
Minutes of the Regular Meeting of the Planning Board of the Village/Town of Mount Kisco held on 
Tuesday, February 9, 2021 at 7:31 pm via Zoom Teleconference 

 
Members Present: Doug Hertz, Chairman 

John Bainlardi, Vice Chair 
   Ralph Vigliotti 
   Michael Bonforte 
   William Polese  
   John Hochstein 
   Barbara Roppolo 
 
Members Absent: Crystal Pickard 
 
Staff Present:  Jan K. Johannessen, Village Planner 
   Peter J. Miley, Building Inspector 

Anthony Oliveri, Village Engineer  
Whitney Singleton, Village Attorney 

 
Chairman Hertz stated All right.  Welcome, everyone.  This is the Mount Kisco Planning Board for 
Tuesday, February 9, 2021.  Thank you.  We just concluded our regular work, our work session, and this 
begins our regular meeting.  So, our goal here is to provide you alternate entertainment through the between 
hearings and I’m sure this will be much more interesting.  First item on the agenda are minutes from the 
meeting of October 8, 2020.  We have a quorum for those minutes, I’ll assume that anyone’s given notes 
Michelle at this point.  So, I will make a motion that we accept the minutes of October 8, 2020.  Do I 
have a second for that?  I think Ralph’s mic is off, but I saw him say… 
 
Mr. Vigliotti stated I’ll second that. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated Michelle, would you poll the board? 
 
UPON ROLL CALL VOTE: 
 
 Chairman Hertz  - aye 
 Mr. Vigliotti   - aye 
 Mr. Bonforte   - aye 
 Mr. Polese   - aye 
 Vice Chair Bainlardi  - aye 
 Ms. Roppolo   - abstain 
 Mr. Hochstein  - aye 
 
The motion carried by a vote of 6 to 0. 
 
A. 2 Morgan Drive, LLC – 2 Morgan Drive 

PB2019-0370, SBL 80.55-1-2.1/4 
Site Plan and Subdivision 
Continued Public Hearing 

 
Mr. Mark Millspaugh and Mr. Tyler Sweet of Sterling Environmental were present. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated all right, great.  Next item on the agenda is a public hearing.  And I just like to make 
the note that as for acting Chair Bonforte item B on public hearings that Homeland Towers matter will not 
be heard tonight.  So, he will address that at the time but if you’re here waiting to speak on Homeland 
Towers that item is adjourned from tonight’s agenda as per the acting Chair of that matter.  So, this is a 
continued public hearing for 2 Morgan Drive.  This is site plan and subdivision and possibly steep slopes.  
And we have a memorandum from the Mount Kisco Fire Department, we have a packet by Sterling 
Environmental and we have a memorandum from our environmental consultant as well.  So, with that, I’ll 
ask Jan, just to introduce this matter. 
 
Mr. Miley stated Chairman, just know you are the host now, you have control. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated Thank you very much. 
 
Jan Johannessen stated yes, Mr. Chairman, the application is before the Board for site plan approval, 
subdivision, steep slopes permit and potentially a wetland permit.  It’s been before the Board on several 
occasions and the Board has been kind of working to get to a point where it could consider a SEQRA 
determination.  At the last meeting that we went over the items that the board and staff felt were necessary 
in order to get to that determination.  And the Board went over in detail the part two and part three EAF. 
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There are some items that are still outstanding that are needed before you can make that the determination 
including revised part three EAF response to the Mount Kisco Volunteer Fire Departments review 
memorandum, a response to GeoDesign’s review.  And a final, not a final but an updated plan set which 
would include an updated steep slopes analysis.  Any revisions to the plan, landscaping plan, they were 
going to have the Kisco River which is adjacent to the property shown on the survey and illustrate the 
regulated 100-foot buffer to determine whether there’d be a wetland’s permit, so. In the background, Staff 
has been working with the applicant to ensure that these items are submitted and reviewed.  And while 
we’re closer than we were the last time around, I still think there’s some open items that are due the Board 
before you’re able to make that determination.  And probably the most significant is the memo that we 
received from the fire department that seems to require some potential site plan changes. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated thank you very much.  All right.  I’ll turn it over to the applicant then for a brief 
presentation on what’s been updated here.  Welcome. 
 
Mr. Millspaugh stated sure, can you hear me okay? 
 
Chairman Hertz stated yes. 
 
Mr. Millspaugh stated we did receive the fire department memo a few days ago, and we have had some 
discussions to clarify exactly what the fire department is looking for and got some further guidance in that 
regard that they want to be able to access to side of the building with the ladder truck.  And in further 
discussions with the fire department, they’re agreeable to backing in from Morgan Drive, the side of the 
building that gives them access to the two-story facade, so the downhill side, not the uphill side.  And he 
clarified that, in approaching it that way, we don’t need to provide turnarounds on both ends of the 
buildings, on both ends of the building that could accommodate a ladder truck. They wouldn’t be opposed 
to coming in also from Pump House Drive but that’s not a requirement.  And we’re going to look at that, 
we’re going to look at the grading and we’ll look at the use of pavers that are classified as not increasing 
impervious surface, so, they’re the grassed pavers. As you all know from multiple submissions to site is 
fairly tight on room, so trying to fit this road in and is going to necessitate us relocating several stormwater 
features and doing the associated engineering.  There is some room on the property where we threw pipes 
and no other considerations can move water to locations that would potentially free up this road. But these 
comments from the fire department were late in coming and they’re fairly significant, it would have been 
good to have them earlier, but it is what it is.  We had an opportunity to meet with the consultants by Zoom 
last week, and discuss the further revisions and supplements to part three of the SEQRA environmental 
assessment form and the supporting narrative.  We circulated a draft today, informally just to get input to 
see if we’re on track.  It’s our intent to get comments if there’s still any at this point, and have this 
submission in time for consideration at the March 9th meeting. As we set at our last meeting, we are very 
anxious to complete SEQRA because we cannot advance the stormwater plan with New York City, New 
York City DEP until the Village completes SEQRA.  And even though it’s snowing outside today, we’re, 
you know, when you look at the calendar, the construction season is fast approaching and we very much 
want to be in a position to build this year.  So, our sense would be to submit and allow you to proceed with 
SEQRA hopefully at the next meeting. I know from conversations with Jan, there are things that he and the 
Village Attorney would need to do to prepare the requisite finding statement and resolution.  But now that 
that’s something that we wanted to talk about tonight and make sure that you have everything that you’re 
going to need from us for that with to meet that objective. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated well, I know one of the challenge -- I mean, so just, one of the challenges that was 
mentioned is that because we have alternate counsel for this application, I’m in the right application. 
 
Jan Johannessen stated yes, you’re doing good. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated that alternate counsel was available on the second meetings of the month and not the 
first.  So, that would potentially push you out to the second meeting in March, if counsel needed to be there 
for that.  So, we can discuss that offline whether or not a SEQRA determination can be all the information 
can be provided such that we can get to a SEQRA determination.  I think there was a little bit concern that 
we still don’t have quite enough, given the changes that’ll be necessitated by the fire department memo. 
 
Mr. Millspaugh stated could I just pointed out that the fire department memo won’t change the fundamental 
layout of the site in terms of building placement and this road that they’re seeking would be within the 20-
foot buffer on one side of the building.  And in terms of storm water management, grading, site 
landscaping, all those sorts of things.  We’ve provided significant showings to the Village along the process 
over the last year and a half.  And seeker doesn’t require a final site plan approval and final plat approval, it 
just needs to have a sufficient record for the purpose of offering an opinion and preparing finding 
statements on environmental impact, so. 
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Chairman Hertz stated I appreciate that.  Well, let’s discuss that because I’m somewhat undecided as to if 
additional entrances are going to create additional access, you know, issues with development coverage and 
other things that may change the site enough that we haven’t studied some of this.  So, where would that 
second access would come in, et cetera, et cetera. 
 
Jan Johannessen stated can we also just clarification, Mark, did you speak to a representative of the fire 
department following the issuance of the memo? 
 
Mr. Millspaugh stated I did not speak to them directly.  This was through one of the development 
representatives who had a conversation.  We have reached out a couple times, but we have not had an 
opportunity to speak directly with the fire department. 
 
Mr. Miley stated can I interject?  Should we set up a meeting with myself, Jan and the fire department all 
together, so we’re all on the same page regard the fire department access because the memo and as 
described doesn’t seem like it’s not even close to the same. 
 
Jan Johannessen stated yes, seems very different. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated yes, yes.  I think that that should happen posthaste so they can, you know, let’s 
facilitate them getting the information they need.  And the fire department communicating its requirements.   
 
Mr. Miley stated alright, Michelle, if you’re not opposed to Tyler, Mr. Millspaugh, we’ll set that up as best 
as we possibly can.  And I’ll have Michelle reach out to you guys. 
 
Mr. Sweet stated that would be great.  And to speak to one of Chairman Hertz’s comments.  The additional 
access road if we did need to come in off of Pump House Road, the only significant change to the site plan 
as it sits or the application, I guess, I should say, would be that all of Pump House Road does exist within 
the 100-foot buffer zone of the Kisco River.  So, that would trigger the wetlands permit requirement 
because obviously, we would have to grade into the road, to access that road.  So, any grading in there 
would trigger the wetlands permit but other than that, there really wouldn’t be a significant alteration to the 
application in regards to the size or scope or anything like that. 
 
Anthony Oliveri stated two things I’ll just bring up.  If we’re talking about access from Pump House Road 
for fire engines, fire trucks, you got to look at that road, it’s not a paved road, it’s got asphalt millings on it.  
Sometimes there are some heavy trucks that do go down there, but I think they would have to be looked at, 
so that could be another issue in terms of that.  The other thing is you mentioned pervious surfaces for the 
access road alongside the building just it may not and what may be considered pervious to the Village in 
terms of stormwater and stormwater detention requirements may not be considered pervious to DEP.  So, 
you should run any materials by them as well.  They have stricter guidelines. 
 
Jan Johannessen stated also, it would affect development coverage, may not -- it may be pervious for 
stormwater purposes but if you do a paver system that wouldn’t be considered development coverage for 
purposes of the zoning. 
 
Mr. Sweet stated these, would be, the product we would be looking at for these would be a grassed paver 
system.  So, this would be a vegetated surface from anybody who’s looking at it, would just see lawn.  But 
beneath the grass is a reinforced geo-grid that would allow it to be a drivable surface for heavy equipment 
and machinery.  So, there would be no visible development in this area. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated I mean, we’ve seen those materials before and we absolutely encouraged that.  But it 
doesn’t change Jan or Anthony’s statement, which is that it still will be defined as development coverage 
under our code.  And those will need to be approved under both our code and under [inaudible].  Okay, 
let’s -- let me open this up to other Board members, other than all our consultants, thoughts, comments? 
 
Anthony Oliveri stated the only other thing I’d say on that, Doug, is a reinforce turf solution like that.  I’d 
leave it to Peter to give it a final look in terms of development coverage, if it’s a pavement or not.  There 
might be a little gray area, that came up in another application as well earlier today. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated okay, thank you. 
 
Jan Johannessen stated I’ll just point out.  I think we we’ve been pretty specific with the information that 
we’re requesting before the Board could potentially make a SEQRA determination, including a revised set 
of plans.  So, while, you know, Mark is correct, we don’t need a final site plan before we can entertain 
SEQRA, we do need a plan that is representative of what is being proposed.  So, that does include showing 
the wetland buffer, updating the steep slopes analysis, updating the tree removal plan, incorporating the fire 
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department comments, et cetera, and our revised EAF.  So, I just want to be clear that we’d be expecting a 
new set of plans that are representative of what’s being proposed. 
 
Mr. Miley stated Chairman, can I just add?  This is Tyler, and Mr. Millspaugh, will you have a draft or 
drawing something so we could talk about it with the fire department or you could email to us when we 
have this meeting, you have something already prepared? 
 
Mr. Sweet stated not with the road on it, but that’s something that we can put that together pretty quick and 
I can have that ready, so.  Or you know, we have site plans that even if something that we can speak to 
during the meeting, sharing the screen, that’s something that’s can be easily arranged. 
 
Mr. Miley stated yes, whatever you can get to me, I’ll forward them to the fire chief, and Jan and this way 
they’re prepared and they will be more productive if we have something in front of us. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated the fire apparatus access road that you’re contemplating would be between the 
building and your adjoining lot.  So, it would be between Lot A and Lot B. 
 
Mr. Sweet stated correct.   
 
Chairman Hertz stated okay, before we -- so let me just make a statement before and then I’m going to go 
to Paul from GeoDesign.  This is a public hearing, so, there are a few ways if you do want to comment, you 
can, if you’re on Zoom, you can raise your hand.  I see one person raise the hand.  For this matter, there is a 
call-in number which is 1-646-558-8656.  Additionally, we are monitoring Facebook, I believe, right, Mr. 
Miley? 
 
Mr. Miley stated we are, Chairman, we are. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated any comments that are being provided on Facebook can be brought in and 
addressed.  Additionally, there is a live mic at Village Hall, as there always is and you can go.  And if you 
are masked and have proper distancing, you can speak at, you can speak there as well.  Additionally, you 
can always email us questions, you can provide us written comments via either email or snail mail and that 
will become part of the public record and all applicants will have to respond to questions that are presented 
by the public.  Okay, before we go to the public portion of this that I would like to get a summation.  We 
have a comment memo by our environmental consultant Paul Woodell of GeoDesign.  So, Paul, I’ll give it 
to you for the moment. 
 
Mr. Woodell stated thanks, Mr. Chairman.  So, my memo of last week was in response to Sterling submittal 
of January 19, and also takes into account a discussion that we had with consultants last week.  And my 
comments in the memo are with regard to the part three narrative of the EAF, three comments.  The first 
comment was with regard to a statement and their submittal that there was the potential for reuse of surplus 
Lot A construction soils, stockpiling on Lot B to be used for future remedial effort.  I indicated in my 
memo that the Board had indicated that this practice would not be permitted and requested that that section 
be removed. The second comment was with regard to Sterling providing a narrative of an analysis that they 
did in defence of their position that some of the infiltration structures on the southern portion of the 
development Lot A property would not adversely impact the groundwater quality in the vicinity of a 
portion of impacted soil nearby on Lot B.  They provided a narrative to their analysis and we discussed last 
week that I would require additional explanation and some type of we decided to provide, Sterling provided 
some type of graphical representation to bolster their position with that issue. And then the third comment 
that I had was a request to expand upon their narrative in section, with regard to Section 16, which is the 
impact to human health section of part three.  So, as to allow the reader of the document to become fully 
aware of their basis for their statements without having to refer back to the large volume of background 
reports that are available for environmental investigations on the site.  Sterling has provided a draft, a 
response to these comments, but we have not yet had the opportunity to fully review those.  So, we will 
certainly have additional discussions with regard to that. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated thank you very much.  Are there any questions or comments by Board members at 
this time?  Okay, then I’m going to open it up to the public.  Right now, I see one person, excuse me, with 
their hand up that is John Rhodes.  So, John, I am going to ask you to unmute and turn on your video and 
identify yourself.  And as you’re aware of the rules, you’re going to identify whether or not you’re 
speaking as a private citizen or as a member of a board and try to stick to the timelines. 
 
Mr. Rhodes stated Okay. My name is John Rhodes, I’m a Mount Kisco resident and Chairman of the 
Conservation Advisory Council.  And there is just one small thing I prefer I’d like to just congratulate and 
thank Jan and Anthony and the other Village staff for the incredible job they’ve done with this very 
complex and sensitive application.  The one very short point that I have, and it’s really a question to the 
applicant, there are several specimen trees within the development area, and most of them seem necessary 
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for the purpose of the development. One of them, which you as they labelled as tree number 21 which is a 
30 inch plus a hickory tree, which is a specimen tree and also getting to be quite rare to see the occurrence 
of that size in Mount Kisco.  Right now its situated towards the side of one of the driveways near some of 
the stormwater treatment facilities.  And I was just wondering if there’s any way again, especially if you’re 
going to be redrawing some of this for the fire department purposes, if there’s any way to preserve that tree.  
If there’s not well, that’s sad but if there’s any way to preserve that specimen tree, without severely 
impacting the planet of development, we’d really appreciate that.  And that’s all I have to say. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated thank you very much.  Okay, I do not see anyone else with their hand raised in the 
Zoom, so I will ask Peter if he has anything that’s coming in from anything that they’re monitoring. 
 
Mr. Miley stated we have nobody here presently Village Hall and I’m monitoring Facebook and there are 
no comments. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated great, okay, are there any additional comments by staff, or Board members, or 
consultants? 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated my only comment, Doug, is hoping we can put our heads together and figure out a way 
with the applicant turning around with the documents they need to turn around to get to the finish line here.  
It appears to me that subject to review of their submission in response to the comments on the 
environmental contamination issues, which were limited to -- it looks like two or three comments.  And 
providing the updated plans.  If we weren’t, we didn’t have this fly in the ointment so to speak with, with 
the changes are going to be necessary for the -- to accommodate the fire department comments, we would 
be pretty close.  So, hoping that we can figure out a way to get a timeline here that we can that provides us 
the information we need, but also gets us to the finish line. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated right and I appreciate that we’re always trying to, even though it may not seem it all 
the time, we really do want projects to succeed where they’re good projects, and we want projects that our 
challenge to get better.  But we want to be as efficient as possible, not wasting anyone’s time and money, 
because we do understand that time is money.  That said, I think from a process perspective, what was 
identified earlier is a call between the applicant, fire department and Building Department with consultants 
is required to make sure that everyone’s on the same page, specifically with regards to, if someone can use 
them as something that’s feeding back slightly.  At any rate, so that we can get the proper information and 
get everything wrapped up together so I think that’s the issue here. So, I’m going to suggest that if that 
happens, and you guys redo your paperwork and get better all in a timely fashion, we should be able to 
make not be first meeting in March, but the second meeting in March, which would be when our legal 
consultant is available.  And the date of that meeting is… 
 
Mr. Miley stated March 23. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated March 23, would that be acceptable?  Mr. Millspaugh and Tyler? 
 
Mr. Millspaugh stated yes, I mean not to move what pieces we can, if the attorney is not available on the 
9th, the next available meeting’s 23rd. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated but we can certainly put you on for the 9th and we can review everything up until 
that point, and then hopefully on the meeting of the 23rd will be fairly [inaudible], if you prefer that. 
 
Mr. Millspaugh stated I think the ball that’s in the air at the moment is the fire department comments and if 
Peter’s able to get a meeting confirmed later this week or next, it’ll give us the clarity we need to decide on 
the road and what stormwater features may need to move.  And then, once we have that guidance, then 
Tyler, Tyler’s our layout and CAD guy, I’m not capable of doing that myself.  So, Tyler’s going to need a 
few days to turn a set of drawings around.  But we can’t go any faster than clarifying with the fire 
department what exactly they need. 
 
Mr. Miley stated yes, Chairman, I reached out actually correct that, Michelle already reached out.  I think 
there’s something we could do very quickly, and it probably only take one meeting. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated okay, well, let’s do this, let’s put you on for the meaning of March 9th, we’ll know 
probably very quickly when you made your submission deadlines, because deadline is rapidly approaching 
next week from today.  So, assuming that you’ve been able to schedule that quick and submit the 
documents, otherwise just keep us informed and we will adjourn that from the 9th to the 23rd.  So, I will 
make a motion that we adjourn this public hearing for 2 Morgan Drive that will recedes March 9th.  
Do I have a second for that motion? 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated I’ll second that.   
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Chairman Hertz stated thank you.  Any questions? Michelle, would you poll board? 
 
UPON ROLL CALL VOTE: 
 
Chairman Hertz  - aye 
Vice Chair Bainlardi - aye 
Mr. Vigliotti  - aye 
Mr. Bonforte  - aye 
Mr. Polese  - aye 
Mr. Hochstein  - aye 
Ms. Roppolo  - aye 
 
The motion carried by a vote of 7 to 0. 
 
Jan Johannessen stated can I clarify that the 9th is going to be just an update type meeting and that you’d be 
considering potentially a determination at the second meeting when we have counsel. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated that is correct.  But hopefully, you know, we hopefully if everything can be done in 
time, this would allow us to hash out I mean, any outstanding questions and issues we do have.  Not that 
it’s -- and I agree with Mr. Millspaugh, we don’t need a final site plan but we do need this in good enough 
to have all the major elements of that accounted for so.  Hopefully, we’ll be able to use that productively 
and if not, we’ll put it all on the 23rd.  Okay, thank you very much.  Appreciate your time and please know 
we are really trying to help you get this to the finish line. 
 
Mr. Millspaugh stated thank you. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated okay , the next item on the agenda public hearing B and public hearing C, I accused 
from as is Vice Chair Bainlardi, so I will be turning over the hosting of this to Acting Chair Bonforte, and 
see how I do that. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated I think also Jan Johannessen is accused also. Is that correct, Jan? 
 
Jan Johannessen stated yes, I’m accused, I’m signing off for the moment. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated okay, so Mr. Bonforte, I’ve made you host just verify that you have that and I’m 
going to turn my host now. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated I’m the host now, yeah. Thank you Chairman. 
 
Whitney Singleton stated can I recused as well? 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated excuse me? 
 
Whitney Singleton stated I said can I recuse as well? Just joking, just joke. 
 
B. Homeland Towers – Mount Kisco Wireless Telecommunications Facility –  180 South Bedford 

Road 
 PB2020-299, SBL 80.44-1-1 
 Site Plan, Steep Slopes and Special Use Permit 
 Continued Public Hearing 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated well, all right.  So, first on this agenda, second on this agenda is Homeland Towers, the 
wireless cell tower facility.  That has been suspended for tonight, the applicant received a communication 
on Friday that there was monies owed per our code, we cannot proceed.  They’re not going to be able to 
speak tonight.  I will speak on behalf of the applicant, Mr. Gaudioso specifically, just that he’s displeased 
with the decision to remove Homeland Towers from the record during our work session.  I think that’s all it 
needs to be said, I don’t want to get into some of the details our exchange that’s not for us right now.  And 
we’re going to move to the next application.  Apologies, there’s a public hearing, it’s ongoing.  I think I 
need to adjourn the Homeland Towers public hearing to February 23rd Whitney, and do I need to pull the 
Board, Whitney? 
 
Whitney Singleton stated yes. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated so, I’ll make the motion to adjourn the Homeland Towers public hearing to the 
next session February 23rd.  Do I have a second? 
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Mr. Polese stated I’ll second that motion. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated thank you, Mr. Polese and Michelle, would you please poll the board. 
 
UPON ROLL CALL VOTE: 
 
Acting Chair Bonforte - aye 
Mr. Polese  - aye 
Mr. Vigliotti  - aye 
Mr. Hochstein  - aye 
Ms. Roppolo  - aye 
 
The motion carried by a vote of 5 to 0. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated okay, before we move on, I just want to say that Mr. Gaudioso also acknowledged 
receiving our billing email on Friday the fourth, but there was no communication since then.  And 
unfortunately, I’ve had to suspend the application for tonight as a result. 
 
C. SCS Sarles Street – 180 South Bedford Road 
 PB2020-0395, SBL 80.44-1-1 
 Site Plan 
 Continued Public Hearing 
 
Mr. William Null of Cuddy & Feder and Mr. Rich Williams of Insite Engineering were present. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated okay, so next up is SCS Sarles Street, there’s a number of items on the agenda.  I’m 
happy to see this back, it’s been a while.  There were a number of submissions from, for example, Insite 
Engineering, Cuddy & Feder, tree assessment, stormwater pollution.  In addition, from the applicant side, 
on our side, our specialists, Simon Kates with BFJ Planning, submitted a memo regarding this application, 
and I’ve asked him to speak and, you know, let’s go afterwards, Simon, a bit afterwards. And the reason 
being Simon’s particular communication, even though it’s not in tonight’s packet for public viewing, his 
comments are going to be well, I think well placed to be on the record verbally on Zoom. And they address 
the cumulative impacts.  Now being that Homeland Towers isn’t on the agenda tonight, Simon, just keep 
that in mind as you as you go through the cumulative impacts.  So, I think that’s helpful.  Also, Anthony 
Oliveri, Anthony, were you that you submitted a memo also? Correct, Anthony? 
 
Anthony Oliveri stated yes, I submitted a memo, the email earlier today, copied Insite Engineering and Mr. 
Null on that so they would have it, just wanted to get it in the meeting.  But mostly technical comments at 
this point. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated  And if you and if you could provide those verbally, even though they haven’t had a 
chance, probably to read it, please provide the applicant with your feedback, when it’s appropriate.  Thank 
you.  And then I’ll just go back for the Board, there were three or four, maybe more older emails, which I 
think are very helpful regarding the overall application from the Planning Board of Bedford, Bedford’s 
Conservation Action Committee, I apologies if I misquote that.  And there were responses from the Sunrise 
Community Solar, SCS Sarles, I thought were good responses on a number of the technical items, too.  So, 
maybe we’ll hear those specifics in response to some of the staff, memos and comments and so forth, and 
to the Bedford Planning Board and the Bedford CAC.  So, I think it’ll be a really substantive conversation 
and Mr. Null, if you’d like to go ahead and start.  And by the way, before you do, it’s a continued public 
hearing, I’d like to wait on those, I’d rather hear from the applicant, and get involved in some of the 
specifics of this application, because it’s been a while, it will be good to refresh everybody too. 
 
Mr. Null stated Good evening Mr. Chairman Bonforte, members of the Board, consultants as well and 
members of the public.  As you correctly noted, we submitted considerable documentation addressing 
responding to comments that have been made over the past couple of months.  Including a qualitative 
assessment of trees, Insite’s detailed comment by comment response, a letter from me and Cuddy & Feder 
addressing a question about whether a positive declaration under SEQRA was mandated at this point.  And 
I can go through it to some extent, but it is in the record. And the other question was whether a natural 
resource identification NRI was required at this point which it is not given that an environmental impact 
statement is not being prepared as part of the review.  And that’s partly because it hasn’t yet been 
determined to be necessary.  And we’re trying to go through getting you answers and information, so that 
you can make a detailed determination.  We don’t believe that a positive declaration should be adopted at 
this point or on these on this record at all. Rich Williams will go through some of the more detailed aspects 
of what was submitted. But we also submitted revised plans that integrated the Homeland plans as well, so 
that the cumulative impacts of the two projects together could be evaluated.  As I noted in my letter, these 
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are two very distinct projects and I think that was discussed when we had the staff meeting last week, that 
some of the improvements that are proposed are not necessary for both but those improvements should be 
considered nonetheless in a cumulative manner, while being recognized that if one project went forward 
without the other, both of those items may not occur.  And for that reason, it’s very important.  And I want 
to emphasize again, that there be separate determinations with regard to each of these projects, even if 
they’re being evaluated for cumulative impacts, which is understandable and appropriate. So, in addition to 
the revised plans and Insite’s point by point response, there was a revised stormwater pollution prevention 
plan.  There was also a financial analysis that was submitted that detail the basis for that sizing and 
understanding better the operations of solid facilities such as this.  And we submitted the CO2 analysis, as 
well as climate analysis and contract as had been requested. We’re hoping that we can go through some of 
these details.  There are additional bits of reports that we had said we would submit, we talked about them 
last week, but we also talked about them at the last session of this Planning Board.  And they include the 
wildlife assessment and some additional information.  So, I’m going to ask that, let Rich Williams walk 
through the engineering details that were submitted, since there’s considerable details there. 
 
Mr. Williams stated thanks, Bill.  Rich Williams, Insite Engineering.  Good evening, I’m going to go 
through each of the documents we submitted and provide an executive summary, so to speak, just to hit the 
high points and summarize what we provided.  With respect to the responses to public comments, the first 
thing I want to point out is we heard several comments about impacts of lighting, what will lighting look 
like.  There is no lighting proposed, so, I just want to make that clear. The other comment that I want to 
address up front is there have been numerous comments made about the property area.  We have provided a 
survey prepared by a licensed land surveyor, which documents the property is in excess of 25 acres, its 
25.001 acres and that is computed by a licensed land surveyor. We did show, and I believe this is one of 
Mr. Vigliotti comments, the top of the steep slope along Sarles Street on the drawings itself.  We also noted 
that the fence is 12.8 feet back from the steep slope and the nearest solar panel is 25 feet back from the 
steep slope. I also just want to talk a little about the tree replacement but I’ll talk about the trees in more 
detail in a couple of minutes.  We are proposing to plant 219 trees, which is 35% of the trees that we’re 
going to be removing.  The total number of trees to be removed to 619, I’m going to keep saying that 
number tonight because I hear a lot of different numbers being thrown around from 700 to 800 to 750.  I’ll 
talk about the assessment in detail but the total number is 619. On the site plan drawings as Bill mentioned, 
we updated them to show the cell tower.  We also provided several tables throughout the drawings, which 
was coordinated with the Homeland Tower application so, that an overall assessment of tree removal steep 
slopes as long as the common improvements can be made by your consultant.  And then as I mentioned we 
illustrated the top of the steep slopes as was requested the last public hearing. Relative to the tree removal, 
or the tree assessment and removal summary, I’m going to share my screen for a few minutes.  We had 
previously survey 1486 trees on site.  That is not the entire site that is only within a specific portion which 
exceeded our limits of disturbance.  We engaged the license arborist in order to go out and evaluate the 
trees within an area of 10 feet of our proposal limited disturbance, which resulted in the assessment of 1074 
trees.  When Sav-A-Tree, the licensed land arborist went out to inventory the trees, they did tag them so the 
trees have been tagged.  And included in the assessment is this key map here, which is a full-scale map, 
which actually shows the corresponding tree number for the tag, as well as whether it’s being removed, the 
specimen tree to be removed, there’s a legend on the plan.  So, we believe that we’ve documented it very 
thoroughly so that if anyone wants to evaluate our findings, they have the tools to do so. As part of the 
inventory, Sav-A-Tree identified trees as good, fair, poor or dead.  A good tree was defined as normal 
growth and good overall health.  A fair tree showed minor die back, some dead wood and not a very 
vigorous growth rate.  Poor trees exhibited die back, they had a limited growth rate, large basal cavity and 
decaying wood.  And a dead tree exhibited no signs of life, sap rot showed signs of fungus infection, 
broken tops or no buds. In total, we are going to be preserving 17 acres of forested area on the site.  And 
what we wanted to do to start to put our tree removal in context of the entire site was we looked at the 
1,486 trees that we survey located.  We took a random sample area.  We specifically did not try to find 
areas where the density of the trees was abnormal such as in this area here but took a reasonable sample.  It 
was 157 trees per acre.  We applied that to the area outside of the tree survey, which resulted in 1,820 trees 
when you take the 157 and multiply by the area in dark green.  And to put things in context, that equates to 
3,306 trees on our property.  And again, we’re only seeking to remove 619, which means we’re preserving 
2,648 trees.  And while we’ve been talking and I keep hearing the number of removal, we have to put that 
in context with the amount we’re preserving. Again, 17 acres of forest, they’re going to be preserved.  Of 
that 17 acres to be preserved, what I want to point out is we didn’t focus our development over forested 
areas but quite the opposite.  We took advantage of the existing development that historically occurred on 
the property in the central area and then built around the perimeter from there, which allowed us to 
maintain this large perimeter or 17 of the 25 acres as forest.  And also allowed us to create connectivity 
with the surrounding forests.  Taking the same sample size and extrapolating it into the forested areas of the 
Mount Kisco Chase in the solid green and the additional trees on the Marsh Sanctuary property, we end up 
with 6,700 trees preserved and in, not only on our site, but the surrounding areas. Focusing in on the 619 
trees that we’re proposing to remove, 3% are greater than 36 inch, which is a very small percentage.  And 
55% were over half or less than 10 inch and 40% are less than eight inch.  Of those 619 trees, 88 of them 
are located in the 200-foot buffer along Sarles Street.  One of those 88 trees was assessed in good 
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condition, 82 in fair and five are in poor condition. Looking at the site as a whole, with the 619 trees we’re 
removing and the 219 that we’re going to be replacing, there is a net reduction of forested area of only 
12%.  And I just want to start looking at these numbers as opposed to the 700 or 750 that keep incorrectly 
being stated because as we look at the site and the impact 12% is a relatively low number when you couple 
that with the project having a carbon dioxide offset of 3,175 acres of forest, it continues to put the impact of 
this project into scale.  So, again, 619 trees are being removed, when you combine that with what we’re 
replanting, there is a 12% loss of forest area on the site.  There are over 2,600 trees remaining and 17 acres 
of the 25 acres is staying as forest. The next report that we supplied was an analysis of the carbon value of 
proposed tree removal and its relationship to CO2 equivalency for solar projects.  This continues to help 
put the tree removal in perspective.  Again, the CO offset from the solar farm is the equivalent of 3,175 
acres of forest, much greater than the acreage we’re taking away. The removal of the tree, excuse me.  The 
removal of the trees would have an impact of about 440,000 pounds of CO2.  However, the benefit from 
the solar farm as a result to greenhouse gas emissions is over 5 million and it’s 12 times greater and that’s 
on a per year basis.  When you compare that to the 25-year life cycle or a 25-year life cycle, you’d actually 
have 292 times greater benefit by putting the solar farm in as opposed to leaving the forest remained. So 
again, looking at the cumulative impact, we’re talking about 12% of the forest area being reduced.  And a 
significant benefit when it comes to CO2 removal as a result of constructing the solar farm.  We also 
provided a stormwater pollution prevention plan.  In that plan, we integrated the cell tower, which was 
something that was requested to make sure that the cumulative impact of both projects if both should be 
constructed, wouldn’t have an impact on peak flows in neighboring design lines.  And we also provided 
documentation from ConEd regarding the interconnection.  And the last thing that we did was we supplied 
the fiscal analysis, which was a discussion of renewable energy, fiscal analysis for planning and zoning of 
solar energy projects.  And while that report clearly states that it is not easy to measure the fiscal analysis of 
a solar project.  It does point out some very clear metrics that New York State has established for the 
regions. And that’s the New York State Climate Leadership and Community Protection Act, which requires 
70% of the renewable energy in New York State or 70% of the energy to be renewable in New York State 
by 2030, to be carbon free by 2040 and cutting of greenhouse gas emissions 85% by 2050.  When you look 
at those metrics, which the State is establishing for us as New Yorkers, which I believe in.  And you look at 
the 619 trees and the 12% reduction in forest versus the amount of preservation on site, the 219 trees being 
replaced.  And as well as all the other supplemental reports provided with respect to the visual analysis, I 
do believe that we have gone the distance in showing that we don’t have a significant adverse impact.  To 
continue to demonstrate that, as Bill mentioned, as part of our next submission, we are going to be updating 
our habitat assessment, which will include two additional site visits, one from October and one more recent.  
We’ll also be providing a sound analysis, which will demonstrate that this project will not have an impact 
on surrounding properties with respect to noise.  And we’re also going to be updating our OP-1 drawing 
where we’re going to show an expanded open space area, similar to what’s shown on the dark green here.  
With that being said, Bill unless you have anything else to add… 
 
Mr. Null stated yes, the only thing, Rich, I appreciate you going through those details.  And obviously the 
reports that was much more detail, that was a summary, executive summary of all of it.  And I think what’s 
important here also is to respond to Mr. Vigliotti’s question about how small can a solar field be and still be 
successful with the flip side, which is in a State where renewable energy is a high priority.  And the Village 
itself has adopted a law to enable these Tier 3 facilities to be established.  The assessment should be how 
significant a benefit can be provided and not produce.  How can we accommodate a large-scale solar 
project and evaluate properly what potential impacts there might be.  So, in this instance, we’ve submitted 
documentation previously that said that there are certain efficiencies and economies of scale by having a 
Tier 3 facility of this size, that you need to align certain components of equipment in a way together and 
have the panel’s connected and aligned and designed in a way that make them the most efficient. What 
we’re trying to do here is to give this board the information tools to assess the impacts of them and by 
having started down this path with ConEd, and having secured a place where we have, the project has 
certain rates that are essentially reserved for this scale project at this time, although those rates are subject 
to change as time marches on.  We’re trying to accommodate a large-scale project with significant CO2 
benefit and significant renewable energy benefit that will be feasible and meet the mandate of the State and 
the Village.  Thank you. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated all right, sorry, everyone.  Rich Williams, I want to just go back.  Right in the 
beginning of your presentation though, you talked about the buffers.  Can you just go back on the graphics 
on the screen, if you put your screen back up, please?  And you mentioned, I think two different buffers and 
the distance from the panels to the buffer, et cetera.  Could you just go over that, please? 
 
Mr. Williams stated sure. So, what we showed was we showed the top of slope on our plans at this time.  
And then we also showed the dimension from the top of slope to the best line of the closest point, which is 
12.8 feet.  And the top of slope to the nearest solar panel, which is 25 feet.  And where that becomes 
relevant has to do with the visual impact of the solar field, primarily from Sarles Street.  Just shifting down 
and looking at the grading, there’s a significant tomographic rise from Sarles Street to the top of slope here.  
And then you hit essentially a plateau.  And just to remind the board surrounding our solar farm is going to 
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be a seven-foot-tall fence with landscaping proposed in the front of the fence. So, while there are some 
homes that may get limited seasonal view from the upper floors, looking down on the solar farm, the 
majority of the people that travel up and down Sarles Street based on our distance back from the slope as 
well as proposed landscaping fence when I have a view of the solar farm. 
 
Mr. Null stated in addition, we have a six-inch gap under between the ground and the fence to allow for 
migration of critters, et cetera.  So, that was a question that had come up with one of the earlier meetings.  
 
Mr. Vigliotti stated So, Rich, this is Ralph Vigliotti, while you’re saying that folks traveling up and down 
Sarles Street may not see the solar farm, they will certainly see the fence.  I’ve been a proponent of 
protecting the neighbors, the neighborhoods and Bedford is our neighbor and the houses along Sarles Street 
should be protected.  And I don’t see the reason why the project can’t meet the 200-foot buffer 
requirements established in the zone.  If they did meet the 200-foot buffer, we wouldn’t be talking about 
protecting the views from the residents on Sarles Street or those that drive up and down Sarles Street or 
protecting the ridgeline.  There is code that says ridgelines must be protected. Now, I’m going to ask Peter 
at some point if he’ll provide that again, I’m sure he doesn’t have it at his fingertips at this point.  But I 
don’t see the financial hardship that you have to steal the buffers in the zone, so, your client, your applicant 
can profit.  Your financial analysis was very detailed but it didn’t really get into, well, if we protected all 
the buffers, we would make this amount of money.  And if we take some of the buffers 60 feet, I think on 
the Sarles Street side, this is the amount of money we make.  Just as a layman I’m thinking, gosh the 
Oakwood Cemetery property and that solar farm was maybe a third of this size.  And I guess that’s 
profitable, otherwise they wouldn’t move forward. So, I ask again, and I want to be able to support the 
project, I’m not opposed to a solar farm.  I don’t like one in the forest but I’m not opposed to this solar farm 
on this site, it’s been properly zoned and in that zone is the buffers and your applicant knew about these 
buffers.  And I asked my Board members to weigh in on that, to weigh in on, is it important to protect the 
buffers?  And there’s a southern buffer that protects some property owners in the Chase. Think about being 
12 feet away from that ridgeline and you’re going to see a seven-foot fence that crosses or travels north-
south on that line with virtually no trees, and you will plan some four-foot shrubs.  At some point they may 
grow above the fence line.  But I’m going to say this again, I don’t see the reason why this project can’t 
meet the 200 foot buffers, particularly on the south side facing the Chase and the east side facing Sarles 
Street. So, I leave you with that.  I want to be able to at the end of the day raised my hand and say, I support 
this project but I can’t at this point.  And I would love to be able to see what the financial would be if you 
had all the panels inside the buffers, all of the filtration plants inside the buffers.  And then misusing the 
buffers the way you are now and show how much more money you will make on the project, we haven’t 
seen those financials.  And I think if we give enough buffers as a Planning Board and the Zoning Board 
may move on that that.  But they should understand, is this a financial hardship or not?  Is it necessary to 
take the 88 trees down in the east side buffer?  We haven’t talked about how many trees are coming down 
in the south side.  And I just leave you with that.  The tree analysis I thought was carefully written, I’m 
happy to see that the trees were tagged.  Once we get past all this snow, I would encourage Board members 
to walk the ridgeline to see what trees are coming down.  And to get a general field for what’s going on, on 
that side.  So, its 10 feet from the fence will be the top of the ridge line and then it drops.  And 23 feet from 
the fence, 23 feet from that ridgeline will be the actual solar panels. Gosh, 23 feet isn’t a lot.  Many of us 
have some rooms in our homes that are 20 feet, you know, 18, 20 feet long, it’s not a lot.  So, I just leave 
you with that.  And I thank you for providing us with all the documentation this evening and it’s been a 
long process.  Thank you. 
 
Mr. Williams stated there’s a couple of points in there I just want to touch on.  First, we were clearing in 
labeling this line at the top of the slope.  Ridgelines do actually have a definition of the zoning code.  There 
is one on the property, it was defined and identified here.  This isn’t a ridgeline.  It is just the power slope.  
And the reason why we were pointing out the dimension back from the top of slope, is when you start to 
look at the trigonometry and the angles of the slope as you come off the Sarles Street.  That 12-foot step 
back as you look up at an angle and you step back, you look over things.  And I think what you’ll find, 
particularly the 12 feet is this one pinch point here.  As you look at the rest of this area in the buffer, you’re 
not actually going to see it from Sarles Street because of the fact that when you’re driving, you’re looking 
up at a slope and then stepping back. The other thing that I want to make clear is this is the only area we’re 
seeking the variance.  I heard it a couple of times in your remarks about being in the buffer relative to the 
infiltration nations, which I believe are permitted but there is no encroachment of the solar fields in the 
southeastern property lines. 
 
Mr. Vigliotti stated right, it’s just the filtration basins. 
 
Mr. Williams stated which are permitted. 
 
Mr. Vigliotti stated okay, but they are infringing on the buffer where the trees are coming down. 
 
Mr. Null stated but they are permitted there. 
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Mr. Williams stated and I am going to stop my screen share for a minute and see if I can pull up the old 
visual analyses that were [inaudible]. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated Rich, Rich, I’m sorry.  Michael Bonforte, before you do that can you just zoom in on 
that spot right there.  A little more like, really zoom in, I just want to see one of those lines.  You mentioned 
fencing and is that the darker line that’s to the left of your cursor now or my left?  Yes, keep going over.  
The dark line there.  What’s that dark line? 
 
Mr. Williams stated this one? 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated above, above.  The one that says OS 1.2 or something.  Yeah, that. 
 
Mr. Williams stated this is a stormwater pipe. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated oh, okay. Now, I see it. 
 
Mr. Null stated so, Rich, could you also state again the elevation difference between Sarles Street and that 
top of slope? 
 
Mr. Williams stated so, Sarles Street right here at this pinch point or gross point is 431.  The top of slope 
here is 498. 
 
Mr. Null stated okay, so, I think that’s important also to highlight that it’s a 60-plus foot grade difference 
before you get to the setback.  And then a further setback of 25 feet.  The other thing is that and you were 
going to go to these plans, Rich.  We did present the planning board with plans that showed how we could 
avoid extending into the buffer.  But that would mean that we would extend further on the other side. And 
comply with the buffer setback but that that would have greater impact overall to the site.  So, with all due 
respect to you, Mr.  Vigliotti, the standard of the financial impact is one for the Zoning Board.  What we’re 
trying to do for the Planning Board is for you to understand and be able to evaluate the environmental 
impact of being in that buffer area.  And the plans that we’ve shown indicated a comparison between where 
else we could build this of the same size, which is the most efficient size if we were not to extend into that 
buffer area.  Rich, you have those plans up? 
 
Mr. Williams stated correct. 
 
Mr. Null stated could you just go through them please? 
 
Mr. Williams stated so, we have provided not at the specific pinch point that we were just showing but 
close there too.  This cross-section line BB, which starts at the neighbor’s house, comes through Sarles 
Street and then through the solar farm.  And from there we actually identified the line of sight from the one 
neighbor’s house that was identified in one of the comment letters received. But what this does show is a 
car down on Sarles Street as it looks up is looking more at the slope and may just catch glimpses of the top 
of the fence.  But again, we do have a vigorous landscape plan to provide greenspace, to provide greenery 
in the form of trees, understory shrubs to help even screen the offense.  So, you can see the density of 
plantings we’re providing, which have been designed to supplement the existing trees to be remaining 
along that slope. 
 
Mr. Polese stated Rich, is the supplemental planting going on the slope, on the steep slope? 
 
Mr. Williams stated we’re focusing them on the ridge. 
 
Mr. Polese stated okay. 
 
Mr. Williams stated [inaudible] around a little bit but… 
 
Mr. Null stated on the slope, right? 
 
Mr. Williams stated well it’s, we have this nice plateau here from the top of slope to our fence.  So, if we 
look at that on the cross section, you can see it’s here where we actually have that proposed landscaping. 
 
Mr. Polese stated okay, before it drops off? 
 
Mr. Williams stated before it drops off. 
 
Mr. Polese stated okay. 
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Mr. Williams stated but as you look up, you’re really going to be focused more on that landscaping.  And 
then the fence will even be behind that.  Remember this is a very low development, the panels themselves 
are roughly the same as the fence height. At the lowest point, they are inches taller. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated and Rich, going back to the other graphic.  The aerial view I call it, the site plan.  Yes, 
right there.  Yes, you’re planning to put a fence all along that eastern portion of the site? 
 
Mr. Williams stated the entire solar farm is within the fence. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated Okay, because they, you know, I’ve been to the neighboring home across Sarles Street, 
there’s a resident there.  And you actually see the natural, you know, besides once you get to the ridgeline 
you, there’s just a portion of that entire eastern border of the solar farm that you could see through but not 
the entire solar farm.  And if I’m making sense that, like the natural topography goes up and down.  And 
then there’s just a swell in there.  So, I don’t see that being a negative, I see that being just a portion of the 
solar farm being visible.  Maybe just the fence and maybe some, yeah that, can you just blow that up a bit?  
Line of sight from ground.  Yeah, there’s the house. 
 
Mr. Williams stated so, we actually did provide the assessment from the house.  We did it from the second 
floor and from the ground level. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated great. 
 
Mr. Null stated and obviously one of the challenges here is whatever would be developed on this 25-plus 
acre site would likely be visible from some points.  But if they were single family houses and there would 
obviously be a bunch taller than the eight feet or so that these solar panels will be. 
 
Mr. Williams stated the view is seasonally limited. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated yes. 
 
Mr. Williams stated and so, a leaf-off view, not a leaf-on view. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated and so, if it’s a fair question, what I’m trying to get at is if I was in that home, what, 
can you give a percentage?  And again, I’m asking of what that homeowner can see, you know, would it be 
20%, 40%, 60% of the entire solar panel farm.  Just the panels, right?  When I think, it’s not 100%, I think 
we might all agree with that but can you put a number on it because that graphic just shows one line of 
sight.  And I believe when you’re up on top of the project site there’s also a drop in elevation with the 
panels, correct, as you go from north to south. 
 
Mr. Williams stated and it’s going to be limited.  And the first thing just to my focus is, are we talking 
about the view from one side of the house, we’re talking about seasonal but what you’re really asking is 
from this one side, what’s the angle and it really depends on how you stand in the house and look through 
the windows.  But it’s going to veer on some line like this and you’re going to lose sight of it. 
 
Mr. Null stated and it’s 500 feet away? 
 
Mr. Williams stated as this topography drops off on the back side, which I think is your point.  So, there is 
some area in here we haven’t done a specific analysis to assign a percentage to it.  But to put it in 
perspective, we’re talking about the view from one house, one side of one house and a limited seasonal 
view. 
 
Mr. Null stated we are also, as the plan showed, it’s 500 feet before you get to the solar field from that 
house.  So, you’re looking at a distance before you even get to the beginning of the solar field. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated okay.  Thank you. 
 
Mr. Null stated Rich, anything further that you want to address at this point? 
 
Mr. Williams stated I mean, I don’t believe so. 
 
Mr. Vigliotti stated I have one more question.  Correct me if I’m wrong, are you cutting trees down outside 
the fence line to ensure that those trees outside the fence line don’t fall over the fence into the solar farm?  
Is that -- am I correct on that?  If you go around the entire perimeter that you’re cutting trees 10 feet out 
from the fence line, is that correct? 
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Mr. Williams stated I don’t believe everything but I do believe there have been certain trees that were 
deemed outside the fence line that needed to come down, they are shown on the tree removal plan. 
 
Mr. Vigliotti stated okay.  So, on the Sarles Street, and I’m focusing on the Sarles Street because of the 
ridgeline there.  So, you’re cutting down outside of that 10 feet between that fence and the top of the 
ridgeline and that one specific location because there’s a couple locations where it opens up, its 15, 20, 30 
feet.  You’re cutting trees outside of the fence line which will allow the fence line to be seen more visually. 
I have a problem with that.  I think if the fence line were pushed in 10 or 20 feet and create a larger, closer 
to what the buffer was planned for that we wouldn’t be taking down the trees on that ridgeline.  And I guess 
the next question is, do the trees help to stabilize that ridgeline or not?  And what will become of that 
ridgeline, will it start to erode because the trees have been removed? I still go back to and I’m going to 
stop.  There’s no reason why this project cannot be planned to fit inside of that 200 feet buffer on that each 
side of the project.  And I would like you to and I think we are owed a financial statement of what the 
difference will be in finances if it were, if the buffer were secured versus the current plan financially.  Are 
you saying that the project, well, I’m not asking you to say, no the project can’t move forward because you 
have stayed within the buffers?  I just have a problem with that.  And I think we as a Board we should have 
a problem with that.  Okay, well, thanks guys. 
 
Mr. Williams stated do you want, there’s some things in there I have to just make sure that I’m representing 
clearly and correctly.  One, you know, again this is characterized as a ridgeline, it technically is not.  It is a 
slope.  There is a steep slope here, we are not removing all of the trees along this plateau. You can see a 
very large cluster in here that’s remaining, we’re keeping trees in here.  We aren’t removing any trees on 
the slope.  We’re removing them in an area where the solar farm is out and can be re stabilized.  Some of 
the tree removal has to do with creating ideal sunlight conditions and again, where we could keep existing 
vegetation where we are.  And where we can supplement it and create a stronger understory because that 
will help screen the low level of the project, we are doing so.  And I understand your position. 
 
Mr. Null stated and just to say again, we did several months ago submit plans that showed an alternative 
way out for the solar fields that were wholly outside the buffer and compliant with the buffer.  But that had 
greater impact in the area closer to Marsh Sanctuary.  And that was why it was not our preferred plan. 
 
Male Speaker stated Bill, that’s not what I’m asking for.  What I’m asking for is that the project be made 
smaller so you don’t have to infringe upon the west side.  I remember A1, AB.  What I’m asking for is to 
see the financials of preserving the buffers on the east side versus not preserving those buffers, how much 
of a difference is that in profit versus not in protecting that buffer. 
 
Mr. Null stated I heard you on that.  But I also heard you say that show me why you can’t build this without 
going to the buffers.  And I wanted to make it clear on the record that we did show you that.  And then we 
can consider what you’re otherwise asking for. 
 
Mr. Vigliotti stated and how did you show us that? 
 
Mr. Null stated by showing you an alternative plan that was outside the buffer. 
 
Mr. Williams stated and that plan did result in increased tree removal, which was one of the sensitive topics 
that we… 
 
Mr. Null stated okay. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated Ralph, Ralph and everyone else just to put a sort of cap on this particular item.  The 
applicants are asking for a variance Rich of how much we fee on that portion, on that side of the property 
of the project. 
 
Mr. Williams stated I will tell you the exact number in a second.  I just don’t want to misstate it. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated and if not, I should maybe be asking Simon.  My apologies, Simon. 
 
Mr. Williams stated it is a 59 foot variance. 
 
Mr. Kates stated well, and I was going to add, Acting Chair Bonforte, I think and Mr. Null, I don’t mean to 
put words in your mouth.  So, correct me if I’m wrong here.  But I think what you’re saying is that you’re 
not maximizing the area of the project to the west.  In other words, you could, based on where the buffers 
are build further west.  But that would increase the disturbance of steep slopes and tree removal.  And so, 
you’re -- you’ve made the, you’re trying to make the case in other words that by encroaching on the buffer 
to the east rather than building further west although it is encroaching on the buffer, there’s less steep slope 
disturbances of tree removal.  Do I have that right? 
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Mr. Null stated you said -- yes, Simon, you said that very well.  And importantly we’ve done it in a way 
where we believe that there’s no meaningful visual impact and a lesser impact by way of tree removal. 
 
Mr. Polese stated and the -- and just come back to Richard.  The 619 is a net number because you’re adding 
what was it 200? 
 
Mr. Null stated no. 
 
Mr. Williams stated no, it’s actually less than 619 minus 319.  So, it’s a net of 400 trees being removed. 
 
Mr. Polese stated so, going back to earlier conversations the numbers being thrown around were 682 or 
684.  This, this plan is considerably less removal. 
 
Mr. Williams stated we have been tweaking the plan based on comments and lowering the tree counts. 
 
Mr. Polese stated thanks. 
 
Mr. Null stated we also and part of the reason for doing the tree assessment as detailed as it was is to 
distinguish the size and condition of the trees for the Board.  So that you can see it’s not, like not every tree 
is obviously the same and many of these trees are in fair condition, much smaller than one might imagine 
when thinking about a forested area. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated okay, good.  Mr. Williams or Rich, is that, is that pretty much cover your area? 
 
Mr. Williams stated I think so. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated okay, we might come back to it, so hang in there. 
 
Mr. Williams stated no problem. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated Mr. Null, did you want to go next, sorry not yourself but just go down the list.  Do you 
want to talk about stormwater pollution or would you like to have Anthony Oliveri, our staff engineer 
speak and go over his and, or Simon.  Simon, I was going to ask again for a cumulative.  I was going to ask 
Simon from BFJ Planning to wait until the end but I want the applicant to speak first and present 
everything. 
 
Mr. Null stated no, we appreciate it.  I think we’ve, we look forward to hearing from Mr. Kates and Mr. 
Oliveri and Mr. Miley if he has anything to say. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated Simon, would you -- Anthony, if you don’t mind maybe let Simon be first, all right. 
 
Anthony Oliveri stated sure. 
 
Simon Kates stated sure.  So, I think as the Board knows myself and Village staff and other Village 
consultants have been meeting with both the SCS Sarles consultant who we’re discussing right now as well 
as the Homeland Tower, cell tower project.  The reason we’ve been meeting with the two applicants 
together is, as I think the Board is aware as members and public are aware.  And they’re both different site 
plan applications that are on the same site, and we’ve recognized that there are likely to be combined or we 
want to at least analyze evaluate whether there are combined environmental impacts of the two 
applications. That’s the point that I think members of the public have raised over the previous few months, 
the sense from the public that it’s important that the combined environmental impacts be reviewed and 
analyzed.  And I just want to reiterate that that’s exactly how we’ve been approaching the two projects, 
since at least since I’ve been involved if not before.  So, that’s been consistent and as far as I’m aware, 
continues to be the approach that the Board wants to take. As Acting Chair Bonforte mentioned at the 
beginning, there are, because I’m looking at the two projects together, there’s some issues that where there 
is overlap with the Homeland Towers application.  I’m going to avoid getting into too much detail on that 
because they’re not on, it’s not the public hearing that’s open right now.  But where necessary and may 
touch on some of those issues. The update for the Board is that we had originally met with the two 
applicants back in December to talk about areas where we needed them to work together and coordinate 
and make it, so that collectively we could review those combined environmental impacts.  We met again 
last Wednesday to follow up and see where both applications were in terms of the questions that we had 
asked and what we had asked for them to provide.  I would say just generally was something that we talked 
about with Mr. Null and Mr. Williams, last Wednesday, it’s been very helpful, the work that they’ve done 
together.  Mr. Williams talked about a few of the items when he was giving his presentation.  And it’s made 
it much easier for myself, Mr. Oliveri and others too to review their submissions and make sure that we’re 
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not having to seek out different numbers in different drawing sets and understand and make sure that they 
match up.  Both applicants have been engineers have been working together and making sure that their site 
plans are coordinated. One item specific to Homeland Towers that I’m not going to go into detail on but I’ll 
just refer to as is the alternate site analysis that they’re looking at.  Of course, if Homeland Towers were to 
find an alternate site, that would change our review of the combined impacts on this site, right?  It would 
change the fact there are now two applications down to one.  So, I’m going to say about that without that 
applicant here and the Village’s consulting engineer, Mike Musso has been looking more specifically about 
that.  But just know that that’s the fortunate that that’s something that we are looking at closely. The key 
issue that we discussed, I think last week, and I won’t go into detail but I want to touch on some high points 
here.  Our common site elements between the two applications most notably the shared access road.  There 
are portions of access to the site into the two different projects that are distinct.  However, there’s clearly 
one road off of Route 172 that if both approved both projects would need to use.  And so, the applicants 
have been very helpful in providing common drawings, site plan drawings for that road, makes it a lot 
easier for us to make sure that every time there’s a change, it’s been reflected on both drawing sets. There 
are ongoing discussions particularly with the other applicant about comments from the fire department.  I 
don’t believe those are fully resolved yet but again it goes back to the good work that that the applicants 
have been doing to coordinate.  If those comments result in a change in that access road, it’s going to be 
reflected on both side plans and that’s something that we talked about last week. The other thing on that 
shared access road, our shared responsibilities with the road going forward, if both applications are 
approved, who’s constructing the roadway, that’s something that is going to have to be worked out when 
the time comes.  Ongoing maintenance like plowing and snow removal and road maintenance, we raised 
that with both applicants, it’s something they’re going to have to work out among themselves but they’ve 
agreed to do that. The next couple of items that we talked about Rich touched on these and I think there’s 
been some progress in terms of our ability to review the calculations or with regard to the steep slopes and 
the tree removal calculations.  They’re been very helpful in showing what the numbers are for each project 
alongside the numbers for the other project as well as the number for that combined access road so that we 
can, it’s easy for us to see what’s distinct what’s coming.  What if one of the projects went away so now, 
we still have that common access road calculations so that we know we know what’s shared between the 
two projects. Rich talked about the stormwater analysis and their coordination with Homeland Towers.  
What we talked about initially back in December and has been reflected, I think in the most recent 
submission is that the stormwater intervention for us SCS Sarles is larger than Homeland Towers.  And so, 
the SCS Sarles applicant has included a narrative to demonstrate that the two projects collectively, right the 
cumulative impact is not going to increase runoff.  And Anthony hold off just a moment if you want to get 
into more detail on that later on, please, please do. And just the last item is additional deliverables that we 
expect to come.  The key one for SCS Sarles is the wildlife assessment which Mr. Null talked about 
tonight.  I think that’s an important upcoming submission.  I think it’s something that members of the 
public have talked about in, and asked for and it will be helpful to see that, that October and January 
analysis on the site as well.  And then again not going into detail but just briefly on Homeland Towers, they 
are continuing to coordinate with the fire department which could impact the shared road and doing their 
due diligence with regard to the alternate sites that have been discussed which depending on how that, how 
that resolves could impact on how we evaluate this to combine review here along with SCS Sarles. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated Simon, I’m going to ask you a question and referencing something Mr. Null said at the 
beginning and maybe it’s for Anthony or yourself or both. But Mr. Null said and again I’m not faulting 
anybody here, I’m just saying, he mentioned that in environmental impact study or EIS was not needed at 
this point in time.  And I just want to clarify, I think that was already part of the initial application.  What 
he was referring to Simon or Anthony was that there hasn’t been a request to do a long form EIS.  Am I on 
the right track here? 
 
Simon Kates stated not exactly, I think Chair, or I think what Mr. Null was getting at is that I think he was 
referring specifically to a particular type of natural resource inventory that would be required if the Board 
issued a positive declaration which would then require EIS, right?  And that particular natural resource 
inventory is not required under the Village Code.  If you issue a negative declaration in which case the, you 
know, we would do the long form EAF, environmental assessment form and that would conclude the 
SEQRA process.  So, I believe that’s what Mr. Null was referring to with that comment.  That was a 
comment from the public asking for that type of that natural resources review.  But I think Mr. Null was 
correct to say that that that wouldn’t be required by Village Code unless there was a pos. dec. and an EIS. 
 
Whitney Singleton stated and I think just for purposes of clarification and Bill was pretty, I don’t want to 
say clear but he was thorough in pointing this out.  You haven’t made that determination yet.  It may be 
required if you prospect the application.  The code provisions regarding national, natural resource, 
inventory would need to be included as part of the EIS. 
 
Simon Kates stated yes, thank you, Whitney. That’s an important. 
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Mr. Bonforte stated Mr. Null, did you want to comment back?  Because that’s an important point.  We get 
public comments about why isn’t there a positive or negative declaration of significance.  And that’s why, I 
brought it up. 
 
Mr. Null stated so, yes, thank you, Mr. Chairman.  I think Simon and Whitney both correctly characterize 
what was being said.  I’d specifically responded to a number of comments from the public that had asked 
why a positive declaration or it stated that a positive declaration was mandated in this instance and noted 
that indeed was not.  But that there had not yet been a determination reached by the Planning Board as 
Whitney correctly noted.  And the process, the SEQRA process that we’re, that you’re involved with that, 
we’re responding to is one where the Planning Board as lead agency is continuing to seek information.  
And we’re providing it to you so that you can make, you could do your hard look and evaluate to what 
extent, if any, there are already significant adverse impacts necessitating an environmental impact 
statement.  And the more information you have, arguably the less information you’ll need that might 
necessitate an environmental impact statement and that’s for you to determine but that’s why we’ve been 
providing it. And we could and I mentioned in my letter also, they would have would be happy to 
accommodate the Planning Board should you choose to do so by packaging all the information together in 
some form or fashion that you deem appropriate so that it could be filed at the library or otherwise made 
available.  And all that information that’s been submitted over the past many months could be seen 
together. You’re muted, Mr. Chairman. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated yes and thank you for the letter.  It is part of the package or packet.  So, hopefully 
that’s clear to everybody because we haven’t gotten to public comments yet.  And I didn’t want to take 
public comments on that particular item because of what we just talked about.  It is being worked on, we’ve 
made progress, just thanks for elaborating on that.  Anthony, I didn’t want to, you know, I didn’t forget 
you.  Could you please speak to the application? 
 
Anthony Oliveri stated sure, thanks.  Yes, as I noted earlier we did do a complete a technical review, this is 
our third memorandum.  I thought the submission was responsive to our requests as Simon mentioned with 
the site plan, the SWPPP, the steep slopes all including looks at the cell tower where necessary to 
incorporate those into calculations and the plans.  I also did note about the driveway, that additional work 
may be needed with the cell tower but as it stands the way the plan shows it now, it’s been really 
responsive to what the fire department, I believe originally asked for. I do note however that at some point, 
we’ll have to establish that that existing road would need to be certified by the engineer to be able to 
withstand the truck loading for the fire trucks and as well as the widened areas.  Right now, there’s a detail 
on the drawing for widened areas but we need something there about capacity in truck loading.  But not to 
get into too much detail, the Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan did address what we suggested and 
asked for in the way to look at it, kind of looking at the lines of the north, the east and the south of the of 
the property to kind of assess any increases directly to those areas individually, not just overall on the site. 
And I think they did a good job and kind of showing us that that peak rates of flow are being reduced.  We 
do have a couple of concerns however, which we note in the memo.  Particularly, a couple of the practices 
do show overflows if you will during certain storm events to what’s called level spreaders.  And level 
spreaders are there to kind of mimic runoff over sheet flow type runoff to mimic what’s existing and I kind 
of want to avoid that.  The other practices on the site are all designed to basically contain up to the 100-year 
storm.  And these couple of practices showed 10-year and some 100-year storm overflow and I wanted 
them to maybe just look at that to see if they can expand those couple of practices a bit to fully contain 
those.  And then some more detail on those levels spreaders in the event something does flow out through 
those through those outlets. Some technical details, we asked for on the plan particularly at the bottom of 
the driveway concerning the piping and the two stormwater practices that if you can recall along the 
driveway area in the widened areas.  Not sure those are going to quite work as intended , so, we ask for 
some clarification and some details on those to be looked at.  Also, to provide some piping profiles in those 
areas because I’m concerned with the steep slopes, sometimes when it’s just laid out on a plan, it doesn’t 
really do it just as you need to maybe add structures to make these pipes and the routes of the piping work 
within the steep slopes but that’s the gist of it basically. Oh, the other thing was the construction phasing.  
They did provide that so as to not disturb more than five acres at a time which is a regulation under the 
DEC, design guidelines.  And we just wanted a little more clarification on that as to what level of 
stabilization the contractor will have to bring that to before they can move on to the next phase.  It’s a little 
ambiguous, so.  But I thought that was good limiting it’s less than five acres at a time.  So, that’s kind of 
the gist of our memorandum. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated thank you, Anthony.  And you communicated or sent this memo or letter to the 
applicant, correct today or? 
 
Anthony Oliveri stated I did email Rich Williams and Bill Null, so if they received it, let us know. 
 
Mr. Null stated we did receive it. 
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Anthony Oliveri stated very good. 
 
Mr. Oliveri stated yeah and apologies that it came out late.  But I still wanted Anthony to speak because 
these are important elements of the application and the determination that we ultimately have to make as a 
Board, et cetera.  So, thanks for bearing with us.  But at least Anthony got you to give you a little oversight.  
And also, you do speak to the applicant Anthony in between meetings? 
 
Anthony Oliveri stated oh yeah.  And we’ve had those meetings, those coordination meetings.  And like I 
said, this was actually the third memorandum, the solar farm has been around a little longer than the cell 
tower application.  So, it’s pretty well long, I think in terms of the stormwater which is the main concern 
that I look at the site plan. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated okay and the reason is I’m leading into the public comments.  And I just want the 
public to know if anyone is new to this particular application or some of the regular public participants that 
there is a process for a determination of significance for an environmental impact study that it is being 
worked on and that there’s documentation, really good documentation on the process on the website.  And 
therefore, when we get to public comments, we don’t need to get outside of, let’s say, substantive or 
comment questions.  If someone has facts and figures they want to add to the features of this application, et 
cetera, so I think you’ll get my point.  Thanks for bearing with me. Anthony, thank you too. So, with that 
Peter and Michelle, is there anybody -- well actually, I should say before we go to public comments, is 
there anybody on the board that would like to ask the applicant, any questions or staff?  Everybody’s good?  
All right, and we are missing a couple of, we’re missing, just we’re missing a particular member tonight.  
But okay, excuse me.  Peter and Michelle, are there any? 
 
Mr. Miley stated there’s nobody at Village Hall and I just checked Facebook to see if there were any 
comments and there are none.  So, you have control of the Zoom meeting now. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated I’m going to just ask everyone a moment.  I did receive a message from someone 
who’s on the Zoom, but okay.  Alright, so, there is someone that’s joined us today that’s a former resident 
and would like to make a statement, Leila Swanson.  Leila, would you like to speak and I guess I need to… 
 
Mr. Polese stated Mike, there’s two hand races for John Stockbridge and Maryann Tarnok on the Zoom, I 
don’t know if you see that. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated I’m not adept at Zoom right now.  I work WebEx, go to meeting, you know. 
 
Mr. Polese stated yeah, ma’am, so just Skolnik, Rhodes, Tarnok, Stockbridge have their hands up for Sarles 
Street. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated thank you, Bill.  I’m going to ask Leila Swanson to go first.  Leila, you can unmute.  
And if you’d like to speak please go ahead.  If you don’t, just say so.  I’m glad you joined us, nonetheless.  
That’s her email message, she’s, I’m looking at.  Leila, would you like to speak? 
 
Leila Swanson stated hi, there.  Can you hear me? 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated yes, clearly. 
 
Leila Swanson stated hi, I have a lot of thoughts but just one note in particular about the rendering from 22 
Sarles Street looking across on the east side.  The rendering was talking or showed the sight lines from the 
house where I grew up and it was talking a lot about, alright, you know, so, the ground floor and then the 
second floor.  But in fact, the house is built into a hill so the first floor is essentially the basement.  The 
second floor is where the kitchen, the living room, the room where I bring my kids over to play, those are 
those views.  And the third story views, there isn’t even a third story in your rendering, is you know, the 
bedrooms and bathrooms and it’s a corner of the house.  So, there is a significant impact on the view.  So, I 
think that that should be included when you’re looking at sight lines and what you would see and what the 
impact would be.  It should be an accurate rendering. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated okay, understood.  Thank you for that comment.  Go to the next hand raised. 
 
Mr. Miley stated Chairman, do you want me to still maintain a clock like last meeting, just let me know. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated yeah, I will, I will.  I think that was very well put by Ms. Swanson.  I appreciate that.  
And by the way, I’ve been to the property myself more than once that I think, when I was talking about 22 
Sarles Street, is that, Rich Williams is that that’s the house across the street, that’s the Bouhali home, is that 
correct?  I thought it was 2. 
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Leila Swanson stated yeah, no it’s 22. No, it’s 22, Sarles Street.  No, I was born in Northern Westchester 
and went to that house and grew up there and spent my whole life.  And now I live over the border in 
Connecticut.  But my mother is still there and my father was still there until recently when he passed.  So, it 
is our homestead.  I’m there all the time with my kids.  It is up on a hill, you do see across the way.  It’s a 
beautiful view, the land is really something that matters to our family.  And I realized there are a lot of 
considerations here.  But I do think the rendering should be accurate.  And we live on, went from the 
outside appears to be the second and third story.  But I mean that’s where we live, so that’s what the picture 
should show.  So, that can be part of the discussion respectfully. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated thank you very much.  And if you don’t mind, I’ll submit your email to our Michelle 
Russo who will place it as part of the public record, okay? 
 
Leila Swanson stated that would be great, thanks. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated thank you.  Yeah, okay, hands raised, actually I don’t see them, Peter.  But I’m 
working on it. 
 
Peter stated you have at least five.  You want, I can tell you, Rex, Simon. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated Oh, here they are, okay.  I found the functionality.  Thank you.  I’m going to go in 
order shows Mr. Skolnick first.  So… 
 
Mr. Miley stated I just want to confirm, Chairman, you want me to maintain a time and how many minutes 
warning? 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated I’ll state that once I say hello to Mr. Skolnik.  But it’s going to be the same protocols 
we have implied last time, Peter, so.  Let me just try to even get him.  How do I do this, lower hands?  If I 
hit lower hand, Michelle that will allow the person to speak. 
 
The Secretary stated no, he has to unmute and start his video. 
 
Mr. Kates stated Okay.  Here I can share -- you can… 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated well, and now we can see you Mr. Skolnik.  If you weren’t part of the last meeting the 
one before and I don’t recall exactly when we passed some new protocols on public speaking, we like them 
to be short and to the point.  When we receive anything in writing like you have submitted before, I think at 
least once probably twice or three times.  They’re being read by the Board and the applicant and taking into 
account.  So, please keep that in mind we don’t want to go over the same territory and we want it to be as 
helpful as possible.  And please, you’ll be limited to since you’re not part of a -- you are part of a board 
or… 
 
Simon Skolnik stated I’m the chairman of the Town of Bedford Conservation Board. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated okay.  So, Peter, I think we’re allowing at least five minutes for that particular role.  
So, please go ahead and start the clock. 
 
Simon Skolnik stated well, thank you very much for having Bedford represented, I appreciate that. That 
was at your decision, so, I am very thankful for that.  And I also want to thank Mr. Vigliotti for stating that 
we are neighbors and giving us an opportunity to comment is -- we thank you for that.  And I just want to 
correct Director, we are not a conservation advisory council.  We are conservation board.  So, please 
correct the record the state gives us a greater responsibilities for being aboard.  I’m going to make this 
short.  I’m going to basically just a pick on five points to talk about with the intent really that all this should 
lead to a positive declaration. The first point is stormwater because of the fact of the of the elevation 
heights.  And the fact that the applicant has shown natural runoff is running on to the west.  I should 
actually the east off of the escarpment, I don’t call that a slope, it’s essentially an escarpment, it’s a 40% 
slope.  So, and the DEC considers solar panels to be impervious surfaces.  We just feel that if there’s ever 
going to be any problems with run off, it’s going to be affecting Bedford, it’s going to run off to the east 
onto Sarles Street, flood Sarles Street and cause Bedford the problem.  So, we’re requesting that this be 
given a very hard look.  We’d like to have our town engineer and involved with your town engineer to have 
a hard look at it and that to us is extremely important. The second point is sightlines as Ms. Swanson 
mentioned, I’ve been to that house.  I sent you a photograph of the house.  It is a, that the house across from 
Sarles Street is certainly a three-story house that has not been taken to account.  But as importantly is that 
we gave you a notice that there would probably be sightline issues with the development of Penwood 
[Road] across 172.  As an anecdote, I went to Penwood [Road] would to view the balloon test and I got 
onto the property and I actually can tell you that the houses on Penwood [Road] were higher than the top of 
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the balloons.  The applicant has not made any has not responded at all to our request to do a sightline 
analysis going north into the… 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated Mr. Skolnik, Mr. Skolnik… 
 
Mr. Polese stated you muted yourself. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated I muted, Mr. Skolnik, actually.  I think Mr. Skolnik, can you hear me.  I’m asking you 
to unmute. 
 
Simon Skolnik stated okay. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated the balloon test was associated with a different application.  So, I respectfully ask you 
to… 
 
Simon Skolnik stated no, I appreciate that.  And I said this was an anecdotal point that if the house is in 
Penwood were higher than the balloons then that would indicate to me that they could very well see the 
solar farm in its entirety.  And so, all we’re asking for is that a site analysis be done from the solar farm 
north to the Penwood properties and see if what houses would in fact be affected.  That’s all I’m saying.  
And we did request that in our previous letter. To another point being raised by the trees, it was mentioned 
that the trees were going to be removed 10 feet from the fence line.  In the report, they talk about 44 trees 
having come down during the hurricane.  I say as it’s inconceivable to me to think that a 10 foot separation 
is going to prevent an 80 foot tree that’s 12 feet away from not falling down on top of the property.  So, I 
really do believe that the somewhat ingenuous to say that this is the extent of the tree cutting when you’re 
only cutting back 10 feet from the defense line.  Those trees that are 11 feet and are 70 feet or 60 feet or 50 
feet or 40 feet are going to, and they fall, they’re going to fall into the property into the project site.  So, I 
believe the project design is going to have to incorporate the removal of additional trees that they’re not 
stating that they are doing that at this point.  The fourth item is the noise study. 
 
Mr. Miley stated we’re at five minutes, Chairman. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated thank you, Peter. 
 
Simon Skolnik stated you didn’t give me any warning, sir.  I would have made it much quicker… 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated it’s your last point, yeah, please go ahead. 
 
Simon Skolnik stated I have two points but I would just say that the noise levels are continuous hum, it’s 
not a question of necessary decibel.  So, we would like to see a noise study done.  Especially since Bedford 
is suffering the loss of the sight, of the setback.  It’s on the Bedford side of the proper the eastern side, so, 
we’re getting the solar farm close to us.  And my last point is the loss of the wildlife corridor, we gave you 
a drawing showing a corridor, continuous corridor running from Byram Lake up through the site into 
actually also including a Merestead County Park up to the site down into Leonard Park and down south 
back into Newcastle. This particular 25-acre site is the nexus site, it basically, if you block that side and 
again the applicant is showing that solar farm blocking movement of wildlife from the -- from one part of 
from the Bedford side up into Mount Kisco and south into Newcastle.  So, we think that’s a significant 
bloggers.  It would not even occur, for example, during a housing subdivision but this is the fencing itself is 
blocking.  And with that, I say thank you very much.  And I’ll uh say good night. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated thank you, Mr. Skolnik, very much.  Before we go to the next person at some point, I 
heard a few things in there.  And noise being one of them, I want to come back to that, I remember 
something different but again we’ll let the applicant address that at another time.  But right now, it’s just 
public comments, okay?  Next hand raised in order.  Maryann Tarnok is a local resident.  Maryann, I’m 
asking you to unmute.  Are you there? 
 
Maryann Tarnok stated I’m here. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated apologies if I mispronounced your name but. 
 
Maryann Tarnok stated I’m Maryann Tarnok.  Good evening, thank you for allowing me to speak.  I do 
have a few questions or comments.  I will be quick.  My first question is addressed to Mr. Williams.  In 
your analysis of the trees, you identified 410 trees in Mount Kisco Chase forests.  And I’m confused as to 
what part those 410 trees took in your analysis is, are you saying you’re saving those trees or you’re not 
disturbing them?  What was that?  What was that about? 
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Mr. Bonforte stated no, that’s not, this is just for you to provide comments, Maryann.  So, please keep 
going. 
 
Maryann Tarnok stated Oh, I can’t I can’t get.  All right. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated what I will tell you is they provided a very detailed plan.  I mean tree by tree… 
 
Maryann Tarnok stated I saw that. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated in multiple, yes, so please take a look at that because it also shows if I’m not incorrect, 
the property line and delineation of what you call the Mount Kisco Chase Forest.  Yes, there was a sort of 
green shaded area, so please take a look at that.  But the applicants here to hear you, please keep going. 
 
Maryann Tarnok stated All right.  So my question, my question was what part did that play into the 
analysis, I was confused.  All right, secondly 619 trees is still 619 trees.  And I think there was an attempt 
to downplay that amount by saying well, we’re going to plant 219.  But it’s still 619 trees, and I think a lot 
of the people who have been voicing their opposition to this application, stems not from not wanting solar 
energy but not in a forested area, not in a wooded area, next to Marsh Sanctuary.  So, again, that’s a big 
concern. In regard to the pos. dec., I believe it was in September, there was a consultant named Greg 
Fleischer from Capitol Environmental Consultants who strongly recommended that a full year 
environmental study be done for this application.  And you know here we are and it’s February, and a lot of 
time has been lost, there has not been any seasonal studies done, and I think that’s some of the frustration 
from the people have been voicing their opinions is why hasn’t a pos. dec. been issued at this point.  What, 
you know, we understand it’s a very convoluted issue at this application and a lot of information is needed.  
And we certainly don’t envy the members of the Board in coming to any of these decisions in regard to this 
application or the cell tower.  And in a large part, we could you know we combine them because of similar 
issues.  But anyway, my point is we are we are concerned or confused why a pos. dec. has not been issued? 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated okay, and you need to go, if you’re not done, I’m going to have to limit you pretty 
soon, so please go ahead. 
 
Maryann Tarnok stated okay, I’ve got two more points.  In regards to the Mount Kisco Commons, has it 
been addressed to possibly put solar panels on the top of the parking garage roof as opposed to cutting 
down 619 trees in a forested area?  My last point is, I noticed that the planning board meetings have not 
been available on the website since August 11th.  And how long does it normally take to post the minutes 
and when can we expect to see the ones that are not there? 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated okay, Maryann, thank you.  In regards to your last question, that’s a process that takes 
time.  The length of the publication of the minutes for example depends on the length of the meetings.  And 
as you know some of the meetings have gone quite long.  And also, we’ve had meetings where we’ve had 
several to eight or nine applications or other business to take care of it.  And to do that properly takes a 
while.  So, we're not unlike any other village or township where it can be quite a while, so please bear with 
us. On another note, Rich Williams, I want to just address something objectively real quick that Maryann 
brought up.  The 410 trees, and it's on the graphic, are being preserved.  Can you give a yes or no?  Is that – 
it's a – they're being preserved.  And… 
 
Mr. Williams stated the simple answer is yes, they're not on our property.  No, you know, when I started 
talking about the 12% forest removal, it didn't include those trees.  We only mentioned those trees in 
context of the larger contiguous forested area.  It didn't play into our percentages on removal.  When we 
looked at those numbers, it was only based on our trees on site. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated right, so I'm going to deviate a little.  But Maryann, does that answer you on that 
particular point, the 410 number you stated? 
 
Maryann Tarnok stated yes, I guess.  I just thought maybe you would concentrate the tree study just on 
the area of land that's going to be disturbed for the solar panels. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated and I think they have.  So, thank you again for your comments.  And again, it’s on the 
record.  Thank you, Rich. 
 
Mr. Polese stated Mr. Bonforte, just one thing. The, I believe uh the prior meetings are available on 
Facebook, the videos of those meetings.  So for your viewing pleasure you can curate… 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated including the work sessions, is that correct, Peter Miley and Michelle? 
 
Mr. Miley stated yes, they are. 
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Maryann Tarnok stated the videos are there.  The videos are there, but it's a lot easier to read the minutes 
than to sit through two hours or three hours of the video.  Thank you. 
 
Mr. Polese stated I would beg to differ. Yes. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated yes, thanks, Bill.  Just bear with us on the minutes, Maryann.  Thank you. 
 
Mr. Miley stated the minutes take a long time.  They’re verbatim minutes they take three times the amount. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated absolutely.  Absolutely.  So again, I've already commented.  Thank you, Peter.  Okay, 
let's go, move on.  Mr. Stockbridge, I have you next.  Just however this function has it, you’re next. 
 
John Stockbridge stated thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated and John, just… 
 
John Stockbridge stated I just want to really compliment Mr. Vigliotti on his concentration on the buffer 
question, because I think a lot of the positive dec., one of the positive dec. concerns is the impact on buffers 
and why we have buffers.  We have buffers for a reason and he was focused on the eastern buffer, but I also 
would like to concentrate on southern being a board member of the Marsh Sanctuary and living in that area. 
The southern buffer question comes up as to, we have the buffer for a reason.  Is it because you need 
retention basins or is it because of some other reason?  Because the loss of trees in that direction heading 
south is coming down a slope which will make the solar farm more visible.  And also, there's a trail that 
goes through there, would be right on top of the, of the development if you will.  So I mean, I think Mr. 
Vigliotti is onto the right thing.  Buffers really are just what they say and they should not be intruded upon. 
 
And so what I have, just add to his comments looking at the south side as well.  And I think that the impact 
of that is significant.  And I haven't heard much focus on it, but truly from the Board’s point of view I think 
starting off with the idea that buffers are important and I won’t, sacred is the wrong word, but should not be 
intruded upon unless it is clearly needed as a variance that does not disrupt the landscape if you will.  So 
that's, I mean, there are other things we've talked about before, Mr. Chairman, but I think that's the main 
thing I wanted to have on the record. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated well, yes, thank you, Mr. Stockbridge.  And hopefully, you saw tonight that Anthony 
Oliveri and Simon Kates are working together with the applicant to address runoff and those related issues. 
So definitely being looked at and there'll be more to come.  Thank you.  Going to the next hand raise, bear 
with me.  Mr. Rhodes, John Rhodes, and John when you speak just let us know again, you know, you're 
speaking on behalf of your organization, et cetera, and please limit it to, you know, five minutes if you can.  
Most appreciated, John. 
 
John Rhodes stated yes, thank you, Michael.  And it's, you know, I got the packet that was posted on 
Friday and there were something like 400 pages of new documents regarding this application.  And it's just 
amazing to me that the Board members and the staff, can you know, wade through the thousands of pages 
on this and keep everything straight.  And what we're going to do, the CAC, John Rhodes, Chairman of the 
Town CAC, is we're going to go over those 400 pages and prepare, you know, some very specific, you 
know, comments and responses. And what I'd like to concentrate on is the responses that the applicant 
made to comments that have been basically happening since early last summer.  And they addressed a lot of 
them and I'd like to just concentrate on a couple of those.  But the general comment and I read all of those 
pages of comments and answers.  The general thing was that some of that information was very useful and 
I thank, you know, Insite and the Town staff for working on those. But a lot of the answers, the responses 
from the applicant fell into two categories.  One was they just said we haven't done this yet, we haven't 
figured this out yet.  And these are mostly comments that were made four, five, six, seven months ago.  
And the second category was, you know, typically they're outlined in terms of the impact of solar power 
and carbon versus trees that was just very self-serving.  It was presented as fact, and it was actually 
presented during the presentations earlier as fact.  That's not fact, that's Sunrise Solar's basically point of 
view and it's a valid point of view, it just doesn't happen to be true, that the only measurement for, you 
know, putting solar and forested land is a carbon sequestration. As a matter of fact, the policy of the County 
of Westchester, number of major environmental groups said that the carbon sequestration is only of five or 
six major factors, you know, loss of habitat, other environmental services and so on.  So what you have is 
you have a lot of answers that were basically presenting their opinion as fact.  And that's, you know, getting 
back to what other people have said.  That’s, you know, I think that's really why if any application has ever 
deserved a positive declaration this one does. Because here we are seven, eight months into the process or 
more and what we're getting is not facts from independent, authoritative sources that are answers to these 
questions that are required within the hearing.  But we're getting the opinions of the applicant or the 
applicants hired consultants.  You know, these are, these would not be satisfactory as far as I understand 
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out of the positive dec. and I don't think you have to settle for answers that are basically opinions presented 
as fact. The other thing is that there were some out and out errors and here I disagree with Simon on this 
one.  For example, the statement about the NRI, that was a very, that was I think not a very careful reading 
of the law.  I know that because I was one of the people that helped along with Peter, and several others 
helped to draft that law.  But the law says, in the 75A-4 Applicability, use of the NRI review process is 
required for all subdivisions, special permit uses, uses requiring site plan approval, and then it goes into or 
other site development reviews that are subject for EIS or SEIS. So it's clearly, there are a number of 
things.  And this was the intention when we drafted the law.  And it's pretty clear there from the reading, 
you know, you can interpret it in several different ways.  But it says that it's required for all site plan 
approvals, all special permit uses and so on.  And that was the intention and that's the way the law reads if 
you read it from an unbiased point of view.  And I've consulted several other people about this and they 
agree with me that this is, this was the intention of the law.  But if you follow about their argument and 
which I disagree with, that you would have to have a positive declaration in order to have an NRI review 
process, that's just another reason to have a positive declaration because the NRI is not just some document. 
 
Mr. Miley stated 10 seconds, John. 
 
John Rhodes stated it’s something that was put together by a wide range of volunteers.  And professionals 
from the Town took two years, it’s a 160 pages and it outlines the value and identifies all of the important 
locations, trees, animals, water slopes, all of that stuff.  And it is required in the law that in addition to 
whatever other environmental impact is evaluated for an application that, and it says specifically other 
reports and so on are not going to, you know, remove the need for this.  So, I think this is, you know, either 
they've got to do that now, so we can look at it and see what the real impacts are.  Or the Board that is 
obligated I think to do a positive declaration on this so that there can be a full environmental review under 
the NRI law. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated okay. 
 
John Rhodes stated so that's, you know, that's basically it.  But I would urge everybody to look at page, I 
believe, its page 68 where the… 
 
Mr. Miley stated its past six minutes, Chairman. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated yes, I understand. 
 
John Rhodes stated the answers began.  And, you know, thank you very much for your work and your 
time. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated All right.  Thanks, John.  And Simon, I'm not going to ask you to respond now but 
regarding that NRI if you could, if you need to research it, but get back to us internally and then we'll bring 
it up at the next meeting to just clarify please, that’s your area.  Thank you.  John, Thanks for… 
 
John Rhodes stated thank you. 
 
Whitney Singleton stated Mr. Chairman, if I could just weigh in on that. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated sure. 
 
Whitney Singleton stated that’s a determination to be made by the Building Inspector.  And if the Building 
Inspector determines that, then he will so advise you it's not really up to your Board or to anybody else as 
to whether or not it's applicable.  If there's a determination that the NRI should be evaluated, that falls 
within the Building Inspector’s parameter. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated Okay.  Thanks, Peter? 
 
Whitney Singleton stated and if you want to see what the relevant section is just for your own edification, 
I'm not, you know, I'm happy to share my screen here and show it to you right here.  It's a question of the 
construction of the sentence.  Use of the NRI review process is required for all subdivision, special permit 
uses, uses requiring site plan approval, or other development reviews that are subject to an application for 
which an EIS is required by the lead agency.  So I believe that Mr. Null, again, I'm not disputing John's 
interpretation, but Mr. Null is interpreting it that it's for those applications for which an EIS or SEIS is 
required. It is not for those applications that don't require an EIS.  Hence whether or not your pos. dec.  It 
does not, Mr. Rhodes’ interpretation is that any subdivision, any special permit application or any use 
requiring a site plan approval or other approval by the Board will require reference and evaluation of the 
NRI which is virtually every application that comes before your board. 
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Mr. Bonforte stated okay. 
 
Whitney Singleton stated okay, so I mean that's the distinction in what we're dealing with.  It doesn't mean 
that you're Board can't require consideration of that, but it's supposed to be required in my estimation in the 
context of an environmental impact statement in a positive declaration. 
 
John Rhodes stated Michael, can I just… 
 
Whitney Singleton stated ultimately, that's going to be Peter's determination. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated okay, no, and Mr. Rhodes, I actually muted you.  Mr. Rhodes, you’re mute.  We're not 
going to go back and forth, but I think… 
 
John Rhodes stated I just want to clarify something… 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated John, I mute, Mr. Rhodes.  I'm going to stick to my guns.  I've muted you.  I thank you 
for your public comment.  Mr. Singleton gave some feedback for everybody.  We're going to take another 
look at this.  And the public comment will, the public hearing will continue to be open.  And what I want to 
suggest is if you want to follow up on this NRI issue, please submit it in writing and you can speak at the 
next public hearing, next meeting. Please be aware, it’s, submissions are due by February 16th for the 
March 9th meeting.  So, we're already past the submission deadline for the next meeting.  But we will 
address this issue if there's any kind of misunderstanding internally.  Okay?  And accept yours in the future.  
Thanks.  Hold on, John, I muted – Mr. Rhodes, I've muted you.  Is there something you could say – John, is 
there something you could say easily?  I don't want to hear more than one or two words, like, thank you. 
 
John Rhodes stated yes, we’ll submit the opinion in writing.  Thank you. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated thank you very much.  Good.  All right.  I think we have one more person on the public 
speaking and hearing part here.  Maybe to, it’s Mr. Pietrobono, local re-, well, resident and who lives on 
Sarles Street.  Mr. Pietrobono, please go ahead. 
 
Rex Pietrobono stated thank you, Mr. Acting Chair and thank you, other Board members.  I appreciate 
your diligence.  And staff too, Michelle and Mr. Miley.  I was just thinking, you know, when we, when our 
country has a mandate from our new administration to combat global warming, why should we accept some 
antediluvian, which is – actually, this first time in my life I’ve been able to organically used that in a 
sentence since high school vocabulary class, thank you, Mr. James. From some antediluvian economic 
doctrine of unnecessary natural habitat destruction in the name of progress. It is unnecessary when the 
project could easily coexist with our limited natural resources. And it has already been accomplished all 
around us.  I would offer an alternative consideration to Mr. Williams from Insite Engineering for example. 
Couldn't we preserve even more trees by relocating this entire project to a commercial location?  I will 
demonstrate incompatible technology by showing you some pictures from New Paltz for example.  This 
one I took last week which demonstrates what can be done with just a little willingness and ingenuity right 
now. So this is this new zero place, a new zero carbon emitting multifamily building.  That's the first floor 
retail, three more floors of apartments.  It has rooftop, solar panels and what I thought was so interesting is, 
see those awnings?  Those awnings overhanging the windows are clever, little, utilized solar panels.  And, 
you know, my point is, is this is the kind of development we could all support in order to achieve some 
reasonable green space preservation.  And, you know, why not here in Mount Kisco?  Are we not as 
sophisticated as we like to believe we are?  You know, can't we, like, nearby municipalities also care about 
the posterity of our own Villages’ green spaces? Incrementally, this solar project is an irreversible step 
toward the permanent destruction of that 25 acre wood, naturally forested property.  It's a forest soon to 
become a former forest and then a former solar farm one day, and then a great spot for the next future 
industrial project to replace the former solar farm.  And so, why should we be subjected to the tail end of 
some prehistoric ideology that shamelessly disregards the benefits of supporting natural forestation while 
simultaneously ignoring the repurposing of unused parking lots and commercial rooftops? Just like 
Diamond Properties did with their headquarters rooftop, and Target. You just take a look at Google maps 
some time and you can see all the vast expanse of large unused rooftops.  And there is much, much more 
space available there than in that 25 acre wood, and at a time when there's so much empty commercial 
storefront owners that could use a little help financially for the foreseeable future.  There's also available 
rooftops if you look at the map like I say, like, Northern Westchester Hospital, the CareMount buildings, 
these endless number of automobile dealerships that just loved the area, Diplomat Towers and CVS among 
many others. They look, I mean, they have, like, the black tar on them.  They must be so hot, all that sun, 
direct sunlight opportunity is just wasted.  And it wouldn't take down one single tree.  And the project has 
proposed, sets off a chain of events culminating in the permanent change and used from a single-family 
estate home, which it was, surrounded by beautiful natural woods and wildlife and a preserve in a 
neighborhood essentially into an industrial complex.  The buffers are not for them as profiteers to take and 
they are statutory protections for the rest of us. Insite says they'll remove 619 trees, you know, that's a, you 
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know, a great move downward from 700 or so.  But that number would be much less if they stayed out of 
the buffer zones as the code requires anyway and when I say buffers, I mean all buffers.  There's 
specifically on our side over here on the eastern side is the buffer you've been discussing, but there's also a 
northern buffer zone encroachment with the water retention basin.  And it looks like when I, when Insite 
held up the map, I tried to count.  It looked like about 25 plus trees will be removed to put those in. So 
while they say, I guess by some stretch they're allowed, you know, water retention basin in the buffer zone 
is allowed.  I mean it still has the same effect as cutting down more trees, it takes away our screening, it 
takes away trees. We got to look at it, there's got to be facility accoutrement that accompanies any sort of 
water retention basin and you got to look at those.  So why do we have to keep arguing about the buffers? 
They’re statutory, they’re there, and they are for us.  So as Mr. Null says moving out of the buffers would 
cost more trees. Well, you know, it seems to me to be a little disingenuous altruism there because they don't 
seem to be concerned about the trees in the buffer.  It completely continues to ignore scaling down the 
project just to fit and lawfully into the space. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated Rex, I don't mean to interrupt you, but kind of… 
 
Rex Pietrobono stated Wrap it up?  Okay. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated you’re reaching the time limit.  Yes, and again, taking into account it’s late and we 
have another applicant but please finish up. 
 
Rex Pietrobono stated thank you.  Thank you for the warning.  I would ask them to consider it, to consider 
and to finally address that.  You know, why can't you just, you want to be a good neighbor?  Come in, 
okay.  You cannot come in.  We may disagree on the use on that property but, you know, stay out of the 
buffers, and scale your project to fit lawfully within the confines of your own property, okay?  And they, 
you know, just, it's always curious they never really addressed why they couldn't move just a little bit.  This 
distance is 20 feet or 60 feet what, a little west into, there's an open space level field.  We all walk just east 
to get to the tennis court. I mean it's got no trees in it.  Their contention – anyway, so I'll stop there, I guess.  
But, no, just one more point.  The vigorous green space plan that Insite mentions on that eastern buffer 
outside of the fence between the fence and that cliff would include trees there.  There is no more passing 
space for animals, like, the deer.  How are the deer supposed to get from the north to the south, to Byram 
Lake and all that without falling off the cliff?  You're going to put a sign for the deer’s to take the westerly 
approach around this thing?  They've been going through that all the time, they're either going to fall off the 
cliff.  You're going to have some kind of deer stand sitting there knocking them off one by one. It just, there 
will be absolutely no space for them to get around it.  And for the industry ostensibly rooted in the benefits 
of renewable green energy it’s inexplicable how those industries seeking to establish themselves in our 
local area seem hell bent on destroying some of the very natural characteristics which helped to make our 
community special.  Thank you. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated thank you, Rex, very much for speaking tonight on this application.  Would anyone on 
the Board like to, you know, comment or raise an issue that our specialist or staff or even legal, you know, 
we'd like them to look into it further.  Not necessarily right now at the moment, but, you know, we've heard 
a lot of information tonight on this application, I think.  Yes.  Anybody on the board wished to take the 
opportunity to speak?  Anybody?  No?  Okay, I thought this was a good night Mr. Null, Mr. Williams.  I 
think, I appreciate you coming back. There was one public comment that it's taken so long for things, it's a 
dynamic process and you folks were off the schedule, you're off the agenda for a while.  So overall we 
really haven't seen that much of you, but we're glad to have you back. 
 
Mr. Null stated can I just say one thing, Mr. Chairman? 
 
Male Speaker stated absolutely. 
 
Mr. Null stated first off, I know that the package that we submitted to the Board was delivered well earlier 
than Friday of this week as one of the speakers noted, he first had the documents available.  And I 
appreciate your comment about the information that we've been able to provide.  We've been before the 
board for about a year now and what we've been trying to do is to provide as much information as you may 
need in order to make a reasonable determination on this project. And we think that we really have 
delivered answers to everything when we get you the additional assessments and the more detailed 
acoustical study because we had an earlier acoustical report that we provided to you, I think will have 
addressed and provided you all information.  And to that point, it's important to recognize, and I'm sure you 
all do, that the purpose of the SEQRA review is to be able to get you information on which to make a 
determination and you don't need a positive declaration in order to get all that information.  You just need 
to ask us for it.  And we've been delivering it. So we look forward to being able to get you the additional 
information in the next week or so and to returning to be able to have a dialogue as we have.  And we thank 
you for your openness and consideration tonight.  You’re muted, Mr. Chairman. 
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Mr. Bonforte stated sorry, Rich, you also, Mr. Williams, you also unmuted. Did you want to say 
something? 
 
Mr. Williams stated I know it's late and I'll leave it to you.  There was a couple of statements made that 
were actually not factual and not in accordance with some of the regulations that we’re required to apply.  
And I just wanted to make sure the Board had the correct information.  If you want me to address that. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated you know, I tried, I – apologies for cutting you off.  I wanted to jump in on those, but 
what I'd like to do is keep those.  I've made my notes.  I'm going to go to our specialists and have them 
interact with yourselves on those.  I think I had two and maybe there were more.  Rich, if you could work 
through our specialists on that.  And then we'll address it to the public because, yes, for example, noise, 
there's no generator on site, for example, right? 
 
Mr. Null stated correct. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated there is no backup generator, that's the, that's another application.  So just, we'll come 
back to that because I don't remember it being, like, I can't say what it is that I recall, but we'll address it, 
okay?  Thanks.  Just hold on to that and work with Simon and Anthony, et cetera, accordingly.  Alright, I 
think that concludes this application and I'd like to turn it over to Chairman Hertz if I can do this properly. 
 
Mr. Null stated Thank you very much. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated sorry, Whitney, do I need to adjourn the public hearing? 
 
Whitney Singleton stated yes, to a date certain. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated I'd like to make the motion to continue the public hearing on the SCS Sarles Solar Field 
application for next meeting on February 23rd.  Do I have a second? 
 
Mr. Null stated Mr. Chairman, I think if you continue to March 9th, we’ll be able to address the additional 
information that we’ll be able to submit.  It would be in time for that meeting but not in time for your next 
February meeting. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated 23rd?  So, and I'll revise that motion for March 23rd meeting. 
 
The Secretary stated March 9th. 
 
Mr. Null stated March 9th. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated yes, multiple schedules.  Does anyone want to – thank you, Mr. Hochstein, very much.  
All right, thank you, Mr. Null, is that good?  And Mr. Williams, good.  Thank you. 
 
Mr. Null stated yes, thank you. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated All right.  And again, I'll go back to… 
 
Simon Kates stated Mike, I think you need to vote. 
 
Mr. stated Michelle, poll the board please.  Thank you, Simon. 
 
UPON ROLL CALL VOTE: 
 
  Acting Chair Bonforte - aye 
  Mr. Hochstein  - aye 
  Mr. Vigliotti   - aye 
  Mr. Polese   - aye 
  Ms. Roppolo   - aye 
 
The motion carried by a vote of 5 to 0. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated oh, yes.  I might have – this thing's moving around. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated so Mike, you now want to make Michelle the host again, because the public 
hearings are over. 
 
Ms. Roppolo stated Bill, you're the host. 
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Mr. Bonforte stated 1, uh…. 
 
Mr. Miley stated Mr. Polese, you’ve got to pass it to Michelle.  It's, we're getting, going around the horn 
here. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated yes, my apologies.  The thing moves.  I have an excuse. 
 
D. The Crecco Companies (Bagnato) – 215 (205) Lexington Avenue  

PB2016-0328, SBL 80-32-4-6  
Site Plan 

 
Mr. Ralph Alfonzetti of Alfonzetti Engineering, P.C. and Mr. Anthony Crecco were present. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated alright, while that's happening, thank you very much.  So the next item on the 
agenda is the formal application of the Crecco Companies 215, 205 Lexington Avenue.  They were here, 
excuse me, they were here before us for sight plan.  We have a large list of items that they've provided.  We 
have memos from our consultants.  We have new site plans provided, a lot of additional stuff, lighting 
specifications, landscape plan, coverage calc, turning radii, elevations and topo. So, let me see, Jan, if 
you're here, if you would just briefly introduce this. 
 
Jan Johannessen stated sure. As mentioned during the work session, the applicant's been before the Board 
on a number of occasions.  They've been working through Planning Board comments and staff comments.  
We had a recent staff meeting with them for the last couple of weeks.  And while I think there will be some 
slight plan modifications presented this evening by Ralph Alfonzetti.  I think that the plans are in really 
good shape.  And if the Board is comfortable with the layout, then the next step would be to seek the 
variances that they require. Well, the, kind of my technical comments have been resolved to a large extent.  
They submitted a landscaping plan by the landscape architect.  The lighting plan has been revised.  All our 
Planning comments have really been resolved.  So, it's at a point now where I think it can move to the next 
stage if the board is in fact comfortable with that, perhaps the applicant just give a brief presentation on, 
yes, changes. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated thank you.  So welcome, we have the applicant, we have the applicant’s engineer.  I 
see here.  So Ralph, do you want to – who's going to be presenting here? 
 
Mr. Alfonzetti stated I can give a quick presentation.  I know it's late, although it's not 12 o’clock.  So, I'm 
happy about that. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated yes, really. If you could just highlight, you know, just go over briefly.  It's been a 
while since you've been before us.  So just refresh everyone and let us know what changes you've made. 
 
Mr. Alfonzetti stated sure.  So we're on the corner of Lexington and Maplewood.  We have an existing 
building here with a storefront on the first floor and residential apartments on the second.  We are 
proposing three townhouses.  In our previous application, the townhouses were a separate building that 
would have required a variance.  So one of the suggestions was to connect them with a breezeway and I can 
show you an elevation of that in a moment that will reduce the number of variances that we need. We also 
try to increase the green space as much as possible, we did that by reducing some of the parking.  And if 
everyone remembers, I can also show a picture.  There is a large concrete apron off of Lexington that we 
are removing and planting and we will also add some street trees here.  So that will also enhance some of 
the green space for our site.  If you will, I will jump to this rendering here that kind of shows the 
breezeway, it also shows the trees that we will be adding.  And it gives you an over, more view of what the 
project will look like when it's done. One thing I do want to note, there was a meeting with staff, and Peter, 
and your consultants, and it was actually after we submitted these plans.  And one of the things was that we 
can possibly reduce the parking here by shrinking these parking spots down and still be within code.  It 
would increase our green space, we would still be over in our development coverage but it gets us just a 
little bit closer to the to the required 65% or the allowed 65%.  I think that's in a nutshell, you know, the 
technical things like lighting and details.  But I think we've addressed most of those issues. 
 
Jan Johannessen stated Ralph, did you and just to clarify on that, those spaces, those last three spaces were 
previously designed at 18 ½ feet long.  The code allows you to go to 16 ½ feet if you have an overhang 
over a curb, so that allowed the buffer to get a little bit wider there.  And Ralph, were you going to adjust 
some of the parking spaces coming in on the left or one of them. 
 
Mr. Alfonzetti stated we did a just this last space here where my cursor is.  It was 11 feet because of our 
reduced backup area here.  But this one can back up and swing into this area here, so we did get it down to 
10 feet, so we picked up another foot in this island here.  We also, this one was 11feet, we reduced it down 
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to nine and we increased this area here.  So this got two feet wider.  This got a foot wider.  And this here 
got two feet wider.  It basically increases our green space by approximately 1.2%.  It's not a huge amount, 
but every bit counts. And I do want to just point out that in our development coverage we do not take credit 
for this area that is actually off site.  It's an additional 170 feet of green space that we're planting that is, it's 
between a curved line and our property line.  We are also not taking credit for an additional 100 square feet 
that is in these planting areas that is over our property line, but it will be planted in green space.  And again, 
this 440 square foot area that is between the curb and the new sidewalk that we will be building. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated Wonderful, thank you very much.  So, it does seem like you've made a significant 
improvement to where we were at last.  So, I thank you for your diligence on that.  So let me turn this over 
to consultants or just staff right now.  So Anthony, Jan Peter, have they addressed your comments and 
concerns? 
 
Anthony Oliver stated my comments seemed to have been addressed.  I don't have any remaining issues. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated thank you. 
 
Jan Johannessen stated same here.  I believe there's a DEP approval.  Is that correct?  It's going to be – am I 
correct on that, Anthony? 
 
Anthony Oliveri stated I believe there, this was designated Main Street, I do believe. 
 
Mr. Alfonzetti stated yes, you’re correct. 
 
Jan Johannessen stated well, that's something that we'll have to get accomplished.  But our technical 
comments have been addressed. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated thank you. 
 
Mr. Miley stated Chairman, I think he addressed all of my comments.  The last thing that we need to do is 
myself and Ralph go over the variances.  I'll have to tweak and adjust my memo or provide a rejection 
letter.  Some of them have been reduced, like, the development coverage.  So I think the next step for 
myself and him to get together, myself and Ralph, and go over the necessary variances.  And then I would 
say, he could proceed to the zoning board to seek those variances or at least make application. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated so, and let me just ask.  In terms of some of the specifics, I know there's a 
photometric plan that been reviewed to be in compliance. 
 
Jan Johannessen stated yes. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated thank you.  Do we have, is there a separate sheet for the landscape?  There is a 
landscape plan.  Can you go over that with us? 
 
Mr. Alfonzetti stated I just pulled it up for you.  So you see, as I spoke about we are adding two street trees 
here to match the two that are out there.  And then there is plantings adjacent to the foundations and along 
this property line here.  You want me to try to go through all the trees? 
 
Chairman Hertz stated no.  I guess what I'll ask is, Jan, has your office reviewed the landscaping plan?  Are 
you satisfied? 
 
Jan Johannessen stated yeah, I think they’ve maximized the space.  And we found that the location, species 
and size of the plantings were consistent with what we want to see out there.  Because I think the street 
trees were four inches, red maples.  I think they tried to maximize to the extent possible the green space and 
they have a nice planting plan here. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated And what are we doing with regards, is there a snow area for plowing?  How has 
that been addressed? 
 
Mr. Alfonzetti stated let me see if I can pull that up quickly. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated I only say this because we have 2 ½ feet of snow.  And I wish when they designed 
my driveway someone would have thought about that. 
 
Mr. Alfonzetti stated we have some areas here showing – they're basically going to be in the islands.  I 
mean we may have to juggle some parking in this area.  If somebody is parked in the spot, we may have to 
ask a tenant to move their car for a bit.  But these are the three areas that we are allotting to snow storage. 
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Chairman Hertz stated and they're properly allocated with landscaping?  In other words, you're not planting 
trees in the spot where you're doing snow storage? 
 
Mr. Alfonzetti stated correct.  And this area, like I said, we had a meeting with staff.  And this plan that is, 
that was submitted, these areas are actually a little bit larger.  This one here, like I said, by foot, here by two 
feet and here by two feet.  So these areas are slightly larger than that’s actually shown on this plan. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated okay. 
 
Mr. Crecco stated can I just make a comment on the snow Mr. Chairman? 
 
Chairman Hertz stated sure. 
 
Mr. Crecco stated you know, hopefully we don’t get two feet of snow again, I mean we haven’t had all this 
in a while.  I have other properties in Westchester with small parking lots, and with the two feet of snow I 
actually had to have it removed because there wasn’t room to put it, so.  You know, but I think that this was 
kind of you know, if you get your standard 3-5 inches I think you’re okay but two feet, you know, so. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated that’s challenge almost anywhere.  I appreciate your comment.  But it does look like 
you’ve properly thought about snow retention and designed for that, so.  As long as our engineers and 
planners are comfortable that’s been properly accommodated.  Board members comments, questions, 
thoughts? 
 
Mr. Vigliotti stated Ralph Vigliotti.  I just want to continue the conversation to have it on record that we 
had during the work session.  The applicant has come a long way in the last year and making this site look 
good in the building architecture looks good.  My concern is and just on the record because it looks like 
we’re moving forward.  I don’t see nine parking spaces being able to accommodate a commercial building 
and seven residences.  I think it’s a major issue.  I think the commercial building is throwing this off. You 
get one proprietor in the building and one or two customers that’s three parking spaces.  Maybe they can 
park on the street, but I don’t think we really can’t do very much about the parking, it’s a small piece of 
property but I maybe there’s too much bulk here.  But anyway, I just wanted on a record and again I, there 
isn’t enough parking for a commercial building and seven residences.  That’s all. 
 
Mr. Alfonzetti stated can I just jump in there and maybe address that partially? 
 
Mr. Vigliotti stated oh sure. 
 
Mr. Alfonzetti stated there are two parking spaces that are on Lexington here.  With the removal of this 
curb cut we’re going to be adding three more.  And Anthony, Anthony Crecco can speak to this more.  But, 
this store, it’s not a store that you would go in there I think for an hour, I don’t even know if you for a half 
hour it’s kind of a park, run in, grab something and you know run out maybe 15 minutes, so.  There are five 
parking spots right in the front and I would say 90% of people that go into the store or using those spots or 
walking there or getting their different means.  I mean Anthony you can chime in a little bit. 
 
Mr. Crecco stated that’s correct, Ralph.  Well, most of the people that do go to that it’s like, you know it’s 
like a convenient store pretty much.  It serves the community and 95% of the people that go there they live 
on Lexington Avenue.  But, those five spaces, the three that we’re adding you know, I believe that people 
are going to pull up there if they have a car they’re going to go in and five minutes later they’ll be back out.  
I can’t guarantee that but I mean that’s… 
 
Mr. Vigliotti stated where our deliveries being made to that store? 
 
Mr. Crecco stated there are no deliveries.  The owner does it himself, he has another store in Brewster and 
he keeps a lot of his stuff up there, and he has two vans and he just brings it himself.  He has a regular Ford 
van, it’s not like, you know, a big you know tractor trailer coming in. Have you ever gone into the store?  
You should go in and see it.  Because his inventory is like I said, it’s not a store that you would go in and 
spend an hour in there. 
 
Mr. Vigliotti stated no, I understand that.  I mean, that’s what the store is as we speak.  It could change two 
years, five years down the road. 
 
Mr. Crecco stated It could, but you know it’s not a tremendous space so, I don’t picture you know, 
departments, you know or some you know again. 
 
Mr. Vigliotti stated I understand. 
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Mr. Crecco stated yes. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated well, and to some extent Ralph, I think you know this becomes self-fulfilling which 
is that someone needing you know if this store does become vacant and change its tendency that the nature 
of a new tenant is going to have to be you know, the type that would be able to handle this limited parking 
situation, so.  You know, it’s -- to some extent a self-fulfilling thing.  But I for one and Ralph, I hear your 
concerns, I would rather not overbuild parking.  I do like the direction, I do appreciate that you’re using the 
new you know overlay district code and that we’re moving in this direction all that way. Maybe this isn’t 
the new overlay district code but this is. But the direction that this is moving in I think this is a vast 
improvement from the situation where we have cars backing out onto Lexington which has always been a 
problematic at best.  And this is an improvement to the streetscape, and I think you’ve done, yeah thank 
you.  I think you’ve done a tremendous amount in terms of working on this site plan to get it to where it is. 
So, Jan, what are our next steps here? 
 
Jan Johannessen stated I think the next step would be the applicant making application to the ZBA after 
going over the final list of variances with the Building Inspector. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated okay, so. 
 
Jan Johannessen stated and then return to the Planning Board, if they’re successful in those variances 
finalizing the site plan approval. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated okay. 
 
Jan Johannessen stated I don’t think there’s a public hearing involved.  I think it’s just here for site plan, no 
steep slopes, there’s no wetlands, so. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated okay.  So, I think the next thing for you to do and have you gotten an ARB approval.  
Is this subject to ARB? 
 
Jan Johannessen stated definitely subject to ARB, they have not gone there. 
 
Mr. Crecco stated we have not gone, no. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated okay, so, it sounds to me like you have to go to ZBA, get your approvals there if 
they deny anything you have to make any shift the site plan and we will, assuming that happens we will 
attempt to turn you around for any final modifications and the site plan approval posthaste. 
 
Mr. Crecco stated Okay, thank you. 
 
Mr. Alfonzetti stated quick question, do we need a referral from your Board to go to the ZBA or can we 
just apply? 
 
Chairman Hertz stated you do not. 
 
Mr. Alfonzetti stated okay.  
 
Chairman Hertz stated is that, Peter, can you? 
 
Mr. Miley stated if you want to provide a recommendation either… 
 
Whitney Singleton stated that’s not what he’s talking about. 
 
Mr. Miley stated no, you have a memo for me that you can use to make application but as I indicated 
earlier, it needs some modification because you know a little bit of the development coverages change and 
some other items thereby reducing the necessary variances.  So, next step, meet with me, I’ll redraft the 
memo indicating the number of variances and you can utilize that supply to the ZBA. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated it’s functionally a denial letter because it requires variances. 
 
Mr. Alfonzetti stated okay. 
 
Jan Johannessen stated does the Planning Board want to pass along any comments to the ZBA?  I just want 
to get a situation where it goes to the ZBA  and then they request comments and… 
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Whitney Singleton stated but Planning Board is not in a position to even know what the variances are.  I 
mean we’re talking about a 95% variance from the front yard setbacks.  We don’t know what the 
development coverage variances, the building coverage variance.  There’s a lot of variances here. 
 
Jan Johannessen stated Peter has done a complete analysis of this. 
 
Mr. Miley stated there was a thorough memo. The only thing that’s going to occur is the numbers are going 
to go down because… 
 
Whitney Singleton stated do you deem this to be a single building, Peter? 
 
Mr. Miley stated it is now.  He connected it as requested. 
 
Jan Johannessen stated we’ve been discussing the variances for a while now, so. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated one thing I would say as one member of the Board is that the applicant move the site 
plan of the direction that we directed the applicant to do.  Closed you know, eliminating that curb cut 
getting additional parking spaces along Lexington Avenue. Using the front of the building to get as much 
green space and because of the closing of the curb cut they will be able to restore some of that concrete to 
planted area in the bed of the road to reduce some of the parking and restructured in a way in which we 
could get more green space and have some of the buffers between the adjoining spaces ends. And in 
addition, the other things that are happening here which is part of the balancing of all this is a better layout 
on the site plan and also the elimination of what were some derelict buildings and the creation of some 
housing within walking distance of the downtown and which also will create some uptick in the ratables, 
the tax ratables for the Village, so.  I think big picture, this is progressed to a point which is substantially 
where we wanted it to be.  And that notwithstanding Ralph’s comments, you know, we were always having 
this balancing act of you know, parking and green space and you know one day we’ll get one where it’s 
perfect. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated really? 
 
Mr. Bainlardi this is a good step in the right direction as far as I’m concerned.  The only other question that 
I have is procedurally, is there any reason why we can’t, why this Board can’t move towards acting?  Do 
we have to wait for the variance?  And I guess the applicant could take the risk if they wanted to that they 
don’t get the variance.  But, is there any reason why we can’t continue to move forward as though this is 
happening to get a resolution drafted and be prepared to act? 
 
Chairman Hertz stated I guess fundamentally we can get a draft resolution prepared.  It just may mean extra 
work for Jan if the Zoning Board decides that they want some changes which requires a redrafting. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated I mean anything that we can, anything we can do, prepared the everyday counts, right? 
Thank you. 
 
Jan Johannessen stated I’m happy to, and it’s permissible to have the ZBA as a condition. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated well, that would be at their peril. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated right, exactly. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated so, we’re happy to, I as Chair I’m happy to move this forward towards the draft 
resolution prior to you getting your ZBA but I don’t want to then have to.  You know, it just means you’re 
going to spend some time with us which turns into money and then if the ZBA makes you make some 
changes you got to come back reading them.  So, it’s your call, it’s essentially a one meeting difference. 
 
Mr. Alfonzetti stated I mean, Anthony you can weigh in but I don’t, there’s not a lot of changes that if the 
ZBA pushes in one direction, you know we’re going to have to meet the changes. But I think it’s worth 
doing the draft resolution. 
 
Mr. Crecco stated I do too. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated so, but you haven’t even applied to the ZBA yet which means you’re probably two 
months away from getting on an agenda. 
 
Mr. Crecco stated right, correct.  Once we, [inaudible] Ralph, hopefully, we can you guys who need sooner 
than later.  Yes, I’d say two months. 
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Chairman Hertz stated okay, so, I’m happy to push this towards a resolution and you can use that rather 
than a letter of you know, whatever with the Zoning Board.  But just you know, know that if it changes or 
you don’t get all your or whatever.  So, let me let me ask Board members that.  I mean, do you -- let’s have 
this discussion.  Do you feel we would be pushing the ZBA into an untenable position if we approve the 
site plans is which pretty much would require them to grant every variance as is?  I just throw that out to 
Board members for an open discussion. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated if our approval is subject to Zoning Board acting, I’m going to trust that the Zoning 
Board is going to make the decision that they need to make based upon the facts that are presented to them 
and not based upon some action that we took or didn’t take.  But, having said that even if we move forward 
towards drafting a resolution and the applicant decides to either appear before us and have us act on that 
resolution, we’re not get everything all done.  I think it will save time as opposed to them having to go to 
these other boards and then have to come back for us to us to appear at a meeting to ask us to draft a 
resolution so that’s my only point. If we can save one month and anyone and every one of these 
applications were accomplishing something.  And as long as we’re doing it in a way in which we’re doing 
all of the review that we need to achieve and we’re making good decisions that are supported by the 
analysis on the record.  So, that’s you know that’s my point I’m trying to make here. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated well said, thank you. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated I’ll concur Chairman with Mr. Bainlardi’s statements. I feel the same way, thanks. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated anyone else? 
 
Mr. Polese stated the memo, sorry, the memo that Peter sends or drafts or has or will revise as consumed or 
by the ZBA so, there and there’s it seems fairly straightforward, right?  There’s nothing that, no 
showstoppers I guess is one way of saying it.  So, I think I get, Chairman, your point that we don’t want to 
sort of front run this by just by virtue of giving conditional approvals or putting this resolution together that 
we make it a foregone conclusion that the ZBA approves it.  I wouldn’t want that. 
 
Mr. Miley stated  Bill, you have what you have in front of you if anything the ZBA decides that they want 
to lessen the amount of relief it’s only going to improve the application. 
 
Mr. Polese stated yes, I’m fine with it then. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated so, Jan, I will ask you to draft resolution of approval for this application. And…  
 
Mr. Vigliotti stated Doug? 
 
Mr. Vigliotti stated I’d like to weigh in.  I think you want the ZBA to work independently from what the 
Planning Board is doing except for us sending up to them any, if it’s a formal recommendation that we 
were looking good and we think this is a wonderful application and we’re giving you or go ahead that’s one 
thing we’ve done that in the past.  But, I think we’re putting the cart before the horse here.  Bill was trying 
was making that point and I don’t think we should be moving on moving as quick as we think we should. I 
think we need to give the ZBA they do review.  Hasn’t even gotten there yet and we’re looking to put a 
resolution in place.  I just find this -- as much as we want to move things along to save a month.  We have 
another independent board that I highly respect and we need to give them the right to do their job without 
looking back saying, oh, the Planning Board moved ahead on this.  So, maybe they’re telling us something.  
If we want to tell them something that we should, but I don’t think we shouldn’t be moving ahead as quick 
as we are. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated well, let me suggest a compromise position.  I’m sorry, did I cut some off? 
 
Mr. Vigliotti stated no. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated let me suggest a compromise position which is that we asked Jan to draft the 
resolution, we can decide at our next meeting whether or not we wish to approve it.  But it should we wish 
to approve it, we can also send along a document to the Zoning Board stating our position that we are okay 
with this but we don’t want to step on your toes and please do not construe our conditional approval as any 
limitations on your you know, your discretion and your control.  So, I think we can do both and move 
things forward more expeditiously as John has suggested but make it very, very clear that we don’t intend 
to, we’re not trying to bully or bulldoze rather.  The Zoning Board and they’re full and completely do it.  
So, I think if we do both will accomplish what we want. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated okay, sounds good. 
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Mr. Vigliotti stated that sounds better.   
 
Chairman Hertz stated okay, so Jan, please draft that and then we will plan to see you, will you have that in 
time for the next meeting or do you need… 
 
Jan Johannessen stated second meeting in February, yeah. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated okay.  We’ll plan to see you on the agenda for that.  Please, I don’t know what the 
schedules are from the ZBA but please get before them and we’ll intend to move forward as we discussed. 
 
Mr. Alfonzetti stated okay. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated with that said, congratulations on the work you’ve done so far.  I really do 
appreciate what you’re doing and your continued investment in Mount Kisco and I think this is going to be 
a good project.  We wish you success with the ZBA. 
 
Mr. Crecco stated thank you, appreciate it. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated and with that said I will close this meeting of the Mount Kisco Planning Board and 
it is less than midnight.  All right, excellent.  Thank you all, goodnight. 
 
The meeting adjourned at 10:30 pm. 


