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Introduction 

of Penfield 
...... , .... ''''"''''''.''''"' an open space 

developing sound 
..,"'''' .... A''' resources. 

General Municipal 
for Penfield. It is 

area planning and 

Open Space for Penfield was 1 by the '-'~.u .. "". 
vVLU~\ ... U. Periodic updates were provided through Monroe County Environmental 

program in the late I This resulted of Penfield orlrvni"'rI 

Environmental Protection Districts (EPODs) on March 18, 1981 for 
categories of sensitive environmental features: steep slopes, wetlands, watercourses, 
floodplains and woodlands. 

Ch. William MacDonald* 
James Almstead 
Robert A. 

Terence 
Lars Lindequist 
Paul Sugnet 

Special Thanks To: 
MaudeE. 
Historian 

Penfield Town 

Agricultural 
....... _ ..... Protection Board 

* Members of the Space Committee 

, ...... uo •• ", ... a committee to compile Open 
in its preparation. 

Maggie Hession, 
Kohl, Town 

Freitas, Parks 
Advisory 

Albright, 
Committee'" 

Higgins, 1000 
Committee 

Jerry Poslusny, COlnplre 
Plan Update 

Dave Woodward, 
Homeowners ""''''''V\,;'UH,'VH 

Jim Howe, The 
Conservancy 

Paula Smith, County 
Soil 

Doug Fox, 
Jennifer Josiah, 

The Town of would also like to ... v, ...... y acknowledge the contributions of 

Use 
College 

AICP, Nicholas and the students Environmental 
Workshop of the State of New York 

'~VJ'UU"'U'<U Science and New York. 
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Statement of Purpose 

It is the purpose of this Open Space Inventory to update the current Town of Penfield 
Open Space Index. This report contains a series of updated maps that are intended to be 
used for land use planning and policy decisions by various boards, committees and staff 
of the Town of Penfield. The information herein has been compiled from a variety of 
sources and by a number of groups and individuals. 

It is recognized that as a community grows and develops, its open spaces become more 
precious. By providing an inventory of available open space, a community is better able 
to prepare for the future needs and desires of its residents. This report is intended to 
serve as a continuing reference guide, requiring periodic updates. 

This information is also intended to act as a basis for further studies, recommendations 
and policy decisions of the town. 
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Existing ......., ................ 

,.,~' .. ~LLL of existing land use complex. (Figure 1) 
western portion of the town is developed. This is 

~ .. ,., .. ""u .... u concentration occurs. Appropriately, this is where the "" .... "t" ... u 

available. Lands east ofNYS are generally more sparsely 
this is where the heaviest concentration agricultural uses occurs. 

iJ ..... ,"'u~ of development has closely followed 
Plans of the town. The has been primarily 
the town's population and areas within a reasonable surrounding 

are presently five main centers in Penfield. Starting in the 
Boulevard corridor of retail and 

"'nXu.H''''~ commercial area 
StreetIBlossom Road. 

area is a of historic 
commercial uses, divided by a 

commercial area is located at the i ..... t,,,'I'c!I"' ... t, 

441 and NYS Route 250. 

highway. An actively 
of two main state highways; 

The town limited area where light uses occur. These uses can be 

will occur. 

1 

southwest comer of the town, .... __ .. ./ along NYS Route 441. Based upon 
,.01· .... ,,..+-0,, ... "" it is unlikely that '"5.HU',",''''''' to this land use category 

a summary of 9 
~UL,","'''''~ by the assessor. 
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Town of Penfield 
September 7,1999 

Land Use 

2000 
~ 

Transportation Services 
Utilities 

N 

+ o 2000 4000 Feet 

NoIe: Land use codes were last updated by the Town of Penfield 
Assessors Office in January, 1999, and may not reflect cwrent use. 

The Town of Penfield cenifies th8llhii GIS documcra is a digital reprochJ.ction of a map 
cr data coUected in-home by the Town ofPenneld for the convenience of and use by the 
Public and' TO'9.T1 Stair. The Town of Penfield <iDes: nOl make any representations. 
expressed orimplJed, a.g to Uu accuracyofrw:h :rt.Cord(s). The Town of Penfield. its 
Agents and EmpJoytL:l,. shall nO( be mponsible or liable for any damages OrarlY nature 
Mlilsoevtr fOJ eno.1'1 and/or omissioN, ifany. rela:ing lo or contained within such map. 

FIGURE 1 



Environmental 

vlrorunelnta Protection Overlay Districts 

The Town has made strides in identifying and protecting a number 
natural that are important to this community. warrant special 
consideration by way of their value, sensitivity and functional value 

town and its i"'''iU,""Ln". 

As Penfield continues to development pressures on natural assets are 
becoming town has mapped these areas, known as Envirorunental I:'rcne(;ncm 
Overlay Districts (EPODs) and has incorporated regulatory ordinances to guide 
development the preservation of the of these The legislation has 
been implemented by town to regulate certain activities these EPODs can found 
in Article of Chapter 29, the Zoning Ordinance the Town of Penfield. Currently the 
town has (5) 

Steep Slopes (Figure 2) 
This changes in topography of 15% or greater. 

located in western portion of the along the 
Irondequoit Creek vaHey and proximity to the Irondequoit shoreline. 
These areas are usually heavily wooded and are underlain with erosive soils. 
Maintenance fragile vegetative cover and thin layer of topsoil on these 
slopes is critical preservation of these natural features. 

2) 
as an agricultural community, has over 

through residential, commercial and industrial development. Areas which were 
not readily conducive to these types of activities historically have been left in a 

encouraging the growth of mature trees. Typically, these woodlands 
occur in areas of wetlands and steep slopes, but also exist where farming activities 
have abandoned or reduced. The town mapped its woodlots 5 acres or 
more areas as in of further reduction without 
additional protection. provided by wooded areas include wildlife habitat, 
groundwater recharge, aiding levels in developing areas, stabilization of 
soils and aesthetic value as a visual resource. By incorporation woodland 
EPOD, the town has instituted strict regulatory guidelines intended to preserve the 
integrity of this resource. 

Wetlands 3) 
Wetlands are areas where groundwater levels approach or cover the of 
land. The amount of water coverage varies from standing water to sel:lsonal 
flooding to spongy soils. Wetlands are generally identified vegetation, but the 
presence of certain soil types and water regime can also be identifying factors. 
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The Town of Penfield certifies that this GIS Map Record named Stoep Slopes and Wood Lolli, part of 
project OpenSpace.apr, is a digital reproduction ofa map or data collected in-house by the Town of 
Penfield for the c:onvenienoe of and use by the Public and Town Staff. The Town of Penfield does not 
make any represenlations, expressed or implied, as to the accuracy of such record(,). The Town of 
Penfield, iill Agent. ond Employees, shall not be responsible or liable for any damages of any nature 
whatsoever for error.; and/or omissions, if any, relating to or contained within such map. 

~ ~ 

A 
~ 

~ 

Figure 2 



Town of Penfield recognizes the value of wetlands as 
!.J Provide natural flood control by detaining/retaining stormwater runoff; 
!.J Provide water quality benefits by trapping silt and sediment and 

filtering pollution from stormwater; 
!.J Assist in recharging groundwater resources; 
!.J Provide natural wildlife habitat 
!.J Provide natural 

Wetland regulation is currently provided at in 
Anny Corps of Engineers regulates federal wetlands by 
can vary in down to than one acre. Mapping assistance 
provided by the U.S. of the on the National Wetland 

specific determinations based on criteria are 
for actual federal wetland delineation. The New York State Department 

of Environmental ConServation (NYSDEC) regulates wetlands that are 12.4 acres 
or wetlands entail a 100 food 
area outside of wetland that are regulated. Town also 
has permit authority over the state-regulated wetlands and adjacent areas through 

EPODs. 

Floodplains 4) 
Floodplains are low areas to streams, lakes and that tend to flood 
during heavy periods of precipitation. These lands provide storage of floodwaters 
and the protection of these areas is critical to minimize to 
health, safety and welfare ofthe population. Floodway floodplain 

the Town of Penfield been by the Federal .... n"I."rm"n 

(FEMA) for all of the major watercourses and Irondequoit 
Bay. These maps provide geographical assistance in determining where the areas 
are most likely to flood under certain rainfall conditions. 

Watercourses 4) 
Watercourses collect convey water flows within a ITPr,ITT"'''''' 

defined drainage basin or watershed. These environmentally areas are 
closely related to floodplains and wetlands and are affected by many of the same 
conditions. The prime ofthe Watercourse EPOD is preservation 
water abilities the creeks and ditches of the town. Hydraulic 

of the watercourse is dependent upon a of including 
of slope of the channel, size/width channel, obstructions as 

vegetation, rocks, fallen inappropriately sized culverts, etc. 
are also susceptible to the erosive of moving water. Town of 

"'UJ"""U has instituted a Watershed Management Committee to monitor effects 
and impacts on the town's of drainage. 

7 



~ 
Town of Penfield 

Open Space 
Inventory 

May 26,1999 

State and 
Federal 

Wetlands 
E2Zl State Wetlands 
g Federal Wetlands 
_ Water Features 
/\/Streams 
N Roads 
NTown Line 

N 

W*E 

S 

2000 o 2000 4000 Feet 

Note' This map represenlS NYSDEC wetlands and map. of tho NBlior.al Wetland Inventory. Other 
wetlands may exist that are not 9hown on this series. 

Th. Town of Penfield certifies that this GIS Map Record named Stue and Federal Wetlands, part of project 
OpenSpace.apr, is a digital reproduction of. map or data collected in-house by the Town of Penfield 
for tho convenience of and use by the Public and Town Staff. The Town of Penfield does not make any 
repre.entations, expressed or implied, as to the accuracy of such record(. ) The Town of Penfield, its 
Agents and Employees, ,hall not be responsible or liable for any damag .. of any nature whatsoever 
for errQJ"l and/or omissions. if any, relating to or contained within such map. 

;; 

Figure 3 
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The Town of Penfield certifies that this GIS Map Record named Floodplains and WatercoW1les, part of 
project OpenSpa"".apr, is a digital reproduction of a map or data coUected in-house by the Town of 
Penfield for the convenience of and use by the Public and Town Staff. The Town of Penfield does not 
make any representation!, e:q>res,od or implied, os to the accwacy of such ,"oord(. ). The Town of Penfield, 
ill! Agents and Employees, shaU not be responsible Dr liable for any damages of any nature whatsoever 
for erron andior omissions, if any, relating to Dr contained v.;thin such map. 

Figure 4-



Soils 

,",U.U,",l'-' has a of geologic features. Interesting structures 
have played an important role the development of local soil characteristics and 

contours. Bedrock, in the form Lockport Dolomite, 
,"-,Ulnv'u Series, Medina and is predominantly 

deposits Penfield. 

For the purpose this inventory discussion, overlying soils will 
(6) general are groups of soils have ""11eA1<'-1 

v ..... ",,. ..... .., .... into a association or soil 
area. will as to slope, stoniness and 
vHJ'CHU'H but generally have the same characteristics. Soil Association 
Map prepared for the Town of Penfield is included as 5 and is to be 
as a broad guide to composite soil patterns. More soil information 
can be obtained from Soil Monroe County, New York and ultimately 
from data collection appropriate. 

Well to somewhat poorly drained 
level to moderately sloping 

Penfield. The "Unnamed Series" refers to a series found in 
which to unique characteristics as of the printing of 

Geology and Soil Interpretation was awaiting a name 
classification from the United Department Agriculture. This 

v'"'" ......... " ... the Series as well as Ontario, 
has some areas depth to rock can be 

less than four feet. Unnamed consists of medium textured 
glacial till soils which are well to moderately well drained occur on 
';>'Vi...,,",,,, of fifteen percent. Appleton consists 
medium textured, somewhat poorly glacial soils occupy 

areas. 

Ontario - Hilton Association: Well to moderately well drained glacial till 
on nearly level to moderately sloping terrain. 

association approximately 25% of land area in 
Penfield. This association is up principally Ontario 
Hilton Other dominant soils previously described 
Unnamed Appleton, Lamson and other poorly drained soils. 
association firmer subsoils containing more clay than Unnamed 

- Appleton Association. Some sloping areas this association 
susceptible to erosion, where unprotected. 
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Unnamed Series - Sun Association, (Moderately deep to bedrock): Moderately 
deep shallow, moderately well to poorly drained medium textured soils on 
nearly to terrain. 

association incorporates approximately of the land area 
Penfield. predominant soil are equally made up of the 

Series Sun Other include Hilton and a 
areas of poorly to poorly drained High water table and " .. T" ........ " 

drainage problems due to the impervious nature underlying rock are 
some of the problems of this association. 

fun .... Uln!>. poorly to moderately well 11",,,,,,,,,'11 

to gently sloping 

association incorporates approximately 7% of 
.l'UllU\.<V\.<',"- soils are the most dominant, with 

making up about 1/3 of this group. soils 
association include Canandaigua, Madalin, Hilton and Collamer. This 
association occurs mainly in western portion of Penfield and is 
characterized by periodic high water table Rhinebeck 
moderate slopes up to percent the soils. 

level to 

association incorporates approximately 11 % of the land area in 
VUJ""'lU. and unit comprised of Arkport, Dunkirk and Colonie IS 

the dominant type. These are well to and are 
'VV,HGLlU\J.l and Alluvial are found the western part 

"'.u, .... ,.."" .. near Irondequoit Bay Irondequoit along more 
are to water flooding. 

association incorporates approximately 1 0% land area 
Penfield. Poorly and very poorly drained comprise slightly than 

association. soils comprise approximately one-third 
association. Remaining soils include Appleton and Unnamed 
This is characterized by swampy conditions 

generally undeveloped. It is subject to ponding and 
table. 
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Bedrock Geology 

The classifications are explained starting from the Irondequoit Valley, 
running west to east through the town (Figure 6). age material is 
.uv.u ...... "'u in two the Silurian and the Silurian 

which are (408-438 million years 

valley, is Queenston 
and shale and 

''''''.,LVI£ is the Irondequoit (Sik) 

Continuing the next classification encountered is the Decew Dolostone and 
Rochester Shale (Sr), Silurian The next to 
Decew Dolostone Rochester covering most area is the Oak 
Orchard and Penfield Dolostone (Sf), also dating to the Silurian Period. The 

classification found in southeastern part of the town is the Vernon 
Formation which shale and dolostone and dates to the Silurian 
Period. 

The ongm occurs in parallel 
fonnations. The fonnations run east to west some 
classifications overlap. Most of the bedrock deposits are overlaid with glacial 
deposits, as identified in the soils section. There are bedrock outcroppings in 
the town. 

make Niagara lowest or \ .. 1\ .. ""u .... '" 

which is an argillaceous limestone or two upper 
are Lockport and Guelph Dolomite. The fonnation was basically l"1",,·<>t~·t1 
lime of corals and other reef-fonning in the {.Un, ..... ' .... 

the 
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Cultural Features 

Sites and 

Town is proud of heritage as a community with significant to the 
past. In dim recesses of pre-glacial time, a mighty river, the flowed 
north through our area and into a westward flowing river, 

When the massive Quebec glacier south over millenniums oftime and 
gradually receded, glacial drift the river south of here, forcing 
torrent to cut a new path - the Rochester canyon. 

The ancient vacated riverbed under the broad Irondequoit Valley, buried under 
several hundred of rock and glacial debris. Irondequoit a remnant stn~a:rJtl. 
follows course ofthe valley carved by prehistoric 

Lake Ontario, Irondequoit Bay had a important role the 
settlement of this country and were vital to the development of Penfield. of 

this natural travel route as France and pursued a 
trade with the Iroquois Indian Nations competed for control of their 

Robert Cavelier de came into 
seigneury on the S1. River 1669 looking for mi'OfDlatllon 
Indians. sought guides to take him into the interior of the country by way of the Great 

Trail that hoped would west to the "Sea of the South which separates this 
continent from China" (LaSalle by 1967). 

ert:aKlng, the Governor of New the Marquis de 
mounted a military expedition the Indians who were 

interfering with French trade. His army of several thousand men made up 
militia, French regulars, Colonial scouts and Indians hostile to the Senecas, bivouacked at 
Irondequoit on July 10th. Leaving a small contingent to guard boats and 
supplies, this huge traveled south along Irondequoit Valley, then turned east to 

Indian village (Ganondagan) near the present of Victor 
n""Trn'u .. n the of food and the houses. 

I-Ih"·I ..... '" and Gorham treatied with the Iroquois at Buffalo and purchased 
lying between Pre-emption Line and the Genesee River. The land was 

102 townships for 
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The Town of Penfield certifies that this 01S Map Record named Historic Sites and District! , part of 
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Tiffany 
Nettleton 
House 

Figure 7 



Township 13 (Penfield), was purchased 1790 by Jonathan of 
Vennont. Disappointed in the swampy, densely forested terrain and sick with a malarial 

illness, sold township. Ownership passed through several hands, and two 
parcels sold when, in 1795, Daniel a wealthy land owner 

merchant with homes in New Hudson, New York, began 
He was a member of the Association met in the 

'-'VA.i"""" i.LV",,,,,, at foot Wall to transact Marine insurance 
V.L"A"''''''' were located there, and ship arrivals and departures were daily. 

Undoubtedly decision to in these western lands was influenced by potential 
source of power in the falls area ofIrondequoit where it crosses the southwest 
comer oftown and the confluence ofthe creek with Irondequoit Bay and Ontario. 

Mr. had the township into farm and built a sawmill (1800), a 
grist mill (1803), and a mill (1814) on Irondequoit 
settlement. he accepted wheat and "well-fatted pork" 
payments. 

,-,V.LA..,A"""." had around 1800 at Upper Comers, the day 
Penfield Roads, but the Four grew more rapidly as it became a 

residential center and service area for the mills on the creek. 

Population in the town rapidly and reached 1,874 in 1814. It is interesting to note 
the future city had inhabitants 1812. rate of 

growth Penfield slowed after decades as milling were 
developed the the census stood at 4,905. However, 
when the of Webster was set off in 1 Penfield's population was to 
around 3,000. It at this for almost a century. 

established three (3) historic preservation districts. addition, 
there are many ,...,."LJ.L"'LLU1o. structures have received local and/or designation. 
(Table 1 and Figure 7) 
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Table 1 

DESIGNATED LANDMARK STRUCTURES IN THE TOWN OF PENFIELD 

FIRST HISTORIC PRESERVATION DISTRICT - Created 1974 

DESIGNATED LANDMARK STRUCTURES NOT WITHIN DISTRICT 

1689 Scribner Road Silas Higbie House 1835 1974 

2204 Five Mile Line Rd. Rich House 18 1974 
Dec. 30, 1987 NR 

1684 Scribner Road Luther Clark 1852 1 

1996 Penfield Road 1832 1975 

1828 1975 

1620 Qualtrougb Road 1832 1975 

1941 Penfield Road Brisee Tavern Stand 1 1976 

1720 Sweets Corners Road Tiffany Nettleton 1810 1977 

NR National Register Historic 

13 



SECOND HISTORIC PRESERVATION DISTRICT - Created 1977 
1862 -1895 Penfield Road 

BUILT 
1862 Penfield Road 1839 

• 1876 Penfield Road Fellows House 1868 

• 1880 Penfield Road 

1883 Penfield Road George Southworth ...... v ... ,," 1875 

• 1884 Penfield Road John Weaver 1832 

1895 Penfield Road Nelson Fullam 1835 

DESIGNATED 

1977 

1977 

1977 

1977 

1977 

1977 

"'ULJ''''~u. Road are preservation 
structures within an historic district, but not Landmarks. 

DESIGNATED LANDMARK STRUCTURES NOT WITHIN A DISTRICT 
1140 Whalen Road Harvey Whalen House 1875 1975 

922 Whalen Road The House 
William Gors 

2131 Five Mile Line Road 

1931 Mile Line Road House 

1363 Creek at Plank Rd. Dayton's Comers School 

2040 Penfield Road The 

1960 Clark Road The 
(Shadow Pines Restaurant) 

1932 Five Mile Line Road The Bush-Fellows House 

2701 Penfield Road Stephen Phelps Home 

14 

1835 

1804 

1 

c. 1850 

c. 1832 

1821 

1814 

5,1994 NR 

1 
1978NR 

1981 

1982 
Mar. 31, 1994 NR 

1983 

1986 

1 
July 1994 

March, 1995 NR 



THIRD HISTORIC PRESERVATION DISTRICT Created 1987 

This District extends from 1931-2212 Mile Line Road - From the north side of 
Whalen Road-Five Mile Line Road intersection southward to the PenfieldlPerinton 
Town Line, and includes all properties within 200' east west of Five Mile Line 
Road. It includes five Designated Penfield Landmarks, three of which are also on the 
national Register of Historic Places. (See above list) 

NR - National 

By our outstanding natural resources of water visible 
history exemplified in our built environment we maintain our "''''''U'''J and enhance the 
quality life that is so apparent so important to 

15 
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Public/Private Recreation and Parks 8) 

Existing Recreational Opportunities 

County Park Locations 
The County Monroe has 

the Town of Penfield. 
.u ......... ,'''u over two located wholly or 

Ellison Park contains 447 acres, of which approximately two-thirds are 
the remainder are along Irondequoit at western 
the town, Ellison Park serves metropolitan area as well as Penfield residents. 
Facilities are available and are maintained both active and recreation. 

the town is Irondequoit Park East. This primarily 
county contains 182 acres along eastern shore of 

The park contains a hiking trail. 

Town Park Locations 
The largest park owned by the town is the Town Hall This ninety-three (93) acre 

adjacent to town hall (3 Atlantic is located at 
the town. Facilities are available are maintained for 

Harris Whalen Park is a acre park that serves as a for townwide activities. 
Approximately (31) acres of the park are developed. Ten acres are woodland, 
leaving acres available for future development. water tower a radio tower are 
located at the comer of park. Vehicular and pedestrian accesses are from 
2130 Penfield Road (NYS Route 441). Facilities are and are maintained 
both active recreation. 

Linear Park consists of forty acres along Irondequoit Creek in the southwestern comer of 
town located on Linear Drive. Its to the indicates a potential for 

cormelctlcm by to Park to the north eventually to Irondequoit Bay and to 
Spring Park beyond to Erie Canal The of Linear is 
adjacent to an area of historic value as many used the water of Irondequoit Creek 
for power. The creek embankment has recently undergone stabilization and there is a 
possibility that trails will be extended from park to the Comers area. 

,"-,'lH1\",;;) are available and are both recreation. 

Greenwood Park is a twenty acre park that is on the northwest comer 
Scribner Roads in the northwestern portion ofthe town. Facilities are available 

are maintained both active and passive recreation. No facilities are available 
at this 
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PubliclPrivate Recreation and Parks (Figure 8) 

Existing Recreational Opportunities 

County Park Locations 
County of Monroe has ........ _n".'Vu over two parks located wholly or partly 

within Town of Penfield. 

Ellison Park 447 acres, of which approximately two-thirds are in Penfield and 
remainder are in Located Irondequoit Creek at western edge of 

Ellison Park serves the larger metropolitan area as well as residents. 
are available and are maintained for both paSSIve rec:re~ltlcm 

located 
undeveloped county 
Irondequoit Bay. 

Town Park Locations 
The largest by the town is ninety-three (93) acre 
park adjacent to the town hall (3100 Atlantic Avenue) is located at 

town. Facilities are available and are for both paSSIve 

Harris Whalen is a 44.9 acre that serves as a for townwide activities. 
Approximately (31) acres of are developed. acres are woodland, 

four acres future A water tower a radio tower are 
located at the northeastern comer of the park. Vehicular and pedestrian accesses are from 
2130 Road (NYS Route 441). Facilities are and are for 
both active and recreation. 

Creek southwestern comer of 
Drive. Its to the creek a potential for 

connection by trails to Ellison to the north eventually to Irondequoit to 
Spring and beyond to Canal in Perinton. site of ........ ,,"' ..... 
adjacent to an area of historic value as mills used the water ofIrondequoit 

power. The embankment has rec~entl undergone and there is a 
that trails to the Four area. 

... "'._l .. 2\.O are available and are maintained for both and passive recreation . 

Greenwood is a twenty acre park that is located on 
and Scribner ... ""'-'."-..... "" northwestern portion of the town. 
are maintained for both and passive No sanitary are available 
at 
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Cemeteries 
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The Community on an 
Road behind and adjacent to School. The Community houses 
many opportunities recreation, including a senior and activity room, a 
local history room, a gymnasium with a a children's play area. The . 
Community IS the home Penfield Public and a office of 

New York Police. Several town administration and the Penfield 
located building. 

Dayton's School is a renovated one room school built 1857 on a two 
acre site, and was acquired by the town from the Webster Central School District to 

"in a manner consistent with the protection, preservation, enhancement of the 
school house as an historic building representing the function of the building as a 
19th school " 

Other 
Town of Penfield has a number of privately owned recreational opportunities that are 

available to the pUblic. Among these are golf courses, and 
privately owned preserves. 

IJ Big Driving is located at the of Panorama South 
Washington Street. Seventeen (1 of its approximately twenty (20) acres are in 
Penfield. It contains a golf driving and facility. 

IJ The Penfield Country Club is a private and is located on a 190 acre near the 
center of Penfield at 1784 Road. Country Club courts, an 
Olympic-size sw:iffilmnlg an 18-hole golf course. 

IJ Shadow Golf and Club open to public on a daily and seasonal 
basis and is on 110 acres at 1850 Five Mile Road. include 

courts and an 18-hole conventional golf course and a 9-hole executive course. 

IJ Shadow Golf is open to the public and is 1Uv£U"'U. on 220 acres at 600 
Whalen Road. It offers an I8-hole course, a range, a teaching 
facility. 

IJ The View on a seventy-two acre adjacent to 
Irondequoit Bay in the northwest comer ofthe town. 

facilities that are a with two v .. , ..... "'''-J.,.U 

an indoor/outdoor swimming pool, and exercise and weight rooms. 

Swim Club, near Brook Hill Apartments, iV'vQ.L\;;,U. on Penn Lane, directly 
Panorama Plaza and along Irondequoit provides an outdoor 

that is accessible by members the swim club only. 
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o Camp Haccamo is a day camp that is ""'-'L .... "', ..... by Rotary of Monroe 
serves handicapped from County area. It is located in the 

part of the and is accessible Panorama The 
a small lake with 

play equipment. 

o Genesee League is a facility that is at 1570Penfield 
The League a clubhouse, a pavilion with facilities, 

children's equipment, a course, a 200 yard with 
eleven indoor and pistol ranges, a trap range, and trails. 

o 1 Fairport Nine 
mtlersectlon of Route 1. Center offers 

programs. 

o The Outlet Gun Club is located just east of 
The Club a large and a skeet "H~JVLj'H 

o The Racquet Club is >v ... ' ....... 'u at 667 Panorama Trail West near 
intersection of Penfield Road. racquetball an 
indoor swimming pool, saunas, facilities. 

o County Authority owns a 130 acre parcel at the northwest 
intersection Road (NYS 441) and Watson-Hulbert 

Road near the town's eastern The MCWA a portion 
property to the town recreational use. The land appears well suited for 
recreational development, particularly athletic fields. It is somewhat 
remote from the and anticipated near popUlation 

o The Acre Swamp is a regulated wetland area that is centrally located 
within the town and is accessible Jackson It offers unique potential 

open space, nature study, and forms of passive recreation. 
Approximately 350 total 650 acres that comprise the swamp been 

by The Nature which anticipates continued acquisition in the 
and boardwalks provide access to approximately one of the 

Acre been active 
The committee of volunteers works with The Nature Conservancy is 

responsible for trail and construction, land protection, public education, fund 
promotion valuable asset. 
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o Sewage Treatment Number 3 is a deactivated treatment plant on a 
acre site and is located adjacent to access road into Irondequoit Bay East at 
the of Smith Road (off Boulevard). It currently serves as a ,,,,,,,uu,,,,.uu,,,,,,, 
facility the Penfield Sewer Its location at the entrance to county 
park use when additional recreational facilities 
are developed at Irondequoit Bay East. Access is difficult and there is limited 
land immediately adjacent to the plant. The Long Facilities and 
Planning Committee has recommended selling property, presumably to Momoe 

as soon as Sewer can be accommodated at the Highway 
Garage location at 1607 Road. 

o southern and eastern shores ofIrondequoit Bay border the Town 
two miles of bay shoreline within Penfield. Slopes the eastern shore are 

generally steep. wetland is located at bay's southern The bay is four 
long and width varies from one quarter to three quarters of a Northern pike, 
large mouth bass, bullhead, and other species swim in bay. Pollution levels have 

reduced over although much to done to the bay. 
L>."~JU"'- the shoreline, recreational and other types have been 
developed. include Bay View YMCA Irondequoit Bay East. 
Momoe County a master for the range development use 
the park and the bay. The Towns of Penfield and Irondequoit 

prepared an inter-municipal for development the lands along the 
southern shoreline of Irondequoit known as the LaSalle's LJU"U",,}', 

.:.LLlU" •. H .. \.J for multiple use development of the area a coordinated and 
manner. Of specific in planning for and 
are proposals the shoreline. 

Boardwalks and overlooks at appropriate locations would connect Irondequoit 
Parks East and West Ellison and the along Irondequoit 
Additional and walkways are proposed. Public access to the a 
walkway over Boulevard, and canoeing access are proposed in context with 
appropriate development. 

Schools (Figure 8) 

Town of Penfield is primarily served by two public school districts, 
School (PCSD) Webster Central District (WCSD). two 

cover over 98% the Town of Penfield and half 
along a highly east-west border which lies between and 
Plank: Road. The balance is divided between a small section the extreme southwest 
corner the town, which is in the Pittsford Central School District and a somewhat 

irregular area central eastern of Penfield, which is by Wayne 
School District. 
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Penfield Central School District (PCSD) 

Although in area accounts approximately 
of total enrollment school-age in the 

Penfield, approximately 80% 
of Penfield one of the 

SIX in the district: 

CI Cobbles 140 Gebhardt Road 
School - Penfield Road 

CI Road Elementary School 1750 Scribner 
CI Landing School North Landing Road, Town 
CI Bay Trail Middle School Scribner Road 
CI Penfield School- School (off Five Mile Road) 

Webster Central School District (WCSD) 

The Central School District seven elementary schools, two middle 
schools, and one school. a result of the recent bond 1998, some vU'"'UF.'"o 

list will forthcoming in 2000. The current schools are as follows: 

CI DeWitt Road Elementary School DeWitt Road 
CI Klem North Elementary School 1 
CI Klem Elementary School 
CI Plank Road Elementary - 705 Road 
CI Road South Elementary School- 715 Plank Road 
CI Road School 1548 Schlegel 
CI State Road Elementary School- 1401 Road 

Avenue 
CI Mile Line Road 

CI Webster School Ridge Road 

Of the facilities list above, Plank Road North and Road Elementary Schools 
are located in Town of It is to note that Road 

is 100% comprised of Penfield No administrative or 
support facilities of the WCSD are located 

Private Schools 
schools grades through 12 operate town. are: 

CI G. Finney School- 2070 Five Mile 
CI New Covenant Christian School- 2070 
CI Penfield Nursery School & KlrldeJr!!aJLten 
CI Rochester School 260 Embury 
CI Joseph School- 39 Gebhardt (Grades 
CI Bible Church - 1 Point Road 

'UIU .... ''"'O K-12) 
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combined enrollment schools is just under 1 The locations of these 
schools are scattered throughout the and southern-most parts of town. 

8) 

It is surprising that a town size of Penfield so cemeteries. largest 
is Oakwood located at the southwest corner Whalen Road 

Baird Road. many of the town's pioneers, including Daniel 
Penfield. The grave is that of Daniel Penfield's miller, John Strowger, 

died September 8, 1812. 

The next cemetery is Smith Drive, near Wayne 
County line. has about 300 the grave belongs to Bethuel, of 
James Smith, who died on January 24, 1821. Oakwood and are the 
only two receiving burials today. 

other are no longer open to burials. is located at the 
northwest corner of and about 250- 300 graves. 
There are two burial plots that are known and may be others that 

but no records are known. first is referred to as the Griswold and is 
located approximately 1991 is the graveyard of early 
members of the family. is Johnson family plot, north of the 
bend Whalen Road, beside Shadow Pines course. 
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Scenic Views and Vistas 

Beauty is in the eye of the beholder! What is it that makes a specific area a scenic 
viewpoint? The resource should exhibit a natural or man-made feature that provides 
positive stimulation, holds the viewers attention and commands attention of the viewing 
public. This definition helps identify what may be considered an important visual 
resource. The viewpoint is where the specific resource may be viewed from. 

The Town of Penfield has designated four specific Scenic Views and Vistas. These lie 
within the Local Waterfront Revitalization Program limits, in proximity to Irondequoit 
Bay and are specifically identified in the LWRP, adopted by the Town of Penfield on 
July 3, 1991 (see figure 9). They are all located on private property and are listed in no 
particular order of importance: 

A The view of the City of Rochester skyline as seen from the Skyline 
Subdivision, located south and west of Littlewood Lane. This 
view is from the 455 foot elevation, approximately 210 feet above 
the bay and provides a panoramic view of the city. 

B An area accessible from Empire Blvd., directly west of Manse 
Lane, a view through the treetops of a wooded area overlooking 
the south end ofIrondequoit Bay. This is provided at an elevation 
between 350 and 400 feet above sea level. 

C Another area on the bay side of Empire Blvd., directly east of the 
marina, provides a nice view of the south end of the bay and the 
western shoreline. This vantage point is approximately 100 feet 
above the water level. 

D The final location identified is on the overlooking bluff at the 
northern end of Old Westfall Drive. This location provides a very 
scenic view northward down the length of Irondequoit Bay. The 
Route 104 bridge is visible from this location. 

Potential scenic viewpoints have been identified using topographic elevation information, 
major road accessibility and woodland cover. The four potential sites are also shown on 
figure 9 and are identified as: 

1 Located off Five Mile Line Road near Plank Road 

2 Located on NYS Route 250, immediately south of Atlantic Avenue 

3 Located on Penfield Road at Harris Road 

4 Located on Penfield Road approximately 12 mile east of Salt Road. 
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addition to those listed there are several areas that provide a Vlew m 
an attractive setting and are readily accessible to public. It is expected as this 
document is reviewed updated, this list may increase. It is not intended to be 
exclusive. The locations and views have identified to date include: 

5 The Park located on north of Browncroft 
Blvd., between Scribner and Qualtrough Road 

viewer with a serene setting along a busy highway 

6 reaches Park cornrn.an(]s 
miles to the south and southeast 

7 Westbound of Browncroft Blvd., at approximately 
location of Alta Vista provides a motorist a breathtaking 
VIew City skyline 

8 The crest of the on Sweets Comers Road between Road 
Road provides a very scenic view in all directions 
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Agriculture 

The Town of Penfield's has a long history of being an active 
predominant land use has slowly evolved from agriculture to 
experiencing non-farm growth on agricultural lands at a quickening pace. 
agricultural district program was established in late 1970's as part of 

and Markets the number of farms 
ecn~aSllll!!. the market of 

The 

certified 
New York 

has 

products have experienced slight increases. appears to reflect trends in areas near 
population centers. Preservation of viable agricultural activities has been an on-

going of the town the last several decades, meeting with varied success. 

An agricultural importance a number of 
reasons. are businesses. When these farmlands will in 
agricultural production. local community 
production, jobs, demands on and also the open 

farmlands provide. where these farmlands are how they are being 
a!t!~ctf:a by local, regional and state land use important information 
for future of a community. It is not the intention of this inventory report to provide 
recommendations of how farmlands and other open spaces in should 
preserved. Rather, it is intended to become a part foundation upon which such 
recommendations could based the 

Agricultural District 

Monroe County Agricultural and Farmland Protection Plan (March, 1999) lU."llUJ,LVw 

Northeaster Agricultural #3 10) as having a economic viability. 
establishment of a certified agricultural permits a local assessor to provide 

to lands which qualify the Qualifications 
to 10 acres produce an of$10,000 in 

for the two years. reduced assessment applies to land value 
upon soil type. Stiff penalties are also encountered for conversion ofthis land to 
development. 

Agricultural districts many of protection for notice 
requirements when development is proposed in or near agricultural districts, 

current use-value right-to-farm provisions to protect against nuisance 
complaints and coordination with local and land use decision making. 
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Soil classes have been established to reflect agricultural on a scale of one to ten. 
is based upon the New State Agricultural Land Classification for Monroe 

This scale one as best quality and as the 
worst. agricultural values have been summarized graphically in the 
Planning Reference Guide, Town of Penfield, New York, and are shown on 11. 

Soil Class =[ Acres per Class 
1 1003.8 
2 7899.3 
3 1915.? 
4 1304.1 
5 4583.4 
6 256.4 
7 3084.9 
8 687.8 
9 2619.1 
10 626.6 

Farms 

1 0 identifies the location of active faImland. infoImation was obtained by 
Department of Agriculture aerial photos (1998) and infoImation obtained the 

vu •.• "'JJ .... Active faIming on any may due to a number of 
Figure 10 is intended to 1998 and 1999 fanning 

Monroe County Agricultural and Farmland Plan, March, 1 
surveyed various fanning activities across Monroe County. A 
approximate locations of those activities as they relate to other fanning activities in 
county. 
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Soil Conservation Service, United Department Agriculture, Geology and 
Soil Interpretation Town of Penfield, Monroe County, in 
cooperation with the County Council and Monroe 
County Soil and Water Conservation District, March, 1995 

Soil Conservation Service, United Department Agriculture, Survey 
Monroe County, New York, cooperation with University 

"'-_,., ... ...,"' ..... "' ... Station, March, 1 

Fox, Douglas, Draft Generic Environmental Impact Statement for Proposed 
Incentive Zoning Law of the Town of Penfield, Monroe County, 
September, 1994 

SUNY College of Environmental Science and Forestry, Syracuse York, 
Planning Reference Guide, Town of Penfield, New York, March 1999 

UV.J.J. ... "'VH, ... .",""U""C!H" Wilcox, Penfield's Past, 1810- 1960, VUl.L"'"'J", Press, 
Inc. 1960, republished in 1 and 1989. 

Frank, Maude, Penfield Town Historian, personal interviews and reports, 1999 

Kotz Associates, Parks and Recreation .irA ..... ,.'"" Plan 1995 

Town of Penfield, Draft Comprehensive Plan Update, May, 1999 

..I.T.J. .... 'u .... 'v County Agricultural Farmland Protection Board, IWn.,.,..F'O County 
Agricultural and Farmland Protection Plan, March, 1999 

Spiegel, Michael Town of Penfield Exemption Summaries, 1997 
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Appendix A 

Excerpt from 
Monroe County Agricultural and 

Farmland Protection Plan 
March, 1999 
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Map 6 

Distribution of Farms 

Map Cn:ated By: Mc.moe County Dept ofPlaming and. JJoewlopmmt. July 1998 
J.:tiICaSoon:e: July. 1m RPS l'I1rcd R.econb ~ by RPrS. 
Mmroe County does DOt 'W"IUT'IInt the co~ or-x.r otthb 
daIa, or_:my ~Wty for any expi1dt ortmpUed Il'iIa. 
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Based on parcels being class coded as agricultural (100 
acreage, land value, and value of land and buildings. 
agricultural parcels which account for 111,654 acres 

Table 8 

farmland was classified by 
indicated Table 8, there are 1.864 

farmland. 

Municipalities Ranked by Agricultural Parcel Acreage 

Source: July. 1997 RPS parcel records maintained by RPTS. 

Based on total figures by municipality, Table 8 indicates an ordinal ranking by acreage. The 
municipality with the is Hamlin with acres. The Towns of Riga. 
Wheatland and Parma range from approximately 13,600 acres to 10,600 acres respectively. 
Towns of Rush, Ogden, Chili, Mendon, Clarkson, Penfield range 9,200 to 100 acres. 
Sweden, Pittsford, Henrietta, Greece. Perinton, and Webster range from 3,700 to 1,500 acres. 
The Town of Brighton has acres, while Gates has 29 acres and Irondequoit has 
approximately acres coded as agricultural. 

As indicated in Table 9, land values appeared to positively related 
to total agricultural acreage but not strongly associated. The Towns of Penfield, Mendon, Ogden, 
Pittsford, Greece, Rush, and Riga in land values from $19 million to $10.5 million. The 
Towns of Wheatland, Chili, Brighton, Hamlin, Webster and Clarkson ranged from $8.5 million 
to million. The Towns of Henrietta, Sweden, and from $485,000 to 
$157,000, while Gates and Irondequoit were under $37,500. 
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Source: July. 1997 RPS parcel records maintained by RPTS. 
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In tenns total agricultural land value per town, the Towns of Penfield, Ogden, and Mendon 
ranged from $26 million to $22.7 million. The Towns of Riga. Rush. Pittsford. Greece, 
Wheatland, Chili, and Hamlin ranged from $17 million to $11 million. The Towns of Brighton, 
Webster, Clarkson, and Parma, ranged from $8 million to $1 million. The Towns of Perinton. 
Henrietta, Sweden, Gates, and Irondequoit ranged from $435.000 to $42,000. 

In an attempt to associate land values with acreage, Table 10 was created based on agricultural 
land values to better capture the value acre of farmland in each town. 

TabJe 10 
Municipalities Ranked by Land Value Per Acre of Fannland 

towns did not use full value assessment as of the 1997 RPS data file (as of 1998 Parma has gone to full 
assessment). 
2Assessor's estimate of full value (Nathan personal communication, 06/03/98). 
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Field Crops. The distribution of farms coded as field crops is shown on Map This is the 
largest classification in terms of number of acres, accounting for 43.28 percent of the total 
agricultural acreage. This appears to be the predominant land use classification throughout the 
County and is widely distributed throughout the County except for the Towns of Irondequoit. 
Brighton and Gates. The Towns of Wheatland. Hamlin. and Parma range from 8,500 to 4,700 
acres (Table 11). The Towns of Rush, Chili, Riga. Penfield. Ogden, Mendon. Henrietta. 
Clarkson. Sweden. and Pittsford range from 3,800 acres to 2,000 acres. The Towns of Webster 
and Greece have 870 and 784 acres, while Perinton only 97 acres. 

Table 11 

Municipalities Ranked by Acreage in Field Crops 

13.59 

9.84 

7.87 

7.58 

25 
30 

41 

713 

Source: July, 1997 RPS records maintained by 
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Livestock and Products. large category totals 174 parcels (Table 12) accounting for 10.19 
percent of the agricultural Map 8 shows location of livestock products 
fanns. 

This category was fonned by combining the following class codes: 111 - poultry and poultry 
products: chickens, turkeys. ducks and 112 - dairy products: milk. butter and cheese; 
1 - cattle. calves. hogs; 114 - and wool; 1 - honey and beeswax; 116 - other 
livestock; donkeys, goats; and 117 - horse fanns. 

By acreage and number of parcels. most of the livestock operations are located the western 
half of the County, west of the Genesee River. The most significant source of acreage is located 

Town of Panna and accounts for over 2,800 acres. The Towns of Hamlin, and 
Clarkson range between 1,862 and 1.000 acres. The rest of the towns in the County range from 
765 acres to 53 acres, with Gates and Irondequoit having none. 

Table 12 

20 

21 

16 

16 

9 

3 

7 

9 

2 

9 

4 

3 

4 

4 

2 

° 
o 
o 

° 
Source: July. 1997 RPS parcel records maintained by RPTS. 
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Agricultural Vacant Land. The distribution of this category is shown by town on Map 9. This 
classification consists of 804 parcels (Table 13) which account for 39.01 percent of the total 
agricultural acreage. The Towns of Riga. Hamlin, Ogden, and Mendon range from 8.500 to 
5,200 acres. whereas the Towns of Rush, Chili. Wheatland, Perinton, Penfield. and Parma 
from 4,700 to 1,400 acres. The Towns of Sweden, Webster, Clarkson, Greece, Brighton, and 
Pittsford range from 786 to 168 acres. The Towns of Irondequoit and Gates do not have any land 
classified as agricultural vacant. 

Table 13 

Municipalities Ranked by Agricultural Vacant Acreage 

88 

115 12.20 

99 11.99 

71 10.98 

66 8.68 

62 7.02 

39 4.50 

38 

27 

13 

8 507.91 1.17 

7 354.25 0.81 

7 269.61 0.62 

8 169.06 0.39 

4 168.51 0.39 

1 112.34 0.26 

804 100.00 

Source: July, 1997 RPS parcel records maintained by RPTS. 
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~~~~~~~~:..:.. This category includes property class codes 150, crops; 15 I, 
Apples, peaches, cherries. etc.; 152, Vineyards; and 160, other fruits (strawberries, raspberries, 
etc.). distribution of and fruit crop farms is shown on Map 10. 

Sixty-nine parcels, accounting for 3.44 percent of the total agricultural acreage (Table 14), are 
classified as orchard and fruit crops. Generally. most orchard enterprises are apple orchards that 
are located in the north of the County, close to Lake Ontario. These operations run from 
west to east, with the largest concentration of orchards being in the Northwest section of the 
County. The Towns of Hamlin. Parma. Penfield. Clarkson. Ogden, and Sweden range 
from about 1,200 acres to 160 acres. The Town of Perinton has 23 acres. 

Table 14 
Municipalities Ranked by Acreage in Orchard & Fruit Crops 

18 23.95 

13 17.01 

6 8.23 

5 7.30 

7 7.09 

3 4.22 

1 0.61 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

100.00 
July, 1997 RPS parcel records maintained by 
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~~~~L...L..!~~~..L' Fifty-eight parcels account for 3.22 percent of the total agricultural 
acreage (Table 15). Most of this acreage located in the northwest section of the County with 
Clarkson, Panna, Greece Sweden ranging from 1,400 acres to 540 acres, respectively. The 
Towns of Penfield. Rush. Pittsford. and Chili range from 177 to 28 acres. The distribution 
truck crop fanns is shown on Map 11. 

Table 15 

Municipalities Ranked by Acreage in Truck Crops 

15.03 

4.94 

3.38 
_____ 1.99 

o 

58 100.00 

Source: July, 1997 RPS records maintained by RPTS. 

114 



11 

Truck 

N 

A 
Webster 

Sweden 
Ogden 

Penfield 

Riga Perinton 
Pittsford 

Henrietta 

'\VheatIand 

l\1endoD 

Legend 

II Truck Crop Farms 
,-..;' River 

llS 



~~~~~. Forty-six parcels, accounting for .86 percent of the total agricultural 
are in specialty fanns (Table ,16). The Towns Hamlin, Greece, Chili, Perinton, and Webster 

200 and 105 acres, respectively. The Towns of Penfield, Panna, Clarkson, Gates, 
Brighton, Henrietta. Mendon, and Irondequoit. range from 52 to eight acres, respectively. Most 
of the are spread evenly throughout the County as evidenced on Map 12. 

Table 16 
Municipalities Ranked by Acreage in Specialty Farms 

~~~~[-.• ' ,:,,', ',!R!'Iff lii " ~".;"";1$1. t' • 
". ~ v., , {. ,':' '" ~.,., •• ,~".Jr!t,~'0,:Q:,: ~?,. t /'~ .... ",. ~ ,'!"" j "~ -.-jf'''-~_" ,. 
~< ;;::/H<~~ ~" ~/'. :5 li .ij~~; ~=1~.:" ':;;;~~·h;(.,,,{~~~:~t~~~'·"'·,,:Ji;'~l~~, ~~;.(,:.,i)~ '~ :~~~~"'';'. 
}"J~~'Tl:,r"'Hl~:'i";~f: J f-'lr'i~_~i<I~~I;:'" d t, ,- "~J~.,,. 'Y~'" .,,< ,!\\'! ~ -' • ',', .. 
~~'£~~b" ~ "'-'Y~~~l~' t 

Hamlin I 199.80 20.74 

Greece 9 171.70 17.83 

Chili 5 144.36 14.99 

rerinton 4 134.45 13.96 

Webster 3 105.92 11.00 

Penfield 3 52.20 5.42 

Parma 3 42.10 4.37 

~Iarkson 1 29.70 3.08 

Gates 5 28.98 3.01 

Brighton 6 21.55 2.24 

Henrietta 3 16.85 1 75 

Mendon 1 8.05 0.84 

~rondequoit 2 7.60 0.79 

Rush 0 0 0 

Wheatland 0 0 0 

Sweden 0 0 0 

Ogden 0 0 0 

rittsford 0 0 0 

iRiga 0 0 0 

!Rochester 0 0 0 

~ast Rochester 0 0 0 

Total 46 963,26 100.00 

Source: July. 1997 RPS records maintained by RPTS. 
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Part One – Introduction 
 
 

 Statement of Purpose 

 
The Town of Penfield, in an effort to be prepared for the 21st century, needs to be mindful 
of the features that make Penfield unique and desirable.  It is with this premise that the 
Town pursues a preservation strategy for open space.  It is intended that this plan become 
a living document and tool for a structured implementation program that will preserve 
those areas that define the character of our community.  The recommendations contained 
herein are intended to be used in making sound land-use planning decisions at the local 
government level.  
 

This Penfield Open Space 
Plan is dedicated to 
continuing the spirit and 
legacy that has made 
Penfield a wonderful place to 
live and raise a family.  This 
plan provides a logical 
strategy for preserving the 
Town’s natural landscape, 
environmental features and 
residential/rural character.  It 
will help lay the foundation 
for a proud legacy to leave to 
future generations. 

 

     Goals 
 
During the development of the Town of Penfield 2000 Comprehensive Plan Update, the 
Town identified several goals that reflect the character and protective attitude of the 
community.  It is this list of goals that prompted the next logical step….development of 
an Open Space Inventory.  Once the inventory was completed…..once we knew what we 
had, we had to determine what we wanted to do with it!  These goals, which were the 
catalyst for this process include: 
 
 
KEY GOAL Preserve and protect the quality residential character of the Town of 

Penfield.  The Town of Penfield should remain a predominantly single 

family residential community and maintain the high standards of 

quality of life that are expected by its residents. 
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GOAL  Preserve the historical and architectural character of certain sites, structures and 
districts within the Town of Penfield; prevent impairment of or injury to their 
historical, architectural and cultural value to the community. 

 
GOAL  Maintain the town’s desirability as a residential community with high standards 

and attractive features that guide development and the preservation of open 
space.    

 
GOAL Protect and promote continued agricultural operations within the town. 
 
GOAL  Provide parks, recreational opportunities, and leisure services as necessary 

components of the social fabric and quality of life of the town and its residents.  
 

GOAL  Promote land use development patterns that respect environmentally sensitive 
areas. 

 
GOAL  Enhance, preserve and protect the overall functions and benefits derived from 

wetlands including the role of wetlands in the treatment and management of 
stormwater runoff throughout the town. 

 
GOAL  Preserve and protect steep slope areas in the town by ensuring that all 

development is consistent and compatible with the capabilities and limitations of 
the natural terrain and retain the natural character of unique and significant 
topographic features. 

 

GOAL  Preserve and protect natural wooded areas in the town for the benefits they 
provide as natural habitats, recreation lands, water management areas, and for 
their aesthetic effects. 

 
GOAL  Protect the health, safety, and welfare of the inhabitants of the town from 

hazards due to periodic flooding and prevent loss of property and potential loss 
of life in flood-prone areas. 

 
GOAL  Utilize town watercourses (and stream banks) to provide greater recreational 
    opportunities. 
 
GOAL  Preserve and protect natural functions of town watercourses. 
 

GOAL  Protect the rate and quality of runoff and the impact of development on the 
important natural resources that support wildlife, agriculture, recreation, and 
aquatic habitat within an overall watershed approach.   

 

GOAL  Provide a network of sidewalks and trail linkages for the safe use and enjoyment 
of pedestrians. 
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What is Open Space? 

 

This was the first question posed to the committee that developed this plan.  It generated 
a substantial amount of discussion and everyone had opinions.  There is a need to have a 
consensus on what we want to preserve, before it can be preserved. 
 
It is generally accepted that farmlands are an integral part of Penfield’s character.  We 
currently have about 5600 acres in the Agricultural District, and many more acres being 
actively farmed.  There is a strong sentiment by the community that substantial efforts are 
needed to maintain a healthy farming presence in Penfield.  The town has been 
supportive of the efforts of Monroe County through its Agricultural and Farmland 
Protection Plan.  Several recommendations are compatible with this plan.  Farmland 
preservation is addressed in Part Six of this plan. 
  
Penfield’s character is also framed by its substantial amount of natural areas.  The central 
focus revolves around the 1000 Acre Swamp, both environmentally and geographically.  
This area is a unique, sensitive ecosystem that is treasured by all who visit.  It is owned 
by The Nature Conservancy and monitored by a dedicated group of volunteers.  Penfield 
has numerous wetlands, substantial stands of mature trees, heavily wooded steep slopes, 
clean streams and a substantial amount of shoreline on Irondequoit Bay.  All of these 
features add to the quality of Penfield’s character. 

 
The existing public and private 
parks and recreational systems, 
including public and private school 
systems and golf courses provide 
facilities for a demanding suburban 
population.  Critical needs have 
been identified and expansion of 
some facilities is now underway. 
 
 

 
One key feature that was made abundantly clear in the committee process is that Open 
Space does not have to be synonymous with public access.  Indeed, the recommendations 
in this plan provide for a variety of techniques to allow parcels to remain in private 
ownership.  Benefits of open space are not all associated with an active public presence.  
There are many benefits from “just not developing lands”.  These include improved water 
quality, wildlife habitat, quality views and vistas, positive economic return for school 
districts and less demand on municipal services, among others.  
 
Why Do We Need Open Space? 
 
The Town of Penfield is situated at the eastern gate of Monroe County and is truly a 
transitional community.  The more densely developed western portions of the town are in   
stark contrast to the eastern agricultural and rural areas.  Penfield is in a uniquely 
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desirable position of still possessing substantial amounts of open space.  Results of the 
Comprehensive Plan Update indicate a strong desire to maintain significant open spaces 
to help maintain the character of the town.   
 
 

Category Name Parcels 
Percent 
of Total Acres 

Percent 
of Total 

100 
 
 Agricultural 113 0.9% 4,997.0 21.5% 

200 
 
 Residential 10,770 87.9% 9,865.4 42.4% 

300 
 
 Vacant Land 889 7.3% 4,266.2 18.3% 

400 
 
 Commercial 291 2.4% 1,004.5 4.3% 

500 
 
 Recreation/Entertainment 41 0.3% 1,003.0 4.3% 

600 
 
 Community Services 65 0.5% 499.1 2.1% 

700 
 
 Industrial 9 0.1% 348.8 1.5% 

800 
 
 Public Services 51 0.4% 266.9 1.1% 

900 
 
 Wild, Forest, Conservation Lands & Public Parks 21 0.2% 1,016.0 4.4% 

Grand Total   12250   23,266.9   

Total acreage for Town of Penfield – 24,246.10 (Including Right of Ways) 
Total Sq. Miles for Town of Penfield – 37.87 
 

Penfield Acreage

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

 
Source:  Monroe County G.I.S., 1999 LAND USE  CODES 

 
Part Three highlights some of the economic reasons that confirm a strategy of 
preservation of open space helps provide a solid foundation for a community. 
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However, economics is not and should not be the sole driving force behind a solid open 
space plan.  Community benefits of open space are many and varied. 
 

 

♦ Open Space provides 
wildlife habitat areas that attract 
and maintain a healthy wildlife 
population without significant 
adverse encroachment into 
residential areas.  Maintaining 
hedgerows and wildlife corridors 
allows for anticipated movement 
patterns to minimize conflicts with 
the human element. 
 
 

 

♦ Open Space provides necessary active and passive recreational opportunities 
for a growing, healthy community. 

♦ Open Space provides lands for continued investments in agricultural 
production. 

♦ Open Space in reasonable proximity to residential neighborhoods helps 
provide stability in property values. 

♦ Open Space provides for adequate storm water controls to help prevent 
flooding, recharge groundwater supplies and naturally filter storm water 
pollutant loads before discharging into our waterways. 

♦ Open Space lessens the potential demand on public services.  There are fewer 
roads to maintain, open space does not send children to school, nor does it 
require public water or sewer service.  Police, ambulance and fire department 
demands are also lessened. 

♦ Open Space provides tranquility…a functional transition from an active, 
developing community to a natural, undeveloped environment. 

 
CONCLUSION: Open Space is a precious commodity in need of proper stewardship 

from the community.  It is a resource too valuable to be lost forever. 
 
Historical Perspective 
 
Daniel Penfield had the township surveyed into large farm lots and built a sawmill 
(1800), a grist mill (1803), and a flouring mill (1814) on Irondequoit Creek to encourage 
settlement.  He was literally the first developer in town. 
 
By 1810, a self-sufficient town was thriving here. Land was being cleared and crops 
planted.  Mills along the creek were turning the harvest of the land into usable 
commodities.  In that year Penfield was set off from the larger town of Boyle (originally 
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Northfield), as a separate entity by the New York State Legislature. It was the first of the 
seven townships on the northeast side of the Genesee River to be so recognized. 
 
Population in the town grew rapidly and reached 1,874 in 1814. It is interesting to note 
that the site of the future city of Rochester had only a few inhabitants in 1812. The rate of 
growth in Penfield slowed after several decades as larger milling interests were 
developed along the Genesee River, but by 1835, the census stood at 4,905. However, 
when the Town of Webster was set off in 1840, Penfield's population was reduced to 
around 3,000. It remained at this level for almost a century. 
 

      (Federal Census Figures, 2000 Est.) 
 

In the 1950’s and 1960's, a sanitary sewer district was established in the Four Corners 
area, followed by a second district to serve the four mobile home parks on Linden 
Avenue, and a third district in Penfield's Eastway Plaza area. Three water tanks were 
erected in the town, lines were laid through most of Penfield, and water was supplied by 
the Monroe County Water Authority.  Suburban growth patterns exploded. 
 
 
In 2001, with an estimated population of over 34,000, Penfield faces the challenges of a 
burgeoning demand for more development, both residential and commercial. Most 
growth has taken place on the west side of the town toward Rochester. The eastern half 
remains largely agricultural, encouraged to remain that way through the formation of 
agricultural districts, open space easements and large lot zoning.  The protection of 
fertile, productive farmland in the beautiful rolling countryside must be a prime focus for 
Penfield.   
 
In spite of significant growth during the past fifty years, the atmosphere of an earlier era 
still prevails in Penfield.  Unique to the town are the churches and homes built by early 
residents, including the two  “Mud” houses; the water course of Irondequoit Creek that 
supported an early, flourishing milling industry; the Daisy Flour Mill that still stands 
downstream from the Falls area of the creek; the changing but historically important Four 
Corners; the relatively unchanged hamlets of Lovett’s Corners and Roseland; and the 
Dayton Corners 19th century working schoolhouse. 
 

Population Trends in Penfield

0
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40,000
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Penfield contains several parks owned by both Monroe County and the Town of Penfield.  
These dedicated open spaces are intended to meet the recreational needs of the residents 
of Penfield and eastern Monroe County.  In 1981, Penfield also implemented 
Environmental Protection Overlay Districts for woodlands, wetlands, watercourses, steep 
slopes and floodplains.   Preservation of these natural areas has been encouraged and 
regulated for two decades. 
 
As the population grows, the demand for improved quality of life issues also increases.  
Residents want to maintain the community character that drew them to Penfield in the 
first place.  This is directly related to the open, rural character that is dwindling. 
 
 
How the Plan was Created 
 
In the Fall of 1998, the Penfield Conservation Board recognized the need to update the 
Penfield Open Space Index, one of its charges under State legislation.  A sub-committee 
of the Board and some dedicated citizens developed an update, entitled Open Space 
Inventory Report, Sept. 1999.  This report was a “snapshot” of the existing open lands of 
Penfield as they existed in 1999.  Once the inventory was completed, the Town Board 
recognized the need to prepare an action plan for appropriate measures to ensure that 
future generations of Penfield residents would be able to enjoy open spaces. 
 
On October 6, 1999, Town Board Resolution No. 279 established the Town of Penfield 
Open Space Plan Committee.  With representation from the Town Board, Planning 
Board, Zoning Board of Appeals, Conservation Board, Parks & Recreation Board, Town 
Staff and citizens-at-large, the Open Space Committee conducted its first official meeting 
on October 25, 1999. 
 
The process began as a learning experience, with committee members being introduced 
to the findings of the Conservation Board Open Space Inventory Report and to the results 
of an Open Space Planning exercise prepared by students of SUNY Syracuse School of 
Environmental Science and Forestry.  The committee was introduced to the powerful 
computer tool of the town’s Geographic Information System (GIS). 
 
The committee began a detailed look at establishing a value-based system upon which to 
prioritize lands, including portions of parcels, individual parcels, and groups of parcels.  
A series of features attributable to land use and open space was identified, defined and 
values assigned.  Through the use of the GIS, the committee began the task of analyzing 
the graphic data. 
 
It was soon determined that the Town’s Open Space Committee could not solely rely on 
the computer analysis to establish priority listings of lands that are important for 
preservation.  However, the computer allowed the committee to establish a smaller list of 
parcels for consideration, based upon a screening process.  First, the committee 
eliminated those parcels that were already in some form of “permanent” open space, such 
as parks, schools, public lands and golf courses.  
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Next, the Committee selected  parcels of 20 acres or more, a size determined manageable 
by the committee.  Some exceptions were made on smaller parcels due to unique 
characteristics. Then developed parcels were eliminated. 
 
Now the committee needed an additional way to analyze the eligible parcels.  The GIS 
was again used to assign values to certain features, as determined by the committee to be 
important attributes to consider.  These attributes were then assigned a weighting based 
on the Committee’s perception of importance for open space preservation.  This process 
of evaluating eligible parcels against each of the attributes was rigorous, but it gained the 
support of the committee as a reliable tool to help in the analysis of lands. 
 
The attributes that were used in the analysis included (in order of importance): 
 
Vulnerability to Development: 

 Infrastructure availability (sanitary sewers) 
R-1-20 zoning 
Potential for near term sale or owned by a developer 
Adverse impact expected within 2/5/10 years 

 
Significant Geological Features:  

 Eskers, drumlins, moraine 
Coastal erosion hazard areas 
Cliffs (man-made or natural) 
Rock outcropping (as known). 

 
Significant Wildlife Habitat: 

 Endangered species habitat 
 Migratory bird habitat 
 Prime example of native natural communities 
 Animal corridors 

 
Few Equivalent Sites in the Area:  

 Undeveloped sites surrounded by development 
 An oasis within busy developed area 

 
Woodlots: Twenty (20) or more trees 

ten (10) inches or more in 
diameter per acre  
Woodland plants and 
flowers including rare or 
endangered botanical 
species 
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Contiguous Parcels:   Located within 1,000 feet of currently preserved open 

space including state and federal wetlands, school-
owned land, town-owned land, county-owned land, golf 
courses, cemeteries, land owned by the Monroe 
County Water Authority and/or Rochester Gas & 
Electric, the YMCA, and land owned by the Genesee 
Land Trust and/or the Nature Conservancy. 

 
Aesthetic Beauty:   Elevation above 450 feet with panoramic view 
 Varied picturesque landscape (woods, hills water) 
 Pleasing blend of natural and man-made features 
 View of significant geological features 
 Potentially accessible to the public by viewpoint 
 
Agricultural Value:   Within an agricultural 

district 
 Agricultural 
exemption  

 Active farmland 
(classified by Real 
Property Services) 
Urgent or difficult 

 intergenerational land 
 transfer 

 
Reclamation: Private, commercial or public land that has potential for 

returning to open space from its current use (eg. Quarries, 
landfill, gun clubs, golf courses) 

 
Floodplains: Within FEMA designated 100 year floodplain  
 Includes floodways 
 
Recreation Potential: Reference sites recommended by the Parks & Recreation 

Board (top 6 criteria – potential for multiuse, safety concern, 
proximity to area of greatest need, suitability for athletic 
fields, suitability for trails, ease of access) 

 
Watercourses: 50 feet from the centerline of year round active 

streams meeting DEC classification 
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Cultural/Historic: Designated landmarks  

Historic preservation districts 
Lands designated on the New York State 
Archeological Site Locations map  

 
Steep Slopes: Slopes greater than 15% 
 Soil subject to erosion 
 
Wetlands: State and Federally designated wetlands 
 
Trail Linkages: Trails Master Plan identified areas 

 
Based on the screening of parcels and a consideration of the open space preservation 
attributes, the committee determined that there were over 30 parcels or groups of parcels 
that warranted further analysis.  The Committee concurred that further analysis would 
require visitation of these sites.  Walking these sites and talking with the owners would 
enable a fair evaluation of the importance for open space preservation. 
 
An inventory of all semi-final sites was prepared and notices mailed to each property 
owner with a permission slip requesting the owner’s permission to walk the lands being 
considered.  The committee received permission from about 2/3 of the identified property 
owners.  Site visits were scheduled with those granting permission.  “Drive-by” visits 
were performed on those where no permission had been granted. 
 
A Site Analysis worksheet was used for each parcel to determine a preservation value.   
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Criterion Weight Sample Site 
Weighted Sample 

Site 
Site 
#1 

Weighted Site 
#1 

Site 
#2 

Weighted 
Site #2 

Site 
#3 

Weighted 
Site #3 

Vulnerability to Development 10 3 30             

Significant Geological Features 9 1 9             

Significant Wildlife Habitat 9 2 18             

Few Equivalent Sites in the Area 9 3 27             

Woodlots 8 3 24             

Contiguous Parcels 8 1 8             

Aesthetic Beauty 7 2 14             

Agricultural Value 7 3 21             

Reclamation 6 1 6             

Floodplains 6 1 6             

Recreation Potential 6 3 18             

Watercourses 6 1 6             

Cultural/Historic 5 1 5             

Steep Slopes 5 1 5             

Wetlands 4 3 12             

Trail Linkages 2 1 2             

    
Sample Site 

Total 

211 
Site 
#1 

Total   

Site 
#2 

Total   

Site 
#3 

Tota
l   

                    

                    

                    

                    

Step1:  Rate each of your identified properties against each criterion according to the following levels of 
importance:       

  3 
Great Importance for 
Preservation       

  2 
Moderate Importance for 
Preservation       

  1 
Low Importance for 
Preservation       

Step 2:  Multiply that importance level by the weighing factor identified in the Weight 
column.       

Step 3:  Add all of the weighted values and compute the total for each property        

  See sample site above.        
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The higher the value, the more important a parcel is to community character and the more 
important an effective preservation strategy is. 
 
The Committee, divided into three evaluation teams, analyzed their assigned parcels and 
groups of parcels, agreeing within each team on the ranking of their assignments.  Then 
each evaluation team reported their findings to the entire committee for discussion and 
concurrence.  Through a series of meetings, the final rankings were agreed upon by the 
entire committee.  Those results are reported in Part Four.  
 
It also became apparent that the efforts of the committee were being directed to the 
preservation of open spaces with a more generic focus on agriculture.  Several of the 
ranked parcels are actively farmed, but it became evident that the process the committee 
was using was not intended to provide a town-wide agricultural preservation strategy.  
Therefore, a group of committee members met with representatives of Monroe County 
and Wayne County to discuss effective strategies for agricultural preservation.   
 
The Committee determined that a more concentrated effort was needed to specifically 
focus on agriculture in Penfield.  With on-going efforts of the Monroe County 
Agricultural and Farmland Protection Board and the Farmland Preservation Specialist, 
the committee suggested a strategy that the Town should pursue in further advancing 
agricultural preservation efforts.  These are outlined in Part Six. 
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Part Two – Open Space Inventory Summary 
 
It is recognized that as a community grows and develops, its open spaces become more 
precious.  By providing an inventory of available open space, a community is better able 
to prepare for the future needs and desires of its residents.  The Open Space Inventory 
Report is intended to serve as a continuing reference guide, requiring periodic updates. 
 
One of the direct consequences of the Open Space Inventory is this Open Space Plan.  
Basically, now that we know what is out there, what does the Town of Penfield want to 
do with it? 
 
The following brief summary of the sections of the Open Space Inventory Report are 
intended to give the reader a sense of the Town’s open space available in 1999/2000.  
The actual Open Space Inventory is a separate document and incorporated by reference 
within this plan. 
 

 
Existing Land Uses 
 
In 1999, the pattern of existing land use tends to be somewhat complex. Generally, the 
western portion of the town is the most heavily developed.  This is where the heaviest 
residential concentration occurs.  Appropriately, this is where the sanitary sewers are also 
available.  Lands east of NYS Route 250 are generally more sparsely developed and this 
is where the heaviest concentration of agricultural uses occurs. 
 
This pattern of development has closely followed the previous Master Plans and 
Comprehensive Plans of the town.  The commercial development has been primarily 
scaled to service the town’s population and areas within a reasonable surrounding 
distance.  There are presently five main commercial centers in Penfield.  Starting in the 
northwest, the Empire Boulevard corridor is a heavy concentration of retail and service 
businesses.  A smaller commercial area has developed at the intersection of Browncroft 
Boulevard/Creek Street/Blossom Road.  The Panorama valley area has developed into 
another heavy concentration of retail and service businesses.  The historic commercial 
center of the town is located at the intersection of Penfield Road and Five Mile Line 
Road.  Often referred to as “The Four Corners,” this area is a mix of historic structures, 
residential and commercial uses, divided by a four-lane main highway.  An actively 
developing commercial area is located at the intersection of two main state highways; 
NYS Route 441 and NYS Route 250. 
 
The town has very limited area where light industrial uses occur.  These uses can be 
found in the southwest corner of the town, primarily along NYS Route 441.  Based upon 
available infrastructure, it is unlikely that significant expansion to this land use category 
will occur. 
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Environmental Protection Overlay Districts 

 
The Town of Penfield has made great strides in identifying and protecting a number of 
natural features that are important to this community.  These features warrant special 
consideration by way of their value, natural uniqueness, sensitivity and functional value 
to the town and its residents. 
 
As Penfield continues to grow, development pressures on these natural assets are 
becoming great.  The town has mapped these areas, known as Environmental Protection 
Overlay Districts (EPODs) and has incorporated regulatory ordinances to guide 
development in the preservation of the integrity of these features.  The legislation that has 
been implemented by the town to regulate certain activities in these EPODs can be found 
in Article III of Chapter 29, the Zoning Ordinance of the Town of Penfield.  Currently the 
town has five (5) EPODs. 
 
Steep Slopes   

This classification encompasses those changes in topography of 15% or greater.  
These slopes are primarily located in the western portion of the town, along the 
Irondequoit Creek valley and in proximity to the Irondequoit Bay shoreline.  
These areas are usually heavily wooded and are underlain with very erosive soils.  
Maintenance of the fragile vegetative cover and thin layer of topsoil on these 
slopes is extremely critical in preservation of these natural features. 

 
Woodlands  

Penfield began as an agricultural community, and has grown over the years 
through residential, commercial and industrial development.  Areas, which were 
not readily conducive to these types of activities historically, have been left in a 
natural state, encouraging the growth of mature trees.  Typically, these woodlands 
occur in areas of wetlands and steep slopes, but also exist where farming activities 
have been abandoned or reduced.  The town has mapped its woodlots of 5 acres or 
more and recognized these areas as being in danger of further reduction without 
additional protection.  Benefits provided by wooded areas include wildlife habitat, 
groundwater recharge, aiding oxygen levels in developing areas, stabilization of 
soils and aesthetic value as a visual resource 
 
 

Wetlands  
Wetlands are areas where groundwater levels approach or cover the surface of the 
land.  The amount of water coverage varies from standing water to seasonal 
flooding to spongy soils.  Wetlands are generally identified by vegetation, but the 
presence of certain soil types and water regime can also be identifying factors.   
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Floodplains  
Floodplains are low areas adjacent to streams, lakes and rivers that tend to flood 
during heavy periods of precipitation.  These lands provide storage of floodwaters 
and the protection of these storage areas is critical to minimize impacts to the 
health, safety and welfare of the Town’s population.  Floodway and floodplain 
mapping for the Town of Penfield has been provided by the Federal Emergency 
Management Agency (FEMA) for all of the major watercourses and Irondequoit 
Bay.  These maps provide geographical assistance in determining where the areas 
are most likely to flood under certain rainfall conditions. 
 
 

Watercourses  
Watercourses collect and convey surface water flows within a geographically 
defined drainage basin or watershed.  These environmentally sensitive areas are 
closely related to floodplains and wetlands and are affected by many of the same 
conditions.  The prime focus of the Watercourse EPOD is preservation of the 
water carrying abilities of the streams, creeks and ditches of the town 

 

 
 
 
 

Soils 

 
Penfield has a variety of soils and geologic features.  Interesting glacial structures 
have played an important role in the development of local soil characteristics and 
land surface contours.  Bedrock, in the form of Lockport Dolomite, Rochester 
Shale, Clinton Series, Medina Sandstone and Queenston Shale, is predominantly 
buried by glacial deposits in Penfield. 
 
For the purpose of this inventory discussion, the overlying soils will be divided 
into six (6) general categories.  These are groups of soils that have similar 
characteristics or patterns and are classified into a soil association or general soil 
area.  The dominant soils in these groups will vary as to slope, stoniness and 
erosion but generally have the same internal characteristics.  More specific soil 
information can be obtained from the Soil Survey – Monroe County, New York 
and ultimately from site-specific data collection where appropriate. 
 
Unnamed Series – Appleton Association:  Well to somewhat poorly drained 
glacial till soils on nearly level to moderately sloping terrain. This association 
incorporates approximately 40% of the land area in Penfield.  

 
Ontario – Hilton Association:  Well to moderately well drained glacial till soils 
on nearly level to moderately sloping terrain.  This association incorporates 
approximately 25% of the land area in Penfield.   
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Unnamed Series – Sun Association:  (Moderately deep to bedrock):  Moderately 
deep to shallow, moderately well to poorly drained medium textured soils on 
nearly level to gently sloping terrain.  This association incorporates approximately 
7% of the land area in Penfield.  

 
Rhinebeck – Hudson Association:  Somewhat poorly to moderately well drained 
lacustrine clayey soils on nearly level to gently sloping terrain.  This association 
incorporates approximately 7% of the land area in Penfield.  Rhinebeck soils are 
the most dominant, with Hudson soils making up about 1/3 of this dominant 
group.  

 
Arkport – Collamer – Associated Alluvial Soils:  Nearly level to very steep, 
excessively to very poorly drained silty and sandy soils.  This association 
incorporates approximately 11% of the land area in Penfield and soil unit 
comprised of Arkport, Dunkirk and Colonie soils is the dominant type.  

 
Organic Soils and Poorly and Very Poorly Drained Associated Mineral Soils:  
Level to nearly level, very poorly drained organic soils and poorly and very 
poorly drained mineral soils with mucky surfaces.  This association incorporates 
approximately 10% of the land area in Penfield.  Poorly and very poorly drained 
soils comprise slightly less than half of this association.  Organic soils comprise 
approximately 1/3 of this association.  
 

 
Bedrock Geology 

 
The bedrock classifications are explained starting from the Irondequoit Valley, 
running west to east through the town .The age of the material is identified in two 
categories, the Late Silurian Period and the Early Silurian Period, which are 
within the Paleozoic Era (408-438 million years ago).  
 
The bedrock in Penfield has an oceanic origin and occurs primarily in parallel 
formations.  The formations primarily run from east to west and some of the 
classifications overlap.  Most of the bedrock deposits are overlaid with glacial 
deposits, as identified in the soils section.  There are few bedrock outcroppings in 
the town. 

 

 

Cultural Features 

 
The Town of Penfield has a long and storied history.  Part of the character of the town is 
made up of preserved pieces of the past. The Town of Penfield has established three (3) 
historic preservation districts.  In addition, there are many landmark structures that have 
received local and/or national designation. 
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Public/Private Recreation and Parks   

 
 

County Park Locations 
The County of Monroe has jurisdiction over two of the parks located wholly or partly 
within the Town of Penfield.    
 
Ellison Park contains 447 acres, of which approximately two-thirds are in Penfield and 
the remainder are in Brighton.  Located along Irondequoit Creek at the western edge of 
the town, Ellison Park serves the larger metropolitan area as well as Penfield residents.  
Facilities are available and are maintained for both active and passive recreation. 
 
Also located within the town is the Irondequoit Bay Park East.  This primarily 
undeveloped county park contains 182 acres along the eastern shore and slopes of 
Irondequoit Bay.  The park contains a hiking trail. 
 
Town Park Location 
The largest park owned by the town is the Town Hall Park.  This 93-acre park adjacent to 
the town hall (3100 Atlantic Avenue) is located at the geographic center of the town.  
Facilities are available and are maintained for both active and passive recreation. 
 
Harris Whalen Park is a 44.9 acre park that serves as a site for townwide activities.  
Approximately 31 acres of the park are developed.  Ten acres are woodland, leaving four 
acres available for future development.  
 
Linear Park consists of 40 acres along Irondequoit Creek in the southwestern corner of 
the town located on Linear Park Drive. The site of Linear Park is adjacent to an area of 
historic value as many mills used the water of Irondequoit Creek for power.  
 
Greenwood Park is a 20-acre park that is located on the northwest corner of Embury and 
Scribner Roads in the northwestern portion of the town. Facilities are available and are 
maintained for both active and passive recreation.  
 
 
The Penfield Community Center and Library are situated on an 8-acre site on Baird Road 
behind and adjacent to the Penfield High School.  The Community Center houses many 
opportunities for recreation, including a senior citizens’ lounge and activity room, a local 
history room, a gymnasium with a stage, and a children’s play area.  The Community 
Center is also the home of the Penfield Public Library and a local office of the New York 
State Police.  Several other town administration offices and the Penfield Town Court are 
also located in the building. 
 
Dayton’s Corner School is a renovated one room school house, built in 1857 on a 2 acre 
site, and was acquired by the town from the Webster Central School District to be used 
“in a manner consistent with the protection, preservation, and enhancement of the school 
house as an historic building representing the original function of the building as a 19th 
century school house.”      
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Other 
The Town of Penfield has a number of privately owned recreational opportunities that are 
available to the public.  Among these facilities are golf courses, fitness facilities, and 
privately owned nature preserves.   
 
� Big Oak Driving Range is located at the intersection of Panorama Trail South and 

Washington Street.   
� The Penfield Country Club is a private club and is located on a 190 acre site near the 

center of Penfield at 1784 Jackson Road.  
� Shadow Lake Golf and Racquet Club is located on 110 acres at 1850 Five Mile Line 

Road.  
� Shadow Pines Golf Course is located on 220 acres at 600 Whalen Road.  
� The Bay View YMCA is located on a 26 acre site adjacent to the Irondequoit Bay 

Park East at 1209 Bay Road in the northwest corner of the town.   
� Camp Haccamo is a day camp on 11.6 acres that is operated by Rotary Clubs of 

Monroe County, located in the southwestern part of the town and is accessible from 
Panorama Creek Drive.  

� The Genesee Conservation League is a private shooting club on 33 acres that is 
located at 1570 Penfield Road.  

� The Outlet Rod and Gun Club is located just east of the Town Hall at 3201 Atlantic 
Avenue (NYS Route 286) on 31.5 acres.   

� The Monroe County Water Authority owns a 130 acre parcel located at the northwest 
corner of the intersection of Penfield Road (NYS Route 441) and Watson-Hulbert 
Road near the town’s eastern border.  

� The Thousand Acre Swamp is a large regulated wetland area that is centrally located 
within the town and is accessible only from Jackson Road.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
Agriculture 

 
The Town of Penfield has a long history of being an active farming community.  The 
predominant land use has slowly evolved from agriculture to residential.  Penfield is 
experiencing non-farm growth on agricultural lands at a quickening pace.  A certified 
agricultural district program was established in the late 1970’s as part of the New York 
State Agriculture and Markets Law.  While the number of farms and farm acreage has 
been decreasing, the size of the farms and average market value of agricultural market 
products have experienced slight increases.  This appears to reflect trends in areas near 
higher population centers.  Preservation of viable agricultural activities has been an on-
going pursuit of the town for the last several decades, meeting with varied success. 
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An inventory of agricultural lands in Penfield is of prime importance for a number of 
reasons.  Farms are businesses.  When these farms thrive, the farmlands will remain in 
agricultural production.  The local community receives the economic benefits of local 
food production, jobs, lower demands on services, and also retains the open space 
benefits that these farmlands provide.  Knowing where these farmlands are and how they 
are being affected by local, regional and state land use decisions generates important 
information for the future of a community. 
 
Agricultural District 
The Monroe County Agricultural and Farmland Protection Plan (March, 1999) identifies 
the Northeast Agricultural District #3 as having a high economic viability.  The 
establishment of a certified agricultural district permits a local assessor to provide 
assessment reductions to those lands, which qualify under the program. Qualifications 
require an active farm to be greater than 10 acres and produce an average of $10,000 in 
gross sales for the last two years.  This reduced assessment applies to land value based 
upon soil type. Stiff penalties are also encountered for conversion of this land to 
development. 
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Part Three – Cost of Community Services 

 
 
One of the factors that a community should consider is the relationship of development to 
cost of community services.  Several studies have been conducted throughout the country 
on this subject.  The intent of these studies is to determine what the taxes paid by specific 
land use categories are versus the cost of services demanded by these uses.  Service costs 
relate to roads, sewers, water, schools, administration, recreation, emergency services, 
etc.   
 
A summary of these national studies is provided by the American Farmland Trust – 
Farmland Information Center and is incorporated for reference (Table 1). It is easy to 
determine from the study results that for every dollar paid in taxes by agricultural, 
commercial or industrial uses, less than one dollar is expended for services.  Conversely, 
for every dollar paid in taxes by residential uses, more than one dollar is expended for 
services. 
 
Additional references in the Monroe County Agricultural & Farmland Protection Plan 
identify two municipalities closer to Penfield have done similar studies.   
 

Town of Pittsford 
 
The Town of Pittsford study looked at tax impacts on residents from 1993-2005 under 
several development scenarios, based upon the assumption that 80% of the land area 
would be developed.  The report was prepared by the Center for Governmental Research 
(CGR).  It viewed alternative development patterns with mixes of residential and office 
uses in varying degrees.  The conclusions drawn from the study indicate: 
 

• Tax rates would rise through 2005, regardless of the mix of housing ranges, as a 
primary result of school taxes; 

• A “break even” home (taxes paid = services demanded) would have to be priced at 
$350,000; 

• Homes costing less that $350,000 would add to the aggregate cost rather than to the 
aggregate revenue of the town; 

• A mix of 20% agriculture/vacant, 69% residential and 11% office uses would result in 
no net increase in taxes; 

• When the office uses are increased to 15% of the developable land, residents would 
see a $14 million decrease in taxes over 20 years. 
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Town of Ontario, Wayne County 
 
A similar study was done by the 
Town of Ontario (Town of Ontario Growth Ad Hoc Committee, 1995).  The Committee 
looked at number of homes to be built, tax rates, costs of municipal services for new 
homes, cost of education of students, etc.  The conclusions, although more generic than 
Pittsford, resulted in similar findings that: 
 

• Increase in residential development increases taxes; 

• Commercial/industrial development decreases taxes; 

• Less expensive homes pay less in taxes without a significant decrease in the demand 
for services, as compared to the average priced home in the community. 

 
 

Town of Penfield 
 
In 2000, the Town of Penfield hired the Center for Governmental Research (CGR) to 
perform a study to project development scenarios versus service costs.  The study is 
included as Appendix A to this report.  The findings indicate that the “break even” home 
in Penfield needs to be in the low-$200,000 range in order to off-set the cost of educating 
the assumed 1.4 children per home.  New home prices over the last few years have been 
in that range.  However, there may be other price range homes to be proposed in the 
future that could affect this outcome. 
 
There are also other “costs” to additional development of residential properties.  These 
include more traffic on the roads, higher demand for recreational facilities and emergency 
services.  As noted in the CGR report, there are assumptions that indicate moderate 
increases in population over time can typically be supported by most services.  However, 
the report appropriately points out that the cost assumptions stated cover only the cost to 
educate a student, and does not anticipate the future needs for more classrooms and 
schools. 
 
One of the most specifically pointed costs that is not measured in dollars is the cost to the 
community character as vacant land is developed into new housing.  It is very appropriate 
to consider the inherent value of nice, scenic views and vistas that exist in Penfield.  Even 
if there is no public access to enter private, vacant lands, there is always pleasure in 
looking at open fields, woodlots and pastures.  Once land is developed it has exacted a 
cost from the community that may be difficult to measure, but is no less  real. 
 
A case study was performed and incorporated into the report using the model developed 
by CGR on the recently purchased Rothfuss Farm.  The Rothfuss Farm was a prime site 
for residential development.  It has sewers available to it, plenty of road frontage, ½  acre 
zoning densities….all the features attractive to a developer.  It also had one feature that 
was unique…a land owner with a sincere intent to keep it undeveloped.   
In a voluntary negotiation with the Town of Penfield and the Nature Conservancy, the 
owners, Jim and Lois Rothfuss, settled for less money per acre than a developer had 

Case Study:  The Rothfuss Farm 
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previously offered, if the Town and the Nature Conservancy would keep it from being 
built up with houses.  It is included in this report as it appears in the CGR report: 
 
 
“The Town of Penfield recently purchased the Rothfuss Farm, an 89 acre parcel located 
on Five Mile Line Road.  The Planning Department estimates that 142 dwellings could 
have been built on the parcel had it been developed.  Homes adjacent to the parcel sell 
for prices ranging from below $100,000 to $150,000.  This analysis assumes that new 
homes built on the parcel would sell for $160,000.   
 
“This price is below the ‘break even’ home value.  We assume that there would have 
been no business development on the site to offset the expenditure burden of new 
residential dwellings.  CGR estimates that the construction of 142 dwellings on this site 
would cost the community about $170,000 annually, i.e. that the added revenue would 
fall short of added cost by this sum.  Over a 10-year period, the discounted present value 
of the stream of savings would equal about $1.4 million.  As the parcel cost the town 
$979,000, the Town’s “investment” in a reduction of home construction is worth about 
$400,000.  The timing of the benefits and costs is significant, of course.  If the land 
development were delayed, the present value of the benefit would fall.” 
 



 

 

TABLE 1 

AMERI C AN l' ARMlAND TRU S T FARMLAND INFORMATION CENTE R 

SUMMARY Of COST OF COMMUNITY SERVICES STUDIES, REVENUE-TO-EXPENDITURE RATIOS IN OOllARS 

~.- R ........ , .... ....... 
I_ ...... on 

eon....c''''u, -- 1,1.05 

Du.~m I: 1.07 

Fomu"«"'D ' 103.1 
IlcI><on 1 , 1.06 

lildof,clJ 1 , 1.11 _ .. 
1 , 1.06 

~ 

CaDyon Coumy I: 1.08 

eo ..... Co<o""r I , 1.19 

K<n'"""" 
t..xi""OfI·For"'~ Co , , 1.6 .. 

Main.c: 

& .... , 1.29 

Maryl.,..! 

eo",,11 (;".. ... 'Y . 1.1S 

G.<;[ GO'''~r , , 1. 11 

Fud<nc:k County , 1.14 

.\b.<adou<rtt, 

'o>_m I : 1.05 .... I : 1.02 

~ .. " 1 : 1.16 

Fronkl,n I , 1.02 

G;U , , I.IS 

i..<v<r<:n , 1.1.1 

Souohbo",,,p , 1.0.1 
w.,.,w,d I: I.U 

W,g ...... ,own I , I. 1 I 

M;" ......... 
F.rm,,,,,,,,, , 1.02 

Lak< Bu", , 1.07 

I ..... p<n.d<nc< , 1.0.1 

Moo •• ". 

CaH."n C<><I"'r 
" 

1.45 

_I~ 

~ " I. IS - , LL .I ,- ,1.07 ,- I: I.Oi -. I , J 15 

~-h,d"""" ·1""noI.;p , 1.51 
HoIo,d</ T ...... ..J.;p : 1.38 
ModoIcrowD Towno/up , , LL4 

IIpp<r I'..m.,J.JT~ , , US 

~\,lI T ....... .,Iup : 1.28 

~ 

~ 

f.<.1 ...... .. , .. 1 

1,0.l.l 

1,0.21 

1 , 0.n 

1 ,0.47 

I ,().34 

1,0.27 

, 0.7~ 

,0.87 

, : 0.22 

I ,0.59 

,0 48 

, O.l l 

,0.:'10 

: 11.44 

,0.83 

,0.38 

,0.5S 

,0.4l 

,O.H 

,0.26 

, II.:'I) 

,O.H 

, 0.79 

, 0.20 

,0.19 

,0.16 

,0.22 

,0.63 

, 0 . ..0 
,o.~ 

,0.19 

,0,17 
:O,ll 

, 0 .. 14 

: 0.2<1 

1 : 0 . .10 

,--
."..~ 

,0.50 

,0.2J 

,0031 

, O.~J 

, OJ~ 

,0." 

,O.H 

,0.41 

,0.9J 

,0.06 

,O."S 
,0.J7 

, 0.:'13 

,OJ I 

,o.n 
, O.H 

,0 ... 0 

,0 . .18 

,0,2$ 

,0.45 

.O,l~ 

, O.~O 

1,0.77 

I: O.l? 
,0,47 

:O.H 

,OJ5 

, 0.904 

,0.82 

1,1).3(, 

1,0.-10 

1 ,0.)] 
,~ 

, 0':;'; 

: 0.35 
,U..H 

Goi<I<~ I '.1'9S 

SoutlM:m N <w ~bnd Fora. Cons"'f""um, 1 9~.\ 

South<.n N< .. ~nd Fo,.,., Co"...,.-t;um. "95 

"""'ncon F. rmland Tn ... , 1986 

Sou, h,,,,, I'kw ~.nd For ... Co.,,,,,,;u"" 1995 

X>.,IM:", Norw ("5l_"" fllfm Cvntvmllm, 1'95 

11. .. "",,,..001 M~~ 1997 

Hartm&D. and M<~~ 1'.1'97 

Amcriam Farmland Trus., 19!>~ 

Ca"..,!1 C"''''''1 Oq,t,.n M""'1!'<m .. u &: B..dK<!. 19!>4 
=1 Co..,...,- Ofh<. <>i Econ,,,,,,< O'''' ... pm< .... , I~'" 

A"""".n !' .. n,land T, ..... 1 9~7 

A"",nu'" hrml.nd T""". 1'.192 

Sv.,IM:", N<w Engl.nd f """,. em ... n;""" 1~95 
A .... nc..n I'o rml.nd '1''''''. l<J-9l 

Sv.,l",m N.:w Engl.nd F..,.at c..... ... nium. 1995 

A .... ,,,,-,n f .,mltn<l T,u". I 'f'J2 

Sou.Io.,~ N.",· [ "sl...J F", ... , C .... , ..... ,;.<D. 1995 

Ad."", and H,!l<O, 1951 7 

St>uthc", New r-"l:I."" 1'0'''' Conoor.i"m. 1'1'95 

HOLicT« _I.. 1992 

A" ... ", .. , F.""I.".! T,,,,,,. 1'.1'9'1 

Am<,,,,-,o r.nnlood TfUlf, 19~ 

An .. ,,,.,. F.,,,, .. ,,,, T,.". 1 ~9'1 

1~.I996 

....... I~ ... 

1GopIry« ol., 1991 

NicIrIini. 1997 

A-,I~ 

Aug«. 1994 

..... ..,.." ... , FwmJ.,.,J T ruot, 199i 

Amr:ncon ~vmbnd 1''''''. I~)K 
Iu,,,,,",,,,, F.",oIooJ Tnnt. 1998 

Anrocnan fannl&nd Truot,l~8 

Atn<ri<.on r • ....w.:I Tn..., 1'1'98 



 

AMER I CAN FARMLAND TRUST FARMLAND INfORMATION CENTER , , 

SUMMARY OF COST OF COMMUN ITY SERVICES STUDIES. R.fV!NUE,TQ-E)(PF.NDITURE RATIOS I N DOLLARS 

~-. R<tidno,;.I ....... 
f ..... -... 

N .... Y ... k -. " o.u 

'"'-" , 1.12 

~ , I" 1 
Form,,,,,,,,, : 1.22 
fiohkiD : 1.23 
11«>",. , 1.10 

"""" .... , 1.05 

M""""" " '"0 _ .... 
: 1.16 

RutI,ng ,I.U 

.~ .... : !.II 

~ 

M.d ...... Vilb", , , 1.67 

Mod;.", TownoJo,,, " l.iO 

I'<o ... yl .. ",~ 

AI ........ ,yT_ ..... ip : 1.0f> 

lied",,, ... £> T"" .... Jup 1 ,1.12 

II«b<I T_""',p I , 1.08 

a...1um Town"',!' : 1 _{~ 

8uc1U..p.m T<>w,,>hip , , "'" e",,,,,11 I"cow .. .tup : 1.0.1 

Maidon C,,,,,l T...,..D,h,p :US 
Rochrnond T.......t>,p , l.1i 

S,.-"d"", Tnwno!>il' ·211 

51,.1.0" T""o,J"p : 1.10 
SW«kn Tow.w.,p , , 1..1M 

RII<>d<i>I.old 

Hopi",,,,,,, 1 , 1.08 

Lim. ComPO"" I , LOS 
Wa< C'<C'DWI<h 1 , 1.~~ 

"., 
c..m.: c.....n'1 I : 1.27 
5<.,.,. eo.. .. ,y 1 , 1.11 

Uuheo.. .. , 1 , 1.23 

V ........ 

Cluk< Coun'T . I.lG 

No"h.,-up''''' c.....",y : 1.13 

W:ubiojtloo 

Si<..p, 0-"1 ' US 
""-""""",, 
nu,," I , I.(H; 

""""""' 
~ 

k~..n.I 

1 ,0.25 

1 : 0.11 

, 0.27 

: 0.17 

,O.ll 

,0.15 

: 0.11 

,0.11 

: 0.2' 
,0.26 

: 0.20 

: 0.20 
,0.2.1 

: 0.14 

: O.O~ 

: 0.17 

,0.1& 

: 0.15 
, 0.0(; 

:0.11 

, O.O~ 

,0.2l 

: 0.16 
,0.07 

,0 . .11 

: 0.56 

, O.~O 

: O.1S 

,0.31 

,0.26 

,0.21 

: 0.'7 

: 0.30 

,0.19 

F"""", __ 

o,- I.aool 

,0.17 

, o.~ a 

, O.ll 

:o.n 
,0.7~ 

,0.1' 

: 0.17 

, O.l5I 

: 0.11 

,o.n 
: 0.22 

: O.lI 
,0.10 

: O.ll 

: 0.!l4 

: 0.06 
. U.s 

, 0.01 

,0.01 

: 0.06 
,0.()4 

: O.ll 

: 0 ,0f> 

,0.08 

,0 . .11 

: 0.11 

, O.~& 

,0.57 

,0.'111 

: O.a! 

·0 IS 

:O.H 

: 0.51 

·O.IB 

8uo:lnoll. 1919 

1Lm<n<:a .. F. rmUnd TN", 1'119 

Scbur"" Cow>tr l<-a, ... o>f w.,.,,,,,, V""" .. I!I'9J 

KLnmo.,. a aJ~ ) "1 

lIu.<kn.lI. l~R'I 

Schur"" Cow>,~ lnF>< ,,' Women Vote", 1993 
Co"",mr<! CiDun. of K,""',,,,,,,,,. 1 Y'J(, 

SCh.r .... Couo.y r......;"" 0' Wua.::n V .... e". 1992 

Ilm<n<:> .. farmW>:! Tnm, 1 ~!~ 

SCI,"1 .... 0>w>ty l<-at;"" of WOO""" V .... cn., 1992 

a..cknall, I ~89 

AfT and Lalcc CoW>'Y Obo<> SWCD, 199J 

AIT.nd l.an en.",'Y Ohio SWCD. 1993 

Kc:laq-, 1997 

K<I><)'. I ~7 

Kclacy, I~~l 

"<I<orJ. 199~ 
Kelscy. 1~!l6' 

""""1. 19?2 

Keloq, 1991 

Keloq, 19\11 

Kc:1>q. 199·1 

""loq, I,n 

"""'Y. 1 '111~ 

Stou, ... '" ".,.. l'~.nd F", ... eo.."",,;um, 199$ 

Sou,he", I'cw EnalonJ f<=s' ConlOrt,um. 1~95 

~,Iw:", "'W I~.nd r" ..... eo.."",ium. 199$ 

Snyd.,.nd ~.rgu.., .. , 19l/~ 

S",.,.. .,><1 r .. ,""",", 199' 
s..yJa- and FC'IJI""'''' I"i 

I'itd....- £.. .. iru."'''''01 a......ciI. 19'94 

hmcncan fumlmdT ...... I~ 

Am<nca .. farmland TN", L"" 

........ ;.,." h"nL"..! Tnn .. ~ F.,mJ,."d 1"IOf""';"'" c.-."", ><" •• a deann,; ......... "" ,nfornu."on .bou, COOl of eommun,'Y ..,me .. ""d,,,,. 

100 ......... in d". <able docs no>! .. "",fy tal<W or end.or!crn< ... by A""nU .. hrml.u>d T ..... _ 



Part Four - 1 

Part Four – Open Space Recommendations 
 
 

 

 

Prioritized Candidate Areas 

 

As a result of the analysis described in Part One, the Open Space Committee developed the list of 
Candidate Areas for Open Space Preservation.  The summary sheet is followed by a map of the 
locations and a description of each property or group. 
 
It is important to note that the parcels herein identified are listed for their importance to the Penfield 
as having desirable qualities.  As noted previously, not all property owners gave permission to walk 
the lands.  The reader should not assume that all property owners listed are in full agreement with 
the Plan and its recommendations.  Indeed, the recommendations, in order to be implemented, need 
voluntary participation of the property owner(s) before any action can take place.  Property owners 
are under no obligation as a result of being listed in this report. 
 
While this list is the product of months of evaluation and effort by a dedicated committee, it is not 
intended to remain static.  This listing should be updated periodically by the Town to determine the 
effectiveness of the plan and what future directions the Town needs to focus on.  Changing 
conditions, such as development patterns or funding opportunities may warrant additional analysis 
of these recommendations. 
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1 123.20-2-1 1580 Old Penfield Road Genesee Conservation League Inc. 279 pts. 

 
There are currently two shooting ranges on the property – a rifle range and a 
pistol range.  There is also an archery range, which takes up the majority of the 
land and consists of woodlands, steep slopes and watercourses.  Irondequoit 
Creek and Hipp Brook meander through and around the property.  The owners 
may look into the option of conservation or open space easements in order to 
preserve the land as it is now.  There are no current plans to alter the existing site. 

 
2 125.01-1-10 1350 Sweets Corners Road Dana D. Willmes 275 pts. 

  125.01-1-22 1315 Sweets Corners Road Dana D. Willmes   

 
The parcels on Sweets Corners Road are mostly planted as a grape vineyard. 

The terrain is rolling hills and is wooded at the north end and Commission 

Ditch runs along that side also. The highest points give wonderful views of 

the Rochester skyline and views of all of Penfield. This property is very 

visible from Route 250. Sewers are within feet of the southwest property line, 

and the owner has declined numerous offers from developers. The owner has 

no current intention to sell, and has no offspring and no relatives interested 

in continuing to farm the property. 

 
3 125.01-1-12 1411 Sweets Corners Road Calvin G. Braman 272 pts. 

 
The Braman property has been a Dairy farm and is contiguous to the 

Willmes property and shares the terrain of that parcel. Both parcels are 

aesthetically pleasing. 

 
4 108.06-1-2 1527-C Empire Boulevard Joseph J. DiMaggio 265 pts.  

 
This 13.5-acre property is located behind the DiVincenzo’s restaurant at 1527-C 
Empire Boulevard.  The property extends westward away from Empire Boulevard 
and descends down to Irondequoit Bay on its west boundary.  The property 
borders the Irondequoit Bay Park East along its 1,300 ft. northern boundary.  
Waters Edge Restaurant and Sudore properties are to the south. 

 

Dr. Joseph DiMaggio of Florida owns this property and is zoned LLD as part 

of the LaSalle's Landing Development zoning. 

 
This property is heavily wooded and contains steep slopes and wet marshy areas 
that extend inward from the Bay along its northwest corner.  Several marked and 
well-used trails are located on this property.  These trails connect with the trail 
system in Bay Park East and extend into the Sudore property to the south. 

 
This property has high value for preservation because of its bay front location, 
wooded steep slopes, aesthetic beauty, wild life and its location contiguous with 
Bay Park East on the north border.  The potential for including this property along 
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with the Sudore property to extend Bay Park East to the south to Empire 
Boulevard is very attractive. 

 
This would enable further expansion of the existing trails and would support the 
long-range plan to complete a trail system around the bay. 

 
The preservation of this property and its incorporation into Bay Park East could 
best be accomplished by its purchase by or donation to Monroe County. 

 
5 093.10-1-7 50 Leedale Drive Vito & Marie Slapelis 265 pts. 

 
This 12.8-acre property is located on the cul de sac at the end of Leedale Drive, 
which runs to the west off of Bay Road in northwest Penfield.  The property 
extends from the end of Leedale down to the eastern boundary of several 
waterfront properties on Irondequoit Bay.  There is a narrow 35 ft. panhandle that 
provides access to the bay at the south west corner of the property. 

 
This property which is owned by Vito and Marie Stapelis of 11 Leedale Drive is 
zoned CR-2 (Conservation Residential).  It is heavily wooded and contains steep 
sandy hills as it descends to the bay. 

 
The property is currently for sale and has a development application pending at 
the time of this writing.  Significant fill would appear to be required for any 
residential development because of the limited flat land fronting on the cul de sac. 

 
This property has high value for open space preservation because of its bay front 
location, wooded steep slopes, aesthetic beauty and wildlife.  The potential for 
eventually including this parcel along with other bay front properties (YMCA and 
Baywinde steep slope areas) to extend Irondequoit Bay Park East to the north is 
very attractive.  This northward extension would enable further expansion of the 
network of trails within Bay Park East and supports the longer-range plan to 
complete a bay encircling trail system. 

 
The preservation of this property and its eventual incorporation into the 
Irondequoit Bay Park East would require that it be purchased by or donated to  
Monroe County.  Establishment of a conservation easement may also be feasible 
if park extension is not possible for other reasons or is delayed. 

 
There is currently a development proposal on this land for two homes.  
Preservation of the natural wooded area of the site should be considered. 

 
6 123.11-1-79 479 Thomas Cove Road Dolomite Products Co. Inc. 264 pts. 

  123.15-1-1 1530 Penfield Road Dolomite Products Co. Inc.   

  123.19-1-18 1070 Penfield Road Dolomite Products Co. Inc.   

 
This group of properties is currently being used as a sand and gravel mining 
operation.  It is located in close proximity to Ellison Park.  There is a medium 
sized body of water being created by the mining and the site is adjacent to 
Irondequoit Creek.  The site has natural and man-made steep slopes and appears 
to be within the Irondequoit Creek floodplain.  This site would be a prime 
candidate for reclamation, once the mining operation ceases. 
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7 139.09-1-11 1767 Penfield Road Richard A. Calabrese 262 pts. 

  139.09-1-16 1785 Penfield Road Jonathan A. Ludwig   

  139.09-1-25 2171 Five Mile Line Road Natapow Realty/Management Corp.   

  139.09-1-4 1751 Penfield Road William A. & Dorothy G. Centner   

  139.10-1-6 2149 Five Mile Line Road David & Judith Watt   

  139.10-1-4.21 9 Motts Lane Ronald T. & Joyce Baroody   

  139.10-1-5 11 Mots Lane Ronald T. Baroody   

 
This area of approximately 20 acres actually including seven contiguous 
properties located behind the currently developed area in the southwest quadrant 
of the four corners of Penfield.  These properties extend from the developed land 
along Route 441 and Five Mile Line Road down to Irondequoit Creek and the 
Town of Penfield Linear Park land along the creek. 

 
The largest of these properties (11.5 acres) owned by Natapow Realty contains 
the multiple residence Penfield Village Apartments that occupy less that 50% of 
this parcel.  The remainder of the parcel is considered not developable due to very 
steep slopes as the land descends to Irondequoit Creek perhaps 150 feet in 
elevation down from the apartment area. 

 
The other properties within this area are:  The David Watt property at 2149 Five 
Mile Line Road with a residence on the south side and a wooded area sloping 
down to Honey Creek on the north; the Ron Baroody property (2 parcels) on the 
south side of Motts Lane which over look the Honey Creek wooded slopes to the 
south; the Warner property on the north side of Motts Lane which are relatively 
flat with some woods, the Jonathan Ludwig property at 1785 Penfield Road which 
contains the Humphrey House Restaurant along Route 441 but then extends to the 
south and west behind several other properties and contains wooded area that 
slopes down to Honey Creek; the Calabrese property at 1767 Penfield Road which 
has only a narrow 25’ frontage, but becomes wider as it extends behind the two 
properties to the west and extends to the south over Honey Creek and down steep 
wooded slopes to Linear Park along Irondequoit Creek; the Centner property at 
1757 Penfield Road (the Lawless? House) extends behind the two properties to 
the east and runs south down steep wooded slopes to Linear Park. 

 
These seven properties comprise an area that as a whole has high value for 
preservation because of its location along Irondequoit Creek and Linear Park 
steep wooded slopes, wildlife and aesthetic beauty.  These attributes, which are in 
contrast to the business of the adjacent Four Corners area, make this an even more 
unique and valuable site for preservation. 

 
The preservation plan for this area would probably involve several of the 
available preservation tools including incentive zoning, overlay district as well as 
land purchase by the Town.  The goal would be to expand and improve Linear 
Park and improve its access in trails and perhaps roadway.  This park expansion 
would be consistent with the Four Corners Revitalization Plan goals for this area. 
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8 093.10-1-14.1 1209 Bay Road YMCA of Rochester & Monroe Co. 258 pts. 

 
This 26.6-acre property is located in northwest Penfield off of Bay Road.  The 
property is located to the north of Irondequoit Bay Park East and has an up-land 
flat area containing the YMCA building, fields and other facilities, and a wooded 
steep slope area that descends down to the Bay. 

 

The property is zoned for residential, and limited business.  The YMCA is 
expanding outdoor facilities for its summer program and talks about future 
expansion of indoor facilities to accommodate its membership growth.  The Y 
currently uses the boat launch area in the adjoining Bay Park East for launching 
canoes but is talking about developing a canoe launch on their bay frontage. 

 
The western steep slope area of this property has high value for preservation 
because of its bay front location, its wooded steep slopes, aesthetic beauty and 
wild life.  The YMCA has no plans to develop this other than the canoe launch 
area. 
 
The preservation strategy for this property would be dependent on the potential 
for expansion of Bay Park East to the north to include this west part of Baywinde 
and perhaps Leedale property along with the steep slope area of the YMCA 
property. 
 
In exchange for the steep slope area the YMCA could receive a portion of the flat 
upper area of Bay Park East to accommodate future expansion needs.   
 
The potential for the County or the Town to further develop the remainder of the 
flat upper area of Bay Park East for both active and passive use by the residents of 
this area should also be considered. 
 

9 094.18-1-5.11 1360 Five Mile Line Road Ernest & Donald Laudadio 232 pts. 

 
Over 30 acres on Plank Road, abutting Rothfuss property.  Zoned R-1-20 and BN-
R.  Sewers in 5 years.  Significant wildlife habitat/corridor.  Unique scenic 
wooded oasis with stream flowing through.  Development to South and West.  
High aesthetic beauty with ½ -mile view.  In Tufa Glen Watershed.  Actively 
farmed.  Highly vulnerable to development. 

 
10 109.03-1-2 1684 Scribner Road Nancy B. Moretti 227 pts. 

 
Approximately 25 acres zoned R-1-20 on Scribner Road.  One-third mile to 
Greenwood Park; near Scribner Road School; abuts Town land (wetland) behind 
Pennicott subdivision.  Over 2/3 of property is wooded with many mature 
hardwood trees.  Supports significant wildlife and flora.  Unique property.  House 
is historically designated and the lands were probably used for Underground 
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Railroad.  High aesthetic value.  Currently under open space easement that was 
recently renewed. 

 
 
 
 
 

11 108.15-1-31 1617 Creek Street SDSJ Associates Inc. 227 pts. 

 
This property is a unique parcel in a residential area on Creek Street. The property 
is mostly open with woods at the west end that are on a steep slope.  There is a 
large barn and a homestead on the property that lends a rural touch to this area.  A 
cell tower was erected at the rear portion of the property in the mid-1990’s. 

 
12 141.01-1-21 2701 Penfield Road Henry R. & Sarah Couch Jr. 227 pts. 

 
Approximately 40 acres zoned RA-2 off Penfield Road east of Rte.250.  House on 
property is a national and state landmark.  In Finger Lakes watershed and 
Northeastern Ag District.  Property is a drumlin that supports a significant amount 
of wildlife and flora.  The land measures at 694’ elevation with terrific views in 
all directions.  Currently under an open space easement that was recently 
renewed.  Willing to discuss trails through property. 

 
13 125.17-1-1 2005 Fairport Nine Mile Point Rd. Loren H. Filkens 226pts. 

 
This 6.7-acre property is located at 2005 Nine Mile Point Road (Route 250).  This 
property contains the north most residence along the west side of Route 250 
between Route 441 and Whalen Road.  The property is “L” shaped with the long 
leg of this “L” extending behind the 6 properties to the south along Route 250.  
The long leg of the “L” which is approximately 300 ft. wide over most of its 
length is contiguous with the northern wooded section of Harris Whalen Park. 

 

The property is owned by Alice Filkins, daughter of the deceased Loren Filkins.  
The property is zoned R-1-20.  It is heavily wooded, has some standing water in 
spring at the bottom of the sloping hillside.  The lower east side trails in Harris 
Whalen Park woods runs very near the Filkins property boundary.  The long leg 
of the “L” of this property is perceived to be part of the park and would have 
significant negative impact to the park if ever developed.  

 
Although there are no plans for or discussions about development, the risk to the 
park if it were to ever happen probably justifies high priority for preservation of 
this contiguous wooded segment. 

 
14 108.06-1-8 1440 Empire Boulevard Joseph Sudore Jr. 223 pts. 

 
This 26.7 acre property is located at the south east corner of Irondequoit Bay.  
The property borders the Waters Edge property and the Bay on the west, the 
DiMaggio property on the north and Empire Boulevard along the south and east. 

 
The property is zoned LLD for LaSalle’s Landing Development restrictive 
zoning.   
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The property is currently listed for sale as it has been for quite some time.  There 
are on-going discussions about development of residential apartments and 
townhouses on this site. 

 
A significant portion of the land on this site has been altered by the removal of 
sand and also dumping of what appears to be primarily construction debris.  The 
steep slope areas along the bay front sections of the property are not disturbed and 
still provide a pleasing panoramic view of the south end of the Bay. 

 
The northern 1/3 of this property, which adjoins the DiMaggio property, is 
undisturbed with mature woods, steep slopes and wild life.  The trail bordering 
the Bay that runs through Bay Park East and the DiMaggio properties also crosses 
this property. 

 
The preservation value of this property probably lies primarily as a site for a 
southern trail head for this eastern bay side trail system.  The excavated flat areas 
could be used for parking and (with work) an open park-like setting. 

 
If developed in other ways, an effort should be made to at least set aside the 
northern 1/3 as open space for possible trail use. 

 
15 108.06-1-1 1384 Empire Boulevard Empire Marina 219 pts. 

 
This 13.5-acre property is located at the southeast corner of Irondequoit Bay.  The 
Waters Edge Restaurant and Marina occupy the southern parcel of this property.  
There is a non-contiguous parcel to the north across a small inlet that is land 
locked by the Sudore property to the east and the DiMaggio property to the north.  
The restaurant and marina appear to fully utilize the southern parcel but the land 
locked northern parcel is undeveloped with very steep slopes and mature woods. 

 

The preservation value of the land locked parcel is high because of the steep 
slopes, mature woods, bay front, wild life and aesthetic beauty.  The trail 
bordering the bay on the east also appears to cut across the higher ground 
northeast corner of the parcel. 

 
16 094.01-1-45 1221 Shoecraft Road Lillian Galvin 216 pts. 

  094.03-1-36 1307 Shoecraft Road Lillian Galvin   

 
These parcels are located east of the Mayer Farm subdivision on the southwest 
corner of Shoecraft and State roads. The parcel is separated from the Reichardt 
parcel by a five-acre lot with a home on it.   

 
This property is ideal for development as a park for flat field development and 
because of its location and easy accessibility. 

 
The land is mostly flat farmland divided by a man-made ditch that runs diagonally 
from the middle of the southernmost property northwest to the Mayer farm parcel. 
The ditch/stream has trees and vegetation growing on both sides that function as a 
wildlife corridor. The most notable features are woodlots in the north end and 
southeast corner, approximately 1 acre of Christmas trees, a small wetland in the 
southeast corner and the flat terrain that is good for flat recreation fields. The 
owner of this property would not be particularly interested in selling development 
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rights, but would like to sell outright. This property should be reviewed with 
nearby farm parcels for protection as a whole. 
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17 109.03-1-13.12 1651 Five Mile Line Road James L. & Lois Rothfuss 214 pts. 

This site is over 25 acres and is zoned R-1-20.  It is currently farmed.  It is located 
in the Ross Brook watershed and contains a significant wildlife habitat/corridor.  
It is located across from property recently sold to the Town and The Nature 
Conservancy.  There are nice woodlands on the south side and is very attractive 
aesthetically.  Nearby sewers mean that it is highly vulnerable to development. 
 

18 094.18-1-6 895 Plank Road James Thomas Rothfuss 208 pts. 

 
This property is over 30 acres and zoned R-1-20.  It is within the Northeastern Ag 
District and is actively farmed.  It lies within the Tufa Glen watershed.  The site 
contains a year-around stream with vegetation; hardwoods, woodlot and a 
significant wildlife habitat/corridor.  Sewers are approaching this site and will 
likely be available within 5 years.  This site is highly vulnerable to development. 

 
19 125.13-1-1.1 1115 Whalen Road I-chen & Yue-Na Sun 205 pts. 

 
This 17.9-acre property is located on the southwest corner of the intersection of 
Rt. 250 and Whalen Road.  This property runs from the east of the Maple Hill 
Farm Subdivision to Rt. 250 with the exception of the two residential sites on the 
south-side of Whalen near the Rt. 250 intersection, and from Whalen Road south 
along Rt. 250 to the Filkins property at 2005 Nine Mile Point Rd. 
 

This property shares a common boundary in its south west corner with 7 Harris 
Whalen Park.  There is a Water Authority easement that runs along the western 
border of the property from Whalen Rd. up to the Park where it continues through 
to the water tower. 
 

This property is zoned for ½ acre residential.  There has been discussion with the 
town regarding development on this parcel, which raises the priority regarding 
preservation.  

 

If this property is to be developed steps should be taken to assure an easement for 
the planned Harris Whalen Park to Town Hall Park Trail and a buffer area on the 
south along the Harris Whalen Park border.   

 
20 094.03-1-34 900 State Road John & Tina Domenica 204 pts. 

 
This parcel is located on State road and shares the woodlot and wetland on the 
Mayer Farm parcel and the Galvin Parcel. It is flat and currently farmed. It would 
be a good candidate for protection if it were included in a package with Galvin, 
Merz, Plank Road Rothfuss, Laudadio, Galvin and Bauman properties in a farm 
protection grant. 
 

21 093.03-1-21 1343-B Five Mile Line Road Barbara S. Bauman 202 pts. 

  094.03-1-29.1 1343 Five Mile Line Road Barbara S. Bauman   

 
This site is approximately 60 acres in size and is zoned R-1-20, located on the 
NW corner of Plank Road and Five Mile Line Road.  The west end has woods, 
wetlands, and supports significant wildlife.  It lies within the Tufa Glen and 
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Shipbuilder’s Creek watersheds.  The property is actively farmed, including a 
Christmas Tree Farm and supporting a successful farm market.  The land is 
surrounded by development.  It can be viewed from ½ mile.  The site appears to 
have excellent variety of soils for farming.  This site has also received a high 
rating for recreation potential.  Sewers are approaching this area and expected 
within five years.  This site is highly vulnerable to development. 
 

22 123.19-1-19 1080 Penfield Road Robert T. Gentle 202 pts. 

This property is only 10 acres in size, its proximity to existing neighborhoods and 
to the Dolomite holdings on Penfield Road warranted special consideration.  It is 
one of few actively farmed parcels in western Penfield and has significant 
development potential.  It is one of the key farmlands that help support the very 
popular Gentles Farm Market on Old Penfield Road. 

23 108.07-1-76.999 1447 Creek Street Anna M. Brown Estate 194 pts. 

 
This is a very unique parcel located on Creek Street. Currently farmed, it is a flat 
parcel perfect for flat field recreation.  The property is surrounded by residential 
subdivisions.  There is a small woodlot at the eastern edge of the property which 
provides a buffer from the residential homes.   
 

24 125.01-1-11 1410 Sweets Corners Road Donald J. Miglioratti 192 pts. 

 
This property on Sweets Corners road is contiguous to the Willmes property and 
across the street from the Braman farm. It is overgrown and very wet. The 
Commission Ditch runs through the property. 

25 095.03-1-28 1330 Fairport Nine Mile Point Rd. Mario Di Marco 181 pts. 

This 33.4-acre property is located on the northeast corner of Rt. 250 and Plank 
Rd. and is owned by Mario DiMarco of Scottsdale, Arizona.  Four Mile Creek 
runs through this low wet area.  Most of the property is wooded with heavy 
underbrush and falls within the 100-year flood plain.  It is a significant wildlife 
habitat, which is perhaps similar to 1000-Acre Swamp on a smaller scale. 
 

26 094.19-1-1.1 1377 Shoecraft Road Bernice Parent et. al 178 pts. 

  094.19-1-5.1 1399 Shoecraft Road Dale & Mary Merz   

 
The property is approximately 11 acres on Shoecraft Road consisting of wetlands 
with scrub brush.  It is zoned R-1-20.  It lies within the Tufa Glen watershed.  
Minimum hardwoods are present on the property.  It appears on  the Parks and 
Recreation priority list.  The owners are willing to discuss trail linkage.  This site 
is vulnerable to development. 

27 126.03-1-9.1 2716 Penfield Road James N. Hopkins 178 pts. 

This property contains 72 acres zoned RA-2 along Penfield Road in Northeastern 
Ag District.  It is also in the Finger Lakes and Commission Ditch watersheds.  
About 8 to 10 acres of the site are mature woodlots.  Significant wildlife habitat 
exists on the property.  Portions of the site are currently farmed.  Sewers are not 
available.  Owners are willing to discuss possibility of trails through the parcel. 
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28 094.04-1-39.101 1395 Jackson Road Jerome Stumpf 175 pts. 

  094.04-1-39.2 1095 Plank Road Anthony & Anna Tarantino   

This 61.5-acre property is located on the southwest corner of Jackson and Plank 
Roads.  The main parcel (56.2 acres) is owned by the estate of Jerome Stumpf and 
a 5.4-acre parcel that was previously sold to Anthony Tarantina is assumed to be 
included in this property. 
 

This property is zoned rural residential and currently has a purchase option with a 
west side developed through August 2000.  Others have expressed interest if the 
option is not exercised. 
 

This site was rated high by the P+R board for active recreation purposes.  
Preservation of this property could best be achieved by purchase or transfer of 
development rights if a purchasing farmer can be found. 

29 094.01-1-43.1 1205 Shoecraft Road John W. Reichert 169 pts. 

 
The parcel is approximately 20 acres with the original home and 1 acre removed. 
The land was farmed until the 1950’s.  The middle ¼ of the parcel was an orchard 
that is overgrown to the point of being impenetrable. The western end abuts the 
Mayer farm and Rosewood subdivisions. This section of the parcel is desirable 
and easy to develop, and a good location for a trail. The Green Pine subdivision is 
on the west border as well as town land and a retention pond.  
 

30 111.01-1-10.1 1800 Kennedy Road Timothy Waldnig 169 pts. 

 
This property on Kennedy Road was purchased only a few years ago for the 
private enjoyment of the owner and his family. The parcel is mostly wooded with 
many beautiful mature trees. The owner has built trails and campsites throughout. 
He would be interested in granting trail easements through his property. 

 
31 140.02-1-38 2491 Penfield Road James N. Derue 167 pts. 

This 25.5-acre property is located on the southeast corner of Penfield Road and 
Huber Road in East Penfield. 
 

This property is zoned for rural residential and does not have access to sewers.  
There are some steep slopes and wooded areas that run through the center of the 
property.  The residence on the northwest corner of this property is a proposed 
landmark. 
 

Preservation of portions could be achieved by granting an open space easement. 

32 110.02-1-14 1530 Kennedy Road Norbert H. Meyer 167 pts. 

 
The Meyer Farm on Kennedy Road is a beautiful property. It is not directly 
vulnerable to development and as a parcel located in an agricultural district should 
be looked at as a farm to be protected. The parcel is flat and has some woodlots. It 
is currently actively farmed. 
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33 095.03-1-40.001 1271 Plank Road Michael P. & Sue Curran 159 pts. 

 
This 36.3-acre property is located on the southwest corner of Plank Rd. and Rt. 
250.  This property is zoned rural agricultural. 
 

Approximately 50% of the property is being farmed and the other 50% contains 
woods and wetlands with Four Mile Creek running through the east section near 
Rt. 250. 
 

Preservation of the agricultural segment could be through purchase or transfer of 
development rights.  The wooded wetland could be preserved by grant of a 
conservation easement. 

34 109.04-1-34 2961 Atlantic Avenue Daniel F. Scorza 159 pts. 

The property is approximately 24 acres and is zoned R-1-20.  It lies within the 
Hipp Brook watershed with sewers nearby.  Significant wildlife habitat with a 
vegetated watercourse is present.  A portion of property is actively farmed.  It is 
adjacent to Penfield school-owned property on the south side of Atlantic Avenue. 
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Part Five – Implementation Tools 
 
 
The Town of Penfield has many tools available to implement the recommendations 
contained in Part Four.  The final Candidate Parcel list in Part Four lists the 
recommended techniques for each candidate parcel. 
 

List of Available Techniques 

 
Agricultural Zoning (AZ) 

 
This zoning classification does not exist, but if created would designate a portion 
of Penfield where agriculture is permitted by right, and non-farm uses are either 
limited or prohibited.  This could contain a limited amount of non-farm uses, such 
as a homestead + one additional lot per farm, or other uses at densities that 
preserve the rural character.  It is likely that as the potential to develop is 
decreased through restrictive zoning, the value of the land would also decrease, as 
would the property taxes. 

 
Conservation Easement (CE) 

 
Conservation Easements are voluntary restrictions placed upon a piece of property 
by the landowner.  These legally bind the current landowner and all future owners 
by allowing owners to exercise certain rights, such as timber cutting or farming 
activities and restricting other rights such as subdivision of lands or further 
development.  These restricted rights are transferred to an organization such as a 
Land Trust or a government body by a legal document.  

 

Historic District (HD) 

 
The Town Board may establish Historic Preservation Overlay Districts, typically 
upon the recommendation of the Penfield Historic Preservation Board.  The 
purpose of these districts is to provide a superimposed set of regulations over the 
primary zoning district for “…an additional level of review and regulation related 
specifically to the preservation of Penfield Landmarks, Landmark Sites, 
Preservation Districts or Preservation Structures.” 

 
Donation of Development Rights (DDR) 

This is a voluntary program where a property owner places restrictions on lands 
that essentially abandon future development opportunities.  With the reduced 
development potential, the value of the property is also reduced, thereby affecting 
assessed value and taxes.  It may be possible to also achieve tax-related benefits if 
the development rights are donated to an organization such as a Land Trust or a 
governmental body. 
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Environmental Protection Overlay Districts (EPOD) 

 
The Town of Penfield currently has five (5) EPODs, which cover sensitive 
environmental features.  They are floodplains, steep slopes, woodlands, 
watercourses and wetlands.  They are incorporated into the Penfield Zoning 
Ordinance and provide an additional level of review with any project that 
proposes disturbance in or near these features.  There is a specific mapping series 
that identifies all the EPODs and the Ordinance contains minimum standards that 
must be met before permitted activities can occur within the district limits. 

 
Farmland Grouping (FG) 

The benefit of identifying groups of farms is to promote the common features, 
such as proximity to the main farm, similar soils, common ownership or renter-
ship, etc.  It is recognized that by designating farmland groupings, it is easier to 
identify preservation strategies and pursue grant opportunities. 
 

Fee Simple Purchase (FSP) 

Fee Simple Purchase identifies the actual transfer of property in its entirety to an 
organization such as a Land Trust or a government body.  This typically involves 
an appraisal on the lands to be transferred and an exchange of funds to execute the 
transfer.  This transfer can occur with or without restrictions or covenants. 
 

Incentive Zoning (IZ) 
 

Local Law No. 2 of 1995 empowers the Town Board to provide for a system of 
zoning incentives, or bonuses, as the Town Board deems necessary and 
appropriate.  These incentives are intended to advance the town’s specific 
physical, cultural and social policies in accordance with the Comprehensive Plan.  
Incentives, such as increased density or inclusion of uses not permitted within a 
certain district could be offered in exchange for community benefits, such as 
donation of lands, purchase of development rights or cash for land purchases.  
This process requires input from the Planning Board and at least one public 
hearing. 

 
Land Donation (LD) 

This category is provided for a voluntary donation of lands to an organization 
such as a Land Trust or government body.  This typically involves a transfer of 
lands where the value of the property transferred exceeds the amount it was 
transferred for.  This often is transferred at no cost to the organization or 
government body but can also be at a rate lower than the appraised value.  
Typically, land donations provide tax benefits for the donor. 
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Land Swap (LS) 

This describes the option of an exchange of lands or rights with a private 
landowner and an organization such as a Land Trust or a government body.  
Typically, this exchange offers benefits to both parties and may or may not 
involve an exchange of funds or implementation of restrictions. 

 
Open Space Easement (OSE) 

 
Local Law No. 1 of 1992 empowers the Town Board to enter into a formal 
agreement with a property owner to acquire specific rights to the lands for a 
specified period of time.  During the time that the land is encumbered by an Open 
Space Easement, the value of the vacant lands is reduced to reflect the restriction, 
thus resulting in a tax break.  In exchange, the owner of the lands agrees to not 
subdivide or further develop the lands under easement.  A minimum length of 
time is 5 years for such an easement. 

 
Open Space Zoning District (OSZ) 

 
Creation of OS zoning could provide a base-zoning district for parks, natural 
areas, recreational areas (public and private) and historic or cultural areas.  
Permitted uses with such a district could include: 

 

♦ Parks and other active or passive recreational facilities 

♦ Agricultural uses 

♦ Regional stormwater management facilities 

♦ Cemeteries 

♦ Golf Courses 

♦ Public or private camping facilities 

♦ Large lot residential 
 
Overlay District (creation or extension)  (OD) 
 

Overlay districts are intended to put an additional layer of regulations on a 
primary zoning district.  They do not replace the underlying zoning requirements.  
The Town has several overlay districts, where specific additional standards are 
imposed, such as the Four Corners Overlay District and the TF Overlay District 
for lands in the vicinity of Penfield Road and NYS Rte. 250.  A new overlay 
district could be imposed to provide an additional set of regulations or standards 
for development within the defined area.  This requires a legislative change to the 
ordinance by the Town Board. 
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Purchase of Development Rights (PDR) 

 
This process involves purchasing the difference between the market value of land 
for a potential (permitted) use and the market value of the land as it is currently 
used.  PDR on farmland keeps the land available for farming in perpetuity.  The 
dollar value of the development right is paid to the property owner, who gives up 
the right to develop the land, but retains all other rights to the land.  This typically 
requires one or more appraisals and then negotiations with the property owner.  
PDRs must be recorded as a conservation easement against the property. 

 
Right of First Refusal 

 
This involves a voluntary agreement with a property owned who may be 
unwilling to participate in other techniques at this time.  It would involve an 
agreement that at such time as the owner may wish to sell the identified property, 
the Town of Penfield has a right to offer to purchase it or match an existing offer 
for the land.  The limitation for the Town may be that it is limited to spending no 
more than the appraised fair market value and therefore may not be able to 
compete with a developer who is willing to pay more. 

 
Site Plan Approval  (SP) 

 
Article IX of the Penfield Zoning Ordinance empowers the Planning Board to 
approve, approve with conditions or deny site plans.  The Board must consider 
many factors in its decision-making process.  These include, but are not limited 
to: 
 

• Traffic 

• Drainage 

• Lot layout 

• Design features such as lighting and architecture 

• Open Space and recreation 

• Infrastructure 

• Landscaping and buffering 
 
Town Law §278 (278) 

 
This law, which has been adopted by the Town of Penfield in Article VIII-8-4, 
enables the Penfield Planning Board to cluster subdivision lots by modifying the 
applicable provisions of the Zoning Ordinance.  The stated purpose is for 
“…enabling and encouraging flexibility of design and development of land in 
such a manner as to promote the most appropriate use of land, to facilitate the 
adequate and economic use of streets and utilities and to preserve the natural and 
scenic qualities of open lands.”  The Planning Board must first decide on a 
conventional plan that complies with all zoning requirements to determine the 
density of lots.  The Board may then “cluster” those lots on less land area to meet 
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the stated purpose, but cannot increase the density of the project over that 
conventional plan density. 

 
Transfer of Development Rights (TDR) 

 
TDR allows a community to designate sending and receiving zones within which 
landowners can buy and sell the rights to develop land.  The sale is voluntary and 
occurs at whatever price the parties agree upon.  The sale is recorded as a 
conservation easement on the sending property and may result in lower taxes.  
The receiving property must demonstrate the ability to develop the land at a 
higher density without environmental degradation.  The Town maintains its tax 
base while protecting sensitive land and targeting development to land it wants to 
see developed.  TDR may only operate within a town and it is recommended that 
sending and receiving units remain separate within each of the two major school 
districts in Penfield.  It is acknowledged that TDR requires significant 
development pressure to operate effectively. 
 
This process requires the municipality to identify “sending” and “receiving” 
areas.  Sending areas are areas where the town has determined that certain 
properties exist that are important to retain in an undeveloped state.  Receiving 
areas are those areas where the town has determined that the available 
infrastructure is capable of accommodating additional density.  Lands in the 
sending area would be covered by conservation easements once the rights had 
been transferred.  In Penfield’s case, lands should be consistent within separate 
school districts.  For example, a sending area in the Penfield School District 
should utilize a receiving area in the same district. 

 
Watershed Study Recommendations (WS) 

The Town of Penfield has established a program of watershed studies for all 
watersheds within the town.  Recommendations within these studies include 
target areas within watersheds or sub-basins for regional stormwater management.  
Coordination with the Open Space Plan can assist in achieving the goals of 
regional stormwater management in Penfield, as well as other benefits identified 
in the Plan. 
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Open Space Funding Sources 

 
 
General Observations 
 

After doing some preliminary research on some of the funding opportunities for 
open space preservation, it is clear that there are relatively few pots of 
government money to draw on, and the competition is very fierce.  In addition, 
some of the funding sources are only secondarily focused on open space 
preservation.  For example, there is funding to protect farmland or to purchase 
land to benefit the environment in some specific way, but preservation of open 
space for its own sake is not very fundable on its own.  With that in mind, it is 
very important that we substantiate the quantitative and qualitative roles that 
Open Space plays in our community. 

 
State Opportunities 
 

• Farm Protection Plan:  Applications due in August.  The state provided 
up to 75% of the cost of purchasing development rights on working 
agricultural land.  So far, Pittsford received about $750,000 for its 
program.  Macedon in Wayne County recently received about $800,000 to 
protect 834 acres of farmland.  Our chances at receiving this funding 
increase if we: 

 
1. Identify the community’s finest farmland that is most likely to 

support successful framing into the future; 
2. Preserve blocks of farmland instead of one parcel; 
3. Attempt to save farmland near an environmentally significant 

resource, such as the 1,000 Acre Swamp Sanctuary; 
4. Over match the required 25 percent local funding, perhaps through 

bargain sale donations from farmers; 
5. Have the enthusiastic support of participating farmers; 

 

• Environmental Protection Fund/Bond Act:  Provides up to 
$350,000/$500,000 for environmental and recreational projects.  Working 
with The Nature Conservancy, the Town received this during the last 
round of grants for the purchase of the Rothfuss Farm.  It is extremely 
unlikely we will receive funding again for the next several years.  This 
awarded amount was $17 million statewide last year. 

• Recreational Trails Program:  State provided up to 80% of funding for 
comprehensive trail projects that connect points of interest.  This pot of 
money is grounding the $1.2 million Irondequoit Trail announced in 2000. 
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• Member Items:  In 1999, the state legislature awarded $170 million to 
fund local projects. 

 
Federal Opportunities 
 

• Farmland Protection Program:  This is the same as the state program, but 
it only provides 50% of the cost of the development rights. 

• TES-21 Funding:  Approximately $10 million will be pumped into Upstate 
New York for transportation enhancement programs within the next 
couple of years; in part this is for the purchase of scenic easements or 
historic sites on certain roads.  This will probably be available in 2002, at 
the latest. 

 
Foundation & Other 
 

• Foundations:  There are about 20 foundations in our region that we could 
appeal to for smaller sources of funding (a few thousand at a time).  In 
addition, with more research, there are hundreds of larger foundations on 
the national level that may have an interest in helping us out.  The key to 
this funding is that we must partner with a 501 (c)3 organization or 
establish one of our own to be eligible for this kind of money. 

• Public Fundraising Campaign:  It is clear that this is a popular issue with 
Penfield residents. With a comprehensive and energetic campaign, we 
could probably raise a significant amount of money through community 
donations. 

• Public Referendum:  Place a specific amount for purchase of development 
rights and/or fee simple purchase of identified lands on the ballot to 
determine if taxpayers are willing to support a tax increase if it is for 
preservation of open space.   This would require a specific, focused effort 
on educating the public on the benefits from this investment. 

 



 

   

Part Six – Agriculture and Farmland Preservation       

    
 
Past Master Plans and Comprehensive Plans have strongly recognized the importance of Penfield’s 
Agricultural heritage and have recommended ways to continue to make farming a viable industry in 
our community.  The Open Space Inventory also identifies the significant presence of agriculture in 
our town.  Indeed, it is this presence that helps define our Community Character. 
 
The Open Space Inventory and the work done with this Open Space Plan identifies where the active 
farms are in Penfield.  The difficult part of the Plan is to identify how to keep them active and viable. 
 
Monroe County also recognizes the benefits of an active, viable farming presence.  This position is 
summarized in the Penfield Open Space Inventory, as an appendix.  
The Northeastern Agricultural District #3 encompasses portions of the Towns of Penfield and 
Webster.  The Town of Penfield currently has about 5,650 acres in the district (1999 update).  
District legislation requires specific consideration of agricultural uses when a local municipality 
considers modifications to land use changes.  Municipalities cannot enact local laws or ordinances 
that unreasonably restrict farming practices or structures.  Participating in the Agricultural District 
provides the landowners with exemptions, and therefore reduced taxes, if the properties meet certain 
requirements.  These requirements are explained below. 
 
This Open Space Plan has made recommendations in other sections for preservation of specific lands 
within Penfield.  Several of those lands identified are currently being actively farmed.  However, 
there are many more farms in Penfield that deserve attention.   
 
 
IMPLEMENTATION TOOLS 
 
 The Town of Penfield has several tools available to it to proceed with a plan for agricultural 
preservation.  These are summarized below: 
 

A. Agricultural District and Agricultural Exemptions 
 

Article 25-AAA of the NYS Agricultural Protection Act was enacted, in part, to promote 
local programs for preservation of agriculture and farmlands.  These programs provide 
for an exemption, based upon soil types, for properties that are actively farmed.  The 
properties must be greater than 10 acres and produce an average of $10,000 in gross sales 
for the last 2 years.  There are roll-back penalties if the lands are converted for 
development.  There is an annual filing of renewal and an 8-year commitment.  These 
programs should continue and the Town of Penfield should remain supportive of these 
exemptions. 
 

 
 

B. Incentive Zoning 
 



 

   

The Town Board is empowered by Local Law # 2 of 1995 “to grant incentives or bonuses 
to advance the Town’s specific physical, cultural and social policies in accordance with 
the Town of Penfield’s comprehensive plan and in coordination with other community 
planning mechanisms or land use techniques.”  This Local Law was the subject of a 
Generic Environmental Impact Statement, which identified how Incentive Zoning could 
help achieve the goals of preserving the best farmlands in the rural eastern portion of 
Penfield: 
 
“Incentive Zoning could have a positive impact on the preservation of agricultural lands 
if the amenity granted was the ability of more land to be continued to be farmed while 
allowing a bonus of smaller lot sizes that would still accommodate a residence, septic 
system, expansion area and reasonable yard area.  This may be warranted especially in 
areas with prime soils for farming.  Although not always owned by farmers, many of the 
prime lands are currently rented for agricultural purposes by farmers and preservation 
of these lands must be considered.” 

 
Funds acquired through incentive zoning should be set aside for the implementation of 
this plan. 
  

C. Open Space Easement and Agricultural Easement Program 

Local Law No. 1 of 1992 enables the Town Board to grant reduced assessments for 
vacant acreage, based upon a review by the Town of Penfield and Monroe County 
Department of Planning & Development.  Once considered appropriate for entry into this 
program, the property owner and the Town enter into a formal agreement to not 
subdivide or further develop the lands under easement, for a specified term of years 
(minimum 5 years), in exchange for a reduced assessed value.  This generally results in 
lower property taxes.  In most instances, farmers taking advantage of the Agricultural 
Exemption are better off financially than if they were to enter into the Open Space 
Easement/Agricultural Easement program.  Therefore, the Town should consider 
modifying the amount of exemption under the Agricultural Easement portion of the local 
program to be more cost effective for farmers.  This would also provide a longer term 
approach to the commitment and should carry much stiffer penalties for withdrawal from 
the program.  The penalty funds accrued from this program should be used to purchase 
development rights. 

 
 
 
 
 

D.  Purchase of Development Rights (PDR) 
 

The Purchase of Development Rights program in New York has its roots in Section 247 
of the New York State General Municipal Law.  It authorizes local governments to use 
public funds to acquire interests or rights to real property for the preservation of open 
spaces and agricultural land.  This is a program that is gaining momentum across the 
country and is becoming more popular locally. 
 



 

   

The purchase of development rights to a parcel or farm places a deed restriction, usually 
in the form of a Conservation Easement, on the property, protecting the land for 
agricultural purposes, usually in perpetuity.  The value of the easement is generally the 
fair market value of the property minus the restricted value of the property, as determined 
by a qualified appraisal. 
 
The American Farmland Trust has summarized the recognized benefits of a PDR 
program: 
 

♦ PDR protects farmland permanently, while keeping it in private ownership. 

♦ Participation in PDR programs is voluntary. 

♦ PDR allows farmers to capitalize on undeveloped assets—their land. 

♦ PDR can be implemented by state or local governments, or by private organizations. 

♦ PDR provides farmers with a financially competitive alternative to development. 

♦ PDR programs can protect ecological as well as agricultural resources. 

♦ PDR removes the non-agricultural value of land, which helps keep it affordable to 
farmers. 

 
IMPLEMENTATION STRATEGY 
 
In order to establish a initial plan for farmland preservation, the Town was confronted with the 
dilemma of determining which farmlands should be pursued first.  Discussions with Penfield farmers 
identified a significant amount of interest in pursuing a Purchase of Development Rights (PDR) 
effort.   
 
In order to keep the number of acres and number of farms manageable, the Town identified a total of 
eight farms that are owned by farmers in Penfield who solely make their living from farming.  Initial 
discussions regarding a PDR initiative determined that one of the farmers was not interested in 
participating, so the number of farms was reduced to seven.  It is these seven farms that comprise the 
first phase of implementation of Penfield’s Agricultural and Farmland Preservation program.  These 
are identified in Table A-1 and shown on the accompanying map. 
 
The farms comprise several different agricultural venues, including orchards, vineyards, dairy, field 
crops and farm markets.  All have soils identified as “Prime and Unique” for farming, all have 
demonstrated that they can be successful in production.  All can continue to be farmed, either by the 
existing farmer or by another farmer. 
 
Indeed, continuation of the land as a working farm is of paramount importance.  National statistics 
and local surveys support the fact that family farms are declining in our country.  Passing down the 
farm to the next generation is not always an option.  It is critical, therefore, to keep mindful of the 
factors that make up a successful farm, so that it is likely that the farm will continue.  These factors 
include good soils, proximity to other farmlands, minimal conflicts with residential neighbors, 
participation in the Agricultural District program and agricultural exemptions.  These factors do not 
guarantee success, but can contribute to maintaining farming as a viable business in Penfield. 
 
The seven farms previously identified are the important core of Penfield agriculture.  They are, by no 
means, the sole agriculture base of our community.  There are several thousand acres of actively 
farmed land in Penfield, most of them rented by someone other than the landowner.  These lands are 



 

   

no less important than the seven core farms and actually support this core.  However, to manage a 
plan for Purchase of Development Rights, this core group of farms has been determined to be the 
starting point. 
 
The following process is recommended to implement Penfield’s Agricultural Preservation strategy: 
 

STEP 1 – Determine the level of interest in this program by the affected farm owners.  This 
early communication is critical to the success of the program. 
 
STEP 2 – Conduct an appraisal of each farm to determine the agricultural value of the land 
and the development value of the land.  The difference in these two values equals the value 
of the Development Rights. 
 
STEP 3 – Negotiate with each farmer to enter into an agreement to purchase the development 
rights of the farms.  Bargain sales should be encouraged, where a farmer may sell the 
development rights for something less than the appraised value, taking a charitable donation 
credit for the difference.  This means that the development rights are still secured, but at a 
lower price than appraised, and the farmer may find some tax benefits from this option. 
 
STEP 4 – Secure the funding.  The majority of funding will likely become a taxpayer 
supported effort, with the possibility of some grant funding.  The use of Incentive Zoning 
could also produce funding opportunities.  There needs to be a significant public relations 
campaign to inform the taxpayers of the benefits of such a Purchase of Development Rights 
program.  Previous sections of this Open Space Plan identify the long term cost savings of 
preserving open space.  Indeed, this must be considered a long-term investment.  Medium to 
long-term bonding (up to 30 years) could be secured to finance such a program.  This should 
be subject to a mandatory voter referendum. 
 
STEP 5 – Execute the previously negotiated agreements.  This will require the filing of 
Conservation Easements that legally restrict the future uses of the farms to only those uses 
that are agriculturally related.  The farmers would be the “Grantors” of the development 
rights.  The Town of Penfield or a land trust could be the “Grantees”, holding them in 
perpetuity. 

 
The execution of successfully negotiated Purchase of Development Rights easements is not the 
Town’s only responsibility, if agriculture is to be preserved as a community asset.   It is, however, 
the most important first step.  Once the core properties are protected, surrounding farmlands that 
meet minimum established criteria (minimum acreage, good soils, close proximity to protected 
farms, etc.) should be pursued, as well. 
 
The Town should show continued support of Monroe County’s Agricultural and Farmland 
Protection Plan.  Some areas that can be helpful in achieving preservation goals include: 
 

1.) Continued Coordination with the Monroe County Agricultural Preservation 
Specialist. 

 
2.) Encourage farmers who are not in the district to join. 

 



 

   

3.) Mapping of Class I and Class II soils for preservation. 
 

4.) Property Disclosure Notification – handled through subdivision and site plan review 
process. 

 
5.) Tracking agricultural characteristics and trends. 

 
6.) Focus preservation efforts on dwindling field crop land, vacant land and truck crop 

land. 
 
The efforts identified above may not result in immediate perceived benefits, but this program to 
preserve agriculture in Penfield will be producing benefits for many future generations.  It is indeed, 
a good long-term investment in our community. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

   

MAP # SBL ST# STREET OWNER MAILING 
ADDRESS 

CITY ACRES LAND* TOTAL AV EXEMPTION

1 126.01-1-36.1 1866 Gloria Drive EAST 
PENVIEW 

FARMS 

1920 GLORIA 
DR 

FAIRPORT 
NY 14450 

133.20   $443,600  $539,000 AG EXEMPT 

1 126.03-1-3 1920 Gloria Drive EAST 
PENVIEW 

FARMS 

1920 GLORIA 
DR 

FAIRPORT 
NY 14450 

77.11   $269,800  $467,400 AG EXEMPT 

2 094.03-1-21 1343-
B 

Five Mile 
Line Road 

BAUMAN  
BARBARA 

86 TALL 
TREE 

PENFIELD 
NY  14526 

23.90  $121,000 AG EXEMPT 

2 094.03-1-29.101 1343 Five Mile 
Line Road 

BAUMAN  
BARBARA 

86 TALL 
TREE 

PENFIELD 
NY  14526 

59.48   $337,600  $402,000 AG EXEMPT 

3 126.01-1-48 1687 Sweets 
Corners 

Road 

ROTHFUSS  
FLOYD & 

TERRY 

1865 GLORIA 
DR 

FAIRPORT 
NY 14450 

62.00   $217,000  $220,000 AG EXEMPT 

3 126.01-1-39 1871 Gloria Drive ROTHFUSS  
FLOYD 

1865 GLORIA 
DR 

FAIRPORT 
NY 14450 

69.70   $258,900  $300,000 AG EXEMPT 

3 126.03-1-2.3 1920 Salt Road ROTHFUSS 
FLOYD 

1865 GLORIA 
DR 

FAIRPORT 
NY 14450 

41.15   $180,900  $202,400 AG EXEMPT 

4 111.01-1-32.2 1530 Salt Road WILBERT  
JAMES 

1515 SALT 
RD 

PENFIELD 
NY  14526 

98.60   $345,100  $350,000 AG EXEMPT 

4 110.02-1-23 1515 Salt Road WILBERT  
JAMES 

1515 SALT 
RD 

PENFIELD 
NY  14526 

67.00   $242,500  $411,000 AG EXEMPT 

5 125.01-1-10 1350 Sweets 
Corners 

Road 

WILLMES  
DANA 

1320 
SWEETS 

CORNERS 
RD 

PENFIELD 
NY  14526 

101.20   $377,200  $683,300 AG EXEMPT 

5 125.01-1-22 1315 Sweets 
Corners 

Road 

WILLMES  
DANA 

1320 
SWEETS 

CORNERS 
RD 

PENFIELD 
NY  14526 

25.70   $90,000  $91,000 AG EXEMPT 

5 125.01-1-21 1689 Dublin 
Road 

WILLMES  
DANA 

1320 
SWEETS 

CORNERS 
RD 

PENFIELD 
NY  14526 

8.60   $30,100  $37,400 AG EXEMPT 

6 110.02-1-40 1511 Harris 
Road 

WOODWAR
D   DAVID 

1530 HARRIS 
RD 

PENFIELD 
NY  14526 

40.60   $101,500  $103,000 AG EXEMPT 

6 110.02-1-25 1530 Harris 
Road 

WOODWAR
D   DAVID 

1530 HARRIS 
RD 

PENFIELD 
NY  14526 

93.60   $230,000  $368,000 AG EXEMPT 

7 094.04-1-30.101 1068 Plank Road SCHUTT  
CHARLES 

1058 PLANK 
RD 

WEBSTER  
NY 14580 

49.85   $249,300  $253,000 AG EXEMPT 

*Land 
Value as of 

10/11/00 

     TOTALS 951.69   $3,373,500  $4,548,500  
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TOWN OF PENFIELD 
 
January, 2001 

 

Monroe County’s Town of Penfield is a desirable suburban 

community containing attractive residential neighborhoods and 

several clusters of quality office and commercial parcels.  The 

appeal of the community can be seen in two statistics:  First, the 

population of Penfield is estimated to have increased almost 8% 

from 1990 through 1998.  The town population was estimated at 

32,520 in 1998.  Second, the real estate market has been and 

remains strong.  The Town Assessor reports that about 180 new 

residences were built in the town each year from 1996 through 

1999.  The median sale price of new residential homes has risen 

13% from 1996 to 1999 (from $207,750 to $235,500). Given its 

rapid growth, Penfield is planning for the future by updating its 

Comprehensive Plan.  Part of this process includes exploring how 

changes in land use envisioned in the Comprehensive Plan will 

affect the fiscal stability of the Town over time. 

CGR’s task has been to develop a model that enables the 

community to assess the fiscal impact of the Town of Penfield’s 

development alternatives.  Using a series of explicit assumptions as 

its foundation, the CGR model estimates incremental costs and 

benefits for different development alternatives.   

The modeling effort is not an attempt to forecast future tax rates.  

Tax rates—particularly for public education—are driven by a wide 

range of different factors.  School taxes are strongly influenced by 

changes in state and federal policy, for example.  The NYS 

Regents’ recent modifications of requirements for teacher 

certification are likely to spur a modest increase in overall teacher 

salaries; parents’ interest in smaller class sizes could lead to an 

increase in the number of classrooms, increasing the number of 

teachers hired.  The CGR model is intended to test the impact of 

SUMMARY OF CGR APPROACH AND FINDINGS 

CGR Fiscal Impact 
Model 
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alternative land use policies, all other things remaining the same.  The 

only changes that are modeled here are costs that are directly 

influenced by growth.   

A number of development scenarios were modeled by CGR.  The 

various models incorporate different assumptions about the pace 

of development, the character of new dwellings, the relative 

impact of the new dwellings on the town’s two school districts and 

other issues.  The model is structured to enable the town to 

develop new queries following CGR’s completion of the project.  

A summary of the model’s structure appears at the end of this 

report. 

The results presented in this fiscal impact report should be 

interpreted as if this future residential and commercial/industrial 

development were to occur tomorrow – the cost structure facing 

the school districts and the town is assumed to be constant.  The 

model does not make any forecasts of changes in per unit costs of 

public services nor about the relationship between service cost 

inflation and real estate price inflation.  The prices and cost 

conditions of the year 2000 are assumed to be constant so that the 

effect of increasing development can be studied separately from 

other factors affecting the cost of local government. 

The fiscal model focuses on changes in property tax rates over a 

significant period of time.  Land use policy influences the fiscal 

condition of a community over a very long period of time.  

Penfield currently includes almost 12,000 tax parcels.  An average 

of about 160 housing units have been built each year over the 

previous five.  The tax base of a town changes very slowly when 

only a small fraction of properties are changing in any significant 

way in any given year.   

Over a 20-year period, the model finds that continued 

development with the present mix of dwelling units and 

commercial/office buildings would lower tax rates in both the 

town and the school districts, if all other tax determinants remain 

unchanged.   

The “break even” value of housing (defined as the home value 

that will generate tax revenue roughly equal to the costs imposed 

on the community from growth) ranges from the low $200,000 
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range for the Webster Central School District to the upper 

$200,000 range for homes in the Penfield Central School District.  

The “break even” point for the Town of Penfield is again in the 

low $200,000s.   

A subdivision expected to include homes of a lesser value would 

add more to cost than to revenue, however.  An analysis of the 

Rothfuss Farm, for example, shows that by purchasing the 

property for $979,000 and preventing the construction of homes 

expected to cost an average of $160,000, taxpayers saved an annual 

sum of about $170,000.  Taxes will be lower due to the purchase 

as the net present value of the purchase (the savings minus the 

expense of the sale) over a ten-year period was about $400,000.   

The model confirms the following: 

� Variations in land use policy are unlikely to cause rapid and 

substantial changes in tax rates    

� A diverse development plan that encourages high quality 

residential development along with high quality commercial and 

industrial development is best for tax base stability. 

� School taxes are a large proportion of the fiscal burden of local 

taxpayers.  Land use policies that influence the number of new 

schoolchildren will have a disproportionate impact on tax rates, 

relative to other policy decisions.  The cost per child of elementary 

and secondary education also has a substantial impact on local 

taxation. 

The Town of Penfield should consider the data presented in this 

report, the Town’s goals, the desires of the residents, and other 

relevant information when making decisions about future 

development.  Land use policy, as embodied in the Town 

Comprehensive Plan and incorporated into its zoning ordinance, 

contributes broadly to the pace and character of Town growth, 

thus the quality of life for its residents and the cost of living of its 

taxpayers. 
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Local governments have been granted sweeping powers over land 

use within their boundaries.  When enacted in conformity with a 

Comprehensive Plan, the municipality is empowered to establish a 

zoning ordinance that dictates permissible uses for particular 

portions of a community’s land.  Zoning and subdivision 

requirements can indicate the location of commercial and 

industrial uses of land, and control the density and other 

characteristics of residential uses in specific neighborhoods.  Local 

governments are empowered to create incentives for private 

buyers and sellers such as “transfer of development right” 

programs, cluster regulations, conservation easements, and tax 

abatements.  The ultimate power to influence land use comes from 

a community’s legal right to purchase land or a portion of the 

rights accruing to a parcel, such as the right to develop.  Under 

certain conditions, private property can be condemned by local 

governments and the compensation for that land determined in 

accordance with the law.  Alternatively, local governments can act 

as any other buyer or seller and negotiate a sale with a willing 

partner. 

The planning and zoning powers of local governments still must 

acknowledge the demands of the real estate market and the 

regional economy.  A community can’t simply declare itself to be 

the ideal site for office development or decree the value of 

residential real estate.  Nonetheless, local governments can have a 

strong influence on community character through their actions, 

whether by strictly segregating uses (the traditional impact of 

zoning regulations) or by providing robust incentives to private 

owners to alter use patterns. 

As new structures are built on previously undeveloped land 

parcels, the preservation of a community’s unique character 

becomes a particular challenge.    

The Town of Penfield is a desirable residential community.  The 

appeal of the community can be seen in two statistics:  First, the 

population of Penfield is estimated to have increased almost 8% 

from 1990 through 1998.  The town population was estimated at 
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32,520 in 1998.  Second, the real estate market has been and 

remains strong.  The Town Assessor reports that about 180 new 

residences were built in the town each year from 1996 through 

1999.  The median sale price of new residential homes has risen 

13% from 1996 to 1999 (from $207,750 to $235,500).  

Undeveloped land provides scenic vistas, environmental benefits 

like water purification and flood control, and wildlife habitat.  

Population growth changes the socio-economic composition of 

the community.  These tangible and intangible impacts on the 

Town of Penfield are important and worthy of serious 

consideration.  Changes in the physical environment or socio-

economic character of Penfield are beyond the scope of this study, 

however.  This project is strictly an analysis of the change in the 

costs and revenues accruing to the school district and the town as 

a result of growth.   

The fiscal impact of growth is estimated by several factors.  First, 

CGR examines previous development patterns and works with 

community leaders to develop an estimate of the volume and 

character of likely future development.  The model is designed to 

allow the user to consider easily many different alternative 

assumptions. 

Second, CGR employs descriptive statistics about the community 

to establish parameters for the fiscal impact of particular changes 

in the built character of the town.  This model addresses only 

impacts on the town and the school districts.   

The goal of the modeling exercise is to develop reasonable 

estimates of the impact of land use change on the tax levies and 

tax rates of the Town of Penfield and the Penfield and Webster 

School Districts.   

This fiscal impact model is designed to estimate how service costs 

and town revenues are likely to change as the community grows.  

This is different from saying that the model predicts the future.  

The model is a tool that asks the question, “If all else remained the 

same, what would be the impact on tax rates from exchanging X 

Study Limited to 
Fiscal Effects of 
Growth 

CGR’S APPROACH TO ESTIMATING FISCAL IMPACT 

Assumptions in the 
Model 
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acres of undeveloped land for Y homes plus Z square feet of 

business property.”   

The model does not, for example, predict how the average cost of 

public education may change in the future.  In recent decades the 

cost per child independent of changes in total enrollment has been rising 

steadily, outstripping the general increase in prices.  Reasons for 

this trend are numerous—changes in state and federal regulations 

concerning children with special needs, declining class sizes, and 

increasing teacher salaries are often cited.  Whether or not this 

trend continues into the future is not the concern of this study.  

The fiscal impact model does not attempt to forecast changes in 

the real cost of education per child—the only question the model 

addresses is the tax impact of changes in the number of 

schoolchildren and how land use decisions drive this figure.  The 

cost of education per child is held constant. 

Growth in the Penfield and Webster School Districts has driven a 

significant share of the growth in the aggregate property tax levy 

and rate in the recent past.  As the analysis discussed below will 

demonstrate, local public education is very expensive.  The New 

York State Department of Education (NYSED) reports that 

operating spending per student in the district is about $6,879 in 

the Penfield School District.*  This is only the operating expense, 

however.  The cost of building new structures is above and 

beyond this total.  Once again, the cost of construction is 

substantial.  NYSED aids school facilities at different rates 

depending on the income and property wealth of the district’s 

residents.  Allowable costs are determined by reference to a 

statewide school construction cost formula, adjusted by this 

regional cost factor.  Statewide, NYSED allows a cost of $9,119 

per rated capacity unit for grades K-6.  Buildings housing school 

children in grades 7-12 are allowed a cost of $14,249.  Grade 7-9 

facilities are allowed slightly less. 

“State-rated” capacity and what a district regards as “functional” 

capacity is usually not the same thing.  A 770 square foot 

classroom is rated by NYSED as having a capacity of 27 

elementary students or 30 middle or secondary school students.  A 

                                                
* This is defined as “approved operating expenses” divided by “total aidable pupil 

units.” 
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district with lower class sizes will receive aid according to the state-

rated capacity, although the district will have to build more 

classrooms to house the same number of students.  In effect, 

building aid flows to districts by classroom.  A middle school 

classroom in Monroe County will be aided by the state on an 

allowable cost of about $332,735 in direct construction cost and 

$83,192 in incidental costs per classroom.  This must cover 

ancillary space in the structure, e.g. hallways and other common 

space, and other costs of construction, e.g. architectural fees and 

the cost of land acquisition. 

It is very difficult to predict the number of new students added to 

a district as a result of new construction, the distribution of these 

new students across grade levels, or the attendance area in which 

the students will live.  Each of these elements can alter the impact 

of new construction on school finances, thus on tax rates.  This 

study functions like a Generic Environmental Impact Study, 

inasmuch as it considers general impacts in the absence of a 

specific development proposal on a particular parcel. 

The Town of Penfield could likely accommodate an additional 

200-300 children in the Penfield School District, and an additional 

1,000 children in the Webster School District without requiring 

that new space be constructed. 

The fact that school district boundaries do not conform to 

municipal boundaries is an added complication.  The actions of 

the Town of Penfield influence two school districts (Penfield 

Central and Webster Central) in a major way.  Penfield’s actions 

are not the sole influence on either district, however.  This study 

asks how the actions of Penfield would influence school costs in 

the absence of any other influences.  In the real world, the actions 

of both the towns of Webster and Penfield interact to determine 

the need for new construction in the Webster Central School 

District. 

CGR develops assumptions about the fiscal impact of growth in 

two stages.  While it might seem logical to simply divide the total 

cost of maintaining the town’s physical assets and programs by the 

number of residents, this would not accurately capture the impact 

on the town budget of small expansions of programs that already 

exist.  The Town of Penfield will probably experience little 

Adding Capacity to 
Penfield and Webster 
Central Schools 

Fiscal Impact: 
Town of Penfield 
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additional cost in maintaining the Office of the Supervisor or the 

Town Board were the population to increase a small amount, say 

10%.  The Office of the Assessor, however, would certainly expect 

an increase in workload as a consequence of growth. 

CGR has added to its knowledge of local public finance through 

an extensive analysis of detailed expenditures for all NYS towns.  

The Office of the NYS Comptroller provided a file of all town 

expenditures for FY 1997 (the most recent data available).  CGR’s 

statistical analyses of town expenditures underlie the assumptions 

incorporated into this model.   

This source was also used to explore how the cost of government 

in Penfield compares to other towns in Monroe counties.  A table 

summarizing these results appears above.  Of the 19 towns wth 

complete data, Penfield is 9th in total spending per capita.  Of the 

thirteen towns without a local police force, Penfield ranks 5th. 

Fiscal Summary:  Office of NYS Comptroller, FY97

Town Population

Pop 

Rank

Statewide 

Pop Rank

Ttl Expend 

Per Capita

Recreation 

Per Capita

Police Per 

Capita

Fire Per 

capita

BRIGHTON 34,455 5 31 439$            4$               97$          15$         

CHILI 25,178 9 52 332$            1$               1$            38$         

CLARKSON 4,517 19 329 490$            -$                -$             31$         

EAST ROCHESTER 6,932 15 217 -$                -$                -$             -$           

GATES 28,583 8 44 334$            3$               91$          -$           

GREECE 90,106 1 12 474$            6$               91$          2$          

HAMLIN 9,203 14 153 300$            3$               -$             -$           

HENRIETTA 36,376 4 29 301$            6$               2$            2$          

IRONDEQUOIT 53,657 2 20 450$            2$               100$         2$          

MENDON 6,845 16 219 308$            1$               -$             16$         

OGDEN 16,912 11 84 341$            1$               61$          -$           

PARMA 13,873 13 103 189$            0$               1$            -$           

PENFIELD 30,219 7 39 360$            4$               -$             2$          

PERINTON 43,015 3 24 403$            116$           1$            30$         

PITTSFORD 24,497 10 55 386$            2$               4$            -$           

RIGA 5,114 17 293 308$            3$               -$             25$         

RUSH 3,217 20 415 412$            0$               -$             2$          

SWEDEN 14,181 12 100 229$            0$               -$             14$         

WEBSTER 31,639 6 36 466$            4$               92$          12$         

WHEATLAND 5,093 18 296 344$            -$                -$             34$         

AVERAGE 343$           8$               27$          11$         
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The marginal cost of Penfield town government is estimated as 

follows: 

� Some costs are assumed to remain fixed in the very near term.  

This lower “marginal cost” of town government is assumed to 

phase out over population growth of 20%.  Thus once population 

reaches 120% of the present level, the current average cost of 

town government is assumed.   

This assumption can be changed in the model by altering cell B7 

in worksheet “Budget Assumptions.” 

 



 

 

7 

The statistics that follow demonstrate the impact of a continuation 

of the relatively rapid rate of growth the Town has experienced 

during the recent past.  In this instance, CGR assumes that 158 

new housing units are added each year, with values distributed in 

same proportion as in previous years. 

The model developed by CGR for Penfield allows different 

assumptions to be tested individually.  Under most assumptions, a 

continuation of previous trends (relatively high valued new homes 

plus continued commercial and office development) shows tax 

rates decreasing slightly over time.  This assumes that no other 

changes occur that would change the underlying rate of taxation. 

The table and chart that follow show town tax rates declining 

initially, then increasing as the town adds additional capacity for 

service delivery.   

FINDINGS OF FISCAL IMPACT MODEL 

Predicted Tax Rate Trends: 

Penfield Town
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Scenario Summary
Assumption Cells:

Baseline: 
Current Rate 

& 
Composition

Accel Resid 
Growth

Accel Non 
Resid 

Growth
No Non-Res 

Growth

Lower 
School 
Impact

School 

Assumptions School Excess Capacity PCSD 200 200 200 200 300

School Excess Capacity WCSD 800 800 800 800 1,000

School Children per Household PCSD 1.4 1.4 1.4 1.4 1.0

School Children per Household WCSD 1.4 1.4 1.4 1.4 1.0

Cost per Child PCSD $6,879 $6,879 $6,879 $6,879 $5,504

Cost per Child WCSD $6,088 $6,088 $6,088 $6,088 $4,870

Housing 

Assumptions Policy Impact on Housing Prices 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%

Sensitivity of Housing Demand to Change 

in Price 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0

Policy Impact on Commercial/Industrial Prices 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%

Sensitivity of Comm/Indust Demand to 

Change in Price 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
Min Lot Size   MR 3,000 3,000 3,000 3,000 3,000

  R-1-15/12 15,000 15,000 15,000 15,000 15,000

  R-1-20 20,000 20,000 20,000 20,000 20,000

  RA-2 87,120 87,120 87,120 87,120 87,120

  RR-1 43,560 43,560 43,560 43,560 43,560
Coverage   Retail Coverage 20% 20% 20% 20% 20%

  Industrial & Other Bus Covrg 35% 35% 35% 35% 35%
Development 

Rate   MR 8 16 8 8 8

  R-1-15/12 11 22 11 11 11

  R-1-20 101 202 101 101 101

  RA-2 11 22 11 11 11

  RR-1 27 0 27 27 27

  (add'l resid category) 0 0 0 0 0
  (add'l non-res category) 0 0 0 0 0

  Commercial 60,000 60,000 120,000 0 60,000

  Office Park 20,000 20,000 40,000 0 20,000

  Industrial 5,000 5,000 10,000 0 5,000
Result Cells:

Town      Baseline $2.40 $2.40 $2.40 $2.40 $2.40
Tax         Year 10 $2.22 $2.29 $2.16 $2.29 $2.22
Rate       Year 20 $2.25 $2.37 $2.15 $2.35 $2.25
               % Change to Yr20 -6% -1% -11% -2% -6%
PCSD    Baseline $22.54 $22.54 $22.54 $22.54 $22.54
Tax        Year 10 $21.85 $21.91 $21.46 $22.25 $20.65
Rate      Year 20 $21.32 $21.46 $20.67 $22.02 $19.21

               % Change to Yr20 -5% -5% -8% -2% -15%
P Ttl       Baseline $24.94 $24.94 $24.94 $24.94 $24.94
Tax         Year 10 $24.07 $24.20 $23.62 $24.53 $22.87
Rate       Year 20 $23.57 $23.84 $22.81 $24.37 $21.45

               % Change to Yr20 -6% -4% -9% -2% -14%
WCSD    Baseline $18.45 $18.45 $18.45 $18.45 $18.45
Tax         Year 10 $17.97 $17.87 $17.71 $18.24 $17.13
Rate       Year 20 $17.59 $17.48 $17.14 $18.07 $16.07

               % Change to Yr20 -5% -5% -7% -2% -13%
W Ttl       Baseline $20.85 $20.85 $20.85 $20.85 $20.85
Tax         Year 10 $20.19 $20.16 $19.87 $20.52 $19.35
Rate       Year 20 $19.84 $19.86 $19.28 $20.43 $18.32

               % Change to Yr20 -5% -5% -8% -2% -12%
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Trends for different scenarios combine both residential growth 

and commercial and office growth.  It is instructive to consider 

what residential home value will have a minimal impact on tax 

rates.  The answer is different for the Town of Penfield and each 

of the school districts.  Due to lower per student operating costs, 

homes in the low $200,000 range are likely to generate as much 

revenue as cost in the Webster Central School District.  The 

“break-even” value for the Town of Penfield is in the same price 

range.   

The Penfield Central School District’s cost per student is higher, 

requiring a home value in the upper $200,000 range to break even.  

Homes valued in this range will enable the community to grow 

without increasing tax rates.  In the worksheet titled “Break 

Even,” the user can test the “break even” home value under 

different assumptions. 

The Town of Penfield recently purchased the Rothfuss Farm, an 

89 acre parcel located on Five Mile Line Road.  The Planning 

Department estimates that 142 dwellings could have been built on 

the parcel had it been developed.  Homes adjacent to the parcel 

sell for prices ranging from below $100,000 to $150,000.  This 

analysis assumes that new homes built on the parcel would sell for 

$160,000.   

This price is below the “break even” home value.  We assume that 

there would have been no business development on the site to 

offset the expenditure burden of new residential dwellings.  CGR 

estimates that the construction of 142 dwellings on this site would 

cost the community about $170,000 annually, i.e. that the added 

revenue would fall short of added cost by this sum.  Over a 10 

year period, the discounted present value of the stream of savings 

would equal about $1.4 million.  As the parcel cost the town 

$979,000, the Town’s “investment” in a reduction of home 

construction is worth about $400,000.  The timing of the benefits 

and costs is significant, of course.  If the land development were 

delayed, the present value of the benefit would fall. 

 

“Break Even” 
House Value 

Case Study:  The 
Rothfuss Farm 
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If the pace of construction continues at its present rate (including 

commercial and office expansion), then the population is expected 

to rise by about 4,300 in 10 years with the addition of about 1,580 

new homes.   

Given the relatively high value of homes being built in the 

community, the town and school tax rates are assumed to decline 

slightly over the 10 year period—about 5-6% for town and school 

district taxes.   

Were more homes of higher value to replace some of the lower-

valued homes in the model or the pace of commercial and office 

development were to accelerate, the potential reduction in tax rates 

would be greater.   

On the other hand, were home values to fall short of expectations 

or nonresidential growth to slow, tax rates might rise relative to 

the baseline. 

The relative impact of changes in the amount of nonresidential 

development can be clearly seen in the table on page 8.  Without 

any commercial or office development, taxes remain roughly 

constant when the assumed pace of non-residential development 

occurs.  In contrast, when the pace of non-residential 

development doubles, the tax rate impact is significantly changed.   

Status Quo 
Construction Pace:  
10 years 

Impact of Changes 
in Commercial 
Development 
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Each worksheet in the spreadsheet model is defined below.  

Assumptions that may be changed by the user are highlighted in 

purple. 

� Demographics:  Baseline demographic statistics for the Town of 

Penfield and Town of Webster School Districts.  These may be 

updated as new information comes available. 

� Scenario Summary:  Model results for each set of assumptions 

tested in the model.  As additional “scenarios” are run, they are 

added to this worksheet.  Each column summarizes key 

assumptions along with key findings from the model. 

� SCENARIO:  Key assumptions for the model.  This is where 

these assumptions are changed and evaluated by the model.  

Possible values appear in the columns to the left.   

Paste or type new values into column F (in purple).  Go to Tools, 

then select “Scenarios. . .” then “Add . . .” a new scenario.  Name 

the new scenario then press OK.  Select “Summary . . .” then press 

OK.  After the summary appears, reformat by pressing CTRL-Z.   

� Break Even:  The “break even” home value can be tested on this 

worksheet.  The worksheet enables the user to test different 

assumptions about development character and costs.  The break 

even value can be determined using Microsoft Excel Add-In 

“Solver.”  The solver allows the user to quickly ask what home 

value will set added expenditure equal to added revenue.  By 

incorporating different assumptions, then running the Solver 

again, the user can determine the break even value for each school 

district and the town under varying conditions. 

� Sample Parcel:  Much like Break Even, this worksheet allows the 

user to test the net impact of a specific parcel on revenue and 

expenditure. 

� Yearly Impacts:  Year-by-year development assumptions and 

single year impacts.  If a change in rate of development over time 

APPENDIX:  USING THE CGR FISCAL IMPACT MODEL 
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is to be tested, each year’s rate of development is changed on this 

worksheet.  Default values (steady development at baseline levels) 

can be reset by pressing CTRL-y. 

� Cumulative Impacts:  Effect of annual changes on assessed value, 

tax levy and tax rate.  Nothing on this spreadsheet should be 

changed by the user. 

� DevExperience:  The pace and value of new development is 

recorded in this worksheet.  Assumed market values for individual 

zoning classifications are entered in cells H13 to H19.  These 

values can be changed to consider the impact of changing price 

assumptions on tax rates. 

� Budget Assumptions: Town budget figures and assumptions.  

Column E contains assumptions about the proportion of a 

specific budget category that will remain fixed as the town grows.  

These can be changed to consider the impact of different 

assumptions on the model’s findings.  Cell B7 contains the 

assumption that determines the rate at which estimated marginal 

cost of town services will be phased out in favor of simple average 

cost.  The default value for this cell is 20%, meaning that the 

difference between marginal and average cost is phased out over a 

population increase of 20%. 

� SchoolConst:  School construction cost parameters and 

assumptions.  The one assumption appearing on this worksheet 

concerns the level of overcrowding in the schools that will 

stimulate the building of a new school.  The default is set at 500. 

The remainder of the worksheets are either for background model 

purposes or record real estate information obtained from the 

assessor.  “Scenario Format” should not be deleted or changed in 

any way. 
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Introduction 
 

Statement of Purpose 

 
The following statement of purpose is from the Town of Penfield Open Space Plan, adopted by 
the Penfield Town Board on September 5, 2001.     
 

The Town of Penfield, in an effort to be prepared for the 21st century, needs to be 
mindful of the features that make Penfield unique and desirable.  It is with this 
premise that the Town pursues a preservation strategy for open space.  It is 
intended that this plan become a living document and tool for a structured 
implementation program that will preserve those areas that define the character 
of our community.  The recommendations contained herein are intended to be 
used in making sound land-use planning decisions at the local government level.  
 
This Penfield Open Space Plan is dedicated to continuing the spirit and legacy 
that has made Penfield a wonderful place to live and raise a family.  This plan 
provides a logical strategy for preserving the Town’s natural landscape, 
environmental features and residential/rural character.  It will help lay the 
foundation for a proud legacy to leave to future generations. 

 

This Open Space Plan Update is the logical addendum to the original Plan and provides a 
continued vision for maintaining a desirable quality of life in Penfield.  This update focuses on 
public access to some of the beautiful open spaces in Penfield and has been coordinated with the 
Parks & Recreation Advisory Board, among other agencies, to effectively provide for the needs 
of our community. 
 

Historical Summary 

 
The Open Space Plan evolved from a series of earlier initiatives and plans.  In 1999 the Town of 
Penfield Conservation Board published the Open Space Inventory Report, intended as an update 
of the Town’s Environmental Atlas.  The report was compiled by a small committee, to fulfill a 

role of the Board with assisting 
Penfield in developing sound open 
area planning and assuring 
preservation of natural and scenic 
resources.    
 
Shortly thereafter, in 2001, the Town 
Board adopted the Town of Penfield 
Comprehensive Plan 2000.  The 
Town Board sat with a large 38-
member citizen’s committee to 
prepare this plan.  The 2000 
Comprehensive Plan contains a list of 
general community goals, and an 
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entire chapter is dedicated to parks, recreation and open space.  The Open Space Plan was driven 
by a series of goals laid out in the Comprehensive Plan.  Three Town Board members assisted a 
small citizens committee in developing the Open Space Plan.  Its adoption, by Resolution No. 
233 of 2001, was completed by the Town Board. 
 
In February 2002, the Penfield Town Board voted unanimously to let local residents decide 
whether or not the community should borrow up to $10 million dollars to purchase properties 
and development rights targeted for preservation in the Open Space Plan.  Through mailings to 
all residents, local cable television spots, regional media coverage and public information 
meetings the Town Board pursued bringing a vote to the people.   
 
The Open Space Referendum was held on April 23, 2002.  A grass-roots group of dedicated 
citizen volunteers assisted with promotional and educational efforts, including production of a 
10-minute DVD video, participation in multiple public information meetings, going door-to-door 
in their neighborhoods and manning a “phone bank” to remind citizens to vote.  This referendum 
vote was widely publicized and the voter turn-out was the largest non-election turn-out in 
Penfield history with voters approving the referendum by a 2:1 margin.   
 

Status of Acquisitions - 2005 
 
As of June, 2005, the Town of Penfield has preserved eleven properties of active farmland 

or open space totaling over 1000 acres.  The majority of the acreage was farmland where the 
development rights were purchased.  A copy of the status map is contained in this report.  A 
couple of the properties are being preserved through Open Space Easements, which expire after a 
certain number of years.  Some properties were partially preserved as open space through 
development, using a clustering approach.  One significant parcel on Penfield Road was 
purchased by the Town. 
 
The active pursuits of other properties listed in the original Open Space plan have been 
exhausted at this time, with status listed as owner not interested at this time or property 
negotiations closed.  There were instances where developers were able to offer more money than 
the Town, and there were property owners who, for various reasons, decided not to pursue 
preservation at this time.  There were also properties whose values for preservation were 
reduced, following additional research, and therefore were not pursued for preservation. 
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II 
Town of Penfield 
Open Space Plan 

October 27,2005 

Open Space Property Status 

_ Property/Development Rights Pnrchased; Open Space/Conservation Easement Obtained w+N 

E 

_ Owner Not Interested or PropeJty Negotiations Closed as 0[2003 s 
'--'='----------"--~---''--------------------' 0 1,0002,000 4,000 

1"""Iw.-- iFeet 

The Town of Penfield certifies that this GIS document is a digital reproduction ofa map or data 
collccted in-housc by thc To"Wll ofPcnficld for the convenience of and usc by thc Public and 

Town Staff. TIle Town of Penfield does not make any l·epresentations, expressed or implied, 
as to the accuracy of such record(s). The Town ofPen:tield, its Agents and Employees, shall 
not he TBSponsihle OT liahle for any damages of any natnre whatsoever for errors and/or 

omissions, if any, relating to or contained within such map. 
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Open Space Status by Property ID Number 

 
Rank/ID # SBL Number Owner Property Status 

Farm A 126.01-1-36.1 East Penview Farms Property/Development Rights Purchased 

Farm A 126.03-1-3 East Penview Farms Property/Development Rights Purchased 

Farm B 126.01-1-39 Rothfuss Property/Development Rights Purchased 

Farm B 126.01-1-48 Rothfuss Property/Development Rights Purchased 

Farm B 126.03-1-2.3 Rothfuss Property/Development Rights Purchased 

Farm C 110.02-1-23 Wilbert Property/Development Rights Purchased 

Farm C 111.01-1-32.2 Wilbert Property/Development Rights Purchased 

Farm D 125.01-1-10 Willmes Property/Development Rights Purchased 

Farm D 125.01-1-22 Willmes Property/Development Rights Purchased 

Farm D 125.01-1-21 Willmes Property/Development Rights Purchased 

Farm E 094.03-1-21 Bauman Property/Development Rights Purchased 

Farm E 094.03-1-29.1 Bauman Property/Development Rights Purchased 

Farm F 110.02-1-25 Woodward Owner Not Interested or Property Negotiations Closed as of 2003 

Farm F 110.02-1-40 Woodward Owner Not Interested or Property Negotiations Closed as of 2003 

Farm G 094.04-1-30.101 Schutt Property/Development Rights Purchased 

1 123.20-2-1 Genesee Conservation League Inc Owner Not Interested or Property Negotiations Closed as of 2003 

2  See Farm D  

3 125.01-1-12 Braman Owner Not Interested or Property Negotiations Closed as of 2003 

4 108.06-1-2 DiMaggio Owner Not Interested or Property Negotiations Closed as of 2003 

5 093.10-1-7 Slapelis (a.k.a. Frederico) Conservation Easement 

6 123.11-1-79 Dolomite Products Co Inc Owner Not Interested or Property Negotiations Closed as of 2003 

6 123.15-1-1 Dolomite Products Co Inc Owner Not Interested or Property Negotiations Closed as of 2003 

6 123.19-1-18 Dolomite Products Co Inc Property Purchased 

7 139.09-1-4 Centner Owner Not Interested or Property Negotiations Closed as of 2003 

7 139.09-1-11 Calabrese Owner Not Interested or Property Negotiations Closed as of 2003 

7 139.09-1-16 Ludwig Property/Development Rights Purchased 

7 139.09-1-25 Natapow Realty/Management Corp Owner Not Interested or Property Negotiations Closed as of 2003 

7 139.10-1-4.21 Baroody Owner Not Interested or Property Negotiations Closed as of 2003 

7 139.10-1-5 Baroody Owner Not Interested or Property Negotiations Closed as of 2003 

7 139.10-1-6 Watt Owner Not Interested or Property Negotiations Closed as of 2003 

8 093.10-1-14.1 YMCA Owner Not Interested or Property Negotiations Closed as of 2003 

9 094.18-1-5.11 Laudadio Owner Not Interested or Property Negotiations Closed as of 2003 

10 109.03-1-2 Moretti Termed Easement - 25 Years 

11 108.15-1-31 SDJS Assoc Inc Owner Not Interested or Property Negotiations Closed as of 2003 

12 141.01-1-21 Couch Termed Easement - 2005 

13 125.17-1-1 Filkens Owner Not Interested or Property Negotiations Closed as of 2003 

14 108.06-1-8 Sudore Owner Not Interested or Property Negotiations Closed as of 2003 

15 108.06-1-1 Empire Marina Owner Not Interested or Property Negotiations Closed as of 2003 

16 094.03-1-36 Galvin 50% of Property Preserved 

16 094.01-1-45 Galvin 50% of Property Preserved 

17 109.03-1-13.12 Rothfuss / RG&E Owner Not Interested or Property Negotiations Closed as of 2003 

18 094.18-1-6 Rothfuss Owner Not Interested or Property Negotiations Closed as of 2003 

19 125.13-1-1.1 Sun Owner Not Interested or Property Negotiations Closed as of 2003 

20 094.03-1-34 Domenica Development Rights Purchased 

21  See Farm E  

22 123.19-1-19 Gentle Owner Not Interested or Property Negotiations Closed as of 2003 

23 108.07-1-76.999 Anna Brown Estate Owner Not Interested or Property Negotiations Closed as of 2003 

24 125.01-1-11 Miglioratti Owner Not Interested or Property Negotiations Closed as of 2003 

25 095.03-1-28 Di Marco Owner Not Interested or Property Negotiations Closed as of 2003 

26 094.19-1-1.1 Parent et al Owner Not Interested or Property Negotiations Closed as of 2003 

26 094.19-1-5.1 Merz Owner Not Interested or Property Negotiations Closed as of 2003 

27 126.03-1-9.1 Hopkins Property/Development Rights Purchased 

28 094.04-1-39.101 Stumpf Part of Property Preserved 

28 094.04-1-39.2 Tarantino Owner Not Interested or Property Negotiations Closed as of 2003 

29 094.01-1-43.1 Reichert Owner Not Interested or Property Negotiations Closed as of 2003 

30 111.01-1-10.1 Waldnig Development Rights Purchased 

31 140.02-1-38 Weber Owner Not Interested or Property Negotiations Closed as of 2003 

32 110.02-1-14 Meyer Owner Not Interested or Property Negotiations Closed as of 2003 

33 095.03-1-40.001 Curran Owner Not Interested or Property Negotiations Closed as of 2003 

34 109.04-1-34 Scorza Owner Not Interested or Property Negotiations Closed as of 2003 

N:\Open Space Plan\Property Status 
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Additional Benefits & Recognition 
 
The Open Space Plan has helped the Town of Penfield secure two significant grants to assist this 
implementation effort. In February 2002, the Town received $113,500 from the Monroe County 
Green Space Initiative. In July 2002, the Town was notified that it would receive $748,000 (New 
York State agricultural preservation grant) towards the purchase of development rights of one of 
the farms identified in the Plan.  Grant money received is being used to reduce the amount of the 
money borrowed under the referendum, thereby reducing the debt for Penfield taxpayers.  In 
addition, it has always been intended that future generations will reap other benefits as well from 
the actions being undertaken as a result of the Open Space Plan.  For example, the costs of 
providing services such as schools, roads, sewers and other public services to residential 
development will be eliminated for those lands preserved from development.  Property values 
continue to rise, perhaps reflecting the desirability of preserving the open space character of the 
town. 
     
In September, 2002, the Town of Penfield received an award from the Upstate New York 
Chapter of the American Planning Association, for the Open Space Plan.  The Town was 
awarded the 2002 Outstanding Planning Project – Implementation, for its efforts towards 
resource preservation.  The Town of Penfield Open Space Plan has been admired, reviewed and 
adapted by many other municipalities across New York State.  The property identification and 
ranking process is easily described in the Plan and adaptable to the circumstances and needs of 
other communities.  This information has been freely shared through the Town’s web site, 
presentations and seminars, as we continue to serve as a leader in creative and innovative 
government. 
 

Why Do We Need An Update? 

 
As noted in the Plan’s purpose statement, this is intended to be a “living” plan, with periodic 
updates.  The need for a plan continues.  A desire to stem development and to preserve lands in 
Penfield is commonly voiced in public reviews for most development projects.  There are still 
lands to pursue, and funding has not been exhausted.  There are properties still identified that 
have preservation value to the community, but may not be currently available for sale.  The 
Town’s desire for preservation of these properties is not diminished, but further pursuit at this 
time is not an option.  Approximately 2 million dollars remain available for acquisition of 
additional lands, but the time frames are limited.  Due to these circumstances, an update is 
warranted.  
 

The Philosophy of Open Space 

 
The Open Space Plan of 2001 included a section entitled, What is Open Space?  Preservation of 
farmland and natural areas were identified as part of Penfield’s character; and existing public and 
private parks and recreational systems were noted as providing facilities in high demand for the 
residents.  However, in contrast to the understanding and sentiments expressed in the initial 
report that “open space does not have to be synonymous with public access”, the Open Space 
Update Committee, in light of their experiences and the opinions voiced by many residents, 
decided to revalue  public access in prioritizing the acquisition of open space. 
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It was clear that the 2001 plan emphasized preservation of agricultural lands, primarily through 
purchase of development rights (PDR).  Through PDR, the town was able to extinguish the 
potential development of large tracts of land, while preserving existing farms and limiting future 
uses exclusively to agriculture.  PDR allowed existing farmers to sell off the development 
potential of the land, while maintaining ownership and farm control, thereby allowing them to 
continue to do what they do best.  The benefit to the community as a whole was precisely as 
intended, to preserve one of the most integral parts of Penfield’s character, the feeling of “living 
in the country”.  While PDR provides preservation for continued farming activities, a perceived 
downside is that it does not permit public access.  This, of course, is for good reason, as these 
preserved lands are active working farms, producing valuable crops such as kidney beans, wheat, 
oats, corn and grapes. 
 
So, the Open Space Plan Update Committee, responding to citizens who expressed the desire not 
only to see the land, but to touch it as well, gave a higher priority to acquiring parcels where the 
public would be able to actively enjoy the land.  
 
The Update Committee also made a concerted effort to secure some parcels in the more densely 
populated regions of the town, recognizing that much of the earlier preservation had occurred in 
the eastern, less populated areas of town. 
 

Process 
 
As the 2005 Open Space Update Committee began its work, a process similar to that employed 
by the 2001 committee was used to rank and sort various parcels of land.  Some properties 
ranked in this Update were considered at the request of property owners & neighbors, and others 
were identified by town staff and committee members.  
 
The attributes and definitions that were used in the analysis included (in order of importance): 
 

• Few Equivalent Sites in the Area:  Undeveloped sites surrounded by development.  An 
oasis within busy developed area. 

• Recreation Potential:  Potential for multiuse, safety concern, proximity to area of 
greatest need, suitability for athletic fields, suitability for trails, ease of access. 

• Significant Geological Features:  Eskers, drumlins, moraine, Coastal Erosion Hazard 
areas, and cliffs (man-made or natural).  Rock outcropping (as known). 

• Significant Wildlife Habitat:  Endangered species habitat, migratory bird habitat, 
animal corridors.  Prime example of native natural communities. 

Trail Linkages:  Trails Master Plan identified areas. 

• Aesthetic Beauty:  Elevation above 450 feet with panoramic view.  Varied picturesque 
landscape (woods, hills water).  Pleasing blend of natural and man-made features.  View 
of significant geological features.  Potentially accessible to the public by viewpoint 
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• Vulnerability to Development:  Infrastructure availability (sanitary sewers).  R-1-20 
zoning.  Potential for near term sale or owned by a developer.  Adverse impact expected 
within 2/5/10 years. 

• Water Features:  50 feet from the centerline of year round active streams meeting DEC 
classification.  Proximity to Irondequoit Bay or large pond. 

 

• Contiguous Parcels:  Located within 1,000 feet of currently preserved open space 
including state and federal wetlands, school-owned land, town-owned land, county-
owned land, golf courses, cemeteries, land owned by the Monroe County Water 
Authority and/or Rochester Gas & Electric, the YMCA, and land owned by the Genesee 
Land Trust and/or the Nature Conservancy. 

 

• Cultural/Historic: Designated landmarks.  Historic preservation districts.  Lands 
designated on the New York State Archeological Site Locations map  

 

• Woodlots:  Twenty (20) or more trees ten (10) inches or more in diameter per acre.  
Woodland plants and flowers including rare or endangered botanical species 

 

• Steep Slopes:  Slopes greater than 15%.  Soil subject to erosion 
 

• Wetlands:  State and Federally designated wetlands 

 
• Agricultural Value:  Within an agricultural district.  Agricultural exemption.  Active 

farmland (classified by Real Property Services).  Urgent or difficult intergenerational 
land transfer 

 

• Floodplains:  Within FEMA designated 100 year floodplain, includes floodways 

 

• Reclamation:  Private, commercial or public land that has potential for returning to open 
space from its current use (e.g. Quarries, landfill, gun clubs, golf courses) 

 

Following the completion of the original Open Space Plan, several property owners approached 
the Town and requested consideration of their properties.  The Town Board indicated that 
consideration should be given to those properties, when the Town prepared an update to the 
study.  However, that is not the only source of properties considered under this update.  The 
Town Staff and Committee members, through knowledge and observation, included several 
other properties to be included in the update process. 
 
The Committee took a town-wide tour to view most of the properties.  Following that tour, the 
Committee amended the analysis work sheet used in the Open Space Plan to reflect a shift in 
focus.  A copy of that work sheet follows.  This effort, as previously stated, is more heavily 
weighted toward public access. 
 
The Committee visited each property whose owner had given permission.  Many of the property 
owners accompanied the Committee on these field reviews.  Additional data on each property 
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was made available through the Town’s extensive Geographic Information System data base.  
Worksheets were employed to rate and rank each parcel.  After the initial ranking, the 
Committee discussed each property and adjusted the ratings, as appropriate, following the 
discussions.  There were many debates on attributes and the value for preservation.  This is not 
an exact science and subjective opinions were openly discussed.  The resulting recommendations 
are a compilation of many, many hours of effort to be fair and remain focused on the goal. 
 
  
 



Open Space Committee – Five Individually Identified Sites Worksheet 
 

Rank Criterion Weight Sample 
Site 

Weighted 
Sample Site 

Site #1 Weighted 
Site #1 

Site 
#2 

Weighted 
Site #2 

Site 
#3 

Weighted 
Site #3 

Site 
#4 

Weighted 
Site #4 

Site 
#5 

Weighted 
Site #5 

1 Few Equivalent Sites in the Area 10 3 30           

2 Recreation Potential 9 1 9           

2 Significant Geological Features 9 1 9           

2 Significant Wildlife Habitat 9 1 9           

3 Trail Linkages 8 3 24           

4 Aesthetic Beauty 7 1 7           

4 Vulnerability to Development 7 1 7           

4 Watercourses 7 2 14           

5 Contiguous Parcels 6 3 18           

6 Cultural/Historic 6 3 18           

7 Woodlots 5 1 5           

8 Steep Slopes 4 2 8           

9 Wetlands 3 3 9           

10 Agricultural Value 2 1 2           

10 Floodplains 2 1 2           

10 Reclamation 2 3 6           

   Sample 
Site Total 

177 Site #1 
Total 

 Site 
#2 

Total 

 Site 
#3 

Total 

 Site 
#4 

Total 

 Site 
#5 

Total 

 

Step1:  Rate each of your identified properties against each criterion according to the following levels of importance:  (3) Great Importance for 
Preservation; (2) Moderate Importance for Preservation; (1) Low Importance for Preservation; or (0) Not Applicable 
Step 2:  Multiply that importance level by the weighing factor identified in the Weight column. 
Step 3:  Add all of the weighted values and compute the total for each property. 
N:\Open Space Phase 2\5 Sites Worksheet.xls



Candidate Parcels of the 2005 Open Space Update Committee: 
 
The Open Space Update Committee recommends that the Town of Penfield use resources 
available, including remaining open space funds, to expand or acquire lands for public 
enjoyment.  The first two categories (Park Expansions and New Parklands) should be pursued on 
a parallel course.  The remaining properties should be pursued as opportunities present 
themselves, and as circumstances change.   

 
The committee recognizes that this will be a living document, and the Town Board is encouraged 
to review and modify these priorities as conditions and opportunities evolve. 
 
The Committee determined that the following categories best identifies the areas of need to be 
addressed in this report: 
 

1. Park Expansions – The identified properties under this category are deemed to be 
important additions to the existing parklands within Penfield. 

 
2. New Parklands – These identified properties are proposed for development of new active 

and/or passive recreational opportunities for future park development.  The Committee is 
not recommending immediate development of these lands, but acquisition in the near 
future could provide opportunities to meet the needs of Penfield residents well into the 
future.  The Committee is aware that the Town will be updating its Parks & Recreation 
Master Plan in 2006 and intends this report to assist in that effort.  Coordination between 
the Master Planning efforts and this report should provide the Town Board with a clear 
vision for the future of Penfield’s residents’ recreational needs. 

 
3. Public, Quasi-Public and Partnership Opportunities – The properties listed in this 

category are either owned by some level of government agency or entity or are adjacent 
to lands owned by The Nature Conservancy (1000 Acre Swamp).   

 
4. Other Considerations – This contains a list of properties that the Committee reviewed that 

were found not to meet the intended purpose or goal of this report.  While the properties 
may indeed have some value for preservation as open space, they are not recommended 
for active pursuit towards acquisition for recreational purposes in this report.  It also 
contains a list of properties currently taking advantage of the Town’s Open Space 
Easement Program. 
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 Open Space Plan -a date 

Town of Penfield 
October 21,2005 

.. 
LJ 

Park Expansion 

New Parks 

.. .. Public, Quasi-public and Partnership Opportunities 

Other Considerations 

W+E 
o 1,500 3,000 S 6,000 9,000 -- -

The ToVilll of Penfield certifies that this GIS oocument is a digital reproduction of a map 
or data collected in-house by the Town of Penfield for the convenience of and use by the 

Public and Tovm Staff. The TO¥ffi of Penfield does notrnake any representations. 
expressed or implied, as to the accuracy of such record(s). The T O\\TI of Penfield, its 
Agents and Employees, shall not be responsible or liable for any damages of any nature 

reet whatsoever for errors ancVor omissions, if any, relating to or contained within such map. ---
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Open Space Update – Final Parcel Rankings 
 
1. Park Expansions 

ID Name Park to be Expanded Address Acreage Total 
1A DiMaggio Irondequoit Bay Park East 1527-C Empire Blvd 13.50 263 

1B Town Hall Block Prop Veteran's Memorial Park 3202, 3202-B & 3214 Atlantic Ave, 
1611, 1615 & 1657 Frpt Nine Mile Pt 
Rd, 1590 Jackson Rd, 1115, 1147, 
1203, 1215 & 1255 Penfield Cntr Rd 

175.63 248 

1C Centner et al Philbrick Park 2149 & 2171 Five Mi Line Rd, 1751 & 
1767 Penfield Rd 

16.85 247 

1D Dolomite - Penfield Rd Ellison Park 479 Thomas Cove Rd, 1070-B & 1530 
Penfield Rd 

163.66 247 

1E Sun Harris Whalen Park 1115 Whalen Rd 17.90 234 

1F Bayview YMCA Irondequoit Bay Park East 1209 Bay Rd 25.50 223 

1G Genesee Cons. League Ellison Park 1580 Old Penfield Rd 32.90 202 

1H Ruoff LaSalle's Landing Park 1140 Empire Blvd 2.00 199 

1I Filkens Harris Whalen Park 2005 Frpt Nine Mile Pt Rd 6.80 189 

 
2.  New Parklands 

ID Name Address Acreage Total 
2A Sherwood 2045 Salt Rd 81.01 198 

2B Schoff 1450 Marchner Rd 47.55 188 

2C Dolomite - Atlantic Ave 2826 Atlantic Ave 42.95 125 

2D Fattig (Brown) 1447 Creek St 50.96 109 

 
3. Public, Quasi-public and Partnership Opportunities 

ID Name Address Acreage Total 
3A PCSD - Atlantic Ave 3021 Atlantic Ave 38.80 183 

3B Talarico / Rothfuss 1035 Plank Rd / 1444 Shoecraft Rd 84.96 161* 

3C Wilbert 2940 Atlantic Ave 25.41 156 

3D PCSD - Penfield Rd 2660 Penfield Rd 61.80 149 

3E Monroe County 1735 Kennedy Rd 97.55  

3F Monroe County Water Authority 2842 Penfield Rd 136.77  
* Talarico and Rothfuss parcels have been combined for evaluation purposes.  The "Total" category has been populated with a 
value that is an average of the individual values originally given to each parcel. 

 
4. Other Considerations 

Name Address Acreage 
Browne 1748 Kennedy Rd 25.20 

Crane 2445 Penfield Rd 18.29 
Curatolo 1810 Fairport Nine Mile Pt Rd 19.87 

Dumais 1918 Old Jackson Rd 13.26 
Field 1318 Hatch Rd 6.10 

Frank/Wing 1303 Sweets Corners Rd 9.90 
Gorin 1926 Harris Rd 23.61 

Kier 1815 & 1819 Sweets Corners Rd 20.00 
King 2610 Penfield Rd 21.20 

Konet 1775 Kennedy Rd 76.10 
Licata 1997 Salt Rd 18.00 

Marchner 1391 Marchner Rd 37.00 
Reynolds/Schonblom 100 Fellows Rd 31.80 

Schonten 1755 Sweets Corners Rd  54.20 
Stappenbeck 1835 Kennedy Rd 70.61 

Wingate 1698 Kennedy Rd 30.00 

 
N:\Open Space Phase 2\Draft Report\Open Space Update Final Parcel Rankings Spreadsheet 
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 Existing Parks and Preserves 

Town of Penfield 
October 7,2005 

Town Park Land 

Monroe County Park Land 

Q 
Q 

Nature Conservancy Land 

Genesee Land Trust Land 

W+E 
o 1,500 3,000 S 6,000 9,000 

I'eet -- ----

The ToVilll of Penfield certifies that this GIS oocument is a digital reproduction of a map 
or data collected in-house by the TcViIll of Penfield for the convenience of and use by the 

Public and Tovm Staff. The TO¥ffi of Penfield does not make any representations. 
expressed or implied, as to the accuracy of such record(s). The T O\\TI of Penfield, its 

Agents and Employees, shall not be responsible or liable for any damages of any nature 
whatsoever for errors ancVor omissions, if any, relating to or contained within such map. 
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1.  Park Expansions 
 

 108.06-1-2 1527-C Empire Boulevard Joseph J. DiMaggio  

 
Irondequoit Bay Park East Expansion 

This 13.5-acre property is located behind the former DiVincenzo’s restaurant at 
1527-C Empire Boulevard.  The property extends westward away from Empire 
Boulevard and descends down to Irondequoit Bay on its west boundary.  The 

property borders the Irondequoit Bay Park East 
along its 1,300 ft. northern boundary.  Bazil 
Restaurant and other open properties are to the 
south. 

 
The family of Dr. Joseph DiMaggio owns this 
property and it is zoned LLD as part of the 
LaSalle's Landing Development zoning. 

 
This property is heavily wooded and contains steep 
slopes and wet marshy areas that extend inward 
from the Bay along its northwest corner.  Several 
unofficial marked and well-used trails are located 
on this property.  These trails connect with the trail 
system in Bay Park East and extend into the 
property to the south. 

 
This property has high value for preservation 
because of its bay front location, wooded steep 
slopes, aesthetic beauty, wild life and its location 
contiguous with Bay Park East on the north border.  
The potential for including this property along with 
the adjacent property to extend Bay Park East to the 
south to Empire Boulevard is very attractive. 

 
This would enable formal and further expansion of 
the existing trails and would support the long-range 
plan to complete a trail system around the bay. 

 
The preservation of this property and its 
incorporation into Bay Park East could best be 
accomplished by its purchase by, or donation to, 
Monroe County.  Town purchase could result in a 
trade of lands west of Empire Blvd. and north of 
Smith Road that could provide more active 
recreational opportunities. 
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 109.04-2-3.102 1115 Penfield Center Road Ralph & Barbara J. Miller  

 109.04-2-3.101 1590 Jackson Road Brian & Judith Miller  

 109.04-2-3.103 1147 Penfield Center Road Gerald & Marlene Kier  

 110.03-1-3 1203 Penfield Center Road Jean M. Klein  

 110.03-1-27 3202 Atlantic Avenue Outlet Rod & Gun Club Inc.  

 110.03-1-4.204 1215 Penfield Center Road Michael & Marie Falvo  

 110.03-1-48 3202-B Atlantic Avenue Outlet Rod & Gun Club Inc.  

 110.03-1-26 3214 Atlantic Avenue Outlet Rod & Gun Club Inc.  

 110.03-1-25.1 1657 Frpt. Nine Mile Point Rd Eleanor Tynan & Viola Boland  

 110.03-1-4.205 1615 Frpt. Nine Mile Point Rd Gary & Stephanie Craft  

 110.03-1-4.206 1255 Penfield Center Road Gary & Stephanie Craft  

 110.03-1-4.212 1611 Frpt. Nine Mile Point Rd Klamore Inc.  

 
Veteran’s Memorial Park Expansion 

The properties identified above constitute all the larger, non Town-owned lands 
bordered by Penfield Center Road on the north, Rte. 250 on the east, Atlantic 
Avenue on the south and Jackson Road on the west.  The long range 
recommendation for these lands is that the Town of Penfield should pursue 
purchase of these properties, as they become available in the future.   
 
The lands identified are a mix of woods, meadows, agricultural land, an active 
shooting range and some single family homes with accessory structures.  There 
are State & Federal wetlands towards the center of the grouping and Hipp Brook 
travels north and then west through the group, on its way to the 1000 Acre 
Swamp.  Significant wildlife habitat is evident in the natural areas of these 
properties. 
 
In the interest of long-range planning, these properties, combined with the 
existing Town-owned lands would create a municipal park complex to meet the 
needs of future generations of Penfield residents.  These lands are situated in the 
geographic center of Penfield, with ample access to surrounding road systems, 
with adequate utilities, natural areas and sufficient acreage to accommodate a 
multitude of activities and interests. 
 
 

 
Philbrick Park Expansion 

This area of approximately 17 acres is comprised of four contiguous properties 
located behind the currently developed area in the southwest quadrant of the four 
corners of Penfield.  These properties extend from the developed land along 
Route 441 and Five Mile Line Road down to Irondequoit Creek and the Town of 
Penfield Linear Park land along the creek. 
 

 139.09-1-11 1767 Penfield Road Richard A. & Robert A. Calabrese  

  139.09-1-25 2171 Five Mile Line Road Natapow Realty/Management Corp.   

  139.09-1-4 1751 Penfield Road William A. & Dorothy G. Centner   

  139.10-1-6 2149 Five Mile Line Road David & Judith Watt   
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The largest of these properties (11.1 acres) is owned by Natapow Realty, and 
contains the multiple residence Penfield Village Apartments that occupy less that 
50% of this parcel.  The remainder of the parcel is difficult to develop due to very 
steep slopes as the land descends to Irondequoit Creek perhaps 150 feet in 
elevation down from the apartment area. 
 
The other properties within this area are:  The former Watt property at 2149 Five 
Mile Line Road with a residence on the south side and a wooded area sloping 
down to Honey Creek on the north; the Jonathan Ludwig property at 1785 
Penfield Road which contains the Humphrey House Restaurant along Route 441 
but then extends to the south and west behind several other properties and 
contains wooded area that slopes down to Honey Creek (this property has been 
acquired by the Town under the initial Open Space plan implementation); the 
Calabrese property at 1767 Penfield Road which has only a narrow 25’ frontage, 
but becomes wider as it extends behind the two properties to the west and extends 
to the south over Honey Creek and down steep wooded slopes to Linear Park  
along Irondequoit Creek; the Centner property at 1757 Penfield Road (the 
Lawless House) extends behind the two properties to the east and runs south 
down steep wooded slopes to Linear Park. 
 

These properties comprise an area 
that as a whole has high value for 
preservation because of its location 
along Irondequoit Creek and Linear 
Park steep wooded slopes, wildlife 
and aesthetic beauty.  These 
attributes, which are in contrast to the 
business of the adjacent Four Corners 
area, make this an even more unique 
and valuable site for preservation. 

 
The preservation plan for this area 
would probably involve several of the 
available preservation tools including 
incentive zoning, creation of an 
overlay district, and land purchase by 
the Town.   

 
 
 
 
The goal would be to expand and improve Linear Park and improve its access in 
trails and perhaps roadway.  This park expansion would be consistent with the 
Four Corners Revitalization Plan goals for this area. 
 
 

A view of the rear of the Penfield Road 
properties, along Irondequoit Creek 
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Ellison Park Expansion 

The adjacent 31 acre property at 1070 Penfield Road was purchased by the Town 
of Penfield in 2003.  The remaining properties are currently being used as a sand 
and gravel mining operation on about 145 +/- acres of land (See report cover).  

The lands are located 
in close proximity to 
Ellison Park.  There 
is a medium sized 
body of water being 
created by the mining 
and the site is 
adjacent to 
Irondequoit Creek.  
The site has natural 
and man-made steep 
slopes and appears to 
be within the 
Irondequoit Creek 
floodplain. 

 
This site would be a 
prime candidate for 

reclamation, once the mining operation ceases.  Incentive Zoning or donation 
would provide a logical means to convert the mined lands into recreational 
opportunities, once the mining operation has ceased.  Discussions with the owners 
indicated that unused areas of the property may be considered for public use 
under an Incentive Zoning scenario, prior to the completion of the mining 
operation. 
 

 
 125.13-1-1.1 1115 Whalen Road I-chen & Yue-Na Sun  

 

Harris Whalen Park Expansion 
This 17.9-acre property is located on the southwest corner of the intersection of 
Rt. 250 and Whalen Road.  This property runs from the east of the Maple Hill 
Farm Subdivision to Rt. 250 with the exception of the two residential sites on the 
south-side of Whalen near the Rt. 250 intersection, and from Whalen Road south 
along Rt. 250 to the property at 2005 Nine Mile Point Rd. 
 

 123.11-1-79 479 Thomas Cove Road Dolomite Products Co. Inc.  

  123.15-1-1 1530 Penfield Road Dolomite Products Co. Inc.   

 123.15-1-4 1070-B Penfield Road Dolomite Products Co. Inc.   
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This property shares a common boundary in its southwest corner with 7 Harris 
Whalen Park.  There is a Water Authority easement that runs along the western 
border of the property from Whalen Rd. up to the Park where it continues through 

to the water tower.  There are likely 
some federal wetlands on the site as 
well. 

 
This property is zoned R-1-20 for ½ acre 
residential development.  There has been 
discussion with the town regarding 
development on this parcel, which raises 
the priority regarding preservation.  

 
If this property is not acquired and is to 
be developed, steps should be taken to 
secure an easement for the planned 
Harris Whalen Park to Town Hall Park 
Trail and a buffer area on the south 
along the Harris Whalen Park border.   

 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 
Irondequoit Bay Park East Expansion 

This 26.6-acre property is located in northwest Penfield off of Bay Road.  The 
property is located to the north of Irondequoit Bay Park East and has an up-land 
flat area containing the YMCA building, fields and other facilities, and a wooded 
steep slope area that descends down to the Bay. 
 
The property is zoned for residential and limited business use.  The YMCA 
currently uses the boat launch area in the adjoining Bay Park East for launching 
canoes but is talking about developing a canoe launch on their bay frontage. 
 
The western steep slope area of this property has high value for preservation 
because of its bay front location, its wooded steep slopes, aesthetic beauty and 
wild life.  The YMCA has no plans to develop this other than the canoe launch 
area. 
 
The preservation strategy for this property would be dependent upon the potential 
for expansion of Bay Park East to the north. Currently, the two adjacent properties 
to the north are under Conservation Easements to restrict development of the 

 093.10-1-14.1 1209 Bay Road YMCA of Rochester & Monroe Co.  

Photo of the Sun property.  
Harris Whalen Park is shown 
in upper center. 
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wooded slope areas and permit pedestrian hiking along the shoreline and slope 
areas. 
 
One possible scenario would involve an exchange for the steep slope area of the 
YMCA, and then the YMCA could receive a portion of the flat upper area of Bay 
Park East to accommodate future expansion needs.  Another would be to request a 
conservation easement and hiking easement across the wooded slopes and 
shoreline, similar to the properties to the north. 
 
The potential for the County or the Town to further develop the remainder of the 
flat upper area of Bay Park East, for both active and passive use by the residents 
of this area, should also be considered. 

 
 

 
Ellison Park Expansion 

There are currently two shooting ranges on the property – a rifle range and a 
pistol range.  There is also an archery range, which takes up the majority of the 
land and consists of woodlands, steep slopes and watercourses.  Irondequoit 
Creek and Hipp Brook meander through and around the property.  Recent 
improvements to the driveway have been made in order to minimize impacts 
during times of high water.  The property, realistically, will remain an active 
shooting range for the foreseeable future, but if the adjacent Dolomite lands are 
secured, this would be a prime addition for public land. 

 
 

 
 LaSalle’s Landing Park Expansion 

This property is 3.8 acres officially, but some of that land lies underwater.  The 
property has frontage on Irondequoit Bay and is immediately east of LaSalle’s 
Landing Park.  The site’s existing access point, located toward the center of the 
property does not have a valid permit and will either need to acquire one or be 
closed off.  There is one point of access to Empire Blvd. that could be allowed at 
the western portion of the property.  The site contains an abandoned garage and, 
in the past, contained several large tanks that were stored on the property.  The 
LaSalle’s Landing Plan (Towns of Penfield & Irondequoit, 1997) identified some 
potential development scenarios for this property.  Acquisition of this property as 
an extension of LaSalle’s Landing Park is recommended in this report.   
Discussions with the property owner are on-going, as of the writing of this report.  
(Please see photo on page 23.) 
 

 123.20-2-1 1580 Old Penfield Road Genesee Conservation League  

 108.05-2-3 1140 Empire Boulevard 1140 Empire Blvd. Inc. (Ruoff)   
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 125.17-1-1 2005 Fairport Nine Mile Point Road Loren H. Filkens  

 
Harris Whalen Park Expansion 

This 6.7-acre property is located at 2005 Fairport Nine Mile Point Road (Route 
250).  This property contains the north most residence along the west side of 
Route 250 between Route 441 and Whalen Road.  The property is “L” shaped 
with the long leg of this “L” extending behind the 6 properties to the south along 
Route 250.   
 
The long leg of the “L” which is approximately 300 ft. wide over most of its 
length is contiguous with the northern wooded section of Harris Whalen Park. 
 
The property is owned by Alice , daughter of the deceased Loren .  The property 
is zoned R-1-20.  It is heavily wooded, has some standing water in spring at the 
bottom of the sloping hillside.  The lower east side trails in Harris Whalen Park 
woods runs very near the  property boundary.  The long leg of the “L” of this 
property is perceived to be part of the park and would have significant negative 
impact to the park if ever developed.  

 
Correspondence with the owner in recent years has resulted in a firm negative 
response to selling the land for development or selling to the Town.  Although 
there are no plans for or discussions about development, the risk to the park if it 
were to ever happen probably justifies high priority for preservation of this 
contiguous wooded segment. 
 

The photo to the left 
shows LaSalle’s 
Landing Park on 
Irondequoit Creek.  The 
building towards the 
center is on the Ruoff 
property. 
 
1140 Empire Blvd. 
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2.  New Parks 
 
 125.04-1-17.3 2045 Salt Road Robert W. Sherwood  

 

The property is approximately 81 acres and the parcel shape is largely 
rectangular, with a triangular addition on the east providing access to Salt Road. 
The gently rolling terrain hosts a mixture of forestland and meadow/abandoned 
fields supporting a wide variety of wildlife, including deer as well as both 
woodland and field bird species.  The trees—predominantly hardwoods—were of 
moderate age and concentrated in and along the wetter portions.   The parcel 
contains a federally-classified wetland; the area along the main ditch 
(Commission Ditch) is classified as a 100-year floodplain. 
 

 
 
The property currently has frontage in two places along Penfield Road, which has 
a very narrow shoulder.  The eastern frontage is very low and wet.  If a developed 
access point is needed from Penfield Road, some coordination with the adjacent 
Penfield Fire District’s #3 Penfield Road station should be considered.  The 
property currently has access to Salt Road; however, this portion of the property is 
being subdivided and may be sold separately.  Vehicle access from Salt Road 
through to the main body of the property is not likely due to the presence of 
federal wetlands. 
 
Town acquisition is recommended.  Short term use could be for development of 
hiking trails, including wildlife observation stations.  Hiking, cross-country skiing 
and observation of nature appear to be opportunities.  Use of the Penfield Fire 
District station’s access and parking on Penfield Road could reduce initial start-up 
costs. 

 

The 
Sherwood 
Property, 
looking south 
toward 
Penfield Road 
(top of photo) 
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Long term use could be development of a small parking area, either on Penfield 
Road or from Salt Road, if additional property could be obtained.  Picnic areas, 
public restrooms, and even of a fishing pond are all possible uses that would seem 
to be compatible with this property. 
 
It is recommended that the Town pursue purchase of both parcels from the owner 
and secure this land for the above-stated short-term and long-term uses.  The 
southeastern section of Penfield currently lacks any sort of public land for passive 
recreation, with the nearest public park being the smaller Harris Whalen Park 
located at Lloyd’s Corners.  This environmentally-rich parcel would help fill that 
need serving, in particular, both the densely populated south-central portion of the 
town, as well as eastside residents. 
 
The parcel’s value would be significantly decreased if the eastern most triangular 
section were to be separated, and not included as part of the preserved area.  In 
addition to providing access to Salt Road, this section contained richer diversity 
of tree species, and a currently well-developed trail.   The value of the parcel 
would be further enhanced by obtaining the heavily wooded parcel at 2610 
Penfield Road.  Although the landowner of this parcel was not currently interested 
in participating in this open space initiative, it is currently under an Open Space 
Easement.  This property should be kept in mind as a highly desirable future 
addition. 

 
 

  095.01-1-63.3  1450 Marchner Road  David W. & Elaine M Schoff  

 
This is an attractive 
property, consisting of 
47.5 acres located on the 
north side of Marchner 
Road.  The owners have 
planted Christmas trees 
on the property and the 
site is partly to mostly 
wooded.  The western 
portion of the property 
lies within the 100-year 
floodplain of Four Mile 
Creek. 

 
This property abuts the 
State Road School in 
Webster, as the northern 
property line is the 
Penfield/Webster Town 
Line.  There are trails, 
habitat areas and level 
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areas that could be used for passive recreational activities.  Partnership with the 
Webster Central School District should also be explored, as more than 1/3 of 
Penfield is within this district. 
 
 

 124.01-2-1.1 2826 Atlantic Avenue Dolomite Products Co. Inc.  

 
This property on the northwest corner of Five Mile Line Rd. and Atlantic Ave. 
intersection was the site of the original Rothfuss family home and contains a 
portion of the Rothfuss farm land that was in this area of Penfield. This parcel 
continues to be farmed under annual farming lease agreements even as it is 
currently owned by the Dolomite Group.  The property contains bedrock and 
boulders that are close to the surface and has poor drainage along the east border 
of the property. The land is fairly flat and is bisected north to south by the 
Irondequoit Creek/Hipp Brook watershed demarcation line.  This property has 
nearly ½ mile of frontage combined along Atlantic Ave. and Five Mile Line Rd.  
Storm and sanitary sewers are available. 

 
This property is located ¼ mile south of Penfield Rothfuss Park and the Thousand 
Acre Swamp Preserve, and 1.25 miles west of Penfield Veterans Memorial Park 
and Town Hall. It is contiguous with a small parcel owned by the Town of 
Penfield directly to the north along Five Mile Line Road, as part of the Pennicott 
Village Subdivision – Phase II. 
 

 
 
This property is very visible and accessible with its location on two major 
roadways running through Penfield. It is also one of the few remaining large 
undeveloped properties in the west part of the Town (west of Route 250) in the 
Penfield Central School District. The current owner, Dolomite Group, has 
indicated that they do not want this parcel to be developed as residential because 
of it’s proximity to their stone mining operations along Whalen Rd. and because 
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the blasting associated with this operation would likely be an annoyance to 
residents.  

 
This property would be well suited for recreational fields and would be an ideal 
site for an indoor recreational facility in the future. Its central location relative to 
existing town population, its excellent access from two major roadways and the 
fact that it is located within the Penfield Central School District would make it 
attractive for consideration as a site for possible future School District and Town 
of Penfield partnership to develop indoor recreational facilities. If the School 
District was interested, it could also serve other needs that are currently being 
proposed for the land that they own at 3021 Atlantic Avenue which is, at their 
request, also being considered for possible acquisition by the Town for Open 
Space. 
 

 
 108.07-1-76.999 1447 Creek Street Bernard D. Fattig  

 
This is a very unique parcel located on Creek Street. Currently farmed, it is a flat 
parcel perfect for flat field recreation.   The property has access to sanitary 
sewers, public water and other utilities.  The entire parcel is 72 acres; however, 
about 20 acres are on the west side of Creek Street.  The focus of this 
recommendation is the land on the east side of Creek Street, about 50 +/- acres. 
The property is surrounded by residential subdivisions and access to adjacent 
residential streets has been provided for, in the event it is developed.  There is a 
small woodlot at the eastern edge of the property which provides a buffer from the 
residential homes to the east.  This property was identified in the first Open Space 
Plan and remains of significant interest to the Town.  The owner of the property is 
not interested in selling the land at this time.  The Town should remain open to 
any change in that circumstance.  This property is also a high priority parcel for 
the Parks & Recreation Master Plan. 
 
 
 

3.  Public, Quasi-public and Partnership Opportunities 
 

 109.04-1-28 3021 Atlantic Ave Penfield Central School District  

 
This large (38.8 acres) rectangular parcel supports a moderate diversity of wildlife 
in a young growth forest.  Approximately half of the parcel is categorized as 
either a federal or state wetland, with the northern-most portion being of slightly 
higher elevation and drier.  As this formerly cleared parcel reverts back to a forest 
state, invasive species such as honeysuckle have made their presence known, but 
the parcel nevertheless supports a reasonable diversity of vegetation. 
 
The parcel is contiguous to land owned by the Genesee Land Trust, with frontage 
on Brougham Drive, as well as 250+/- feet of frontage on Atlantic Avenue. 
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The property is zoned R-1-20 and can be serviced by public water as well as 
sanitary sewers.  The Hipp Brook Preserve, a 94 acre parcel owned by the 
Genesee Land Trust, borders this parcel on both the east and south. 

 
This parcel would naturally function as a contiguous extension to the Hipp Brook 
Preserve, with the northern most portion providing limited access trails for hiking, 
nature observation, and winter sports such as snowshoeing and cross-country 
skiing.   The swampier southern end protects a portion of the Hipp Brook 
watershed. 
 
This parcel could help provide part of the north-south trail linkage between the 
Harris Whalen Park trail system and a future trail envisioned between Veteran’s 
Memorial Park and Rothfuss Park.  Completion of a trail system through this 
parcel would require construction of a boardwalk through the swampy southern-
most portion, to link up with existing trails to the south maintained by the 
Genesee Land Trust.  Construction of such a boardwalk would require a sizeable 
expense, but the resulting trail would undoubtedly have high appeal for the 
general public as a place for hiking and family walks. 
 
The northern most portion of the parcel potentially could be developed for more 
active community recreation, including even a community center, but such uses 
would probably not be ideal, due to the limited amount of frontage on Atlantic 
Avenue.  The preferred use for this parcel is as an undeveloped park, maintained 
largely in its natural state for conservation purposes.  However, its public appeal 
could be enhanced in the future by construction of a nature kiosk, picnic facilities 
or a small lodge.  This parcel would be best protected for public use by partnering 
with the Genesee Land Trust.  The Land Trust has expressed an interest in 
partnering with the Town; the Town’s acquisition of the development rights 
would enable the Land Trust to then purchase the land, extending the Hipp Brook 
Preserve. 
 
Current plans of the Penfield Central School District are to relocate a maintenance 
facility on a portion of this property with possible donation of the unused land 
area, including wetlands.  Some arrangement for a small area of off-street parking 
for public use should be encouraged, if the District’s plans go forward. 
 
 

 094.04-1-35 1035 Plank Road Dr. Leonard Talarico  

 
 109.02-1-5.102 1444 Shoecraft Road Thomas & Anne T. Rothfuss  

 
The Talarico parcel is a 57.2 acre property is located on the south side of Plank 
Road, west of Schutt’s Cider Mill.  The front or north 1300 feet of the property is 
actively farmed, with an existing house and very deteriorated barn along the road.  
The rear or southern portion of the property is heavily wooded wetland, which is 
part of the 1000 Acre Swamp.  The land slopes from north to south, draining 
towards the wetland.  The rear acreage has little development potential, as it lies 
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within a Class I wetland, PN-2, but this area is important to the 1000 Acre Swamp 
sanctuary. 
 
The Rothfuss farm at 1444 Shoecraft Road is 27.76 acres with tilled fields around 
the homestead and wooded wetland to the rear or eastern portion of the property.  
This eastern portion containing the woods has some wildlife habitat value.  The 
wetland area is part of the 1000 Acre Swamp.   
 
The Talarico property is zoned RR-1, for single family residential development at 
a density of one acre per home site.  The Rothfuss property is zoned R-1-20, 
requiring residential lots of a minimum size of 20,000 sq. ft.  Public water is 
available and sanitary sewers are in the area, but gravity sewers may not be 
practical, as the properties slope to the south and east. 
 
     1035 Plank Rd. (Talarico) 

 
    1444 Shoecraft Rd. (Rothfuss) 

 

The contiguous nature of these properties to the 1000 Acre Swamp makes them 
more desirable for one combined public purchase.  The properties could also be 
preserved under an Open Space Easement.  Future development proposals on 
these properties should be encouraged to consider clustering with a donation of 
the wetland and buffer areas to The Nature Conservancy, owners of the majority 
of the 1000 Acre Swamp. 
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 109.03-1-25.1 2940 Atlantic Avenue James R. Wilbert  

 

 
 
 
 
This 25.4 acre parcel is located on the north side of Atlantic Avenue, just west of 
the intersection with Baird Road.  It is located on a horizontal curve of Atlantic 
Avenue, but has substantial frontage.  The property slopes up from Atlantic 
Avenue, to the Pennicott Village Subdivision, west of this site.  There are some 
State wetlands that exist near the center of the property, which appear to be a 
continuation of the 1000 Acre Swamp, east and north of the site.  A tributary of 
Hipp Brook crosses the eastern portion of the property.   
 
The property is zoned RR-1, with access to public water.  Sanitary sewers are 
proposed in this area in 2006.  As a stand-alone site for public recreation and 
access, the property has marginal value.  The Town desires a pedestrian linkage 
along the northern border, to connect Rothfuss Park with Town-owned lands to 
the east, eventually to Veteran’s Memorial Park at the Town Hall.  It is possible 
that some form of partnership with The Nature Conservancy, with a goal of 
preservation of wetlands and buffers associated with the 1000 Acre Swamp, could 
accomplish the goals of both parties. 
 

 
 126.03-1-10 2660 Penfield Road Penfield Central School District  

 
This site is a 68.8 acre parcel located at the northwest corner of Penfield Road and 
Gloria Drive.  It has not been farmed in many years and has secondary growth and 
some mature trees.  A tributary to Commission Ditch traverses the northern 
portion of the property, from east to west.  It appears that there is substantial 
wildlife habitat present, as evidenced by trails on the property.  A small area of 
steep slopes exists at the northern end of the land.  The zoning on the site is RA-2, 
permitting single family homes at a density of one home per two acres.  It appears 
that the northern portion of the property contains the most sensitive area 
warranting preservation.  Use of the property by the School District could 
preserve some of the important natural features of the site.  Any future 

Looking west at the property on the north side of 
Atlantic Avenue, 2940 Atlantic  
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development of the site should incorporate some form of preservation of this area.  
Techniques that could be employed include the use of Town Law §278 
(clustering) and/or use of an Open Space Easement. 
 

 
 111.01-1-29 1735 Kennedy Road Monroe County  

 
The County of Monroe owns this 97.55 acre parcel that was used as a municipal 
landfill in the early 1980s and was closed after 5 years of operation.  The property 
does contain household waste and the County monitors the landfill for leaks.  
Annual reports are submitted to the Town.  While the property address is 
Kennedy Road, the site is served by a driveway extension of Gloria Drive on the 
north side of Atlantic Avenue. 
 
The property has some perimeter vegetation but no significant wildlife habitat 
areas exist.  The property to the south is heavily wooded and the open meadow 
features of this site may be attractive to feeding deer. 
 
As with any landfill, public access should be discouraged.  However, the Town 
and the County could partner in a clean-up effort, with funding from State or 
Federal Brownfield Clean-up Programs.  Reclamation of this property, which is 
already under public ownership, would provide a large parcel for recreational 
opportunities. 

 
 

 126.03-1-7 2842 Penfield Road Monroe County Water Authority  

 
This property was purchased by the 
Monroe County Water Authority 
(MCWA) several years ago, as a 
strategic property in their overall 
East Side Water Supply Project.  
The property is intended to house a 
reservoir system at the higher 
elevations on the western half of 
the property.  The property is 
136.76 acres.  According to recent 
discussions with representatives of 
the MCWA, plans to construct the 
reservoir have been pushed out “at 
least a couple of decades” as their 
resources are concentrating on  

PCSD Property at northwest corner 
of Penfield Rd. & Gloria Dr. 
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supply connections in other areas.   
 
The property continues to be used for active agriculture, through a lease 
arrangement with the MCWA.  There are several hedgerows on the property and a 
small woodlot in the north central part of the property.  The highest elevation is 
over 620 feet above sea level and there is over 100 feet of slope from the high 
point to the northeast corner.   
 
Discussions also indicate that the MCWA would be willing to lease portions of 
the property to the Town for recreational opportunities.  The eastern half of the 
property is relatively level and could be used for active or passive activities. 
 
 
 

4.  Other Considerations 

 
 111.01-1-9 1748 Kennedy Road  Dana Browne  

 
A substantial amount of State and Federal wetlands exist on this 25 acre property.  
There is a man-made ditch that appears to border the east and north property lines.  
The site also contains a lot of wooded areas, mostly associated with the wetland. 
 
The property is next to 1800 Kennedy Road, which was identified in the Town’s 
initial Open Space Plan and the development rights of that property have been 
purchased by the Town.  1748 Kennedy Road is also directly north of the 
County’s Gloria Drive Landfill. 
 
Due to the location of the property in eastern Penfield and the significant presence 
of wetlands, public access or use is not recommended.  Preservation of this 
property could be encouraged through an Open Space Easement or Conservation 
Easement  

 
 

 140.02-1-48.101 2445 Penfield Road Howard A. Crane  

 
This 18.2 acre property has some gentle rolling hills with nice views to the north 
and west.  It abuts the Perinton Town Line on the south and contains a single 
home site.  There are some small areas of woods on the property, but the wildlife 
habitat is minimal.  This property has access onto Penfield Road, near a hill and 
curve, west of Harris and Huber Roads.  The site is serviced by public water, but 
sewers are not available to the property.  It is not recommended that this property 
be pursued for any recreational activity or public access at this time.  Preservation 
of the land could best be achieved by an Open Space Easement or Conservation 
Easement. 
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 125.01-1-25.2 
1810 Fairport Nine Mile Point 
Road 

Sebastian & Concetta Curatolo and Michael & Maria 
Spina  

 
This property is a 19.6 acre parcel immediately west of the Frank property at 1303 
Sweets Corners Road.  It is located at the southeast corner of Sweets Corners 
Road and Fairport Nine Mile Point Road (NYS Rte 250).  The land has been 
actively farmed in the recent past and the land drops away from Rte. 250.  Public 
water is available to the site and sewers are in the vicinity, but not located directly 
adjacent to the property.  The parcel is zoned RA-2. 
 
As with 1303 Sweets Corners Road, preservation of this property is best 
performed through a Conservation Easement or Open Space easement.  Any 
development of the property should maintain portions of the view shed that are 
important in the area. 

 
 
 124.16-1-39.3 1918 Jackson Road Benoit & Sylvia Dumais  

 
This property is 13.26 acres and is currently the site of a Christmas tree farm.  
Approximately 80% of the land is used for Christmas trees, with the remaining 
20% of the land (northern portion) containing some mature woods and newer-
growth trees.  The property has over 200 feet of frontage on Jackson Road, north 
of the Dumais residence.  The property is zoned R-1-20 and has available 
infrastructure, including sanitary sewers, water and other utilities.  It is adjacent to 
about 8 acres town-owned property, east of 1918 Jackson Road.  This town-
owned land is an open space set-aside associated with the Village Green 
Subdivision, with frontage on Autumn Oak Circle, which is off of Jackson Road 
Extension. 

 
While this property is situated adjacent to existing open space and is surrounded 
by development, its close proximity to Harris Whalen Park reduces the value for 
added parkland in this area.  If the property is developed at some time in the 
future, some additional land area in the eastern portion of the property should be 
added to the existing parkland/open space through clustering of development. 

 
 

 094.03-1-20 1318 Hatch Road Geo M. & Florence M. Field  

 
This 6.1 acre property is located on the east side of Hatch Road and is very 
heavily wooded with mature trees.  There is an abundance of habitat on the site. It 
abuts the Bauman farm on the east, which had the development rights purchased 
by the Town.  Sanitary sewers and public water are available to this property and 
it is zoned R-1-20. 
 
This property is not conducive to recreation or public access due to its small size 
and heavily wooded features.  A single family home exists on this site.  
Preservation of this area is probably best done by an Open Space Easement or 
Conservation Easement. 
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 125.01-1-24 1303 Sweets Corners Road N/F Estate of Howard J. Frank  

 
This 9.8 acre property is located next to the Willmes vineyards, whose property 
rights were purchased by the Town of Penfield.  It has a house, barn and several 
out-buildings on the property and its preservation would maintain views of the 
vineyards from neighboring lands and motorists on Rte. 250.  Public water is 
available to this property and sanitary sewers are nearby.  The zoning on the 
property is RA-2. 
 
Preservation of this property is best performed through a Conservation Easement 
or Open Space easement.  Any development of the property should maintain 
portions of the view shed that are important in the area. 

 
 

 125.04-1-7.3 1926 Harris Road Brian A. & Sherri Gorin  

 
This property contains some identified bird habitat on its 23.6 acres.  The land is 
primarily meadow with a long, but limited access to Harris Road, sandwiched 
between two homes.  Public water is available along Harris Road, but there are no 
sewers in the area. 
 
An area resident has indicated that some form of habitat preservation would be 
good for this property.  That initiative could involve private funding or seeking 
grants for implementation.  An Open Space Easement or Conservation Easement 
could be used to curtail development options for this land.  The land does not 
appear to be desirable for recreation or public access. 

 
 

 
126.01-1-27 & 
126.01-1-25.22 1815 & 1819 Sweets Corners Road Dale E. & Susan Hoyer Kier  

 
These two properties total approximately 47 acres of land.   1815 Sweets Corners 
Road is the larger of the two, with 27.6 acres.  It is mostly wooded with a large 
pond on the property and significant wildlife habitat area.  The site contains a 
single home and there are wetlands and floodplains on the property.  This 
property is currently under an Open Space Easement that is due to expire in 2017. 
 
The property at 1819 Sweets Corners Road is actively farmed and immediately 
east of 1815.  It has limited habitat.  Both properties have public water available 
but are not close to sanitary sewers. 
 
These properties have some value for preservation, especially #1815, with its 
natural setting, open water and wooded appearance.  While the properties have 
significant natural appeal, it does not appear that either property would serve well 
for public access or recreational opportunities due to the location at the extreme 
eastern end of Penfield.  Preservation could continue with a renewal of the Open 
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Space Easement, when the current one expires, or a more permanent Conservation 
Easement. 

 
 

  140.02-1-24 2610 Penfield Road Barbara A. & Hamilton C. King II  

 
This property is very heavily wooded with significant, mature trees on portions of 
the land and some secondary growth, as well.  This property is desirable as an 
addition to the Sherwood property (2045 Salt Road, under consideration for 
parkland) if direct access from Salt Road is desired.  The single home on the 
property is near the corner of the intersection of Salt Road and Penfield Road, 
which is controlled by a traffic signal. 
 
It is acknowledged that the owner of the property does not wish to consider 
participating in the Town’s Open Space program at this time.  However, if that 
position changes in the future, the Town should consider a purchase, if the 
Sherwood property has been or can be obtained. 
 
Short term preservation of the property could be through an Open Space 
Easement. 

 
 

 111.01-1-27 1775 Kennedy Road Matthew R. Konet  

 
This property is on the south side of Kennedy, immediately east of the Monroe 
County-owned Gloria Drive Landfill (1735 Kennedy Road).  It is actively farmed 
with some limited wildlife habitat in woods, hedgerows and meadows.  There are 
some wet areas in the northwest corner of the property and the headwaters of a 
tributary to Four Mile Creek start on this property. 
 
This property could be used for active or passive recreation but the location near 
the eastern border of Penfield reduced the recreation value, due to the distance 
from the population center of Penfield.  Preservation of this property could be 
obtained through Open Space Easement, State or Federal agricultural grants, 
continued Agricultural District participation or a Conservation Easement.  
 

 
 125.04-1-13 1997 Salt Road Robert A. & Sherry L. Licata  

 
There is a house and barn on this 18 acre farm.  The property is mostly 
agricultural land with very little wildlife habitat area.  Some small wooded areas 
exist north of the property and the Sherwood property at 2045 Salt Road. 
 
The property has limited potential for recreation or public access.  Public water is 
available but sanitary sewers are not in this part of the Town.  Preservation of this 
property could be done through an Open Space Easement or Conservation 
Easement. 
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 095.01-1-65 1391 Marchner Road Richard A. & Diana B. Marchner  

 
This property is actively farmed and has a drainage ditch running east-west across 
the center of the farm field.  It is located on the south side of Marchner Road and 
abuts the wetlands/floodplain area at the north end of the Stablegate Subdivision.  
The property has some woods along its southern border and a 100 year floodplain 
for Four Mile Creek exists along the western border, although this area is still 
being tilled. 
 
Public water is available to the site but sanitary sewers are not available.  The 
property is zoned RA-2.   There appears to be limited wildlife habitat on this 
active farmland, although there are trees along the perimeter. 
 
Preservation of this property is best suited for an Open Space Easement, 
continued Agricultural exemptions or through a Conservation Easement funded 
by an agricultural grant. 

 
 

 140.02-1-58 100 Fellows Road Thomas Reynolds  

 
This property is on both the east and west sides of Fellows Road, just south of 
Penfield Road.  The total acreage is 37.8 and the land is zoned RR-1.  The 
property is mostly in active agriculture (crops) and the portion of the land on the 
west side of Fellows Road is close to State wetlands at the northern tip.  The 
wildlife habitat value is minimal, due to the active farming practices.  Public 
water is available along Fellows Road but sanitary sewers are located in Perinton 
and there may be some capacity issues with the sewers. 
 
The land is adjacent to the Perinton Town line and is not centrally located to the 
population center of Penfield, which minimizes the value for active recreation 
lands.   Preservation is probably best obtained through Open Space Easements or 
Conservation Easements. 

 
 

 126.01-1-32 1755 Sweets Corners Road Dick J. Schouten  

 
This farmland is immediately north of the East Penview farm, that has already 
been preserved by purchase of development rights.  It is a gently rolling hillside 
that is near the Smith Cemetery on Gloria Drive and the Nettleton House, a 
historic structure on Sweets Corners Road.  This 54.2 acre farm is currently being 
farmed by Jim Wilbert, who purchased the adjacent East Penview Farm, a.k.a. 
Beardsley Farm. 
 
The land seems best suited for continued farming and may be too far east of the 
population center of Penfield to be considered valuable for recreation potential.  
The property is currently in an Agricultural District and receiving an Agricultural 
exemption.  Preservation of this property could be achieved by a Conservation 



Open Space Update  
Page 37 of 41 

Easement funded with a grant from the State Ag. & Markets, or through other 
grant sources. 

 
 

 111.01-1-25.998 1835 Kennedy Road Clarence & Betty Stappenbeck  

 
This 70 acre site is comprised of 7 “rooms” of farm fields, divided by hedgerows 
and tree lines.  Nearly one-third of the site is wooded, and 2 edges of the property 
contain small areas of federal or state wetlands.  This property drains to the Finger 
Lakes Watershed. 
 
The property currently has about 250 feet of frontage on Kennedy Road, and the 
owner would like to use a large portion of that frontage for a building lot.  This 
would greatly diminish the desirability of the parcel for use as a public park.  This 
property is currently farmed.  Woods cover 1/3 of the parcel.  The property is 
zoned RA-2 and has public water available.  No sanitary sewers are available 
from Penfield.  The site is adjacent to Wayne County. 
 
If the Town of Penfield chooses to pursue this property, Town ownership is 
recommended.  As mentioned above, public use would be compromised if the 
owner chooses to use most of the remaining Kennedy Road frontage for a 
building lot.  The land does touch the trails concept plan, and hiking is certainly a 
desirable public use of the land.  Because of the “room-like” layout of this parcel, 
it might be possible to use a portion of the land for ball fields, another portion for 
picnicking, and still have hiking trails, and parking 

 
In time, it might be desirable to develop one of the “rooms” of this property for 
swimming or fishing. 

 
While these lands might be suitable for the short-term and long-term uses 
mentioned above, the owner should be alerted that his stated plan to develop a 
building lot that would consume most of the Kennedy Road frontage would make 
this acquisition less attractive to the Town.  Because the parcel is at the extreme 
Eastern edge of Penfield, the value for preservation of this parcel is already lower 
than many others, so the reduced access lane from Kennedy Road would make it 
unlikely that the Town would pursue this purchase. 

 
 

 111.01-1-7 1698 Kennedy Road Harry J. & Ruth Wingate  

 
This 30 acre parcel is located on the north side of Kennedy Road.  It is actively 
farmed on the southern half of the property.  The northern half contains some 
dense woods and wetlands.  There may be some passive recreation potential on 
the property; however the location in the eastern part of Penfield is quite removed 
from the population center and therefore less desirable. 
 
Preservation of this property is best accomplished through the use of Open Space 
Easements or a conservation easement.  Development potential of this property is 



Open Space Update  
Page 38 of 41 

probably limited to the southern part, outside the limits of the wetlands.  
Clustering could properly preserve the sensitive area to the rear (north). 
 
 

 
108.10-1-1.11 
108.05-2-8.33 

41 Woodhaven Drive 
1211 Empire Blvd. Feno Pecora   

 
The property at 41 Woodhaven Drive, zoned R-1-20, is 26.5 acres and is accessed 
via Wilbur Tract Road, off of Empire Blvd.  The site has steep slopes to the west, 
that are heavily wooded and adjoin the single family lots on Old Westfall Road.  
There are wetlands on the lower end of 41 Woodhaven.  It appears that some 
filling activity has taken place in the past on the property, resulting in a gently 
sloping site that terminates north of Woodhaven Drive.  The type of fill material 
that may be present will require some investigation, if any development is 
proposed on the site.  There is no direct access to Woodhaven Drive, except for an 
emergency-only access easement.  A paved driveway exists on the property, from 
Wilbur Tract Road, southward towards Woodhaven Drive. 
 
The property at 1211 Empire Blvd. has some frontage on Empire, but is also 
accessed via Wilbur Tract Road.  This 4.0 acre parcel is zoned LaSalle’s Landing 
District.  It is primarily level land with some brush and small trees. 
 
Both properties appear to have some development potential, based upon current 
zoning.  As there is already a substantial amount of publicly owned land to the 
west that connects Empire Blvd. with Ellison Park, there is less interest in 
additional open space at this location.  However, any development of the land 
should be encouraged to preserve the upper elevations, for viewsheds northward 
over Irondequoit Bay.  Trail connections to the Ellison Park and wetlands trail 
system are possible and may be encouraged, with development of this property. 
 
 
 
 

 096.01-2-7 1254 Salt Road George A Storck   

 
This property consists of 94.26 acres and is located near the Penfield/Webster 
Town Line, on the east side of Salt Road.  The property was farmed at sometime 
in the past, but much of the land has grown up with shrubs and trees.  Outlines of 
hedgerows and watercourses are present on the property.  Some wetlands may 
also exist in the eastern portions of the land, which provide wildlife habitat areas. 
 
Preservation of the site is probably best achieved by an Open Space or 
Conservation Easement.  The location in north Penfield lessens the desirability for 
purchase for public access and/or recreation. 
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Open Space Easements 
 

TAXID # ADDRESS OWNER 
ORIG 

YR 
TERM 

TOTAL 

ACRES 

ELIG 

ACRES 

111.03-1-23 1755 GLORIA DR BAUMER, TIMOTHY 1992 25 9.6 7.6 

095.04-1-29 1399 HARRIS RD BORKHUIS, EDGAR & JUNE 2004 10 17.04 15.04 

111.03-1-6.1 3686 ATLANTIC AVE BUISMAN, GARY & JEANNE 1992 25 13.04 11.04 

141.01-1-21 2701 PENFIELD RD COUCH, HENRY & SARAH 2005 5 39.03 36.3 

140.02-1-48.101 2445 PENFIELD RD CRANE, HOWARD 2002 10 18.29 17.29 

140.02-1-2.1 5 SKIMORE LANE DIBELLA, JAMES 2000 20 43.49 22.49 

126.01-1-30 1777 SWEETS CORNERS RD ECKER, THOMAS & DONNA 2000 25 10.23 7.82 

109.02-1-10 1449 JACKSON RD FINK, GORDON ET AL 2002 5 33.1 31.1 

096.03-1-18 1748 PLANK RD FLETCHER, DOUGLIS & KRISTINA 2004 5 36.1 35.1 

110.01-2-18 1556 FRPT NINE MILE PT RD FURGIUELE, ADAMO 2000 9 28.2 10 

141.01-2-4 5 JOMANDA WAY GARFIELD, LAWRENCE & JOANNE 2002 5 7.89 5.89 

108.18-1-20 80 MAPLE PARK HEIGHTS 
KAMMERDIENER, SHAWN & GILL, 
DOUGLAS 

2001 25 19.4 15 

109.03-1-3 1719 SCRIBNER RD KESSLER, HELENA 2000 25 11.1 9.1 

109.04-2-3.103 1147 PENFIELD CENTER RD KIER, GERALD & MARLENE 2005 10 16.77 15 

140.02-1-24 2610 PENFIELD RD KING, HELEN 2000 20 21.2 20.2 

095.02-2-4.2 1191 SALT RD KRAFT, WILLIAM & JILL 1992 15 8.41 6.41 

096.03-1-27.21 1842 PLANK RD MARINO, DAVID AND PAULA 2003 5 49.08 41.67 

125.04-1-5.2 2000 HARRIS RD MILLER, RALPH & BARBARA 2000 5 22.84 22.84 

109.03-1-2 1684 SCRIBNER RD MORETTI, NANCY 2000 25 25.5 23.5 

125.04-1-5.1 1990 HARRIS RD NULTON, MALCOLM 2002 10 19.46 17.46 

111.01-1-2.1 1424 SALT RD OBBIE, JOSEPH & PATRICIA 1992 25 8.82 6.82 

110.01-1-69 1554 JACKSON RD PAWLUCKIE, WILLIAM 2004 25 14.9 14.9 

110.02-1-35 1533 HARRIS RD SHEIVE, GERALD 2000 25 7.7 5.7 

094.04-1-28.3 1118 PLANK RD STUTZ, PEARL 2004 25 10 10 

126.01-1-27 1815 SWEETS CORNERS RD TURNER, PAUL 1992 25 31.4 29.4 

110.04-1-28.2 1611 SALT RD WASHBURN, MARIE 2000 10 5.96 3.96 

095.01-1-50 1240 JACKSON RD WILBERT, RICHARD & ANNA 1992 20 22.5 21.5 

125.04-1-5.2 2000 HARRIS RD MILLER 2005 5 22.84 22.84 

126.01-1-25.22 1819 SWEETS CORNERS RD KIER, SUSAN & DALE 2006 25 20.0 20.0 
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This Open Space Update is intended to be a living plan, and other properties that warrant 
consideration may come to the attention of the Town.  The criteria listed in this plan should be 
utilized to evaluate the value of any future property for preservation.  It is hoped that this plan 
provides direction that will assist with future land use decisions by Penfield’s leaders. 
 
 
 
 

“Recreation is a necessary component in the 
physical and emotional health of a person as 
well as an important contributor to the social 
fabric and quality of life of a community.  The 
Town of Penfield is aware of the importance of 
recreation as a function of local government 
and has placed a high priority on its role in 
providing leisure opportunities.” 
 

 Town of Penfield Comprehensive Plan 2000 
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