of town, has no RGRTA bus service so is not reachable other than
by automobile. Should not the new comprehensive plan work towards a greener
community.  Please remove this Town Center from the comprehensive plan and
return the plan  for that area to residential.

Thank you 

Eileen Anderson
50 Edenfield Road
Penfield, NY 14526
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From: jean.baric@gmail.com on behalf of Jean Baric
To: Planning
Subject: Comprehensive Plan Submission
Date: Wednesday, September 15, 2010 2:26:47 PM
Attachments: Penf. Comp Plan letter 9-15-10 p. 1.doc

Alline THesis Topo map border creek.jpg

Dear Penfield Planning Dept.

I am submitting the attached letter and map in response to your request for public
comments regarding the Comprehensive Plan Update.

Thank you.

Jean Baric
ACCGPG President

FGEIS 2010 Comprehensive Plan 
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· History of Residential Zoning:



The area was originally zoned “Residential”  

· High Environmental Sensitivity of the area:

· The area currently contains several Penfield EPOD designations, including watercourse, floodplain, and woodlot, making it environmentally unsuitable for development in those EPOD areas

· Area is Largely Undevelopable :


· Due to a conservation easement south of the creek on the Linden Hills Office Park site, development is not possible

· Due to a buffer between Residential and LI zonings, much of the area may not be built upon 

· Due to periodic flooding and highly erodible banks along Allens Creek, development is not possible.


· Access to the area north of Allens Creek does not exist 

· Re-Zoning is supported by Penfield Taxpayers:


· The history of public support for such re-zoning is evidenced by strong, sustained support of preservation options for undeveloped land on the Linden Hills Office Park site.

· Re-Zoning would provide buffer to Corbett’s Glen Nature Park from possible future expansion of the existing Linden Hills Office Complex


· Area has been historically used for recreation:






An interesting point to consider in your deliberations is that historic documents and maps from the early 1900s certify that this area along Allens Creek in the Town of Penfield was routinely frequented by residents and used as a recreational spot for both picnickers ‘spilling over’ from adjacent Corbett’s Glen, as well as by others who entered the area from Penfield properties. (see attached map.)   Re-zoning this land from LI to Residential would extend the buffer area further south so that future development would be further removed from this historic recreation area and from Corbett’s Glen. 



Thank you for the opportunity to express these comments.  Please contact me if you have any 
questions.


Sincerely,


Jean M. Baric



President, ACCGPG


             385-2293


             jmbaric@rochester.rr.com 

September 15, 2010





Penfield Planning Department


Town of Penfield 


3100 Atlantic Ave.


Penfield, NY 14526





Dear Penfield Planning Dept. and Comprehensive Planning Committee:





After carefully reviewing the draft Comprehension Plan prepared by your department, the Allens Creek/Corbett’s Glen Preservation Group (ACCGPG) would like to submit the following comments in response to your call for public input:





 Map correction/question on “Future Land Use”  (see close-up of map attached) 


We are concerned that the map entitled “Future Land Use” may have inadvertently misrepresented that the western-most portion of the Manufactured Home area is recommended to be re-zoned to “limited industrial.”  Upon close inspection of the map, several of the residential streets are actually highlighted in the color purple, which represents a limited industrial zoning.  Can you please confirm that such representation was not meant to indicate that a portion of the Manufactured Housing neighborhood would be re-zoned to Limited Industrial?  If so, the map should be revised to reflect accurate zoning.





 Request for Re-Zoning of northern portion of Linden Hills Office Park: (See inset map for details)


We would like to request that the Comprehensive Plan recommend reverting the most northern portion of land on the parcel known as Linden Hills Office Park (including the conservation easement area) back to Residential zoning, from its current zoning of Limited Industrial, for the following reasons:


Current borders are residentially zoned or ‘natural’:  


The area is currently bordered on the east, west, and north by residential properties (Shirewood Dr. and Superior Rd.)  and by federal wetlands and the storm water management system of Linden Hills Office Park to the south


The northern portion of the parcel directly abuts the backyards of three different residential properties.


The southern portion of the parcel includes a dedicated conservation easement upon which no development may occur.














September 15, 2010 
 
Penfield Planning Department 
Town of Penfield  
3100 Atlantic Ave. 
Penfield, NY 14526 
 
Dear Penfield Planning Dept. and Comprehensive Planning Committee: 
 
After carefully reviewing the draft Comprehension Plan prepared by your 
department, the Allens Creek/Corbett’s Glen Preservation Group (ACCGPG) 
would like to submit the following comments in response to your call for public 
input: 
 

1.  Map correction/question on “Future Land Use”  (see close‐up of map 

attached)  

‐ We are concerned that the map entitled “Future Land Use” may have 

inadvertently misrepresented that the western‐most portion of the 

Manufactured Home area is recommended to be re‐zoned to “limited 

industrial.”  Upon close inspection of the map, several of the 

residential streets are actually highlighted in the color purple, which 

represents a limited industrial zoning.  Can you please confirm that 

such representation was not meant to indicate that a portion of the 

Manufactured Housing neighborhood would be re‐zoned to Limited 

Industrial?  If so, the map should be revised to reflect accurate zoning. 

 

2.  Request for Re‐Zoning of northern portion of Linden Hills Office Park: 

(See inset map for details) 

‐ We would like to request that the Comprehensive Plan recommend 

reverting the most northern portion of land on the parcel known as 

Linden Hills Office Park (including the conservation easement area) 

back to Residential zoning, from its current zoning of Limited 

Industrial, for the following reasons: 

o Current borders are residentially zoned or ‘natural’:   

 The area is currently bordered on the east, west, and 

north by residential properties (Shirewood Dr. and 

Superior Rd.)  and by federal wetlands and the storm 

water management system of Linden Hills Office Park 

to the south 

 The northern portion of the parcel directly abuts the 

backyards of three different residential properties. 

 The southern portion of the parcel includes a dedicated 

conservation easement upon which no development 

may occur. 
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o History of Residential Zoning: 

  The area was originally zoned “Residential”   

o High Environmental Sensitivity of the area: 

 The area currently contains several Penfield EPOD designations, including 

watercourse, floodplain, and woodlot, making it environmentally unsuitable 

for development in those EPOD areas 

o Area is Largely Undevelopable : 

 Due to a conservation easement south of the creek on the Linden Hills Office 

Park site, development is not possible 

 Due to a buffer between Residential and LI zonings, much of the area may not 

be built upon  

 Due to periodic flooding and highly erodible banks along Allens Creek, 

development is not possible. 

 Access to the area north of Allens Creek does not exist  

o Re‐Zoning is supported by Penfield Taxpayers: 

 The history of public support for such re‐zoning is evidenced by strong, 

sustained support of preservation options for undeveloped land on the Linden 

Hills Office Park site. 

o Re‐Zoning would provide buffer to Corbett’s Glen Nature Park from possible future 

expansion of the existing Linden Hills Office Complex 

o Area has been historically used for recreation:     

    An interesting point to consider in your deliberations is that historic documents 

and maps from the early 1900s certify that this area along Allens Creek in the Town of Penfield 

was routinely frequented by residents and used as a recreational spot for both picnickers ‘spilling 

over’ from adjacent Corbett’s Glen, as well as by others who entered the area from Penfield 

properties. (see attached map.)   Re‐zoning this land from LI to Residential would extend the 

buffer area further south so that future development would be further removed from this 

historic recreation area and from Corbett’s Glen.  

  Thank you for the opportunity to express these comments.  Please contact me if you have any 
  questions. 
   
 
  Sincerely, 
 
 
  Jean M. Baric 
  President, ACCGPG 
             385‐2293 
             jmbaric@rochester.rr.com  
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From: Donna Barry
To: Planning
Subject: Comprehensive Plan meeting
Date: Tuesday, August 31, 2010 10:56:48 AM

I, Bernard Barry, 1364 Jackson Road, Town of Penfield, Webster, NY  14580 agree with the proposal
for our parcels to be changed to high density lots for development purposes. 
 
My wife and I agree this area is a perfect location due to the proximity of shopping, expressways,
and medical to name a few.  A very important item, in our opinion, is building the area to attract
our children to stay in the Town of Penfield and make affordable for them to start their families, as
well as creating smaller homes for our senior citizens to move into.
 
I would also like to mention I believe the corner of Jackson and Plank roads would be an ideal
location for a convenient store in the future.  At this time the closest store to purchase gas, milk,
bread, etc. is Fastrack on the corner of Atlantic Avenue and Creek Street.
 
Thank you for your time.  Have a great day.
 
Bernard Barry
Donna Barry
1364 Jackson Road
Webster, NY  14580
(585) 370-4058
 
 
 

Donna Barry

Office: 585.419.2020 x4831
Fax: 585.383.4111
Email: Donna.Barry@tribridge.com

Tribridge
1173 Pittsford-Victor Road
Suite 220
Pittsford, NY 14534
www.tribridge.com | Facebook | Twitter | LinkedIn
 
Helping our Customers become more Productive, Profitable, Competitive and Secure
 
The information contained in this message and its attachments is intended only for the recipient(s) named above. This information may
be privileged and confidential in nature and protected by law. If the reader of this message is not the intended recipient, any further
review, dissemination, distribution or copying of this information is strictly prohibited. If you received this communication in error,
please delete the message with its attachments and notify the sender immediately. g1f4$c2n!
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From: Tony Dal Santo
To: Planning
Subject: Plan feedback
Date: Monday, September 13, 2010 8:22:39 PM

Greetings,

In reading through the plan, I don't see anything specific in the way toward communication technology
(cable, fiber, towers, etc).  It is well known that the major cost of adopting/installing such technology is
in running cable.  This includes burying cable, getting right of way, finding room on poles, etc.

Just like the town plans for sewer and roadways, it should also plan for a communication infrastructure. 
Having such an infrastructure in place invites business, fosters competition, and allows new services to
be provided to residents.

I would recommend all new construction should require an extra communication conduit (4" PVC) be
brought to each residence, and larger be run down the streets (similar to sewer plan).  Apartment
buildings and businesses should be appropriately larger.

All existing roads, sidewalk, and sewer work involving excavation should install communication conduits
if they don't already exist.

The town should also investigate ownership of or access to the right of way.  Having to go back (for
instance) to the power company to get access to poles seems short sighted.

Thanks,
Tony Dal Santo
63 Aspen Dr.
Penfield, NY
(585) 218-0989 
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Alexander B. Grannis 
      Commissioner 
 

 

New York State Department of Environmental Conservation 
Environmental Permits, Region 8 
6274 East Avon-Lima Rd, Avon NY  14414-9516         
Phone: (585) 226-5400 • Fax: (585) 226-2830      
Website: www.dec.ny.gov 
 
 
 
 
August 11, 2010 
 
 
Katie Evans, Planner 
Town of Penfield 
3100 Atlantic Avenue 
Penfield, NY  14526 
 
RE: Town of Penfield Comprehensive Plan 
 Clearinghouse Review # 4417 

Penfield (T), Monroe (C) 
 
 
Dear Mr. Evans: 
 
The Department has reviewed the Town of Penfield 2010 Draft Comprehensive Plan and offers the following comments 
for your consideration: 
 
Page 8: The document indicates that there is a desire to create a new mixed-use area west of Route 250 near Sweets 
Corners Road. The Department would like to point out that this area includes portions of NYS Freshwater Wetland PN-3 
and the corresponding 100 foot wetland adjacent area. The presence of this regulated wetland could limit the development 
potential of this area, particularly as you move west away from Route 250. It is important to note that the wetland 
boundaries reflected on the official NYSDEC Wetland Maps are only approximate boundaries and a wetland delineation 
would need to be conducted to determine the actual wetland boundary in this area.  
 
Page 54: In the wetland discussion it should be acknowledged that the NYS regulated freshwater wetlands are only a 
portion of the actual wetlands that exist in the Town. Wetlands of any size may fall under the regulatory jurisdiction of the 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers.  
 
Page 99: In discussing preservation of the Town’s agricultural it is mentioned that the Town could only permit low density 
residential housing in the agricultural areas. The Department agrees with this approach and it is consistent with prior 
commitments made by the Town pertaining to the Commission Ditch area. It is important to realize that many of the 
Town’s farms are being operated on muck soils that were once natural wetlands. Upon cessation of farming these areas 
will revert back to wetlands, providing valuable habitat and water quality benefits.    
  
Thank you for the opportunity to participate in the Town’s comprehensive planning process. If you have any questions 
related to the comments offered above please contact me at 585-226-5393. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Thomas P. Haley 
Environmental Analyst 
 
 
Cc: File 
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Memorandum 

To: Katie Evans 

Fr: M. DiFrancesco 

Re: Comprehensive Plan - Review 

Dt: 8/25/20 10 

After a reviewing the final Draft of the Comprehensive Plan Update I offer the following comments 
which will update the plan pursuant to current activities and make certain sections more accurate. 

I look forward to discussing these changes v.~th you, prior to the Public Hearing next week. 

1.) On Page 34 (Community Resources) - Water & Sewer Summary - Suggested Wording: 

(paragraph 1) 
The sanilalY sewer service area and colleclion system (shown in gray) is operaled by Ihe Town of 
Penfield Sewer Depal'lment, with Ihe Town Board as Commissioners of the Sewer District(s). The 
Town of Penfield provides only sewer colleclion and transmission service. Sewage Treatmem 
service is provided by eilher Ihe Monroe Counly Pure Waters or the Town of Websler, depending 
on geographic location. As a result, ji/lure growth thai relies on sanitary sewer service is 
dependant on Town collection system capacily and receiving transmission and trealmenl works of 
Ihe Monroe COllnly and/or Ihe Town of WebSler. 

(paragraph 2) 
Through the years few sewer capacily sllldies have been lInderlaken, and Ihose Ihal have been 
completed were associated with a specific sile, application or infrastructure upgrades. As interest 
in land development continues, resuiling injilrlher expansion of the sanilalY sewer collection 
system il is more important than ever 10 conduct comprehensive, basin wide capacily studies to 
guide Ihe Town in thefulure. 11 will be equally as impol'lanl 10 conlinue 10 work with and involve 
planners within the Monroe COllnly Pure Waters Agency and the Town of Webster to 
appropriately coordinate growlh and expansion oflhe sewer syslem. 

For these reasons the Town Board has recently decided to commission sewer capacily sludies in 
the area(s) downstream of the AI/antic Avenue & S.R. 250 intersection. This is an area where 
fut ure imerest in land developmenl is likely, and will SUppOI'l variolls objectives of this plan. 

Sewer Department. Tel: (5 85) 340-8639 . Fax: (585) 340-8644. e-mail: difran@penfield.org 
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2.) On Page 70 - D. 

(paragraph 1) 
A review oJpage 29 ?? - Typo ?? 

also 

(paragraph 1) 
Public sewers are generally available on the western halfoJthe Town, as indicated on Figure 7. 
As previously stated, Jew sewer capacity studies have been undertaken, and those that have been 
completed were associated with a specific site, application or inji'astructure upgrades. As interest 
in land development continues it is more important than ever to conduct comprehensive, basin 
wide capacity studies to guide the Town in the ji/ture and continue to involve planners within the 
Monroe County Pure Waters Agency and the Town oJ Webster to appropriately coordinate 
growth. 

(sidebar paragraph) 
As interest in land development continues it is more important than everJor the Town 10 conduct 
comprehensive, basin wide sewer capacity studies to guide fii/ure decision making. Any necessary 
system upgrades can then be identified and targeted. 

3.) On Page 83 - C: 

I) Monitor system capacity & identify areas where capacity may be a concern - Ongoing 

2) Continue to prioritize basin wide sewer capacity evaluations - Ongoing 

4.) On Page 135 - Bullet #3 

I think this should read : 
North oj Plank Road, east oj Jackson Road and extending to the west side oj Route 250 . . . 

Sewer Department . Tel: (585) 340-8639 • Fax: (585) 340-8644. e-mail: difran@penfield.org 
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From: Dunn
To: Planning
Cc: arinere1@rochester.rr.com; jzirilli@rochester.rr.com; sblangston@frontiernet.net; rjgrjg@rochester.rr.com;

kglenn01@rochester.rr.com; dunnfamily6@frontiernet.net; treynol3@rochester.rr.com;
monroe9@monroecounty.gov; pm0813@aol.com

Subject: 250 & Sweets Corners Development
Date: Friday, September 10, 2010 3:07:14 PM

Many of our neighbors have very recently written letters of concern to the Town of
Penfield regarding the land on the corner of 250 and Sweets Corner currently under review
for development.  We would like to add our concerns to the many that you have already
received.

We are also residents of Penfield and reside on Edenfield Road and we are fortunate to
live on this beautiful quiet cul-de-sac that directly backs up to the property concerned.  We
have lived here for the past 10 years and plan to live here for many more.

Last weekend, we were alarmed to learn of this ‘final’ stage of development planning for
this beautiful agricultural piece of property.  We are not sure why we were not made
aware of these proposals over the past two years. 

There are many questions regarding this project that we would like to understand.  What is
meant by a Town Center?  What would actually be built there?  How would the busy traffic
on 250 be handled?  What will happen to the vineyards?  Why develop this particular piece
of land?

Several years ago, many of us worked hard to get the Penfield Greenspace Proposal
passed.  It passed and we believed that the property we are discussing was to remain
greenspace.  When and why did Penfield totally change its mind from this agreement? 
Why were residents/neighbors of the property not notified?

Like many other Penfield residents, we surely would like to keep the ‘field’ in Penfield, and
we wish that the town of Penfield had that priority too!  Once the fields are developed …
the fields are GONE! 

Please take these important concerns into consideration and provide us with some
feedback before proceeding.  Thank you.

Sincerely,

Tom and Sue Dunn
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Penfield Comprehensive Plan Input 
 
Here are three things that I recommend be included in the Comprehensive Plan: 
 
- Residential Developments must have interconnecting streets and walkways:  There are 

few streets in the Town, which really go anywhere.  These streets must handle an increasing 
traffic load.  If subdivision streets interconnect, vehicles don’t have to exit a tract and go 
some distance to enter a neighboring tract.  The same is true for children and adults, either 
on foot or bicycle.  This provides greater access to neighbors and friends.  If Penfield wants 
to have a sense of community, we have to have interconnection of residential areas.  
Developers must be required to provide such access, to adjoining residential areas.  If when a 
development is designed and approved, there is no existing adjacent residential area since it 
is vacant undeveloped land, then they must design the layout to provide for future 
connecting streets and pedestrian access.  An example is this respect, is the Penfield Gardens 
to Village Green East interconnecting street (Hillrise Drive to Lazy Trail).  Cul-de-sacs must 
have interconnecting walkways to adjoining areas/tracts.  While the developers will not like 
these requirements, they are necessary for the Town and its citizens to survive and build 
community spirit. 

 
- Development east of Rt. 250:  While open space it good and we need to encourage 

continued farming in Penfield, we need to avoid cramming people together in the more 
established parts of Penfield, while leaving vast areas undeveloped.  All citizens need some 
open space, and allowing or encouraging development in the few remaining pockets west of 
Rt. 250 is wrong.  Hence, planned development east of Rt. 250 is needed. 

 
- Rt. 250:  This along with 5 Mile Line road are the only north/south roads in this portion of 

Monroe County that go anywhere.  Hence, we must not allow development that introduces 
more points of ingress/egress to the road.  Any future development must use existing access 
points.  If this road becomes “just another street”, traffic will crawl.  We need roadways that 
move vehicles with reasonable speed, and Rt. 250 is the last north-south road in eastern 
Monroe County that does that. 

 
If we can have a town design that reduces motor vehicle use and vehicle stops and starts, we will 
reduce green-house gasses and save ourselves money. 
 
James Ebmeyer 
2020 Baird Road 
Penfield, New York 14526 
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From: wck enfonde
To: Supervisor; Planning
Subject: Comp Plan
Date: Sunday, September 12, 2010 11:27:01 PM

Tony,

We are in support of a Super Walmart in the Town of Penfield for the following reasons:

Increased sales tax revenue for the Town of Penfield and the County of Monroe

Creation of more jobs in the Town of Penfield

Increase of our tax base for the Town of Penfield

Keep dollars in Monroe County because we drive to Wayne County or Ontario County to shop at a
Super Walmart

Baytowne Plaza is dying which is sad, I remember going to Sibley's at Eastway Plaza twenty five years
ago

Keep Walmart in Penfield

We want to shop in Penfield

People we talk to ask what is taking so long for our own Super Walmart

Penfield needs the following:

A Movie Theatre

A pet store

A Barnes and Noble

An Olive Garden

A Wendys

Minature Golf

Thank you for asking for our comments

The Enfonde Family
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From: Susan Foor
To: LaFountain, Tony; Planning
Subject: 2010 Comprehensive Plan and DGEIS Response - Town Center
Date: Sunday, September 12, 2010 4:29:37 PM

As a resident of East Penfield I am responding to the proposal for a  mixed use town
center proposed to be located at Sweets Corners and 250.  This concept is
referenced in several sections of the DGEIS and the Comprehensive Plan  including
the sections on Town Center, Future Land Use section (p14) and Growth-induced
impacts to infrastructure
 
Any increased development in the area, commercial, residential or entertainment will
impact the rural character and agricultural businesses in East Penfield. Meeting notes
from several meetings indicated that the committee did not want to change the
character of East Penfield and on  P.88 - “Promote and Support the viability of
agricultural operations in the town”   This proposal appears to be in direct conflict with
those goals and visions.
 
Improvements in the sewers will be required for almost any increased use that
attracts people.  Additional sewer capacity will increase development pressure.  As
sewers become available, we will see requests for rezoning from RA-2 to higher
density zoning .  That has to be recognized as a change in the character of this area. 
And while a sewer district may be established to pay for construction, the entire town
will also pay for the increased operational cost increasing tax rates.  The town has
already had to spend money just to do a sewer assesment to support this proposal.
 
Any increase in development will increase traffic volumes.  Traffic control devices and
reduced speeds will be required on RT250.  The recently approved development on
Marchner and 250 has admitted it will add a large number of cars on the road. 
Commercial traffic has already discovered the ‘Salt Rd bypass” to 250 as
demonstrated by the very high number of dump trucks using Salt Rd to get to the
Dolomite plant in Wayne county as well as the trash transfer semis headed
to High Acres.  It should be a simple prediction that in a few years the Town will be
conducting the Salt Rd corridor study.
 
Current observation of the traffic in the 250/Sweets Corners area seems to show that
the traffic is mainly through traffic.  It is not stopping or turning, but using 250 as a
major North/South corridor.  Traffic calming circles and other traffic controls will drive
even more traffic to find alternate direct routes adding to Salt Rd traffic and Increases
will lead to needing RT250 expansion to 4 lanes at some future date.  Assuming this
area becomes a Town Center, it will suffer the same fate as the Four Corners did
when that became a 4 lane road.
 
Additionally we now have 6 identified business districts.  Creating a new one will only
dilute the efforts and resources that should be applied to support them.  Or the town
will be raising taxes to pay for the support they need and deserve ?
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From: Susan Foor
To: LaFountain, Tony; Planning
Subject: 2010 Comprehensive Plan and DGEIS Response - Process
Date: Sunday, September 12, 2010 4:29:23 PM

Katy Evans has been very helpful throughout this entire process, my comments
should not be taken as a reflection on her performance.  But as I listened to the
consultant and Ms. Drawe express their pride at how well they had involved the public
in this process, I just can't help but offer a different opinion.
 
------------------------
 
Government & Leadership - I found this quote in the DGEIS
 
Encourage and improve the ability of stakeholders to communicate and participate in

government (p13, DEGIS)
 
This statement is in conflict with the actual process used to create the
Comprehensive Plan.  While some documentation has been made available on the
Town web site and town staff has answered a lot of questions, there has been no
public opportunity for 2 way communication with the committee on this subject since
January of 2009.  The fall 09 public hearing was never held,  17 months between
public meetings to me is in direct conflict with this objective.  The consultant was
pleased that they spoke to students, I offer that even input too was flawed. Only a
small and select group of advanced Penfield students were included. Resident
students that attend Webster were excluded.
 
There was a lack of clear feedback about the process for public comments.  Minutes
did not include any public comments or even discussion of public comments. In a
request for disclosure in Jul 09, we were informed that the consultants were
summarizing comments, do we know if they were filtered? They were not available to
the public until the final draft was released.  There were no meetings between 2/09
and 5/09.  There were long delays getting meeting minutes published.    While
meetings were open for the public to listen, there was no opportunity for
conversation.  Written input seemed to be the only acceptable form of input .  I hope
this is not a model of community involvement.
 
I understand that you can not go back and change the events of the past 2 years, but
I ask that the board take into account the flawed process and be more open to public
input.  Additionally I hope that the board does in fact " Encourage and improve the
ability of stakeholders to communicate and participate in government " .
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September 16, 2010 

To the Committee for the Town of Penfield 2010 Draft Comprehensive Plan: 

In reviewing the 2010 Draft Comprehensive Plan, I would like to thank you all for your work on this 

project. It is obvious that a great deal of time, thought and effort has been invested by you on many 

topics. 

There is one area regarding future land use, referred to as a "Town Center", that I want to address. The 

phrase "Town Center" needs clarification and is misleading. The words normally imply an area with 

Town Offices, possibly a Community Center and/or a library in close proximity. However, the Draft Plan 

describes the area consisting of "mixed use" with housing, recreational and retail support - an idea 

which grew out of "public input". I am curious as to how many members of the public in Penfield 

actually contributed to this particular part of the plan. I believe this subject would not be of high 

importance to our residents for future planning - especially compared to the other areas of concern. 

A "Town Center" as indicated in the Draft Plan might be appropriate for new open areas of the United 

States. Our town is 200 years old and we already have at least four active "mixed use Town Centers" -

Five Mile Line Rd. at Rt.441, Panorama Plaza area, Lloyds Corners at Routes 250 and 441 and the 

Baytown area on Empire Boulevard. Each of these areas has a mixture of moderate housing, retail 

services and recreational activities. The "mixed use" concept could be applied to expand senior and 

moderate income housing, provide incentives to rent, lease and sell some of the empty retail stores and 

enhance the aesthetics of these areas. 

More information should be made available on possible plans for the Redman San Quarry and LaSalle 

Landing which might encourage unique housing and tourism, especially with access to Irondequoit Bay. 

The land at Sweets Corners Road should be kept as the last buffer to prevent further commercialism -

one of the largest retail areas is just over a mile away. The Community Preference Survey Results 

confirmed that the highest scores were given to the rural, pastoral scenes. An easy decision is often not 

the best decision for the future of Penfield. 

Before any further action is taken, I strongly recommend that the Committee send and unbiased survey 

to all Penfield residents to gather accurate input about future land use. Penfield's unique character and 

attraction is in its rural roots. The prime objective should be to preserve and protect our rare resource of 

open land for future generations. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Since~~~ 
JaVaIl-agher 

1973 Dublin Road 

Penfield, NY 
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Comments on the 2010 Penfield Comprehensive Plan 

In Penfield, The Town of Planned Progress, progress does not have to equal development; progress can be 
measured by accumulated wisdom, understanding and appreciation of the resources of the greater 
community. 

The comprehensive plan is a large example of work of those involved. I commend the investment of time 
and effort. However, due to the large number of topics covered there are some that are not fully explored 
or lack important details. 

I am including comments on many points and town issues. If you seek greater detail from me on any 
particular issue, please let me know. There are a few issues I do want to follow up. 

Maps, General- Town boundaries are mostly arbitrary on 3 sides. There are several issues, where 
looking at a map of just the town, does not accurately defme an issue. There are areas outside the town 
boundary that must be considered to better understand the bigger picture. One example is transportation, 
where the start points and destinations of many travelers are outside the town. Another example is 
Flooding and water run off where development outside the town is out of our control. 

Penfield has a rural character that draws visitors and residents. Too often residents do not understand that 
changes that they ask for, selfishly dilute the best qualities of the community that they desire. Ifresidents 
want the trappings of a city life, they should move nearer the city and leave the town unspoiled. 

Page 9 shows future land use intent. Two areas for residential, Fellows Rd. and North of Plank between 
Jackson and 250, overlay significant woodland P51, prime soil P53 and wetlands P 55. Ifperseveration 
of these land types is important, residential development is a conflict. Also on Page 9, Shadow Pines is 
listed as a Recreation / Sanctuary without accounting for the huge hole in the ground. 

Page 48 - Public transportation - is not modem or adequate. I don 't know anyone in Penfield that rides 
the bus. 

Page 52 Prime Soil - Most of Prime Soil lies west, north and south, and is already developed as mostly 
residential. This makes the remaining Prime Soil to the east, much more scarce and valuable for 
agriculture. 

On P 56, Existing land use, 19% is referred to as "Vacant." This term seems to imply that it is simply not 
being used. This category is not clear. I believe this category should be better defmed by the current 
status such as "natural, wooded, meadow, etc .. . " This might require some sub-categories. 

On P 56, Exist~ng land use, 7% is referred to as "Parks and & Recreation." Part of this land includes 
private golf courses. These private lands are not accessible to the public for free and exaggerate the % 
land currently park related. How many Shadow Pines Quarry acres are included in this total? I believe 
the golf course acreage should be split off to a different category just like on p 75. 

1 I Comments on the 2010 Penfield Comprehensive plan - Kevin Gallagher 
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Page 72+ Many of the "Partners" listed are not necessarily residents and their financial motivations may 
be in conflict with the best interests of residents and the community. While land owners have rights, 
those people that reside within the town must not be ignored or trampled. 

P 90 The numbers on tax base and service are too distant from home, and seem to contradict other 
sources. As long as agriculture is best, we should be promoting agriculture to prime focus. 

P 110 Street signs size - If we install larger street signs for those that have trouble reading, are we 
enabling drivers with vision issues to endanger the public? 

P 134 Trees - There are several issues that point towards a town tree program. Traffic calming and 
quality of life are the major two. Trees, bushes and shrubs placed along roads can help reduce drifting 
and blowing snow during the winter. Tree use also satisfies the preference for aesthetics as shown by 
pictures chosen within the appendix. Also, the Emerald Ash Borer may create a tree emergency. 

The NYSDOT is referenced as a partner in transportation issues. It should be noted that currently, the 
only tool in the NYSDOT tool box is the road. Roads alone do not effectively or wisely address our 
transportation needs. Residents want safer roads and less traffic and noise. Reducing the number of 
motor vehicles is the basic solution. This reduction can be achieved through shared transportation 
systems which, due to the scope, require a regional view and approach. If the town is to achieve this, the 
town must push for and plan for a better regional system. An exception to this is a possible internal 
shuttle service or circulator for residents to get to destinations within the town. 

A safe and efficient transportation system is not based on roads. About 40,000 fatalities are attributed to 
motor vehicles each year in the U. S., (2 Y2 times firearms fatalities). Much of the local emergency 
response burden can be attributed to motor vehicles. 

The current lighting policy has degraded road safety due to glare, distraction and shadows. Since the 
lighting policy is based on guidelines of an industry that profits from lighting, the policy should be 
discontinued. A "Dark Sky" standard would help address these safety issues and reduce associated 
financial burden on residents. 

There are areas of commercial development and higher density housing clustered around the business 
districts. It would be prudent to improve those areas to make them pedestrian and bike friendly and 
promote inviting hamlet flavor within them. Within these neighborhoods, community services and 
activities could engage residents nearby and within the town. The greatest detriment to these sub
communities is the roads that cut through them. If you can tame the roads then these business / 
neighborhood districts could thrive. The proposed Sweets Corner town center idea is directly in the cross 
hairs of one of the busiest roads in the town. Much of this North / South traffic begins and ends outside 
the town Fairport and Webster. A hamlet there would be a roadblock rather than a destination. 

2 I Comments on the 2010 Penfield Comprehensive plan - Kevin Gallagher 
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From: Evans, Katie
To: "Michael & Rose Hanscom"; Planning; Supervisor; Moore, Andy; Linda Kohl; Paula Metzler; Quinn, Robert
Subject: RE: Comments on the 2010 Comp Plan
Date: Monday, April 26, 2010 12:41:30 PM

Rose,
 
Thank you for your comments on the draft Comprehensive Plan.  Your comments have been
distributed to the Town Board and will be placed in the project file as part of public record.  Since the
Town Board just received the final Comprehensive Plan Steering Committee report, they intend to
discuss next steps and a draft timeline for the remainder of the process at their work session this
week.  Please note, you will not receive direct responses to your comments.  The Town Board will take
them into consideration as we proceed forward.
 
Thank you again for bringing your comments to the Town's attention.  This is a very important
document of which public feedback is a strong component to creating a quality finished product.
 
Have a nice day,
Katie
 
Katie Evans, Planner
Town of Penfield
3100 Atlantic Avenue
Penfield, NY 14526
585.340.8682 phone
585.340.8644 fax
www.penfield.org
 
Think Green - Please do not print this message unless necessary.  Thank you.

 

From: Michael & Rose Hanscom [mailto:mhanscom4@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Sunday, April 25, 2010 6:47 PM
To: Planning; Supervisor; Moore, Andy; Linda Kohl; Paula Metzler; Quinn, Robert
Subject: Comments on the 2010 Comp Plan

Hi folks,
 
I have read through the Proposed Comp Plan and have the following suggestions:
 
1.  On page 8 and again on p. 134, I believe the low density residential definition
would be better described using the words 20,000 sq. feet as the minimum lower
limit vs. 1/2 A.  Under the definition using the 1/2A as the minimum lower limit, R-1-
20 property would not qualify as low density residential property being that it is 
equivalent to .459A.   I actually prefer the descriptions in the 2000 Comp Plan which
uses a low density, a moderate density, and then a higher density described as
Townhomes, MR, etc., but if you stay with just two classifications of residential
property (lower and higher), then you need to tighten up the definition to be
accurate.  Currently, the Future Land Use Map does not accurately reflect your
definitions of low and high density residential.
 
2.  On p. 142, #4 it states that future development will continue to use buffering to
minimize impacts on surrounding areas, but I would like to see more specific
wording that includes reasonable transitioning between zoning districts so that a GB
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district, for example, would not "live" next to a low residential district without some
kind of appropriate residential (MR) and/or commercial (BN-R) transitional zoning
districts between the two. 
 
3.  On p. 92 B. 1, it states that this plan will implement recommodations in the EDAP
that are consistent with the Future Land Use Plan ....however, the EDAP on page 81
suggests that Rt. 250 would require a major rezoning of about 90 A to
accommodate department stores, building supply stores, and wholesale retail
stores.  This kind of retail development is appropriate for this area of town due to
the increase in population along the 250 corridor (according to the EDAP plan on p.
84 and 81).   I am not supporting this kind of development in Penfield.  Perhaps this
Comp Plan does not support this kind of development either since it makes no
accommodations for it on the Future Land Use Plan.  Is this a correct conclusion?
 
4.  Will the appendix include the EDAP and the other stated plans in the new Comp
Plan?
 
5.  Last but not least, I think given all the sensitivities regarding Baytowne
redevelopment, I would like to see the red area around Baytowne to be tightened up
a bit to reflect current zoning districts.  The western section of Wexford Place
(existing apartments) is currently shown in red as a commercial district.
 
 
Thank you for your consideration.
 
Rose Statt-Hanscom
145 Anytrell Drive
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From: Evans, Katie
To: "Michael & Rose Hanscom"; Planning; Supervisor; Paula Metzler; Moore, Andy; Linda Kohl; Quinn, Robert
Subject: RE: Comp Plan comments
Date: Tuesday, June 01, 2010 11:14:18 AM

Rose,
 
Thank you for your comments on the draft Comprehensive Plan.  Your comments have been
distributed to the Town Board and will be placed in the project file as part of public record.  Please
note, you will not receive direct responses to your comments.  The Town Board will take them into
consideration as we proceed forward.
 
Thank you again for bringing your comments to the Town's attention.  This is a very important
document of which public feedback is a strong component to creating a quality finished product.
 
Have a nice day,
Katie
 
Katie Evans, Planner
Town of Penfield
3100 Atlantic Avenue
Penfield, NY 14526
585.340.8682 phone
585.340.8644 fax
www.penfield.org
 
Think Green - Please do not print this message unless necessary.  Thank you.

 

From: Michael & Rose Hanscom [mailto:mhanscom4@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Monday, May 31, 2010 6:20 PM
To: Planning; Supervisor; Paula Metzler; Moore, Andy; Linda Kohl; Quinn, Robert
Subject: Comp Plan comments

Hi folks,
 
I wanted to add a few more thoughts since my last email regarding the Comp Plan:
 
1.  I am concerned that current residents of the Northeast corridor of Penfield might
be asked too much to live next to the kind of density proposed there,  I think a good
compromise might be 1/2 A lots west of Rt. 250, but no rezoning east of Rt. 250.
Anything more dense than that might be too much. There is already zoning for MR
properties near Baytowne which have not been developed and should be to
accommodate housing for the elderly, particularly since services are very close
by.....Also, I am very concerned with how Webster School taxes will be affected with
the kind of density proposed here.  Under all circumstances, Marchner Road needs
to be recognized as a through street to Rt. 104 and improvements to this road
including sidewalks, road bumps, proper markings, drainage improvements should
be made! Lastly, the developer for Abbington Place should not be given any further
consideration for this development until drainage and dumping issues brought up by
Tom Cleary are properly resolved with integrity and until the Comp Plan is adopted.
 
2.  As far as the Town Center proposal for Sweets Corners Area, I am concerned
about the kind of development that might occur here.  Just because something is
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zoned a certain way, this does not dictate the quality of development that occurs
there.  Look at Baytowne....this could become a destination for the surrounding 
Towns and communities, but instead the developer is choosing a rather
unimaginative and uncreative proposal for a GB district.   When I look at what
people prefer in commercial districts, I see people's preferences to be more artistic,
creative, almost old fashion looking, but none of this is proposed with the latest
development proposal for Baytowne...DiMarco may be within his rights to develop it
this way, however.  So if things are rezoned for the Sweets Corner Area, how can
we be assured that what people envision to be there, will in fact occur?   Or will it
just present itself as another money making eyesoar, with little creativity and
vision....?  I also think that this area is a little bit too extensive on the Comp Plan
proposal....
 
3.  Lastly, I do not want to see any further Commercial Development in the
Baytowne Area with the exception of B-NR.   Traffic is already intense in the area
and sound of it resounds stronger and stronger on our street.  There is now never a
quiet moment as I step outside my back yard.  What a change from what it was like
when I first moved here 14 years ago!
 
Thanks for consideration of my thoughts.
 
Rose Statt-Hanscom
145 Anytrell Drive
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From: Hartley, Jon
To: Planning
Subject: 2010 Draft Comprehensive Plan
Date: Wednesday, September 15, 2010 2:26:00 PM

Dear Penfield Planning Board:
 
On behalf of Evangelical Church of Fairport, I would like to pass on our support for the proposed mixed
use re-zoning of the Atlantic/250/Sweets Corners area as described in the Comprehensive Plan.  As a
property owner in this area we are excited about the opportunities that a mixed use zoning brings
especially if its packaged in a Village type setting.  Our plans to build a new Church in this area will
only be enhanced by this type of zoning and the subsequent development that is anticipated.  It is our
hope that the proximity to the new YMCA, Town Hall Complex, incorporation of sidewalks and walking
trails into future development and a mixed use setting will transform this area into a vibrant new
neighborhood.
 
We are looking forward to the adoption of the Comprehensive plan and working with the Town on the
finalization of our Church plans and development of this area. 
 
Sincerely,
 
Jon Hartley
On Behalf of Evangelical Church of Fairport
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From: Marsha Baragosh
To: Planning
Subject: Comp Plan Comment Period and Public Hearing
Date: Monday, August 30, 2010 5:25:37 PM

Hello
My name is Marsha Kasunich, and my brothers and I are part co-owners of the
property located  on the southeast corner of Jackson and Plank, in Penfield.  We
understand that during tonight's Town Meeting the re-zoning of this property
will be discussed.  Penfield is a beautiful community and we would like to help
support and enhance the atmosphere the town of Penfield has so beautifully
developed.  As property owners we are in strong support of re-zoning the parcel
to allow 1/2 acre lots, because we think it would be best for the community and
in keeping with it's neighborhood charm and vitality.  Penfield has a great
future and we feel it will continue to grow as  the kind  of town one dreams of
living in.
We wish the best for everyone and send our earnest support in perpetuating this
dream.
Sincerely,
Marsha B. Kasunich
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From: Matt Kellman
To: Planning
Cc: Karin Kellman
Subject: Town center?
Date: Wednesday, September 08, 2010 4:06:29 PM

Hello Katie,
 
Matt & Karin Kellman here, we live 56 Edenfield Road.
We are blessed to be in the cal-d-sac, we enjoy wonderful neighbors with our lot backing up to the
Casa Larga Vineyard on Sweets Corners & Dublin Roads.
 
This past weekend we had our annual Labor Day cal-d-sac party, not surprising the main topic of
discussing is the proposed Town Center.
 
The question that everyone had is the same: What is a Town Center?
 
Can you please tell us what this is?
 
And Why it would be located on a three way intersection that does not have a light.
 
For the record:
 
 Please keep the Field in Penfield.
 
Regards,
 
Matt & Karin Kellman
 
 
Matt Kellman
Executive Vice President
DPI  - A DSS Company
1560 Emerson Street
Rochester New York 14526
m:585.341.3100
f:585.341.3101
c:585.281.0898
 
matt.kellman@dpirochester.com
www.dpirochester.com
 
Learn more about DSS and our Divisions:
DSS - Security Printing Technology  AMEX:DMC
Protected paper - Security Paper
Plastic Printing Professionals - ID Cards, Smart cards, RFID
Premier Custom packaging - Custom Packaging Solutions
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From: Karin Kellman
To: Planning
Cc: Joe & Aimee Rinere; Frank & Joanne Zirilli; Bill & Kathy Langston; Rick & Mona Gensheimer; Mary Reynolds;

monroe9@monroecounty.gov; pm0813@aol.com; Tom & Sue Dunn
Subject: Re: 250 & Sweets Corners Development
Date: Friday, September 10, 2010 10:38:15 PM

Dear Evan,

We’ve been reading the emails you are receiving regarding the 250 and Sweets Corners
Development and it beckons yet another question; how do we proceed? According to your response
below our inquiries on this topic simply go into a folder for the record. We are looking for more
information than this! How can we get more feedback? Can we review the “Public Records”
regarding this project? Where CAN we get answers to our questions? Isn’t it YOUR JOB to ANSWER
OUR QUESTIONS? If not then who DO we contact? We are hungry to educate ourselves on this
topic. 

We look forward to hearing from you. 

Keep the Field in Penfield!

Sincerely,

Karin & Matt Kellman
56 Edenfield Road
Penfield, NY
585-317-7863

----- Original Message ----- 

From:  Sheppard,  Evan <mailto:sheppard@penfield.org>  
 
To: Matt Kellman <mailto:matt.kellman@dpirochester.com>  
 
Cc: Karin Kellman <mailto:kglenn01@rochester.rr.com>  ; Planning
<mailto:Planning@penfield.org>   
 
Sent: Thursday, September 09, 2010 3:25  PM
 
Subject: RE: Town center?
 

 
Mr. and Mrs. Kellman,

 
 
 
Thank you for your comments on the draft Comprehensive Plan.  Your  comments have been
distributed to the Town Board and will be placed in the  project file as part of public record.  Please
note, you will not receive  direct responses to your comments.  The Town Board will take them into
 consideration as we proceed forward.

 
 
Thank you again for bringing your comments to the Town's  attention.  This is a very important
document of which public feedback is  a strong component to creating a quality finished product.

 
 
Thanks,
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Evan

 
 
 
 
Evan Sheppard

Planning Technician

Planning Department

Town of Penfield

585-340-8648

sheppard@penfield.org

 

 
 

From: Matt Kellman  [mailto:matt.kellman@dpirochester.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, September  08, 2010 4:06 PM
To: Planning
Cc: Karin  Kellman
Subject: Town center?

 
 
Hello Katie, 

 
 
Matt & Karin Kellman here, we live 56  Edenfield Road.

We are blessed to be in the cal-d-sac, we  enjoy wonderful neighbors with our lot backing up to
the Casa Larga Vineyard  on Sweets Corners & Dublin Roads.

 
 
This past weekend we had our annual Labor Day  cal-d-sac party, not surprising the main topic of
discussing is the proposed  Town Center.

 
 
The question that everyone had is the same: What  is a Town Center?

 
 
Can you please tell us what this is?

 
 
And Why it would be located on a three way  intersection that does not have a light.

 
 
For the record:
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Please keep the Field in  Penfield.

 
 
Regards,

 
 
Matt & Karin Kellman

 
 
 
 
Matt Kellman
Executive Vice  President
DPI  - A DSS Company
1560 Emerson Street
Rochester New  York 14526
m:585.341.3100
f:585.341.3101
c:585.281.0898

 
 
matt.kellman@dpirochester.com
www.dpirochester.com <http://www.dpirochester.com> 

 
 
Learn more about DSS and our Divisions:
DSS -  Security Printing Technology  AMEX:DMC
Protected paper - Security  Paper
Plastic Printing Professionals - ID Cards, Smart cards,  RFID
Premier Custom packaging - Custom Packaging Solutions
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From: Matt Kellman
To: Sheppard, Evan
Cc: Karin Kellman; Planning
Subject: Re: Town center?
Date: Friday, September 10, 2010 3:00:42 PM

Evan,
 
Can you answer our queston;
 
 What is a town center?
 
thank you,
 
Matt & Karin Kellman
56 edenfield rd.
 
Matt Kellman
Executive Vice President
DPI  - A DSS Company
1560 Emerson Street
Rochester New York 14526
m:585.341.3100
f:585.341.3101
c:585.281.0898
 
matt.kellman@dpirochester.com
www.dpirochester.com
 
Learn more about DSS and our Divisions:
DSS - Security Printing Technology  AMEX:DMC
Protected paper - Security Paper
Plastic Printing Professionals - ID Cards, Smart cards, RFID
Premier Custon packaging - Custom Packaging Solutions

----- Original Message -----
From: Sheppard, Evan
To: Matt Kellman
Cc: Karin Kellman ; Planning
Sent: Thursday, September 09, 2010 3:25 PM
Subject: RE: Town center?

Mr. and Mrs. Kellman,
 
Thank you for your comments on the draft Comprehensive Plan.  Your comments have been
distributed to the Town Board and will be placed in the project file as part of public record.  Please
note, you will not receive direct responses to your comments.  The Town Board will take them into
consideration as we proceed forward.
 
Thank you again for bringing your comments to the Town's attention.  This is a very important
document of which public feedback is a strong component to creating a quality finished product.
 
Thanks,
Evan
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Evan Sheppard
Planning Technician
Planning Department
Town of Penfield
585-340-8648
sheppard@penfield.org
 

From: Matt Kellman [mailto:matt.kellman@dpirochester.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, September 08, 2010 4:06 PM
To: Planning
Cc: Karin Kellman
Subject: Town center?

Hello Katie,
 
Matt & Karin Kellman here, we live 56 Edenfield Road.
We are blessed to be in the cal-d-sac, we enjoy wonderful neighbors with our lot backing up to the
Casa Larga Vineyard on Sweets Corners & Dublin Roads.
 
This past weekend we had our annual Labor Day cal-d-sac party, not surprising the main topic of
discussing is the proposed Town Center.
 
The question that everyone had is the same: What is a Town Center?
 
Can you please tell us what this is?
 
And Why it would be located on a three way intersection that does not have a light.
 
For the record:
 
 Please keep the Field in Penfield.
 
Regards,
 
Matt & Karin Kellman
 
 
Matt Kellman
Executive Vice President
DPI  - A DSS Company
1560 Emerson Street
Rochester New York 14526
m:585.341.3100
f:585.341.3101
c:585.281.0898
 
matt.kellman@dpirochester.com
www.dpirochester.com
 
Learn more about DSS and our Divisions:
DSS - Security Printing Technology  AMEX:DMC
Protected paper - Security Paper
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Plastic Printing Professionals - ID Cards, Smart cards, RFID
Premier Custom packaging - Custom Packaging Solutions
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To Whom this may concern, 

While my wife and I were watching the Town of Penfield proceedings on PCTV, 

it came to our attention that a significant item of contention in the 2010 Penfield 

Comprehensive Plan was the proposal of a "Town Center" at or near the intersections of 

Sweets Corners Rd & Rt.250, extending up to and beyond the intersections of Atlantic 

and Rt.250. As a Penfield resident, my wife and I would like to formally state that we are 

opposed to any such developments of a "Town Center" or otherwise in this section of the 

Rt.250 corridor. We purchased our home on Renwick Run (off Penfield Center Rd., 

between Rt.250 and Jackson) because of the rural nature of the surrounding areas. We 

enjoy taking our 5 month old daughter out in the stroller and walk on the shoulder of 

Penfield Center Rd which currently has very minimal traffic flow. One of our fears is 

that these proposed developments at Atlantic/Sweets Corners/Rt.250 would eventually 

extend down to Penfield Center Rd. and result in the demise of the beautiful apple 

orchard on the South side of Penfield Center Rd (which happens to be currently for sale). 

This change would in our opinion only have negative impacts to the way in which 

we currently enjoy living on Renwick Run & Penfield Center Rd. Some of the negative 

impacts include but are not limited to: noise pollution, light pollution at night, increased 

traffic and increased chance for criminal activity. In particular, the increased traffic on 

Rt.250, and eventually Penfield Center can pose a risk for severe accidents at the 

intersection of Rt.250 and Penfield Ctr. I work at Xerox in Webster, so every morning I 

have to head East on Penfield Ctr. Rd at which point I make a left to head North on 

Rt.250, this can be a particularly dangerous maneuver during the morning and evening 

rush hour as there is no light at the intersection and traffic is flow at or above the speed 

limit of 55mph. 

In the comprehensive plan, you name a couple communities that are claimed to be 

models of success for this "Town Center" concept. We took the liberty of finding these 

communities and to see what made them so unique and desirable. From our observations, 

these "Town Centers" should more appropriately labeled "subdivisions" because that is 

what they are. They' re basically suburbia transplanted into what was formerly fertile 

farm land, an action that can never be reversed. In our opinion, if the desire is to have a 
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"Town Center" or an "Identity", you already have it. .. right at the "Four Corners" in 

Penfield which has been the Penfield Village for generations. Just because a village is 

not located in the geographic center of town does not mean that it is not the "Town 

Center". The "Four Corners" in Penfield grew up because this was much closer to the 

population center of Penfield, so it would make sense that the "Town Center" should be 

in that location. Furthermore, upon reading the town hall meeting minutes for 

"Stonetown Hamlet" in Mendon, and the "Taylor Farms" in Churchville, it would appear 

that there were many folks opposed to those projects, just as there are many opposed to 

the current proposal for Penfield. 

Finally, from a financial standpoint, the building of the "Town Center" (i.e. 

subdivion) would clearly be a burden on the town from a cost standpoint. Page #143 of 

the Comprehensive plan shows that Agricultural/Open Space by far_places the lowest 

burden on the town taxpayer, whereas Residential by far places the highest burden. 

So, in closing, we would like to extend our sincere gratitude for all of the work 

that has been done by the Penfield Town Planning board in drawing up the 2010 

Comprehensive Plan. We believe that you all did a fine job on the plan with only the 

exception of the "Town Center" concept. My wife and I ask of you to PLEASE help 

preserve our way of life by omitting the development of the "Town Center" (@ Rt.250 / 

Sweets Corners / Atlantic Ave.) from the comprehensive plan. 
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From: lupoplupo@aol.com
To: Planning; suealupo@yahoo.com; pridonoff@mac.com
Subject: Comp Plan - Jackson and Plank - Lupo Property
Date: Thursday, August 05, 2010 5:00:57 PM

This is a formal request by the owners of the property located on the southeast corner of Jackson and
Plank to change the comp plans zoning. We request that the zoning of our property, which consists of
33 acres be zoned 1/2 acres or less. The reason for this request is that due to the current economic
condition of the building industry, 1/2 acre lots will be more affordable to produce houses that can be
built and sold to meet peoples needs.  Also, the comp plan includes property that surrounds us that is
being zoned 1/2 acre parcels and our property whould be compatable with those properties.  When
sewers are brought to our corner or beyond we would want the capacity of that system to be
adequate. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Paul Lupo  
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From: Evans, Katie
To: Sheppard, Evan
Subject: FW: Thank you
Date: Tuesday, August 31, 2010 1:29:53 PM

For the file-

-----Original Message-----
From: Cruickshank, Aimee On Behalf Of PCTV
Sent: Tuesday, August 31, 2010 10:16 AM
To: Steklof, Amy; Evans, Katie
Cc: LaFountain, Tony
Subject: FW: Thank you

FYI...

Here is an electronic copy of last night's e-comment.

Regards

Aimee Cruickshank
TV Graphics Designer/Admin
Town of Penfield
3100 Atlantic Avenue
Penfield NY 14526
(585) 340-8661
www.penfieldtv.org
pctv@penfield.org

-----Original Message-----
From: lupoplupo@aol.com [mailto:lupoplupo@aol.com]
Sent: Monday, August 30, 2010 8:26 PM
To: PCTV; PCTV
Subject: Thank you

********* Auto Generated Form Email **********

> FIRST NAME 86:
> Your Name: Paul Lupo
> Street Address: 41-700 Corporate Way, Suite D Palm Desert, CA
> Zip Code: 92260
> Email Address: lupoplupo@aol.com
> Question 300 max characters: The 33 acres on the southeast corner of Jackson and Plank should be
zoned High Density Residential for the purpose of economically allowing 1/2 acres or less. This would
be compatable with the surrounding zoning. This would allow family and senior residential use that
would best benefit Penfield.
> Phone: 760-413-8949
> capval: 48ced12f860cff4b250d588de912f42c
> cap: AWKLLK
This message is auto-generated by your web site (www.penfield.org) when the  form is submitted by a
site visitor on page "Ctv-live-TV-form". No need to reply.

FYI:
This data has been saved to the "LIVE_MTG_INPUT_2010" database table.
Your site visitor received the custom response file "/media/ctv-live-form-email.txt".
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From: chris lupo
To: Planning
Subject: Fwd: Zoning of or Property on Plank and Jackson
Date: Sunday, August 15, 2010 1:25:23 PM

To whom it may concern,

This is a request by the owners of the property located on the SE corner of Plank
and Jackson in Penfield, NY to change the comp plans zoning.

We request the zoning of our property, consisting of 33 acres be zoned as 1/2 acres
or less. Due to the severe economic conditions of the building and housing industry,
smaller more affordable lots will benefit the greater community.

The comp plan includes property surrounding us is being zoned 1/2 acre parcels; our
property would then be compatible with those properties. When sewers reach our
property we would want the capacity of that system to be adequate.

Thank you for you for your consideration in this matter.

Best regards,

-- 
Chris Lupo

-- 
Chris Lupo
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From: pm0813@aol.com
To: Planning
Cc: arinere1@rochester.rr.com; jzirilli@rochester.rr.com; sblangston@frontiernet.net; rjgrjg@rochester.rr.com;

kglenn01@rochester.rr.com; dunnfamily6@frontiernet.net; treynol3@rochester.rr.com;
monroe9@monroecounty.gov

Subject: 250 & Sweets Corners Development
Date: Wednesday, September 08, 2010 11:41:13 PM

Katie

I am a resident of Penfield and live in the neighborhood that backs into the vineyards on Edenfield
Road, located near the Sweets Corners and the Rt 250 intersection.  I recently learned of an initiative
by the Town of Penfield to Develop the land that in that area for a Town Center and zone other parcels
for Agri/business.  To be honest, I am not sure how to define either of those and I was hoping you
could provide further clarification for myself and my neighbors as we all seem to be a little confused.  

Additionally, I am hoping you can shed some light on the process that is being used to drive this
project as I was a surprised to see that this initiative seems to have progressed to a final plan phase.  I
tend to pay attention to development initiatives in  Penfield so I am concerned that this past week is the
first I have heard of the plan.  Like many residents, we lead busy lives and I thought perhaps I missed
the early news of this project but when I discussed this with my neighbors, we all were asking the
same questions.  

Lastly, I was under the impression that this land was specifically targeted to remain undeveloped. 
Several years ago, many of us worked diligently with the Town of Penfield to pass the Greenspace
Proposal which included this area.  More importantly, there was a real desire by the Town of Penfield
to preserve the current open space in this area of Penfield.  Has this plan changed? 

In situations like this it always is better to over communicate so that all concerned parties can evaluate
the facts.  Lack of communication leads to mistrust and opposition and as you can see from the emails,
you now have both.

Please let myself and my neighbors know the facts around this initiative as this will provide the
opportunity to understand the difficult issues.

Thank you,

Brian Marks 
65 Edenfield Road
Penfield, NY 14526
(585) 388-9147
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Department of Transportation 
Monroe County, New York 

Maggie Brooks 
County Executive 

September 15, 2010 

Ms. Katie Evans 
Planner 
Town of Penfield 
3100 Atlantic Avenue 
Penfield, New York 14526 

RE: Town of Penfield - Draft 2010 Comprehensive Plan 

Dear Ms. Evans: 

Terrence J. Rice, P.E. 
Director 

We have reviewed the Town of Penfield - Draft Comprehensive Plan and would like to offer the 
following comments: 

• Page 5: We suggest adding MCDOT - Monroe County Department of Transportation as an 
acronym used throughout the document. 

• Page 15: 3 rd bullet: "Cross access provide~ ... " 

• Page 42 and corresponding map on page 43: NY Route 250 is actually a Principal Arterial as is 
NY Route 441 from its western limits in the town to NY Route 250 as identified on the 2000 
NYSDOT Functional Classification map. 

• Page 44, Existing Traffic Volumes: Since there are County roads that make up the road 
network in the Town of Penfield, was MCDOT traffic count data reviewed for comparison? If 
so, it should be referenced as such. If not, why not? Also, why was Five Mile Line Road 
singled out in the reference to high traffic, two-lane facility? There are other two-lane facilities 
that carry comparable, if not higher, volumes of traffic. 

• Page 44, Highway Capacity: A map illustrating the vic ratios, in the same manner as the 
Existing Traffic Volumes, would be very helpful. Also, regarding the four road segments that 
are near or will be at their capacity by 2031, is the Town requesting or recommending anything 
for them such as monitoring or capital improvements? If so, this should be mentioned in the 
plan and would have to be balanced with other traffic/transportation needs. 

• Page 46: The second paragraph mentions that the Town is currently working on a Bicycle 
Facilities Master Plan. Our understanding is that plan is now completed. 

• Page 60, second sentence: "Although the exact changes that will occur in Penfield over the 
next decade are impossible to predict with a high degree of accuracyl. the following ... " 

• Page 91, C., sixth sentence: "These documents are referred to ... " Also, the NYSDOT plan is 
actually called the STIP or State Transportation Improvement Program. The TIP is a program 
that is administered by the Genesee Transportation Council (GTC). Additionally, the current 
Monroe County CIP is now 2011-2016 which was adopted by the Monroe County Legislature 
in July of 2010 with a total program amount of $374,754,000, and the current TIP is now 2011-
2014 at an approximate value of $675,000,000. 

6100 CityPlace· 50 West Main Street· Rochester, New York 14614 
(585) 753-7720 • fax:: (585) 753-7730 • 'rvww.monroecounty.gov 
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, .. 
Town of Penfield 
September 15, 2010 
Page 2 

In general, we support the goals of the Comprehensive Plan and look forward to continuing to 
work cooperatively together with the Town in coordinating development and transportation needs. 
We appreciate the opportunity to review this document and if you have any additional questions or 
wish to discuss any of this further, please to do not hesitate to contact me at 753-7720 or Scott 
Leathersich at 753-7748. 

Sincerely, 

Vffl.{, At:1-~t:e-(4) 
Terrence J. Rice 
Director of Transportation 

TJRlSAL 

cc: S. Leathersich 
T. Goodwin 

H:\shared\Subject\P\Penfield\Evans - comments to Draft 2010 Comp Plan 9-15-1 O.doc 

6100 CityPlace· 50 West Main Street· Rochester, New York 14614 
(585) 753-7720 • fax: (585) 753-7730 • www.monroecounty.gov 
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From: Kathi and Jim
To: Planning
Subject: Sweets Corner Town Center
Date: Saturday, September 11, 2010 10:35:24 AM

Dear Town Board,
     My husband and I have lived at 19 Rockbridge Lane for ten years. 
We enjoy the fact that most of the things we need on a daily basis are
less than a mile away (the Y, Wegmans, all the shops and services at the
corner of 250/441).  The library is only 3 miles away; even our primary
care physician has opened an office down the corner.  Backing to the
Penfield Country Club, we have a beautiful, bucolic viewscape.  This is
a great, convenient place to live.
     Now my husband and I are empty nesters approaching retirement age. 
Should we stay here or move out of state for our golden years?  We have
scoured the country over the past several years and have found many
attractive options, but nothing with the balance of life style and price
(except for property and state taxes) which we enjoy here.  We have
noticed that many of the new communities popping up in other parts of
the country are mixed-use developments.  This seems to be the wave of
the future, and demographically, as well as environmentally and
economically, this makes sense.  We are NOT opposed to mixed use
development along the Sweets Corner corridor as are some long time,
agriculturally oriented residents. However, we question whether we have
the population density and economic base to support attractive
alternatives at this site, especially in the current economic downturn. 
Without  careful planning, we can end up with the tacky "Route 1" look
already created by current so-called agriculturally related services
like Wickham Farms.  I support the concept outlined at the town meeting
which I attended, but so far the Board has provided few details.  On the
2010 planning map the mixed use parcel in question is a large area. 
Some sort of patio homes, townhomes, and condominiums connected with
walkways, shops, and services would be great. Done well, it would
certainly be an attractive option for citizens like us who wish to stay
in Penfield, chuck the 1/2 acre lifestyle, and do more traveling instead
of yard work. We would like to see this happen.  Please show us a more
detailed plan.
Thanks for the opportunity to provide input,
Kathi and Jim Milch
19 Rockbridge Lane
377-7392
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From: Will Nichols
To: Planning
Subject: Comprehensive Plan Comments-33 Helmsford Way
Date: Sunday, September 12, 2010 3:52:34 PM

To whom it may concern,

I wanted to add just a few comments regarding the Comprehensive Plan specific to the potential
development of the Rt-250 and Sweets Corners Rd area.  I will keep it very simple.

First, I chose to live in Penfield for several reasons. Overall I like it the way it is! I am not sure why
some feel the need to develop and change what is not already developed. Penfield IS a great place to
live. Unless there is a guaranteed, significant tax benefit to doing something in the town, we should not
be looking at it. 

Second, we voted for things such as Open/Green Space areas in the past and have current zoning in
effect that has influenced folks in their decisions to live here or not. Re-zoning or moving designated
open space areas is in effect a breach of contract!! I don't believe we should ever do that unless there
is an overwhelming need and consensus of residents.

Third, any major rezoning effort required to achieve something such as the Rt-250/Sweets Corners
Town Center/Development should be decided by a town wide referendum so that every resident can
have a chance to shape their town.

I appreciate your time.

William R Nichols

33 Helmsford Way
Penfield, NY
14526
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From: Brennan, Colin (DOT)
To: Planning
Subject: 2010 Comprehensive Plan
Date: Thursday, September 16, 2010 12:41:22 PM
Attachments: Response Letter.pdf

Dear Sir or Madam,
 
Attached please find the New York State Department of Transportation’s response to the Town of
Penfield’s request for comments on its draft 2010 Comprehensive Plan.  A hard copy has been
mailed, but may not reach your desk by September 17, 2010.
 
Please feel free to contact me with any questions or concerns.
 
Very Truly Yours,
 
Colin Brennan
Real Estate Specialist I
New York State Department of Transportation
(585) 272-3328
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STATE OF NEW YORK
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION


REGION FOUR
1530 JEFFERSON ROAD


ROCHESTER, NEW YORK 14623-3161
www.nysdot.gov


ROBERT A. TRAVER, P.E STANLEY GEE
ACTING REGIONAL DIRECTOR ACTING COMMISSIONER


September 15, 2010


Town of Penfield,
Attn: Katie Evans, Planning Department
3100 Atlantic Avenue
Penfield, NY 14526-9798


RE: Town of Penfield 2010 Comprehensive Plan


Dear Ms. Evans:


The New York State Department of Transportation thanks the Town of Penfield for soliciting input on its 2010
Comprehensive Plan. We look forward to working with the Town of Penfield to provide an efficient and effective
transportation system which meets the current and future needs of the community.


Given our experiences elsewhere, we strongly recommend that the Town of Penfield carefully consider the direct
and cumulative impacts of future development on the Town's traffic system both in the planning and
implementation phases of its Comprehensive Plan. While developing plans for future growth, we encourage the
Town to reflect on issues such as: requiring developer mitigations to the traffic system, the impact of proposed
corridor development and redevelopment on existing traffic systems, and the cumulative impact of development and
redevelopment on transportation systems.


We look forward to working with you to meet the challenges of the future.


Please contact Colin Brennan of our Real Estate Group at (585) 272-3328 if you have any questions concerning this
matter.


Sincerely,


Robert A. Traver, P.E.
Acting Regional Director, Region 4


pc: Brian McMahon, Director of Operations, NYSDOT R4
Dave Goehring, Transportation Systems Operator, NYSDOT R4
Kevin Miller, Regional LA/Env. Manager, NYSDOT R4
Colin Brennan, Real Estate, NYSDOT R4
Dan Hallowell, Planning, NYSDOT R4
Bob Duennebacke, Traffic, NYSDOT R4
Jim Willer, Monroe East Resident Engineer, NYSDOT R4
Alfred Oyoyo, Monroe East Asst. Resident Engineer, NYSDOT R4



http://www.nysdot.gov





From: Evans, Katie
To: Costello, Jim; Sheppard, Evan; town board
Subject: Manitou Lake
Date: Thursday, September 09, 2010 10:23:01 AM

FYI- 
 
Katie Evans, Planner
Town of Penfield
3100 Atlantic Avenue
Penfield, NY 14526
585.340.8682 phone
585.340.8644 fax
www.penfield.org
 
Think Green - Please do not print this message unless necessary.  Thank you.

 

From: Odenbach, John M [mailto:jodenbach@dolomitegroup.com] 
Sent: Thursday, September 09, 2010 9:28 AM
To: Evans, Katie
Subject: RE: Draft Comprehensive Plan - Your feedback is welcomed!

Hi Katie—
Just a reminder that if possible Dolomite would recommend that the reference to Redman Quarry
in the Comprehensive Plan be changed to Manitou Lake or Manitou Sand & Gravel Mine.
Technically Redman is not a quarry (a quarry is a hard rock mine). It was for 70+ years a “Sand and
Gravel Mine” operation by a dredging operation. Redman is actually the name of the previous mine
owners.
Manitou is I believe a famous Indian chief.
 
Thanks John
 
 
 

From: Evans, Katie [mailto:evans@penfield.org] 
Sent: Monday, August 30, 2010 4:25 PM
To: undisclosed-recipients
Subject: Draft Comprehensive Plan - Your feedback is welcomed!
 
Please take notice that the Town Board will be holding a public hearing on the draft 2010
Comprehensive Plan and the Draft Generic Environmental Impact Statement Monday, August 30, 1020
in the Town Hall Auditorium, 3100 Atlantic Avenue, at 7:30 p.m.  All are welcomed to attend, listen to
the presentation, and offer comments on either document.  Comments may also be submitted via mail,
hand delivery, fax, and e-mail to the Town of Penfield, Attn: Planning Department, 3100 Atlantic
Avenue, Penfield, NY 14526, Fax:  (585) 340-8644, E-mail:  planning@penfield.org.  Every comment
submitted in writing on or before September 17th will be provided to the Town Board for their
consideration, reviewed by staff, and placed in the project file as part of public record.
 
This document is intended to guide land use and policy decisions for the next ten to fifteen years for
the Town of Penfield.  Please take time to voice your opinion on such and important document!
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For more information or to review the draft documents, please visit the Comprehensive Plan webpage
on the Town website (www.penfield.org).  There is a quick link on the top left corner of the Town
website that will take you to the Comp Plan webpage.
 
If you have any questions please feel free to contact me.
 
Thanks,
Katie
 
Katie Evans, Planner
Town of Penfield
3100 Atlantic Avenue
Penfield, NY 14526
585.340.8682 phone
585.340.8644 fax
www.penfield.org
 
Think Green - Please do not print this message unless necessary.  Thank you.

 
Katie Evans, Planner
Town of Penfield
3100 Atlantic Avenue
Penfield, NY 14526
585.340.8682 phone
585.340.8644 fax
www.penfield.org
 
Think Green - Please do not print this message unless necessary.  Thank you.

 

FGEIS 2010 Comprehensive Plan 
Appendix B: Written Comments

Page B49 of 68

http://www.penfield.org/
http://www.penfield.org/
http://www.penfield.org/


From: Evans, Katie
To: Sheppard, Evan
Subject: FW: Draft Comprehensive Plan - Your feedback is welcomed!
Date: Thursday, September 09, 2010 3:07:09 PM

-----Original Message-----
From: Edward Parrone [mailto:EParrone@djparrone.com]
Sent: Tuesday, September 07, 2010 4:38 PM
To: Evans, Katie
Subject: Re: Draft Comprehensive Plan - Your feedback is welcomed!

Katie Good Afternoon

I would like to offer my thoughts and comments on the new comprehensive plan . First I would like to
say the plan is very well organized and the layout and graphics are very user friendly. I think the
reference of previous studies and plans was a good thing to include. I have not seen that very often in
other plans .

I liked the tables in the Community Profile and Community Vision & Policy areas. The writing is clear and
easy to understand so the general public can understand the plan's intent. I thought the plan addressed
all the elements in a town plan with one exception ,that being public services i.e. police fire Ambulance
etc. At first , I did not see why Government and Leadership was in the plan but upon further review I
saw the plan is trying to state to achieve the future plan you need good leadership with vision, flexibility
and organization to carry out the plan .

Finally , I think the plan is a very good tool for the town's growth for the next 10 years. Thank you for
the opportunity to share my comments with you

Edward G Parrone
Parrone Engineering
349 W. Commercial St. Suite 3200
East Rochester , NY 14445
Phone-585-586-0200
Fax-585-586-6752
website: www.parroneeng.com

>>> "Evans, Katie" <evans@penfield.org> 8/30/2010 4:25:25 PM >>>
Please take notice that the Town Board will be holding a public hearing on the draft 2010
Comprehensive Plan and the Draft Generic Environmental Impact Statement Monday, August 30, 1020
in the Town Hall Auditorium, 3100 Atlantic Avenue, at 7:30 p.m.  All are welcomed to attend, listen to
the presentation, and offer comments on either document.  Comments may also be submitted via mail,
hand delivery, fax, and e-mail to the Town of Penfield, Attn: Planning Department, 3100 Atlantic
Avenue, Penfield, NY 14526, Fax:  (585) 340-8644, E-mail: 
planning@penfield.org<mailto:planning@penfield.org>.  Every comment submitted in writing on or
before September 17th will be provided to the Town Board for their consideration, reviewed by staff,
and placed in the project file as part of public record.

This document is intended to guide land use and policy decisions for the next ten to fifteen years for the
Town of Penfield.  Please take time to voice your opinion on such and important document!

For more information or to review the draft documents, please visit the Comprehensive Plan webpage
on the Town website (www.penfield.org<http://www.penfield.org/>).  There is a quick link on the top
left corner of the Town website that will take you to the Comp Plan webpage.

If you have any questions please feel free to contact me.

Thanks,
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Katie

Katie Evans, Planner
Town of Penfield
3100 Atlantic Avenue
Penfield, NY 14526
585.340.8682 phone
585.340.8644 fax
www.penfield.org<http://www.penfield.org/>

Think Green - Please do not print this message unless necessary.  Thank you.

Katie Evans, Planner
Town of Penfield
3100 Atlantic Avenue
Penfield, NY 14526
585.340.8682 phone
585.340.8644 fax
www.penfield.org<http://www.penfield.org/>

Think Green - Please do not print this message unless necessary.  Thank you.
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Review of 2010 Draft Comprehensive Plan 

Recommendations by Penfield Green Initiative* 
September, 2010 

 
 
 
Wind energy.  We recommend that the plan and the DGEIS include the Town 
developing a wind energy policy (mentioned as an option, p. 97).  Lack of such a policy 
could lead to unexpected outcomes.   
 
For commercial use, we believe guidelines should include but not be limited to: 

 Noise limits 
 Setback provisions 
 Visual impacts 
 Observance of the NYSDEC’s guidelines for bird and bat studies 
 

For single families, the following should be considered: 
 Limitations on density of wind towers within a  neighborhood 
 Visual “pollution” 
 Noise “pollution” 
 Structural integrity 
 Security fencing 

 
Mixed Use Area 250/Sweets Corners.  We recommend that the Plan support existing 
business and community centers, vs. developing new ones.  Note that: 

 
 Mixed use development in Sweets Corners is referenced in several sections of the 

DGEIS and of the Plan.  However, increased development in the area, commercial, 
residential or entertainment would be inconsistent with the area’s rural and 
agricultural characteristics.  The draft Comp Plan refers to Penfield’s “natural 
features” that “may, by their nature, be so sensitive that the potential hazards 
associated with disturbance far exceed any benefits derived from development”.   

 
 Developing Sweets Corners also appears to be in direct conflict with stated priorities 

of the Comp Plan: 
 

o From the draft Comp Plan (p. 88) “promote and support the viability of 
agricultural operations in the town.”   

o From Comp Plan committee meeting minutes : (11/13/09) “the town and 
committee have clearly stated that they do not want to change the character 
of East Penfield” 

o From Comp Plan committee meeting minutes : (9/24/09) “Active farming is a 
priority” 

 
 Changes in the land use of that area puts the surrounding area at risk for change.  
 
 The plan states that the Sweets Corners concept was “created from the products of 

the land use workshops”; however the concept was provided to attendees (not 
created by attendees).   

 

                                                 
* Note that these recommendations are not in priority order 
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 Lack of sewers in the area could put a large financial drain on the town to build 
pumping stations.  Improvements would be required for almost any increased use 
and additional sewer capacity will increase development pressure.   

 
 Rt 250 traffic is already heavy and future demands could easily lead to expansion to 

four lanes.  Current observation of traffic in the area seems to show mainly “through 
traffic”, using 250 as a North/South corridor. Increases will lead to needing expansion 
to 4 lanes at some future date.  Assuming this area becomes a Town Center, it will 
suffer the same fate as the Four Corners did when that became a 4 lane road.   

 
 Lastly, we now have six identified business districts.  Creating a new one will only 

dilute the efforts and resources that could be applied to support them.   
 
Redman Quarry.  We recommend that the entire quarry be kept for public use as an 
open space resource (vs. “part of the quarry”, p. 82).  We recommend reviewing its 
intention as “mixed use” (p. 138).  How will this be consistent with the intent for 
protection of natural resources - “natural character of the unique and/or significant 
topographic features and woodlands are retained"?  There are also major concerns 
regarding increasing traffic in this area.     
 
Habitat protection.  Habitat was ranked as the third most important issue in the Town’s 
open space survey.  From the 2001 Open Space Plan: 
 

“Open Space provides wildlife habitat areas that attract and maintain a healthy 
wildlife population without significant adverse encroachment into resident areas.” 

 
While “wildlife habitat areas” are mentioned in the DGEIS (p.3) there is no definition of 
what that means.  Habitat is not mentioned in the section on Community Vision and 
Policy/Natural Resources or in the section on Increased Density of Residential 
Development.  The DGEIS (p.20) mentions that “it advances the long-standing goals of 
the Town to protect valuable environmental features”.  One of the goals of the Town is to 
protect habitat areas as well.  
 
We recommend that that Comp Plan define habitat and include explicit plans for 
preservation of habitat. 
 
Steep slopes and woodlands (p. 100).  We recommend that data for each of the 
features in the districts (EPODS) be available for residents as well as developers.  We 
also ask what is the timeframe for these updates? We recommend that outside experts 
in wildlife biology and other relevant areas of expertise be recruited to develop these 
data, in addition to government departments and ask whether the ordinance will be 
revised, as suggested (p. 103). 
 
Waste sites.  We recommend that the timeline to “work with Monroe County and DEC to 
identify and map confirmed and suspected sites”, along with plans for remediation, be 
made public.    
 
Development East of 250.  We recommend the Town be consistent in not allowing 
development east of 250.  The Plan recommends that “"Eastern portion* is to remain 
predominantly rural" (*which is stated as east of 250), yet on P 135 - "Intended to extend 
the existing higher density development pattern", specifically North of Plank, west of 
Jackson and extending to east of 250.  Regarding Abbington Development, although 
there is no current plan east of 250 but the developer was told they would need to 
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reduce the number of housing units.  Why were any dense housing plans allowed to be 
proposed east of 250? 
 
Fiscal Responsibility.  We encourage the Town to attempt to quantify the real, long-
term and external benefits that might accrue from exercising sound environmental 
decisions, in addition to short-term dollar costs.  This would enhance the Town’s role as 
a leader in environmental stewardship. 
 
Sidewalks.  Why are sidewalks being recommended for bicycling? 
 
EPODS.  EPODS are cited as helping protect natural resources, yet they are 
recommendations only.  How can we maximize the protection offered by an EPOD? 
 
Government & Leadership. 
 

Encourage and improve the ability of stakeholders to communicate and participate in 
government (p13, DEGIS) 

 
This statement is not consistent with the process used to create the Comprehensive 
Plan.  While some documentation has been made available on the Town web site and 
town staff has answered a lot of questions, there has been limited public opportunity for 
communication with the committee. The fall ‘09 public hearing was not held. There was a 
gap of seventeen months between public meetings.  While the Town leadership 
courteously listened to public feedback at the public hearing on August 30, 2010, the 
presentations at that hearing did not offer a genuine opportunity for the public to 
understand the plan.   
 
There was a lack of clear feedback about the process for public comments.  The minutes 
did not include public comments or discussion of public comments. In a request for 
disclosure in Jul 09, we were informed that the consultants were “summarizing” 
comments. They were not available to the public until the final draft was released.   
 
We offer these comments in the hopes that they will provide suggestions for 
improvement in the process for public and community involvement in future processes. 
 
 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to submit this testimony. 
 
Penfield Green Initiative Planning Committee, 2010 
Mel Callan 
Sue DeRosa 
Susan Foor 
Robyn Miller 
Deb Muratore 
Georgena Terry 
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Memorandum 

To: Town Board 
 
From: Planning Board 
 
Re:  2010 Comprehensive Plan Comments 
 
Date: August 12, 2010 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
 
After review and consideration of the proposed 2010 Comprehensive Plan, the Planning Board 
offers the following comments for your consideration.   
 
The comments contained within this document were made by various Board members.  
Consequently, some comments may conflict with others.  The Board acknowledges this but 
wished to convey the full range of opinions of all Board members.  If desired, the Board would 
be willing to discuss further any or all of the below comments.   
 
1) The Board applauds the seeking to develop the mixed use areas of Penfield, but the Town 

must be cognizant to incorporate our current level of "conditions of approval" for the 
planning of these areas (i.e. lighting, walkways, landscaping, traffic flow).  

 
2) Much has changed regarding "needs and wants" of living arrangements from our last couple 

of Comprehensive Plans in that residential "infill" areas are now the preferred types of living 
for the younger as well as older generations as they want to be closer to amenities. 

 
3) The Town needs to continue to focus on implementing our LUAMP or interconnectedness of 

roadways with businesses as we develop or re-do commercial areas. 
 
4) Regarding the traffic light control in the Four Corners area of Penfield Road, the Board feels 

a greater benefit to the businesses on either side of the road would be a light installed at 
Liberty St. Another calming effect could be medians (the Board acknowledges the light at 
Liberty has been on the agenda for quite a few years). 

 
5) Quality use of Industrial areas would be helpful for the town's tax base, however the Town 

needs to be sensitive to the topography and environmental issues of some of these areas to 
include Corbett's Glen.  

 
6) Commercial development on the north side of Route 441 encourages future “creep” toward 

residential properties to the west. The Board suggests limiting expansion of higher zoning be 
limited to the entrance road at Harris Whalen park. A recommendation for an access road to 
the north of those properties would allow the elimination of single road access to Route 441. 
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7) A plan for the Redman Quarry should be a high priority. This parcel is the number one 
property on the Open Space plan and the Town should be proactive there. 

 
8) The Board is not in favor of excessive rezoning to accommodate higher densities and entry 

level housing. 
 
9) The Board is in favor of the recommendation for adequate buffering. The Town must be 

considerate of the impact of increased commercial development on existing properties and 
accounting for what people were looking for when they moved here.  

 
10) Even though people have spoken out about commercial and business growth, it is the opinion 

of the Board that their underlying sentiment was to maintain Penfield’s rural character.  
 
11) The fact that the Town lacks a strong town center has created the opinion that Penfield is less 

identifiable as a community. The concept would be very difficult to attain and would require 
the commitment of the Town and a viable developer in partnership. The Board does not 
believe the need is great enough. 

 
12) The Board supports commercial and business development needed to support local 

development in close proximity to residential areas. This concept could support small 
businesses close to populated areas. 

 
13) The Town should support cluster and higher density development, which require less 

infrastructure, create more open space per development and allow more diverse housing 
options. 

 
14) The Town needs to recognize the potential of the Route 250 corridor. 
 
15) The Board recommends a plan that does not call for wholesale zoning changes but stays open 

to changes as development merits. 
 
16) The Board supports continued implementation of the Open Space Plan and recommends 

outright purchase of properties. 
 
17) The Board recommends working with MCWA and Monroe County Pure Waters to extend 

infrastructure services. 
 
18) The Planning Board thanks the Town Board for asking our representative Arsen Markarian to 

serve on the Comprehensive Plan Steering Committee. Board member Markarian would like 
to comment that it was an honor working with the Committee and that throughout the process 
committee members recognized the progressive thinking and commitment of our town 
leaders. 

 
19) Within the Comp Plan, page 65 states, "influential in choosing to move into a new 

community: highway access, walking/jogging/bike trails, sidewalks, a nearby park area, 
playgrounds, and shops within walking distance. The survey also indicated that buyers were 
willing to pay more for a home that offered these amenities." 
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Safety is not mentioned in this section.  Frequently residents can get these same amenities 
in the city, but the crime rate is a strong deterrent.  

 
20) The Board remains strongly regulated by the Zoning Ordinance. The use of Town Law 

278 must remain limited to where a benefit to the town can be demonstrated. 
 
21) No Town Center/High Taxes – This should be addressed as well as possible. The Town 

should encourage more commercial development in a specific area, such as the Route 250 
corridor, to address both of these problems. 

 
22) Senior Housing – Anecdotal evidence suggests there is a strong market for patio homes 

and townhouses.  The Board suggests further investigation into possible options for 
serving this market segment, including possible additions or changes to the Zoning 
Ordinance. 

 
23) The Board also suggests further investigation into the continued appropriateness of the 

Town setback requirements.  Modifications allowing houses closer to the road may better 
serve the emerging patio home and townhouse markets.  Some residents may also value 
larger back yards over front yards.  Also, outdoor living installations are a current focus 
of the landscaping industry, which requires additional back yard space.  

 
24) In addition to the demographic shift to older age groups, the Board finds a number of 

reasons to not focus on providing housing options for younger residents.  Younger 
residents typically can only afford modest homes and many do not have school age 
children.  Those families with children spend much of their time shuttling their children 
to various activities and it will be difficult for the Town to substantially improve that 
lifestyle.  Conversely, neighborhoods like Arbor Ridge have significant community 
building potential for empty-nesters.   

 
25) Attracting clean businesses which offer high-paying jobs – The Board advocates for 

business friendly practices, for both creation of jobs and supporting the tax base. The land 
use/cost of services chart within the Plan does a great job of clarifying the importance of 
supporting out industrial and commercial uses. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Copy:  Town Planner 

Planning Board 
File 
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From: Carl Pridonoff
To: Planning
Subject: Town Meeting Tonight
Date: Monday, August 30, 2010 7:20:54 PM

Ladies and Gentlemen -

My name is Carl Pridonoff and my mother Josephine is one of the co-owners of the property located on
the southeast corner of Jackson and Plank.  It is my understanding that a subject of the Penfield Town
Meeting tonight is the re-zoning of this property.  Although one of our co-owners has been kind enough
to manage the property for us, I have also been to Penfield a number of times.  It is a lovely
community, the kind I would have liked to have raised my children in. I believe that the zoning and
resultant any development there should be used to enhance that atmosphere.

As you know, the owners of the property are requesting that the property be re-zone to allow 1/2 acre
lots.  We believe that this is in the best interest of the town for several reasons:

Carefully controlled development is essential to a communist like Penfield.  The arguments against
overdevelopment are obvious.  But lack of development can be just as detrimental.  Development
encourages the local economy.  It brings new people (usually younger families) into the community. 
New families vitalize a community. Perhaps more importantly in this failing economy, they bring new
income into the community, more retail sales, more local taxes, etc.  Otherwise communities wither with
the aging of the populations and the reduction of income over time.

The zoning proposed is moderate and consistent with the local zoning and development in that area.

The community has spent a significant amount of money on the sewer extension into the area of the
property.  The more lots serviced by the sewer to the lower the construction cost per lot to the
community and more importantly the grater the future income to the city or municipal district that owes
the sewer.

Our property is useless for any other purpose and property that is not used for some purpose is just a
wasted resource. 

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

Carl Pridonoff

310-709-0607
pridonoff@mac.com
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Date: August 19,2010 

To: Penfield Planning Department 

Subject: Comprehensive Plan 

From: John W. Reichert 

The property at 1205 Shoecraft Road has been in the family since 1947. I am requesting 
that the comprehensive plan that the town is working on allow for a higher density than 
one acre. 

I attended the Land Use Workshop on January 26,2009. The consensus of opinion 
seemed to be that higher densities should be allowed on the western side of Penfield 
where sewers are available. The property has sewers in the rear on the west side and to 
the front on the east side. There is public water in the rear and in the front. 

Years ago the property was zoned for ~ acre building lots. A master plan adopted years 
ago changed the zoning to 1 acre. 

The property to the north (Green Pine Lane) has been developed to a higher density. 
The property to the west (Water Song) on the east side of Five Mile Line Road has been 
developed to a higher density. 

The town of Webster town line is less than 600 feet from our north property line. 
Webster has a higher single home density and condominiums immediately north of the 
town line. 

Please consider a change that allows for a higher density. 

Thank you, 

John W. eichert 
39 Black Watch Trail 
Fairport, NY 14450 
585-223-2649 

I" 0",.- .. ~ 

.. ' .' i ____ ; 
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From: Mary Reynolds
To: Planning
Cc: Joe & Aimee Rinere; Frank & Joanne Zirilli; Kathy Langston; Patti Marks; Rick Gensheimer; Karin Kellman; Sue

Dunn
Subject: 250 & Sweets Corners Development
Date: Wednesday, September 08, 2010 10:16:05 PM

Dear Katie,
 
My family lives on a beautiful cul de sac on Edenfield Road.  Our
home backs up to the vineyards that grow on the corner of Sweets
Corners Road and Dublin Road.  It is one of the best kept secrets
in Penfield!!
 
A few years back our neighbors and I were walking neighborhoods
handing out flyers encouraging a favorable vote for preserving
green space in Penfield.  A huge part of the greenspace proposal
included the vineyards behind our homes.  We were encouraged by
the town of Penfield to get the word out - "Vote in favor of Green
space".  And we did - we believe in Greenspace!
 
So I guess I am surprised - shocked is a better word - to see
that now, at the last moment (final plan in October) we are being
made aware of a plan to parcel the land on Sweets Corners to
smaller lots and talk of a Town Center at 250 and Sweets Corners!!! 
I don't get it!! First the "town center" was Five Mile Line and 441 - then it was
250 &  441 and lets not forget the center at Baytown.
250 is already very busy - it is very difficult to get out of the YMCA or
Grossmans.  Even out of our neighborhood at Folkstone and 250.
 
We are NOT IN FAVOR of development of this beautiful land - we thought
we made that clear with the Green Space vote.  We have lived in Penfield
for over 20 years and have loved it here.  We are now feeling somewhat
tricked - calling something Agri/business to get in passed as agricultural.
It does not seem that the town is being true to its word to us - the taxpayers!
 
KEEP THE FIELD IN PENFIELD!!
 
Sincerely,
 
Mary Reynolds
52 Edenfield Road
Penfield, NY 14526
585-388-3923
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From: Joe & Aimee Rinere
To: Planning
Cc: Kathy Langston; Karin Kellman; Sue Dunn; Patti Marks; Mary Reynolds
Subject: re 250 & Sweets Corner Development
Date: Saturday, September 11, 2010 8:39:51 AM

Dear Planning Board,
 
I live at 58 Edenfield Road, a beautiful cul-de-sac in the town of Penfield, which backs up to the
vineyards located in Sweets Corner Rd.  We have lived here for the last 7 years.  Our entire backyard
boarders these beautiful vineyards.  While we were looking for a house, our goal was to find
somewhere we would be able to raise our four children where they would have lots of room to play. 
When we found this house, we immediately loved the rural setting in our backyard.  We were told that
the vineyards were part of Penfield's Green Space Initiative and would always remain agricultural.  We
thought that our family would have the best of both worlds:  commericial areas with shopping a mile
away AND a liitle piece of the country in our back yard.  After meeting our neighbors, we learned how
hard they worked for the town to promote the Green Space.
 
I read the Penfield Post faithfully and watch Planning and Zoning Meetings on television to find out
what is happening in my town.  I saw that there was one meeting to discuss the towns's
comprehensive plan in the Post in the month of August.  I wanted to get to that meeting, but I was out
of town on business.  Later I learn that this plan has been worked for the last 2 years.  I tried to read
the plan online, but the file is damaged.  I am concerned that our town works on development plans for
two years, yet has one meeting for resident input. 
 
I have many questions regarding the development of this land:  How can land be developed when it is
designated town Green Space?  How many town centers does our town need?  Why was there only
one public meeting to discuss this plan?  Who is the Planning Board contact for this Deveolpment
plan? These are just a few.
 
I strongly oppose developing the land at the on 250 and Sweets Corner Rd.  Please keep the field

in Penfield!!!!

 
 
Sincerely,
Aimee Rinere
58 Edenfield Rd
Penfield, NY 14526
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From: Randy and Sara Rink
To: Planning
Subject: Penfiled land use input from : Comprehensive Plan and the Draft Generic Environmental Impact Statement
Date: Wednesday, September 01, 2010 9:59:40 PM

Please do not allow consideration of rezoning from residential to General Business that DiMarco owns,
in the area behind the existing Walmart and Tops areas of Baytowne.  That plaza is a disaster and has
been for years, growing it will simply lead to more empty store fronts no matter what bill of goods
DiMarco tries to sell us.  I heard that they threatened to build low income housing there, that proves he
could care less about Penfield or the residents, (it was allegedly said under their breath and over heard
at a DiMarco meeting in TOPS last year). We do not need a Pines of Perinton here either.  It is his
land but he should not be allowed to change residential property to General Business especially with
24 hour operation!
 
As it is we can see the lights from Walmart (and Wegmans for that matter) from Jewelberry and Guy
Grace Lane, it is ugly and intrusive.  We can hear the idling trucks from Walmart as well (prominent in
the winter months).  Come drive down our streets, visit a few backyards, the lights are terrible. No 35
foot fortress wall is going to contain that, nor would I want that in my backyard if I lived on Jewelberry
or Anytrell, would Mr. DiMarco live there? Not even a Penfield resident I bet. 
 
Bay/Creek and Empire are busy enough with out adding the draw of a Super Walmart, we do not need
one here, it is too congested.  The old building will sit empty, then a proposal to expand that to a Sams
will soon follow, no thank you. 
 
Have you shopped in Walmart lately? The store looks as though it belongs in some run down small
town or inner city, not our town, the store is old and even a remodel can not help it. Building a new
one is not the answer.  I frequent the Target & Kohls plaza in Webster, I leave my own town because I
am not happy going around the corner, nor do I feel safe.   Walmart is embarrassing to have in the first
place and to expand it would be a detriment to our community. If Walmart is threatening to leave the
area because DiMarco can not expand for them so be it.  Level the store or use it to connect the other
two sides and have the plaza contained within itself all the parking in the middle.
 
Retail & small cafe/bistro style restaurants, should go into the existing layout of Baytowne that
people want and the plaza should be closed for the night by 10 pm. or low light, low noise businesses
can perhaps be open later if zoning permits. 
 
Just take a look around this area, Hess is a mess, Taco Bell and Pizza Hut are tucked in there and it
just looks like no one was "planning".   Mobil sits empty and is a huge eye soar, there is a really bad
laser car wash, the old vacant Sals birdland, Piazza's by Quiznos closed, the Deli down the road
keeps changing hands.  What is the draw here?  Super Walmart is not going to make that change, it
could do further damage if new or existing business can't compete.  The area is just a conglomeration
of a bunch of junky looking businesses or empty buildings.  Before it becomes a ghost town, we need
some life here, not West Ridge Road life but meaningful family atmosphere life.  We need more fine
dining (Black & Blue, Peter Geyer, Micalinas, Northside Inn, Tappas to name a few we like) and family
restaurants (Olive Garden, Perkins, Dave & Busters, Cracker Barrel, Wendys, Red Robin).  I have no
idea how Beale Street is surviving this stretch of Empire.
 
For the old TOPS (and/or vacated Walmart ha-ha), what about something for supervised kids/pre teens
(parents can NOT just do a drop off), a combination restaurant/games like Dave & Busters or
something that holds indoor and outdoor activities for families, a nice indoor golf driving range, indoor
batting cages and a nicely landscaped seasonal mini golf area where that old Sals Birdland was that
again, SITS IDOL and has forever.
 
Do you know how much money families spend doing things together? Our town will be much better
off staying family focused and not be lured by the misleading, dangling carrots of a millionaire
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developer who is bent on a huge footprint for store we don't need or want here.  
 
We also need to get that water front on Empire Blvd moving, how long will that sit and sit and sit? That
is an ugly corridor too and there are many boaters that want somewhere to go and things to do besides
Bazil on the little water front we have to offer.  When the Bounty Harbor was open there used to a
wonderful bay area summer fest, something like that would be fun to have back.  There is so much
potential, good luck with all of your planning and decisions, I know you're not marketing the area to go
after the business I mentioned, but it would be nice to have some here.  Keep looking out for our
little cross roads of Penfield. 
 
Thank you,
 
Sara Rink
139 Guy Grace Lane.
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From: Gene Rogalski
To: Planning
Cc: "Gene Rogalski"
Subject: Public Comment for Draft Comprehensive Plan 2010_G Rogalski
Date: Thursday, September 16, 2010 9:17:32 PM

 
The Town Planning Board and committees are to be applauded  for the work invested into the 2010
DRAFT Comprehensive plan.  I am generally supportive of the 2010 plan draft except for the 'Town
Center', mixed use proposal identified for the Rt250 / Sweets Corner's area. 
 
I am concerned that the 'Town Center' concept is not well enough defined to be 'approved' in
the town's 2010 master plan document.   Aside from the Preface, Summary and Key Issues sections of
the draft plan, the details behind the Town Center concept are provided in only 2 slides of the 148
page plan (p118, p133) with very scarce details and rationale.  Surely such a major initiative and
deviation to the town's zoning ordinance deserves more attention.    There are just too many questions
about 'how' implementation of the mixed use designation and Town Center concept will 'solve' the
problems raised.  
 
The lack of a single 'town center' is not reason enough to proceed on a path that will alter the 'center'
of Penfield and, more importantly, the gateway to its rural East side character forever.   How many
people see the vineyards on Sweet's Corners for the first time and continue to explore the countryside
and enjoy the rural east side nature of our wonderful town?  It is precisely for this charm that I moved
to Penfield 5 years ago.
 
The Town Center idea reminds me of the City of Rochester's investments to make the High Falls Area
a destination of commercial, recreational and city living activities.  I lived in the city of Rochester at that
time and I agree it was fun in the beginning.   There were new restaurants and night spots to checkout,
but the long term results speak for themselves.  Just count up the number of failed businesses and you
have to ask was the tax incentives and breaks that the City of Rochester put forth to create the High
Falls area worth it?   Maybe the rehabilitation of the run down buildings and historic site preservation
was a worthwhile investment, but the original vision fell well short of the intended goal.  The analogy
could be also applied here - how much incentive is the Town and community willing to give to
developers to create a mixed use area that may or may not help with the tax base of the Town?  What
are the longer term implications?  Will this new town center become popular and 'drain' other 'centers'
of Penfield of activity and economic viability?  Why create new when we can recycle other 'developed'
areas.  Who stands to profit?
 
We don't have to create a new 'center' place - lets use Penfield's existing places to their fullest
potential.    
 
Until more details of a town center concept and mixed use zoning are put forth, I am reluctant to
support it.    If it is decided to proceed with the Town Center concept at Rt250 and Sweet's Corners,
despite the many voices at the public comment meeting August 30th,  I would implore the town to
proceed cautiously and ensure rigorous design guidelines for any construction to avoid a look like
Webster's Town Center!   Paving paradise (our open spaces) and putting up parking lots will alter the
character of Penfield forever.
 
Regards,
 
Gene Rogalski
1781 Harris Rd
Penfield , NY 14526 
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From: Evans, Katie
To: Sheppard, Evan
Subject: FW: Draft Comprehensive Plan - Your feedback is welcomed!
Date: Thursday, September 16, 2010 11:59:30 AM

-----Original Message-----
From: dteske002@rochester.rr.com [mailto:dteske002@rochester.rr.com]
Sent: Tuesday, September 14, 2010 10:39 AM
To: Evans, Katie
Subject: Re: Draft Comprehensive Plan - Your feedback is welcomed!

Katie,

I am Dan Teske from Nothnagle.  I have been selling for more the 20 years in Penfield. The taxes have
become outrageous.  I have seen values of homes drop because of taxes. A lot of buyers are relocating
to Victor, because taxes are $10.00 per thousand less than Penfield.
Victor has a great commercial tax base. We need to have the right combination of commercial and
residential growth to make things work.

Our older population is selling and moving out of state because of taxes, as you are well aware of.
The Town, School, and Village taxes are out of control.  It cost New York tax payer's $18000.00 to send
one child to school. Why do the officials get raises when the people that pay there salaries have not had
raises in years?  The wasteful spending has to stop or there will not be anyone left in New York State to
pay the taxes.

The town officials should look at Granada or Pittsford and see what has happen to those  communities
because of high taxes and no commercial base.

Spending millions of dollars to buy developing rights is not the answer. We have to figure out a way to
lower taxes. I hear it over and over again.  When I try to sell A house for $350000.00 The first thing
out of there mouths are how much are the taxes going to be? When I tell them that 12-14000.00
dollars, they say I'll have to think about that. My mortgage payment is less then my tax payment. If the
taxes keep going How will they afford it.

Why is the big need for apartments?  Is it because people just can't afford to own there own homes?   

In order to get out of this recession, We must have NEW commercial and residential growth. We need
to give industry and the private sector reasons to relocate here. Not discourage but encourage.
TAXES,  TAXES,  TAXES.

Sincerely,
Dan Teske
585-381-0502
danteske@nothnagle.com

---- "Evans wrote:
> Please take notice that the Town Board will be holding a public hearing on the draft 2010
Comprehensive Plan and the Draft Generic Environmental Impact Statement Monday, August 30, 1020
in the Town Hall Auditorium, 3100 Atlantic Avenue, at 7:30 p.m.  All are welcomed to attend, listen to
the presentation, and offer comments on either document.  Comments may also be submitted via mail,
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hand delivery, fax, and e-mail to the Town of Penfield, Attn: Planning Department, 3100 Atlantic
Avenue, Penfield, NY 14526, Fax:  (585) 340-8644, E-mail: 
planning@penfield.org<mailto:planning@penfield.org>.  Every comment submitted in writing on or
before September 17th will be provided to the Town Board for their consideration, reviewed by staff,
and placed in the project file as part of public record.
>
> This document is intended to guide land use and policy decisions for the next ten to fifteen years for
the Town of Penfield.  Please take time to voice your opinion on such and important document!
>
> For more information or to review the draft documents, please visit the Comprehensive Plan webpage
on the Town website (www.penfield.org<http://www.penfield.org/>).  There is a quick link on the top
left corner of the Town website that will take you to the Comp Plan webpage.
>
> If you have any questions please feel free to contact me.
>
> Thanks,
> Katie
>
> Katie Evans, Planner
> Town of Penfield
> 3100 Atlantic Avenue
> Penfield, NY 14526
> 585.340.8682 phone
> 585.340.8644 fax
> www.penfield.org<http://www.penfield.org/>
>
> Think Green - Please do not print this message unless necessary.  Thank you.
>
> Katie Evans, Planner
> Town of Penfield
> 3100 Atlantic Avenue
> Penfield, NY 14526
> 585.340.8682 phone
> 585.340.8644 fax
> www.penfield.org<http://www.penfield.org/>
>
> Think Green - Please do not print this message unless necessary.  Thank you.
>
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From: mdw00d@rochester.rr.com
To: Planning
Cc: mark.d.wood@computer.org
Subject: Comprehensive Plan comments
Date: Thursday, September 16, 2010 10:38:43 PM

I would like to provide some comments on the proposed Penfield Master Plan, in addition to my earlier
comments at the Aug. 30 hearing.

First, I would like to see the transportation strategy address the problem of managing traffic flow in a
driver and environmentally friendly manner.  As traffic increases in and through Penfield, we are seeing
a growing number of problem intersections.  For example, the Atlantic Ave/286 corridor has recently had
a traffic light added at the Salt Rd. intersection, and a traffic light is now planned for Jackson, to deal
with the troubling number of accidents that occur at these intersections.  Near my home, the Harris Rd
intersection also is problematic.  While traffic lights are one way of dealing with the problem, they have
their own downsides:  they of course stop traffic, resulting in delays and pollution from idling cars.  And
people still run red lights.  Consequently, I would like to encourage the Town to work with the State in
considering the use of alternative mechanisms for traffic management.  For example, roundabouts may
be viable alternative which offer a number of benefits:  they result in less pollution than traffic-stopping
lights, they allow for more continuous flow of traffic, and they are a safer intersection type
(http://safety.fhwa.dot.gov/intersection/roundabouts/).  Whatever the mechanism chosen, I hope that
Penfield does not turn into a town of many old-fashioned traffic lights. 

Second, in the area of natural resources, I would like to see a specific strategy around maintaining
connectivity between undeveloped areas.  As the town promotes the use of clustered development and
the preservation of open space, we are developing pockets of undeveloped land which serves as a
valuable wildlife habitat.  However, the value of such spaces could be greatly magnified if the spaces
were connected.  I would like to see the town consider this factor in approving development plans.

Finally, as I noted at the Aug 30th hearing, I am very concerned that the development of a multiuse
town center at the Sweets Corners/250 corridor would almost inevitably spill over into East Penfield. 
This risk can only be mitigated by very careful planning and controlled development, of a nature which
may be difficult for the Town to carry out.  Although I can understand the desire for a town center, and
I applaud the idea of one with an agricultural element, I would not want to sacrifice the rural character
of East Penfield in order to achieve that objective.  The plan should either drop this objective
completely, or include credible provisions describing a strategy for safeguarding the area east of 250 in
the presence of such development.

I appreciate the effort that the members of the update committee and Penfield Planning Department
have put into this important planning effort.  The Town Board now has a tremendous responsibility in
charting the community's course for the next decade and beyond.  Thank you for your consideration of
these factors in your deliberations.

Sincerely,
Mark D. Wood
1671 Harris Rd
Penfield, NY
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From: Zuu4@aol.com
To: Planning
Subject: Town Centre
Date: Tuesday, September 14, 2010 8:34:34 PM

To Town Planning Commission,
 
We do not wish to see future development of a Town Center at 250 and Sweets Corner Road.
We already seem to have adequate centers at Penn-Fair Plaza, Panorama Trail, and Four Corners.  I
believe you could further expand or utilize Penfield's existing areas.  It appears there is open space
across from Target at 250 and 441 near the Doodle Bug Day Care Center and at the Four Corners. 
I do not want to see more development at route 250 and Sweets Corner Road.  Please leave this as a
residential or undeveloped area.
 
Thank You!
 
Jim & Sue Zulawski
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Appendix C: 
Sample Maps of Previous Plans and Studies 

 

 
 



I.  1996 Route 441 & 250 Land Use and Access Management Plan 

 

FGEIS 2010 Comprehensive Plan 
Appendix C: Sample Maps of Previous Plans and Studies

Page C1



II. 2000 Comprehensive Plan & DGEIS 
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III. 2001 Open Space Plan and 2006 Update 
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IV. 2003 Browncroft Blossom Creek Neighborhood Center Plan 
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V. 2007 North Penfield Crossroads Area Plan and DGEIS 
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VI. 2007 Parks & Recreation Master Plan 

 

 

VII. 2008 Bicycle Facilities Master Plan 
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VIII. 2008 Economic Development Action Plan 
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IX. 2009 Route 250 Corridor Transportation Study 
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X. 2009 Route 250 Corridor Land Use Analysis 
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