
Minutes of the Regular Meeting of the Planning Board of the Village/Town of Mount Kisco held on 
Tuesday, January 26, 2021 at 7:35 pm via Zoom Teleconference 

 
Members Present: Douglas Hertz, Chairman 
   John Bainlardi, Vice Chair 
   Ralph Vigliotti 
   Michael Bonforte 
   William Polese  

Crystal Pickard 
   John Hochstein 
 
Staff Present:  Jan K. Johannessen, Village Planner 
   Peter J. Miley, Building Inspector 

Anthony Oliveri, Village Engineer  
   Whitney Singleton, Village Attorney 
   Simon Kates, Consulting Planner 
   Michael Musso, Consulting RF Engineer 
 
Chairman Hertz stated all right.  Welcome, everyone.  This is the Mount Kisco Planning Board.  Tonight is 
Tuesday January 26, 2021, we have concluded our work session and this begins our regular session.  With 
that, we have an item that is not on agenda that I'm going to bring up first.  And I will give it a little bit of 
an introduction.  We've had public hearing after public hearing over the last few months, many of which 
have gone well into the wee hours.  So, the Planning Board has discussed ways in which we can properly 
engage the public for public comment and get all the information we need while balancing everyone's time 
constraints in the desire to properly and concisely and appropriately conduct these public hearings.  So, 
we've come -- put together resolutions which are suggested set of rules for public hearings and I'm going to 
read them and then I will ask that the Planning Board vote on them. “Whereas, the Planning Board wishes 
to hear all public comment to properly inform its decision making process.  And whereas Planning Board 
wishes to receive information from its advisory boards which are tasked with providing expert information 
in their subject matter.  And whereas Planning Board wishes to conduct these public hearings and 
professional, consistent, collegial, expeditions and orderly manner.  The following rules are now adopted. 
One, all members of the public shall be allowed three minutes to make their public comments.  Members of 
the public shall be allowed a total of one return visit at a public hearing which has been adjourned.  While 
subsequent comments shall present new information only, those addressing the Board shall state their name 
and address for the record.  Heads of advisory boards, this is now item two, or their assigned delegate shall 
be let five minutes to address the Planning Board.  All additional information shall be submitted in writing.  
Advisory boards shall limit their information to the facts and opinions related to their board’s expertise and 
questions they wish addressed.  A representative and advisory board shall be allowed one, three-minute 
return coming period during all adjournments total.  Such return visits shall be limited to new information 
only Advisory Board speakers have clearly indicate which board they represent.  The public is requested to 
limit their comments, this is item three, to factual data and questions they wish they have and to respond it.  
Four, shot clock or timer will be established to enforce these time limits.  The Chair shall enforce such 
limits in his or her discretion.  Five, no rude derogatory or inflammatory comments shall be allowed.  The 
chair shall have the right to cut off all persons whether public, staff, members or applicant if he/she feels 
this rule is breached.  Six, applicants shall be allowed to respond to public comments by their expeditiously 
at the end of each public hearing session or in writing subsequently. So, we discussed this briefly at the 
work session.  I will ask if members of the Board have modifications they wish to make to this.  All right, 
hearing none, I'm going to ask that I will make the motion that we approve this resolution for Mount 
Kisco Planning Board rules for public hearings Tuesday January 26th.  Do have a second on that 
motion? 
 
John Bainlardi stated  I’ll second the motion. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated Michelle, will you please poll the Board. 
 
UPON ROLL CALL VOTE: 
 
  Chairman Hertz  - aye 
  Vice Chair Bainlardi  - aye 
  Mr. Vigliotti   - aye 
  Mr. Bonforte   - aye 
  Mr. Polese   - aye 
  Ms. Pickard   - aye 
  Mr. Hochstein  - aye 
 
The motion carried by a vote of 7 to 0. 
 



Planning Board Meeting Minutes 
January 26, 2021 Minutes Page 2 

 
Chairman Hertz stated thank you… 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated Michelle? Michelle?  I'm unable to start my videos so it's you the host.  You could… 
 
The Secretary stated there you go. 
 
Mr.  Bonforte stated thank you. 
 
The Secretary stated you’re welcome. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated welcome back.  So, I will make the comment that there are a number of public 
hearings which are currently open and have been adjourned from prior meetings.  The Chair of those 
actions will have in his or her discretion the ability to implement these rules either in full force or in a 
gradual way as that person sees fit and as is appropriate for the public hearing.  But all new public hearings 
will be subject to these rules in their totality. Okay, and we will ask the secretary to post these rules on the 
Mount Kisco Planning Board website and make sure that there is an easy way for the public to see and 
understand those. 
 

1. ARC Westchester – 699 Main Street 
PB2020-0405, SBL 80.72-4-19 
Site Plan 

 
Ms. Dawn McKenzie of Insite Engineering were present and Mr. Ian Mueller. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated all right, the next item on the agenda is a public hearing for ARC Westchester – 699 
Main Street for Site Plan on I belief steep slopes.  We have a memorandum from SavATree.  And we have 
a public comment letter from a number of residents of joining property.  Jan, would you introduce this 
application please? 
 
Jan Johannessen stated this is 699, East Main Street, ARC Westchester.  It's before the Planning Board for a 
site plan application and steep slopes from it.  The property is on 4.1 acres of land, that's in the OG zoning 
district.  It's developed with an adult daycare used, the basement of which is leased out to a second party for 
records storage.  They are proposing a new entrance vestibule cover a drop off area creation or the 
expansion of existing parking lot.  The rear of the building, upgrades to the building and outdoor patio, 
outdoor trail system for motor management facilities, lightning et cetera.  Its listed action under SEQRA, 
they have been estimated parts one and two of the short EAF.  The Board has conducted an uncoordinated 
review due to the fact that they limited outside agency approvals.  The Board has scheduled a hearing, I 
believe it was adjourned to tonight from the prior meeting. And you’re in the midst of the sight plan and 
steep slopes review. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated thank you very much.  I see the applicant is here, so I will turn it over to the 
applicant to reintroduce the project and then we'll open it up for public comment.  This is, as Jan said, a 
continued, a continuation of a public hearing that was previously opened.  Who would like to speak for the 
applicant? 
 
Ms. McKenzie stated I will, good evening, Chairman, members of the Board, Dawn McKenzie, registered 
landscape architect from Insite Engineering Surveying and Landscape Architecture.  Here, representing the 
applicant, ARC Westchester joining me tonight is, Ian Mueller from IKMueller Architecture.  He is the 
architect for the project.  And at the last public hearing we did provide a general overview of the project.  If 
you'd like us to reiterate any of that we could certainly do so.  But we've received comments from the 
Board and comments from the public at the last meeting.  And what we'd like to do is focused on two of the 
main themes that came up in those, in the comments and address those initially and before the public is 
allowed to speak again.  See if we can get additional feedback from the Board. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated please. 
 
Ms. McKenzie stated would it be helpful if I shared the plan? 
 
Chairman Hertz stated absolutely. 
 
Ms. McKenzie stated okay, so, let me put that up.  Okay, got the nice green plan showing up there? 
 
Chairman Hertz stated yes, we can see that. 
 
Ms. McKenzie stated okay, great, so, two of the main themes that we feel came up at the last meeting was 
discussion of removal of the four oak trees in the front of the site, they’re along the west side of the 
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driveway.  Actually, if I flip over to the sheet, they're located right here in this location for along the 
existing driveway.  So, let's go back to the site plan.  The other general theme that seemed to be heavily 
discussed was mitigating potential impacts of the new parking lot on the adjacent residential properties.  
So, let's start with the oak trees in the front. Per them we submitted a memo from SavATree relative to the 
conditions of the four oak trees in question along the driveway.  And ARC has been working with 
SavATree for the last for 4 years or so to manage those trees.  They've had them out to the site, it's really 
more of a safety concern for Arc.  According to SavATree, the trees are in decline, two of them were 
probably needed to be taken down within the next one to two years.  We're talking about not whether the 
trees are declining and whether they're going to need to be removed.  It's really about if it's not if it’s about 
when.  And there's a lot of mature trees on the site and some of them we've preserved based on 
recommendations from the Board and there are a number of them that were not even providing any 
improvements near them. So, really the focus is these four trees.  It's really a safety concern for ARC, they 
have maintenance issues with them a well.  But according to SavATree, they are in decline.  And that's 
really the main reason why ARC would like to see them removed.  Yes, they are proposing a sidewalk in 
that location but that's not the main reason why they're requesting to be able to remove those trees.  If this is 
going to be a sticking point for the project, they're willing to continue to maintain the trees.  But honestly 
the way they're declining in a year or two, the two in the middle are going to end up having to be cut down 
and removed.  And it's likely that the other two were going to follow not far behind that.  So, we're just 
putting that out there and bringing that up to address it right from the beginning. Now, the other main 
theme that's come up is mitigating impacts to the adjacent property owners from the new parking lot at the 
rear of the site.  So, the project proposes to put a new parking lot here at the site.  The existing parking is at 
the back of the building because the entrance of the building is at this at the southeastern corner of the 
building.  This is where the new drop off is going to go and the project proposes a covered entry at that 
point. Currently, the parking lot is not large enough to accommodate all of the parking needs at the site and 
it's a dead-end parking lot.  The project proposes as we discussed it the last meeting to expand this in the 
locations, expand the existing parking lot in locations that we can.  There's actually a hill.  The parking lot 
itself, the existing parking lot is cut into the hillside.  There's a slope that runs around it on the south side 
and the west side.  There's existing underground building structure, and I know we went through this last 
week but I think it's important to point these things out, existing underground structure in this location over 
here. And what we're proposing to do is the parking lot circulation.  The individuals who utilize the site 
arrive at the site in vans.  There are ARC’s vans that are parked overnight at the site.  This is not new, this 
is typical of their programming once they drop off the individuals at this site.  During the day they may be 
out and moving people around from one site to another.  But this is the location where they get parked at 
night and that's the 14 vans that are included in the parking needs for the site. So, the way it works is in the 
morning, the staff shows up at the site at 8stated30.  That's when they all come to work.  The individuals 
arrive by van and they come in and now circle around so the vans will come in and they'll queue in this 
general location if we get a couple vans here and there's a couple in here in order to open up the drive aisle.  
The vans can drive around follow this path, circulate here and wait here until it opens up for them to get 
back down here and drop off or pick up the individuals that they’re dropping off for bringing to the site.  
So, one of the benefits of having the parking lot in this location is it provides that additional circulation in 
this location. So, some other items that we wanted to talk about, let's talk about mitigating potential impacts 
of the neighbors. I’ve talked about circulation and why one of the reasons why it's important to have the 
parking lot in this location and why it makes sense here.  So, one of the comments, you know, there were 
some comments about concerns for noise.  The way this parking lot is going to be used is staff will park 
here, they'll show up at the site, parked the cars at 8stated30 in the morning.  They go into the building and 
they work with the individuals all day.  They could be outside on the site using the outside program 
elements, but generally there's no one in the parking lot during the day. At 4 o'clock at night, after the 
individuals leave at 3stated30, the staff leave the building, they get in their cars and they go home, so, then 
the parking lot is empty.  So, it's really a low intensity use.  I know it's a parking lot but there's not going to 
be people hanging out there, it's not the purpose of the parking lot.  When the staff is on site, they are with 
the individuals that they work with, that's how they spend their day.  So, the noise associated with this 
would be the cars arriving in the morning and the cars leaving in the afternoon. So, another concern was the 
limited amount of existing screening in the buffer, you know during the winter months, you've all been out 
there you've seen the site at the extreme time of the year, the evergreen trees that are existing there's a row 
of hemlocks along here, they are a branch higher up so the bottoms of them are bare.  In the summer 
months, if you went out there from, say, May until October, there's actually a dense vegetative deciduous 
buffer that fills in at that area underneath those hemlocks for most of the year or at least half of the year, it's 
in the winter when it's bare. At the last meeting based on discussions with the applicant, they're more than 
willing to provide a solid privacy fence to create a barrier along the property line to fill in underneath the 
open area of the trees.  They are concerned about what the fence looks like and they'd like to do something 
that's attractive in a wood color but it would definitely be a solid fence six-foot height to fill in that area 
along the property line.  And that would accomplish filling in that space providing that physical and visual 
barrier between the parking lot and the indecent residences. In addition, that solid fence would provide, you 
know, it would block any potential headlight glare from cars utilizing the parking lot if they were coming in 
at a time of day or a time of year when they need to have their headlights on.  So, you wouldn't see that.  
And we think that the fence is a really good idea and it's very helpful to mitigate visual impacts to the 
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neighbors. So, another concern that came up with questions about the site lighting.  Now, a parking lot site 
impact, potential impacts from site lighting or lighting for the parking lot.  The parking lot needs to be lit 
for safety reasons when it's in use at times of the year when the staff has to access the parking lot either 
when they come in the morning or when they leave in the afternoon and it gets dark early.  So, really, we're 
talking about late in the season this time of year when it gets dark so early. And the staff is gone essentially 
by 4stated30 at night.  So, we've worked with the applicant and they're looking to have the lights turned off 
by timers by 6 o'clock at night, so, after 6 o'clock at night, this parking lot would not be lit.  If the applicant 
feels they need to have some sort of security lighting for the parking lot, they could provide something low 
below the fence line maybe with bollards just to provide a little supplement there but we'll work through 
that with them.  At this point we don't see any reason why they would need additional security lighting 
there.  The site lighting would be for staff when they're utilizing the parking lot and not after hours, so. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated Dawn, if I may just ask a question there… 
 
Ms. McKenzie stated of course. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated question that we asked last time because there is a rental tenant there.  Does the 
rental tenant have the ability to come in and or would they typically use the facility at hours other than no 
one is there? 
 
Ms. McKenzie so, we asked ARC about that, and their preference and they prefer that the alternate user 
they access during business hours when ARC is open, that's their preference.  There is occasion where they 
come and pick up records.  I don't know that it's after hours but sometimes on Saturdays.  But for the most 
for the most part they're going in and out during business hours, so. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated okay, thank you. 
 
Ms. McKenzie stated you're welcome.  As far as the proposed -- so we've talked about defense and the need 
for lighting and the timing for when the parking lot would be lit in the back.  So, let's talk about the type of 
lighting that we are proposing to use.  I know that we haven't provided a photo metric plan, we're working 
through that with the applicant and we're trying to minimize the heights of the lights and provide adequate 
safety lighting for staff within the parking lot while minimizing any potential impacts to the adjoining 
residences. So, what we're proposing and what we're working through with the applicant is to provide for 
the three lights back here that are closest to the adjacent residences.  They're going to -- and I think we 
talked about this probably at the first meeting but I'll bring it up again to remind everyone what we're going 
to use, we're going to use LEDs, we're going to keep the heights, the mounted height of the lights as low as 
possible and we haven't determined exactly what that height is yet but we're working through that to try and 
provide adequate light levels and minimize impacts.  The lights are going to be a dark sky compliant or 
night sky friendly, it means that there, the light source is not visible from the top of the lights.  So, say this 
were a 12-foot mounted high fixture.  Someone in their second story, you know looking out their second 
story window at an adjacent residence, if they're looking down at the light you're not going to see the light 
source.  There is no light source visible from top of the fixture. In addition to that, the ones proposed along 
this property line, they have house side shields on the back side and they are forward throw because they're 
LEDs that makes them more efficient [inaudible – audio cut out] over the property line.  In addition to that, 
with the house side shield and the forward throw and the sharp cut off in the back of the fixture, we can 
also provide glare shields.  So, what that is, it's actually something physical that goes on the back of the 
fixture so that there's less visibility of the light source of the fixture from the back of it.  So, those are some 
elements that were providing for these three fixtures here. The other fixtures for the site, we will have some 
other lights provided to -- we'll have some other lights proposed to provide adequate safety lighting for the 
parking lot.  But as I said, they'll all be dark sky compliant but it will be something a little bit more 
decorative but you're not going to, that you won't be able to see the light source from the top, from above 
the light fixture and there shouldn't be any light emitting from it at along the horizontal plane.  You won't 
get any light going out this way, it's all directed at an angle down at the ground and once again, the LEDs 
are efficient and delivering light for -- I know there was a comment and a concern from one of the 
neighbors about a spotlight that exists on the back of the building.  And we confirmed with the applicant 
that was provided because some of the existing lights are old and they no longer work and they needed to 
provide some sort of safety lighting at the back of the building. We’re working with the applicant to 
provide an alternative to that light fixture so that that will be removed.  We can provide something that is 
fully shielded mounted on the building and with the Postop lights.  The other Postop lights that we're 
looking at for this area here, we should be able to light this parking lot without the light source being 
visible and glaring at the neighbors so it should be fully shielded and that's where we're going with the site 
lighting in the back of the building. Let's see, there was another comment someone had questioned the 14 
vans and I know we can talk through this with the Board before. So, the 14 vans are not new.  Expanded 
parking is not just to provide additional parking spaces for these new 14 vans, they're not new, they're 
already parking at the site.  There's just not enough parking at the site and actually part of the calculations 
for what is required to be provided for the site.  We have to account for the 14 vans, so we're providing at 
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the site the minimum amount of parking that is required by the code for the uses at the site.  And ARC feels 
that this is adequate for their needs and they're looking to install all of this parking. Let’s see, in addition to 
the fence and the shields and the careful lighting choices that we're making if additional landscaping along 
the fence line seems appropriate to the Board, we're willing to do that.  But if it's being proposed to put in a 
visual barrier.  I think the fence is really accomplishing that.  One thing that we could do and we're showing 
it on the plan, so in the locations where we have the light poles at the south side of the parking lot, we can 
plant evergreen trees behind those, something that's a little bit taller that's going to grow bigger.  And over 
time that those should provide some shielding, some additional buffering from the light emitted from the 
back of those fixtures or, you know.  But as I said, they're not going to spill light over the property line and 
we're going to provide other mitigation measures with that, so. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated sorry, I didn’t mean to cut you off. 
 
Ms. McKenzie stated that's okay. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated okay, do you have more, Dawn? 
 
Ms. McKenzie stated I think that’s it. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated okay 
 
Ms. McKenzie stated so, just all your questions or comments. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated okay, I'm going to open it up to Board members questions.  But before I do, let me 
just make the announcement as this is a public hearing.  We'll be taking questions from the public.  At the 
top of the agenda is a call-in number, so people can call in that number is 646-558-865.  You can come to 
Village Hall and be heard at the live mic at the Village Hall.  You can raise your hand in this Zoom 
meeting.  And I'm going to hands that people only raise their hands for the public hearing that is in front of 
us, so that you don't raise your hand for the next public hearing just to get yourself in queue. And then I 
believe we are monitoring and Peter, Michelle can correct in this.  I believe we're monitoring the chat 
function as well so people can send in a question over chat and that can be read out typically to group. 
 
Mr. Miley stated Chairman, we're actually monitoring Facebook. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated Facebook? 
 
Mr. Miley stated yes. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated thank you. 
 
Mr. Miley stated you’re welcome. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated so, with that, let me open this up to Board members for their comments and on this. 
 
Ms. Roppolo stated would you please just clarify the days when ARC has programming?  Is it just Monday 
through Friday or we know when would the employees be there? 
 
Ms. McKenzie stated yes, it is Monday through Friday. 
 
Ms. Roppolo stated okay, so the weekends a not a concern for the most part with the lighting? 
 
Ms. McKenzie stated correct, weekends are not.  The program is Monday to Friday. 
 
Ms. Roppolo stated okay. 
 
Ms. McKenzie stated right. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated I had a question.  So, looking your parking plan with 14 vans, we've heard some 
concerns from the neighbors.  Would it be -- could the overnight parking of those vans be accommodated in 
the lower parking lot, the area of existing parking lot? 
 
Ms. McKenzie stated my apologies.  I did not clarify that, they park the vans in the lower parking lot 
overnight. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated okay, and is it acceptable for that to be maintained? 
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Ms. McKenzie stated of course, yes, it is. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated okay, thank you. Other members? 
 
Mr. Vigliotti stated yeah, Doug, adding onto that.  With the 14 vans, do the drivers drive their own vehicles 
and then park those in the parking lot and then take the vans out to pick up the clients? 
 
Ms. McKenzie stated yes, they do. 
 
Mr. Vigliotti stated so, that's 28 spaces, it certainly would be wonderful if all of that took place off site then 
we wouldn't be in a position that we're in with regard to parking abutting the residences.  A key question 
that was pointed out in the letter was -- and I agree.  I think some kind of fencing with some nice mature 
68, 10-foot shrubs running along the back line maybe an answer.  But I think part of the question was, what 
about the second floor of the residences where they're looking over that fence looking over those shrubs 
and now they're looking at a parking lot?  So, you don't have to answer that now but it's a question that I 
have and it kind of piggy backs off the letter. And then just one other piece, the arborists, SavATree 
certainly not an independent arborists.  I would like to ask our staff at some point either, Jan or Peter.  
Typically, we would get an independent arborist just to confirm these trees are part of the original state 
goes back to the early 1900’s.  And I guess studying of limbs on older trees is not uncommon.  I have that 
on two of my trees out front yard that are 80 years old or 75 years old.  I would never think of taking them 
down.  Anyway, I would like to do all that we can to preserve the trees.  I think if the sidewalk weren't 
going in the trees would continue to be monitored and preserved by ARC, seems like they have done a nice 
job.  I've seen the trees as I drive by, they seem to be pretty full.  I think they would be showcasing 
themselves in the spring again but I believe that are those comments on the table.  Thank you. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated thank you, Ralph. 
 
Ms. McKenzie stated can I address something that you said?  Mr. Vigliotti. 
 
Mr. Vigliotti stated sure, sure. 
 
Ms. McKenzie stated so, one of the comments you made was about the 14 vans and the 14 drivers’ cars.  
So, the drivers it's not 28 spaces utilized for that.  There's only 14 spaces used for that so they come in, they 
parked the cars they get in the vans, they drive off site.  So, that's 14 spaces open for staff during -- other 
staff during the day.  That's not 28 spaces that would only be 14 spaces.  That's number one. Number two, 
the other thing that you said was, could these be parked elsewhere?  So, this site has been used for that for a 
while now, this is not a new thing.  This is the way their programming works.  They pick up and deliver 
individuals from this site and to other sites, but this is one of the purposes that is served by this site. 
 
Mr. Vigliotti stated okay. 
 
Ms. McKenzie stated okay. 
 
Mr. Vigliotti stated thank you. 
 
Ms. McKenzie stated thank you. 
 
Mr. Polese stated I would just say the – sorry.  I walked the property last weekend, I did see how all the 
vans were comingled and what's now what the lower lot is.  So, I think this modest compromise would be 
to keep the vans down there, that’s just one observation.  I think what to Ralph comments on the arborist.  I 
would second the attention of an independent arborist to render an opinion on the trees in the front along 
the driveway and just so we have a balance, and then we could evaluate it after they report on it. 
 
Mr. Vigliotti stated okay, good. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated thank you, Bill.  So, Jan, can you coordinate or Pete can you coordinate the arborist 
or our consulting arborist to review those trees and review the SavATree report? 
 
Jan Johannessen stated I can do that.  Sure. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated thank you, other comments? 
 
Jan Johannessen stated Doug, I just had one on the lighting. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated yes. 
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Jan Johannessen stated I visited the site today, I just have a question for Dawn. 
 
Ms. McKenzie stated yes. 
 
Jan Johannessen stated there is some existing parking lot lights, they look dated I kind of think that there 
might be pedestal lights like a lantern lights.  Do you expect that the existing lighting, parking lot lighting is 
going to remain or be replaced? 
 
Ms. McKenzie stated so, some of those no longer work and they haven't for a while, and it's the intention to 
update those with something more efficient and something more attractive and LED’s.  So, that's part of, 
you know, we had talked about a couple of different things we're going to do a certain type of light behind 
the parking lot.  And then those existing lights, we have another LED Postop light that we're going to 
utilize in lieu of those.  So, those were going to be removed. 
 
Jan Johannessen stated okay, thank you. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated thank you.  Mike, did you have a comment? 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated yes, Chairman, I had a comment for the applicant.  Hi, Dawn, when you bring up the 
fence, I wanted to comment about that a little bit more.  I actually prefer a natural buffer like the residents 
have now.  Again, I've been to the site now two three times just to get a good feel for it.  Since there's going 
to be a big change and if there is a fence there's a solution, I don't think anything has been decided, it's nice 
that the applicants offering that up through yourself.  But some fences are nicer than others and I'd like to 
say in the past, some fences are one sided.  I like the side that faces the residents’ properties to also be is 
nice as the one facing the property, the building, the parking lot.  And I think you could do that cost 
effectively now.  Maybe in the past it wasn't as easy but if you could just take that into account, that's my 
comments so that they have something they're not looking at the back of, I don't want to describe a lousy 
fence but I think you… 
 
Chairman Hertz stated and Mike, that's actually a requirement of Village Code. 
 
Ms. McKenzie stated yes, I think that was. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated and many codes that the good side that they can either be identical on both sides or 
that the good side face out.  So, that you're not and Pete, Pete can, he’s shaking.  He's nodding his head in 
agreement. 
 
Mr. Miley stated that’s accurate. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated I think just to jump on, off with that.  I agree with Michael that not all fences are 
created equal.  So, working with the neighbors to have an attractive fence here is important.  But I do 
believe that this is a perfect example of where a fence will make good neighbors.  I think that having the 
fence together with the existing landscaping that's already out there supplemented in the way you've talked 
about.  You have done what you can to pull that upper parking lot a little further away from the backyard.  I 
think I understand why primarily because of grading issues why some of these parking spaces are not able 
to be moved from that back parking line of parking.  One of the comments that was made by the neighbors 
was, why can't parking be included to the, if you're looking at the site plan to the left?  I believe that there's 
an elevation change to get that ramp up to this upper level.  So, could you talk about that just a little bit, 
Dawn? And another question I was asked was, why couldn’t that parking be located in the front of the 
building?  Typically, in most applications that we have, we, as a Board we and I think as zoning code that's 
discouraged when possible that the parking not be on the road in front of the building.  But again, I think 
this is a grading issue and how the building is access particularly with the vans.  So, could you just talk 
briefly about those two points? 
 
Ms. McKenzie stated okay, so, first let's talk about splitting the parking.  So, I think one of the things that 
they were talking about is potentially relocating these spaces here over on this side.  So, I don't think there 
was much of an issue with these parking spaces as there is with the closest to the property line, right? So, 
and splitting that and expanding the parking lot over into this area, there's a couple of issues with that.  So, 
number one, there's a grade change, down here the parking lot is at roughly elevation 99 to 100.  The grade 
up here is 112 on elevation of 112.  So, we're talking about a 12-foot grade change from this parking lot to 
this area up here, there's a little knob and it's an elevation 112.  Being able to get the driveway to go up 
there, we don't have enough distance to get the driveway to go up to that elevation.  This parking lot here, 
we cut it in a little bit but generally it's at the elevation that's out there at the site.  We've cut it in a couple 
of feet to try and lower it as we moved it forward but this is the spot where we could get the grade change, 
get the parking lot in with the grade change.  It solves the circulation issues, so, it’s definitely an issue with 
grade change. There's an underground propane tank in this location, there's underground utilities in here 
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that would have to be removed, and here is the edge of the underground structure.  And if we started cutting 
into this hillside and putting in this area close to that structure, we're not sure what, if there would be some 
sort of load impacts on the underground structure by doing that work and they're already having some 
waterproofing issues with the underground structure.  So, we really don't want to go there. In addition to 
that by moving these parking spaces over here, you'd have to -- it requires twice the amount of driveway to 
service the same amount of parking spaces, if you understand what I'm talking about, you know.  So, by 
putting parking in this location and putting more parking over here, you’d have an increase in impervious 
surfaces, there'd be additional disturbance associated with it, that would require more stormwater 
management and the disturbance associated with that in the front of the building.  So, there's also more 
impacts with spreading that out just to try and pull this part of it away from the property line. So, there are a 
number of reasons not to put the parking over here, and maybe you got it.  It works really well with the 
circulation, it solves the dead-end parking issue, it provides us with this extra loop, there's good reason for 
doing that. Let's talk about potentially putting parking in the front, the entrance to the building is in the 
back.  The existing parking is in the back.  Building upon the existing parking this all makes sense.  Putting 
some of the parking in the front of the building, it's away from the entrance to the building, so that's number 
one. Number two, there's programming within the building, this space right here, there's programming 
space right there.  We’re opening up the front of the building during the day.  Everyone accesses the 
building through this entrance in the back, it’s a security entrance, that's how people get in and out.  During 
the day, what they'll do when programming is going on, they are going to open the doors and do some 
outdoor programming here and you have direct access from the program rooms out into the site and into 
these new proposed program spaces.  So, if we put parking out here, it could impact what we're looking to 
do here.  There's also grade change between the driveway and the front lawn that in itself makes it difficult 
you know, it adds challenges to getting a parking lot in here, plus there's those four trees that the Board is 
asking us to keep that we've been talking about the four oak trees along here.  As soon as we try and get in 
here with a parking lot, we're going to impact potentially one or more of those trees.  There's also existing 
trees down in this location which we’re not impacting.  But if we try and get in in a low elevation to put 
parking in here, we could potentially impact those trees as well.  And from a circulation standpoint, staff is 
going to be coming in at the same time, they're going to be backing up turning to get into a parking lot in 
this location. Plus, if we put parking down in this area, where we going to put the stormwater management, 
how are we going to get that in?  It's just there are a number of reasons not to put it there. so close to the 
building would impact the program spaces down by the road has its own challenges associated with that, to 
that… 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated thank you for articulating all that.  I think it was important. 
 
Ms. McKenzie okay. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated and again, I'll just close my comments by saying getting the fence correct, getting the 
additional supplemented landscaping and getting the lighting correct is to me is the three factors are the 
most important here for the benefit of the existing neighbors and the residences adjoining them. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated and thank you, John.  And I'd like to make some comments here.  It's generally been 
the practice of this Board to attempt to hide parking lots behind buildings where all possible because there's 
already existing parking lot there.  I believe that in this case, the logic in keeping the parking lot behind is 
the correct, is a good choice.  But we do have sensitivity of the neighbors to keep in mind, so, what I would 
request, I think the choice of a fence is a good one, and I would echo that seems to be a good decision.  Can 
you provide us with what you were, do some homework and come back with some, not just some 
renderings but possibly some photos… 
 
Ms. McKenzie stated okay. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated of fences that you think you would be choosing for this.   And what I would 
encourage although it may be a little bit difficult is, I would encourage, well we could do this through the 
public meeting process.  But I'd like to get the feedback of the residents behind, so, as long as we can 
provide that information within the packet and put it on the video, we should be able to hear their 
comments on the type of fence that you guys are going to recommend.  But I would echo with what Mr. 
Bonforte said, I would typically like to see a wooden fence something that will weather in natural and not a 
big bright white shiny thing that's going to be there.  Yes, we will. 
 
Ms. McKenzie stated and I can tell you the applicant agrees with you on that.  They want something 
attractive, relatively low maintenance and then a wood color.  So, they're not a fan of the bright white final 
fence either. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated yeah, so if you could provide us with ideally some if you have some photography or 
some cut catalog sheets or something that could give us a good visual of what you would expect there. 
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Ms. McKenzie stated okay. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated and then we will, as discussed, we’ll have a new arborist, Village arborist who's 
going to do at least provide us with an additional opinion on the health and longevity of those four oak trees 
in the front.  You will get us enough details on the lighting plan so that we can make some determinations 
and really understand that a little bit more substantively.  Any other before I open this up to the rest of 
public, any other comments by Board members of our staff? 
 
Mr. Miley stated Chairman, I just have one quick one, this is to Dawn.  Can you expand it the plan a little 
bit please?  It's not -- it’s the… 
 
Ms. McKenzie stated can I, I’m sorry, what? 
 
Mr. Miley stated can you expand or enlarge the plan? 
 
Ms. McKenzie stated oh, yeah, where would you like me to zoom in? 
 
Mr. Miley stated just, is that still the garbage dumpster? 
 
Ms. McKenzie stated we haven’t change the plan since the last meeting. 
 
Mr. Miley stated okay. 
 
Ms. McKenzie stated so, let me zoom in here a little bit. 
 
Mr.  Miley stated no, I was just confirming that still there and you indicated that you were going to relocate 
to avoid the variance, that was it. 
 
Ms. McKenzie stated yeah, actually, I was going to give this, Peter. 
 
Mr. Miley stated yeah. 
 
Ms. McKenzie stated yes.  I was going to give you a call to talk to you about that. 
 
Mr. Miley stated sure. 
 
Ms. McKenzie stated we have the underground structure here, and this is part of the underground structure 
that's the Egress Staircase.  Yes.  But we'll call, I'll call and we'll talk that through with you. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated Dawn, Dawn, I'm sorry.  Just clarify.  I was just up to decide that's where the dumpster 
is now.  So where will it be in the future? 
 
Ms. McKenzie stated no, the dumpster actually is in this corner of the parking lot like, right now.  That's 
where it was when I was there right the existing parking lot as a corner here. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated no.  I just know the vans were stacked up against that side of the parking lot and the 
building.  And it was they were nicely put away and again you will keep that in the future but -- okay, I just 
wanted to ask my recollection was different. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated so, I'm taking from your suggesting here that because um there's an exterior 
staircase there or that you're going to ask for an interpretation that that's the side of the building? 
 
Ms. McKenzie stated well, we're just trying to understand what the underground structure, and yes. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated okay, that'll be a determination of the Building Inspector as you know. 
 
Ms. McKenzie stated yes, we’d like to just talk that through with him.  The refuse enclosure makes really 
good sense here.  It has good access for the garbage truck when it comes to the site.  The other, we have 
some other options but that's our preferred location although I think we'd have a good case for a variance if 
we needed one from the Zoning Board of Appeals but do, we really wanted to go that route?  So, we'll just 
talk it through with Peter first and if that's where we have to go, then we'll find another spot for it so. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated very good. 
 
Ms. McKenzie stated okay. 
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Chairman Hertz stated are there any other comments from staff or from board members before we hear 
from the public? 
 
Jan Johannessen stated no, go ahead. 
 
Whitney Singleton stated Chairman? 
 
Chairman Hertz stated I'm sorry? 
 
Whitney Singleton stated its Whitney.  Just a couple of -- comparing the proposed plan to the existing 
approval, and I just want to point out a couple of things that were said that were not necessarily accurate, it 
doesn't mean that they can't be changed but they're not accurate.  The fact that there's 14 vans there now, 
does not mean that they're authorized.  The current approval does not authorize any vans to be parked at 
this site, it is solely for cars.   Fleet vehicles were supposed to be separately approved and they're not 
referenced in the site and the site plan or in the resolution of approval. So, to the extent that there are 14 
vans currently there, those were in violation of the site plan.  As is the location of the dumpster, and to the 
extent that they're proposing outdoor activities there for the proposed garden and whatever other activities, 
those are currently prohibited under their all curriculum activities you’re supposed to be conducted inside.  
So, those are at odds with their current approval. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated we can add, so we can address that in whatever resolution we choose to adopt, if this 
project goes forward. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated and Dawn, do we have a narrative of the types of activities proposed for the outside 
of the property exterior?  The pathways, the gardens, things like that? 
 
Ms. McKenzie stated I know that we have talked about that, I don't know if we put that in writing and 
submitted it to the board but I'll verify that.  And if we haven't, we'll put that together and provided to you. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated I think that’ll be helpful. 
 
Ms. McKenzie stated okay. 
 
Doug Hertz stated Just a brief narrative of what kind of activities and programming are going to be doing, 
happening or proposed to be happening in the next year?  Okay, let's go to the public again.  There's a call-
in number there, you can raise your hand on Zoom.  I see two people with their hands up on Zoom, John 
Rhodes and Chris Mullin.  John, I know has had his hand up before so, on you're going to recognize John 
Rhodes.  John, if you could identify yourself and whether or not you're speaking as a resident or as a 
member of a board. Let me see if I can do this, You should be able to unmute?  No. 
 
John Rhodes stated I’m unmuted now, right? 
 
Chairman Hertz stated yes, you are. 
 
John Rhodes stated Okay, great. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated and then, I'm going to ask Peter to start his timekeeping.  Okay. 
 
Mr. Miley stated Okay, Chairman.  I'll let the applicant, excuse me to speak, there’s only 30 seconds left. 
 
Mr. Miley stated Excuse me, the speaker now on this will have 30 seconds left. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated thank you. 
 
John Rhodes stated thank you.  My name is John Rhodes and speaking tonight as a member of the Mount 
Kisco Tree Preservation Board.  And just one specific concern, and I think this was already brought up and 
that has to do with the specimen trees on the property and what's going to be done with them.  They talked 
specifically about the specimen Pin Oak Trees along the driveway.  And I read the arborists report, and 
SavATree is a very reputable company but arborists generally give a report based on the questions that 
they're asked and this definitely one of the options there is to remove those trees.  But they are specimen 
trees and specimen trees do have special consideration under our city ordinances or town ordinances.  I 
would ask that Jan, when he does talk to an independent arborist about this to ask and not only for reasons 
that the trees could be removed because obviously Pin Oaks that are in the second half of their lifetime.  
These are what probably 60, 80 years old, but probably could have another 40 to 60 years of good life, that 
he also asked what can be done to preserve these trees.  So, I know there are a number of treatments we've 
seen provided for specimen trees including micro rhizome or plugs.  So, there's various other things that 
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would, if not totally compensated at least somewhat compensate for the fact that the roots of these trees are 
somewhat restricted by the driveway. So, that's basically I'd like to see what the independent arborists could 
say in terms of preserving these trees.  They're beautiful specimen trees.  They have a long life ahead of 
them if they're properly cared for.  And we urge both the applicant and the board to do whatever is possible 
to preserve.  Those trees were very few of these specimen trees left in Mount Kisco.  And both under the 
ordinance and from our inclination, we'd like to see everything possible done to preserve them. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated thank you. 
 
John Rhodes stated I think that's basically substance in my comments.  Thank you. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated thank you very much.  At next like to recognize Chris Mullin. 
 
Chris Mullin stated can hear you me? 
 
Chairman Hertz stated we can hear you. 
 
Chris Mullin stated okay, good evening everyone.  Thank you for your time, Chairman, the Board and 
Dawn.  I have a couple questions.  One of the board members clarified the current site use as Monday 
through Friday only.  Is that, is there already a plan to change that as far as we know? 
 
Ms. McKenzie stated not that I'm aware of, no. 
 
Chris Mullin stated okay, thank you. 
 
Ms. McKenzie stated oh, wait, we can verify that, but no. 
 
Chris Mullin stated okay, thank you, Dawn.  Also, I had sent in an email asking what the setback 
requirements were?  I'm not that familiar with the code.  Does anybody know the answer that to the 
residential property to our neighboring properties?  And I'm sorry, I didn't introduce myself.  I'm the 
neighbor on Fairways Drive. 
 
Mr. Miley stated Hi, Chris.  Chairman, I could answer that. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated please? 
 
Mr. Miley stated if you could send me the email directly, I'll be happy to provide you with the code section 
and clarify that for you. 
 
Chris Mullin stated okay, do you know offhand the number of feet required? 
 
Mr. Miley stated I don’t have the code book in front of me.  I don't want to shoot from the hip but I believe 
its 20 feet. 
 
Chris Mullin stated okay, thank you, Peter. 
 
Mr. Miley stated you’re welcome. 
 
Chris Mullin stated and another thing with the screening in the back.  The hemlocks that are there as Dawn 
mentioned, they are quite bare on the bottom, I would say 8, 10 maybe 12 feet.  So, the proposed 6-foot 
privacy fence would be a good addition.  However, I think some kind of other natural screening that would 
stay dense and not become bare on the bottom over time would also be a good thing to minimize the effect 
on our properties.  Maybe I'm not an arborist but maybe like an arborvitae or something that stays green 
and doesn't like kind of shed on the bottom and I don’t know if something like that would be possible. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated yes, and I think, Chris, we've we have asked for insight to provide more details on 
the understory plantings that they're proposing. 
 
Chris Mullin stated okay, and let's see what else I have.  I am a little concerned about the addition of all 
the impervious surfaces here with this parking lot and any effect that's going to have on our properties.  I 
don't know if that's been studied.  I know there's some wastewater management stuff in there, but again I 
just want to make sure we're being protected from that perspective as well. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated and I appreciate that comment.  The requirements under this code and that the 
applicant and all applicants have to meet is that post development stormwater does not exceed the existing 
condition.  Basically, they can't put more water out on your site or any other part of the edge of the 
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adjoining properties that exist currently.  So, part of their required documentations to scientifically prove 
that the way they are intending to capture and treat stormwater adequately protects you and the Village.  
And that gets reviewed by the Village engineer, Mr. Oliveri.  The applicant puts together the proposal and 
then it's reviewed by the Village engineer and in this case I believe there are also other review any 
agencies.  And Anthony maybe you or Jan, maybe you could reference those who will also be, we're doing 
because I don't know if this would be he or who else. 
 
Anthony Oliveri stated I don't think this is in the DEP Designated Main Street Area but they would fall 
under New York State DEC jurisdiction here and the Village reviews that.  And the other thing to note here 
is everything is directed, all the stormwater is directed to the north, planned north away from… 
 
Chairman Hertz stated which is the front of the building. 
 
Anthony Oliveri stated the front of the building, yes.  And there's a stormwater management area in the 
front there.  So, nothing's -- as so far as I could tell from my review so far, nothing would be increased 
going towards the rear yard. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated okay, thank you. 
 
Mr. Miley stated Chris, I'm sorry.  I found out the information for Chris.  I could just address it now. 
 
Chris Mullin stated oh, thank you. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated please? 
 
Peter J. Miley stated yes, so, the building rear yard setback is 50 feet to the building and here’s a 20-foot 
landscape buffer, meaning nothing of impervious to go within 20 foot of the rear yard, the rear yard line. 
 
Chris Mullin stated and I'm assuming that that proposed parking lot is outside of the 20-foot range? 
 
Mr. Miley stated that’s correct. 
 
Chris Mullin stated good, okay.  And Dawn, how many parking spots are they proposing in that upper lot? 
 
Ms. McKenzie stated oh, that's a good question.  I should do the answer to that.  Just give you a minute, I'll 
count them for you. 
 
Chris Mullin stated okay, I was trying to count that it was just challenging online. 
 
Ms. McKenzie stated looks like 24 and 16, so there's 40. 
 
Chris Mullin stated so, 40 additional spots. 
 
Ms. McKenzie stated 40 parking spaces in that parking lot, with an overall for the site of 65. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated there’s some of the spaces they currently exist because of the drive isles or because 
the circulation are being removed from the lower lot. 
 
Ms. McKenzie stated correct. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated because of the requirement to circulate. 
 
Chris Mullin stated oh, okay. 
 
Ms. McKenzie stated we’ve expanded the lower line as well as much as we can to try, we picked up 
parking spaces on the bottom but Doug is right we had to reallocating some of them are ending up in the 
upper lot.  But we've maxed out what we could get down in this location. 
 
Chris Mullin stated okay. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated All right.  Chris, I'm going to have you and ask you if you have additional just to be 
fair to everyone and to follow the rules set.  I'm going to have to ask you, you do have additional questions.  
Can you put them in writing to this board? 
 
Chris Mullin stated okay. 
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Chairman Hertz stated and we applicant will as part of their process will be required to respond to this. 
 
Chris Mullin stated okay, thank you. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated thank you very much.  I'm now going to move to the next person with our hand up 
who is Jesse. 
 
Jesse Xu stated hi, okay. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated can you state your name and your address please? 
 
Jesse Xu stated yes.  My name is Jesse Xu.  I live on 38th Fairway Drive.  Okay, the question I have is in 
in the letter we mentioned one thing about because of the parking lot at the back, we do not want to see on 
the weekend there other people might utilize the parking lot unintended especially the upper parking lot 
now.  So, we were asking maybe if a gate can be installed, so, I'm thinking about maybe the drive, the path 
to the upper lot, there are two entrance and exit.  Can you put a gate there which during the business, it can 
be open and the weekends can be closed?  So, to make sure nobody is just going to park there for any 
reason.  That's one thing, of course maybe there's other location, you can think of. I think the other thing is 
I just to, you know, you probably answered the question about the 25, you reduced that a few spaces in the 
lower parking lot to move to the upper.  And I was just wonder if there's a possibility to make the 
orientation of the space of the road closest to the property.  In the other way you might lose a few parking 
spots but maybe added a few more spaces of the buffer if that's a possibility, that's another thing that I am 
just to thinking here.  I do appreciate seems to be the walking path being allocated, reallocated a little bit 
away from the property.  I do not know if that's the case.  If there's any revision but, yes, the walking paths 
if it’s not close to our neighborhood, that would be great.  That's all.  Thank you very much. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated and this is the Chairman, I just asked to as a follow-on question for Jesse.  Are there, 
are you having issues currently with people utilizing the parking lot and unauthorized manner? 
 
Jesse Xu stated well, that's what I hear from Chris, our neighbor whose house was next to the 666 
Lexington Avenue.  That's a big parking lot and she said you know, you hear people idling there late at 
night and early morning whatever.  So, I would just wonder, I think it's emphasized to the parking lot will 
be only used during the business hours so I hope maybe a gate make sense to make sure nobody's going to 
abuse that parking lot. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated Okay.  Well, we haven't, typically, we don't require that people close of their 
parking lots unless we see good evidence that there's that sort of space is ripe for abuse in some fashion or 
if there's a history of issues there.  666 is open, you know, it’s right off of a public road.  This is tucked up 
behind a private building, a building that's not really something public would even see or know about.  So, I 
hear your concern but I'm concerned that we're going to require that the applicant to do something well 
beyond something which might and certainly, we can look at security issues and that becomes a problem or 
that's come to the attention of the Village or Co-enforcement officials. 
 
Jesse Xu stated okay, yes, thank you very much, Chairman. I just want to clarify my proposal actually, the 
lower parking lot will be totally open as is.  The gate I was hoping to propose is the entrance from the lower 
to the upper and – 
 
Chairman Hertz stated right, understand. 
 
Jesse Xu stated yeah, so, the lower is like totally you have enough space open all the time but anyway, 
thank you very much. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated thank you very much.  Right, I see another person with their hand up, Jill 
Schreibman. 
 
Jill Schreibman stated Hi there.  First, I want to thank you all including ARC and Dawn for checking all 
of our concerns into account and addressing them all here tonight, so we appreciate that.  And I echo what 
everyone said about the fencing and natural landscaping.  I'm wondering as you as you can imagine, I think 
what keeps running through my head is the Joni Mitchell song Pave Paradise and put up a parking lot but 
we recognize that we've been very fortunate all these years.  So, I'm wondering, Dawn, you mentioned 
about maybe needing to find another spot for the dumpster.  Where would that be if you do have to do that? 
 
Ms. McKenzie stated so we'd have to verify it based on maneuverings studies to make sure that the garbage 
truck can actually get to the locations that we're proposing.  The easiest spot aside from talking it back over 
here would be to put it in this location where we have the handicap spaces.  The truck will come up, it can 
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back up, it can circulate around.  It's really about circulation and that's, you know, and that to us is like the 
least preferred spot to put the refuse enclosure. 
 
Jill Schreibman stated yes. 
 
Ms. McKenzie stated anywhere we put it, it will be in the lower lot, if that's your concern. 
 
Jill Schreibman stated well, right now that it's tucked away and the bushes block it and so we can't see it.  
So, if it does have to be moved to where you just described, is it possible to put some kind of natural barrier 
to buffer that the garbage trucks backing up and the noise and everything else that will go with it? 
 
Dawn McKenzie stated so, we are, you know, this area here is going to be planted in between the upper and 
the lower parking lot.  We're providing some shade trees and some understory probably flowering trees in 
there, and there's going to be some planting along the slope between this parking lot in the back, the lower 
parking lot and the new parking lot.  Most likely we're not going to put it in that spot because that's the spot 
where the handicap spaces are more than likely, yes, we need to take a look at this.  It may end up being at 
the back of the building.  We’re just -- we have to find the locations where the garbage truck can get into it 
and it's really about maneuverability.  Wherever it ends up, it's going to be a fence enclosure and there is 
landscaping on the site and I'll make a note to provide additional screening.  I think additional screening is 
required by the code but I'll verify that, and we'll screen to the best we can. 
 
Mr. Miley stated 30 seconds left. 
 
Jill Schreibman stated thank you. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated thank you. 
 
Ms. McKenzie stated thank you.  Thank you very for your… 
 
Doug Hertz stated Thank you very much.  All right.  And then I see Brain Banho.  Brian, you can unmute 
yourself.  There you go. 
 
Brian Banho stated great.  Can you hear me? 
 
Chairman Hertz stated we can.  Can you just… 
 
Brian Banho stated okay, great. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated Name and address please? 
 
Brian Banho stated 34 Fairway drive. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated thank you. 
 
Brian Banho stated my question or comment.  I was in attendance at the January 12th meeting and with 
regard to the topic of defense that came up very briefly during that meeting that there was some discussion 
or consideration of defense being placed else where's than the actual property border, that is being said 
somewhat closer to the parking lot itself.  So, wondering if any of that discussion has gone anywhere since 
the time of the January 12th meetings. 
 
Ms. McKenzie stated so, we talked about internally and it was actually brought up at the meeting.  The 
Chairman said something about it and I think that providing it along the property line is probably the best 
place to put it.  So, some of the residence along here and you know who you are, you have fences already.  
And if we provide a fence that's not set up against the property line, there's going to be a gap between your 
fence and our fence, it's going to be like a no man's land.  Who owns and maintains this property?  It's on 
our lot on and its outside of our fence.  So, our preference is to put the fence along the property line.  Does 
that answer your question? 
 
Brian Banho stated that is just for the record.  It's my understanding that it would be the preference of all 
the residents on Fairway that it be removed inaudible] that it's noted.  I think we welcome that suggestion 
that the fence be set back.  Clearly, we have no intention of stealing the property away.  We recognize its 
ARC’s property and ARC would have full access to it 24/7.  It would just add a little bit to quality. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated Thank you very much. 
 
Ms. McKenzie stated Thank you. 
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Chairman Hertz stated okay, I do not see any other hands raised.  I do not see any anything in the chat.  Mr. 
Miley, do we have anything in the Facebook? 
 
Mr. Miley stated nothing on this application, Mr. Chairman. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated and there's no one live at Village Hall? 
 
Mr. Miley stated there is nobody here live. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated thank you very much. 
 
Mr. Miley stated you’re welcome. 
 
Chairman Hertz okay, so that said, thank you everyone for your comment.  We also have received a written 
comment that was discussed prior.  And Insite will be preparing for those questions or comments that have 
been brought up today that have not been answered with a meeting.  Insight or the applicant will be 
preparing those answers and, Jan, you owe us some fencing information, some lighting information, we’ll 
be doing an independent look at trees. When would you like to, so we have a public hearing, there's more 
information that we still need so we need to adjourn you to a date certain.  And I would like to see the 
lighting information when you come back.  When do you think you can have that ready and what meeting 
would you like to come back at? 
 
Ms. McKenzie stated I do not have the schedule.  Good job, so… 
 
Chairman Hertz stated well, let's start with how long do you think until you have a lighting plan that you 
could provide for us? 
 
Ms. McKenzie stated I’m assuming that we're going to need to submit it on the submission deadline and 
advancement. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated that’s the hope. 
 
Dawn McKenzie stated yes, so, if that's the case, we will not be ready to submit on this coming Tuesday 
Submission deadline. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated okay, so, Michelle, if we push one more meeting beyond that, where does that put 
us? 
 
The Secretary stated February 16th is the deadline for March 9th. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated February 16th for March 9th.  Does that sound about right, Dawn? 
 
Ms. McKenzie stated we can work with that. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated okay, so, we will place you on an agenda for March 9th.  We'll need a motion 
for that.  I will make the motion that we adjourn this public hearing for site plans and steep slopes 
until March.  Mike, do I have a second? 
 
Mr. Polese stated I’ll second that. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated thank you. 
 
Ms. McKenzie stated can I ask for some questions when you're done with you’re done with your… 
 
Chairman Hertz stated absolutely, or unless you wanted a date, unless you don't want us to vote on this yet. 
 
Ms. McKenzie stated no.  I'm sorry. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated that’s okay.  All right.  Michelle, would you poll the board? 
 
UPON ROLL CALL VOTE: 
 
  Chairman Hertz  - aye 
  Mr. Polese   - aye 
  Mr. Vigliotti   - aye 
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  Mr. Bonforte   - aye 
  Mr. Polese   - aye 
  Mr. Hochstein  - aye 
  Mr. Bainlardi   - aye 
 
The motion carried by a vote of 7 to 0. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated alright.  Dawn, you had a question? 
 
Ms. McKenzie stated I do.  So, we've talked about a lot of things and for us to advance the landscape plan.  
We need some direction from the board.  The lighting, we need to get that to a point so that you all can 
comment on it and I understand that.  But we've had a lot of discussions on the placement of the fence and 
what we're going to provide for supplemental landscaping.  Do we need to make those decisions for 
ourselves, put it on the plan and then have further discussion about it?  Or are you giving us some direction 
on how we need to proceed with that? 
 
Chairman Hertz stated well, I will tell you it's always been the intent of the Board to have fences on or near 
property lines.  We understand having been through this before that setting fences back creates areas that 
the property owner cannot maintain, they become attractive nuisances, if you have areas that are visually 
trapped between two sets of fences. It becomes an area where quite frankly, it's an attractive nuisance area.  
So, it would not be this one member’s opinion that that makes good plan.  I’ll let everyone else comment 
on that or the Board member. 
 
Ms. Pickard stated I agree. 
 
Mr. Hochstein stated I do too. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated okay. 
 
Mr. Vigliotti stated I agree. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated alright and I appreciate what the residents are asking for but I think it creates more 
problems than it solves.  So, Dawn, we would ask you to look at putting that fence on or near the property 
line on your new plan and then providing us with those visuals for what that could look like. 
 
Ms. McKenzie stated okay and then everyone seems to be in agreement that we provide landscaping as 
appropriate to help? 
 
Chairman Hertz stated landscaping as appropriate to help.  And with the comments that you’ve heard 
tonight about people's concerns for heights and all those sorts of things, screening of your light bulbs, 
screening of, not screaming, screening of dumpster enclosures and all those sorts of things to the best of 
your ability.  I know you're going to have a discussion with the Building Inspector regarding compliant 
location of that dumpster and zoning related issues with that.  Anything else on this matter so we can run? 
 
Jan Johannessen stated can I request that we have a staff meeting before the real submission, with Dawn 
and staff, to go over the open item? 
 
Ms. McKenzie stated okay, we can do that.  That's alright.  We'll set that up. 
 
Jan Johannessen stated great, thanks. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated very good.  Okay.  So, with that, we have adjourned the meeting to a date certain.  
I'm going to close this public hearing for tonight.  And I would like to -- the next item on the agenda is 
Homeland Towers.  I need to move the hosting over to Acting Chair Bonforte.  And Michelle, help me with 
how I do that. 
 
The Secretary stated you have to click Acting Chair Bonforte.  It'll say ‘more’ as you kind of put your 
cursor over his name and you'll click more and it'll say ‘make host’. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated make host.  Mr. Bonforte, you are the host.  I am recused from this application and 
I'm there for you.  Thank you.  I’ll mute myself and turn off my video.  Thank you. 
 

2. Homeland Towers – Mount Kisco Wireless Telecommunications Facility –  180 South 
Bedford Road 

 PB2020-299, SBL 80.44-1-1 
 Site Plan and Special Use Permit 
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Mr. Bonforte stated thank you, Mr. Chairman.  And yes, I received a message that I am now the host, so.  
Okay, Homeland is next on the agenda.  Let me see here.  Let me just get the screen set up here.  How do I 
want to do this?  I have a gallery view.  I'll go over admin.  But before I do that, Mr. Gaudioso, welcome.  
Who do you have here tonight? 
 
Mr. Gaudioso stated Good evening, Mr. Chairman.  Rob Gaudioso, with the law firm for Snyder & Snyder 
on behalf of Homeland Towers and Verizon Wireless.  We have our civil engineer, Mr. Bob Burns with us.  
We also have our radio frequency engineer, Mr. Michael Webster.  We have Matt Allen from Saratoga 
Associates who I hope we have the opportunity to have him go through his visual resource evaluation.  And 
we also have Klaus Wimmer from Homeland Towers. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated okay, thank you.  And before I ask you to speak, there's also a public hearing but we're 
going to hold off on that.  Now I wanted to just go through the admin, I think you've been on the line, Mr. 
Gaudioso, and your colleagues from Homeland that we did adjust our protocols.  We did spend a good 
amount of time on that.  When we get to the public hearing portion, I'll reiterate for any anybody speaking.  
If I believe they're new to the session, the public hearing for this application.  And by the way, as a side 
note for everyone on this call, this is for Homeland Towers cell phone or cell tower application, not a solar 
farm.  So please that's on the next schedule for the Planning Board on February 9th, okay?  So, all the public 
please be aware of that. But getting back to same admin, we received some letters.  And Greg, apologies.  
Is it Hayt or Hoyde, I apologize.  I think it's a Hayt, a neighbor resident sent in a letter.  Nancy Bouhali, 
who we've heard from before, thank you we received a letter from you, Nancy.  And these are part of the 
public record.  Rex Pietrobono also.  Thank you, Rex.  You submitted a follow up and your attorney, Mr. 
Campanelli for Mr. Pietrobono also submitted a document with, I’ll call it three points.  So, all those have 
been put in part into the record.  So, we talked about protocol.  Mr. Gaudioso, you're aware, you heard the 
protocol in the beginning? 
 
Mr. Gaudioso stated we did.  We thank the Board for those regulations with that they are helpful for 
everyone involved. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated and then yes, they're needed.  So, thank you for that too.  So, we’re also on the agenda 
for this application is -- we have a memo and it's a second memo from the Mount Kisco Fire Department.  
And I want to go into just a little bit of detail with this because I want to get to a point here where we again 
manage this with a new protocol.  We originally had a feedback from the Fire Department, we relayed that 
in a prior meeting to the applicant.  And last session, the applicant was with Mr. Burns, I believe.  Is it APT 
or ATP?  Apologies, Mr. Burns.  You were going over the site aspects of the build for the cell tower, et 
cetera, and specifically the access road because we were very concerned about the ability of a fire truck to 
get up the road. And the reason I'm bringing this up in the manner that I am is because we're under the shot 
clock, there's a timetable here and it's imposing, let's call it that.  But the last session and the session before, 
I believe, but at least at a minimum the last session we gave you feedback and that required, I should say 
the session before but you get my point.  It required some more intricate and just more due diligence on the 
applicant’s part to look at the structure of the roadway, the turning radius, the width, the access whether it's 
shared or not.  Okay?  With another applicant on the same site which may not even happen with solar farm.  
And what I'm getting at is that we had limited information which to deal with so you're providing that now 
and that's against the shot clock, again, I think it's imposing on us. Another example is, our HDR consultant 
Michael Musso and Stacey Calta.  They just put together their tech memo and the reason it's just coming 
together for the board on all the technical aspects of the radio frequency your V-COMM reports because we 
didn't necessarily get all the information that we needed to determine the coverage gap.  So, we're just 
coming to that point where our consultant HDR can give us that feedback from our side of the table on 
technical miners which are very, very, I'd say intricate and complicated.  I mean, they're not 
straightforward.  Some of the propagation maps we looked at really hard over the last couple of days, et 
cetera and then I'll just mention, in the hospital visit also Mr. Wimmer sent a letter and this is more maybe 
personal, Mr. Wimmer, but you stated at the very last point that there were no objections to the contrary.  
Well, meaning from our specialist Mr. Musso who was at the visit and the reason I'm saying that is that he 
hasn't had time to evaluate the aspects of that hospital site visits.  So, I'd like to make it clear for the record 
that he did go about doing his due diligence after the hospital visit and he continues to do that because one 
of the key points here is an alternate site evaluation versus the 180 Bedford Road that you're here before us.  
So, when I take all that into the, apologies, my water just fell, it was empty.  When I take all that into 
account and the timeline that we received your application which goes back to, say, I'm going to say fourth 
quarter of last year. 
 
Mr. Gaudioso stated August 18th, actually. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated say again. 
 
Mr. Gaudioso stated August. 
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Mr. Bonforte stated August?  And you so say August.  We did not have the kind of information and the 
depth and the breath of the information needed.  In fact, it's limited at this point in our opinion to make 
these kind of tech memos from our consultants from BFJ Planning, Simon Kates of BFJ, et cetera.  The fire 
department is you're going back and you're having to revise I think, where you could have probably, in my 
opinion and maybe the Boards’ but I'll speak in my opinion, you could have come up with a much better 
access road plan due to the fire department's initial findings. So as a result, Mr. Gaudioso, I'm going to 
make a motion and I'm going to impose our own deadline.  And that condition going to be this.  And I'll do 
it in a staged manner.  I wonder, are you going to sign the tolling letter is my point here, it hasn't been 
signed. 
 
Mr. Gaudioso stated sure. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated I'll just finished a little bit.  Just for the public record.  We -- and sorry, there's a plow 
going by my window, a snow plow.  That you said you would sign it and it hasn't been signed yet.  There’s 
been some back and forth and some contentiousness, which I don't think anybody wants.  But if you can't 
sign the letter within 24-hours, I'm going to make the motion tonight to adjourn your meeting, the public 
hearing, adjourn it to another date, the next meeting.  If it's not signed, we're going to draft the motion to 
vote on whether or not we adopt this resolution from Homeland Towers given what, again, I'm considering 
limited information and incomplete information over whatever time span you may want to describe.  We 
have a different timeframe, of course, and we'll deal with it in that manner. The alternative would be, again, 
you have till tomorrow.  And again, I'm going to make the motion on behalf of the Board to move this 
process along, I think, properly and in a more timely fashion also.  So, I will tell you one more thing.  If we, 
if you sign the tolling letter, we’ll be more than happy to work with you as we've been, I think, very well.  
But we're also going to ask for drive tests, Michael Musso, what -- is there a technical term, Michael, for 
the drive test that I don't, I'm misstating maybe, you know, for propagation of the coverage gap? 
 
Mr. Musso stated no, I think the industry and the applicant reps on the phone certainly recognize that term.  
There's been numerous coverage maps based on modeling aimed to depict for the purposes of the Board's 
review a gap in the service, coverage capacity service and therefore a need for a site in the area of 180 
South Bedford Road.  Drive testing is boots on the ground or vehicles on the ground that measure the actual 
signal from the active rise in sites in the area.  So, drive testing is the known term, Chairman.  Yes. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated Thank you.  And the reason I bring that up, Mr. Gaudioso, in your team is because 
we've got to decide on one of the very key points is that the proposed location is the least intrusive location 
to remedy your coverage gap.  And we don't feel we've had all the information needed, it's been limited, 
incomplete in certain manners.  And therefore, before I make the motion as you've heard me, say, if you 
have a, you know, you want to tell us where you stand on the tolling letter? 
 
Mr. Gaudioso stated sure. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated I’d love to hear it. 
 
Mr. Gaudioso stated if I could respond to all of your comments which quite frankly, I'm somewhat 
surprised by.  So, the way the FCC shot clock works is that it's 150 days unless mutually extended through 
tolling agreement.  The other way to toll the FCC shot clock is within 30 days of the filing of the 
application, in this case, back in August, if the municipality puts in writing comments that call out specific 
deficiencies based on specific code requirements, then the shot clock would be tolled.  Then the applicant 
has the opportunity to file responses and then the Town has 10 days to again put in writing if there are any 
deficiencies. So, we filed what I believe was a very comprehensive application back in August, it included 
all of the documentation required by the Village Code.  It included all of the radio frequency data that's 
required by the Code and the format required by the Code.  We've had discussions previously about 
whether the village tolled the shot clock or not.  And really arguably, the only thing that I think the Village 
was able to hang its head on was the tolled, the shot clock were the comments from Mr. Oliveri regarding 
the stormwater management and that was fine.  And we put together a full response on a number of 
occasions including, most importantly, on November 4th.  And we put in additional radio frequency data 
that's not required by the code but was requested by Mr. Musso.  Since that time, since November 4th, we 
haven't seen a single document saying that our radio frequency information was deficient or inadequate 
from any of the consoles, we have not seen the tech memo, we have not seen anything in that regard. In 
addition to that, we haven't seen anything regarding our stormwater management plan since then.  
Nevertheless, based on the comments of the public and the comments of the Board, we've continued to 
provide documentation.  Again, well above what's required by the code but extremely responsive.  In fact, I 
think the comment at the last meeting was that we submitted so much information the Board was unable to 
have time to review it.  And we appreciate that and understand that.  But based on the shot clock, we have 
documented everything required by the code and then some. Now, regarding the fire department comments, 
let me start out by saying this, the comments came in well past the 30-day requirement.  Nevertheless, we 
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took the comments and we responded to the comments in great detail.  In fact, they were very similar to the 
comments that were provided to the solar farm.  Okay?  We worked with the solar farm’s plans, we worked 
with our own engineer.  And Mr. Burns went through every single item and the only item that we didn't 
address, because quite frankly which we wanted to discuss the last meeting, was the concept that there 
needed to be access for a fire truck coming from a different municipality in a different direction. Now, we 
could address that.  We can certainly tear open the hill along 172, but we were trying to minimize the 
impacts to 172.  But everything else we addressed, Mr. Burns showed the access, the turn off, just the way 
the solar farm did.  We also showed the widening in certain areas.  We showed the water tanks even though 
there was a comment at the last meeting verbally that we should ship them in the compound.  No problem.  
We're happy to do that.  But every single longer comment, we had submitted plans back on December 29th 
showing that we made all of those changes. Now, we just received a new set of comments on January 19th.  
And they were basically the goal post being moved, the ball being pulled out by Lucy and Charlie Brown 
missing the kick.  So, we have now a new set of comments and that's fine.  And we'll respond to those 
comments.  I'll point out that they were much different than the comments previous.  They were much 
different than the solar farm comments on the same access drive.  They were entirely above and beyond 
what has been required by other cell phone towers applications including Mountain Avenue.  And the 
access drive there in the fire department comments there were non-existent with respect to very similar type 
of situation. So, we certainly respond to those comments.  I was going to suggest tonight a tech meeting.  
We've reached out to the fire chief on a number of occasions including by phone call and email, haven't 
gotten a response to try and work through those issues.  Those are engineering issues, those are site plan 
issues.  We have no problem with engineering through those issues but make no mistake about it.  Those 
were new issues essentially raised on January 19th.  They were above and beyond the prior issues that we 
previously revised the plans to address.  They were above and beyond what's been required above the cell 
tower applicants.  They were above and beyond the same access road comments that the solar farm 
received.  But nevertheless, we’re happy to review them. So, I think we may have a disagreement on oh, 
and one last thing about Mr. Wimmer’s comment, his comment was factual.  His comment was based on 
his personal appearance at the site visit.  If someone has a different perspective, I'm sure they can put that 
in writing and make it a part of the administrative record.  I wasn’t there, I don't believe you were there.  I 
don’t believe any of the Board member’s there.  Mr. Wimmer was there, he documented it, he put it in 
writing.  We submitted it on December 29th.  It's been on file for almost a month now. So, we look forward 
to Mr. Musso's report based on what we submitted in August, and again in November, and again in other 
dates we followed up with writing addition information.  We look forward to the stormwater review.  We 
look forward to this board's review.  We keep coming to every public hearing in trying to answer questions.  
We had our presentation cut off with last meeting.  We're happy to try and go through those visual 
renderings again this evening with Mr. Allen that was submitted back on December 29th.  The Board can 
pass whatever resolution it likes.  We will -- we appreciate the fact that there are some new regulations to 
move the hearing process along. Quite frankly after the last hearing, I reached out to the Village Attorney.  
I sent him an email.  I did not receive a response back asking for a meeting to try and discussed better 
decorum and better processes, like, maybe our own meeting, a special meeting addressing Mr. Vigliotti’s 
concerns that it was unfair to the Board members, quite frankly unfair to the public, quite frankly unfair to 
the applicant that everybody had to stay so late.  We’re offering to have a special meeting on our behalf and 
if there were additional costs associated with that addressing those costs.  But to hear tonight that our 
application was somehow deficient is somewhat surprising given the stack of documents that I know we've 
submitted that I have on my desk, given the fact that we haven’t seen a tech memo yet despite that we 
submitted the bulk of the RF information in November, in August. I don't think putting guns on our head 
any saying if we don’t agree to sign an agreement within 24 hours that the board will somehow suspend the 
processing of our application is legal affair, but whatever the board decides to do we'll proceed accordingly.  
So, thank you. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated thanks, Mr. Gaudioso.  So just a couple of comments back and hopefully nothing 
contentious, this board stands on its own.  So, we're not looking at what other municipalities do.  
Applicants, this is a standalone application that we're looking at.  You did just state the visual resource 
assessment was submitted December 29th.  So, if you can understand, where I'm fully understanding where 
I'm coming from, it just feels like we have limited information until that point in time on that visual 
resource and follow up simulations, et cetera.  And all the while we're underneath the shot clock, I keep 
hearing shot clock.  The public hears a shot clock and the imposition of these timeframes. I'd like you to 
sign the tolling letter so we could continue to move forward.  And the only way I think we can resolve this 
contentious issue on that issue, not about the lease, not about anything else, if we can get this, the tolling 
agreement that you worked on with our council, get it signed, let's move forward.  Otherwise, I don't see 
any other, well, I'll make the motion and let's see what the Board… 
 
Mr. Gaudioso stated so, on the visuals if I could just, if I could just respond on the visuals.  You know, 
when we submitted the application… 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated yes. 
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Mr. Gaudioso stated we submitted view shed maps which is all that's required by your code.  We agreed to 
do the balloon test that's not required by your code.  We agreed to work with your consultant which took 
time to get a methodology in place.  We were very diligent in picking the viewpoints with your consultant, 
incorporating them, coming back to the board, picking dates that were acceptable, doing public notices that 
were not required, waiting for the weather to be perfect.  Once we took the photographs taking every single 
viewpoint location that was requested by the Board and your consultant, we waited another week to get 
together with your consultant on a special call to pick the methodology to do the various visual renderings, 
which photographs to render, which designs to render, and then we immediately put together the report. 
Again, we don't have a problem extending the shot clock.  I mean, let me just be perfectly clear about that.  
We don't have a problem extending to the shot clock as long as we're not just extending the shot clock to a 
point that that is fruitless.  And what I mean by that is that we need an opportunity to present our 
renderings.  We need an opportunity to meet with staff and the fire department to go over these comments 
and get direction, because we can engineer the site plan to the fire department comments.  We're going to 
take out many more trees.  We're going to have more ground disturbance.  And that's fine.  But that has to 
be a balance.  And if -- and we're not going to revise plans in a vacuum and then have the board say, well, 
that's not what we want. So, we need a special meeting.  We need meetings with staff.  We need to get the 
fire department if they're going to have comments to come to these meetings.  And we need direction and 
we can engineer the site plan.  And then ultimately the board will make its decision.  And that's fine.  
However, the board votes ultimately based on the law and the facts.  That's how the process should be.  
What I don't want to do though is sign a tolling agreement that's fictional that we're going to have a date in 
April but we don't have a plan to get there.  So, we need a plan to get to that April date.  We need a 
strategy.  When will we have HDR’s memo?  When will we have a meeting with staff to go over the fire 
department comments?  When will we have a review of the stormwater report?  When will we have a 
cumulative preview based on the solar farm?  These are the answers that we need. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated okay, look, enough said on that.  We understand.  I don't want to get circular.  Mr. 
Singleton and Whitney, did you want to… 
 
Whitney Singleton stated yes, I think that Mr. Gaudioso speaks very well for the record on things, but I 
don't know that it's accurate.  First of all, with regard to the inquiry that he made to me with regard, having 
a meeting, I did respond to Mr. Gaudioso.  I said I responded to you by an email.  And I believe you 
received that email.  Correct? 
 
Mr. Gaudioso stated I sent the first email just to you.  A week went by, I sent a second email, and copy to 
you and the Chairman and then you responded.  So, that's accurate. 
 
Whitney Singleton stated I don't believe that your recollection is correct.  The email that you responded, the 
email that you sent me was discussed with the Chairman when there was a staff meeting and I responded to 
you immediately that day from the staff meeting. 
 
Mr. Gaudioso stated no, I sent an email the day after the morning after the last meeting. 
 
Whitney Singleton stated Yes, I received that. 
 
Mr. Gaudioso stated and I did not receive a response from there. 
 
Whitney Singleton stated right, I'm not going to respond on behalf of the Chairman until I meet with the 
Chairman. 
 
Mr. Gaudioso stated okay, I don’t think it’s neither here no there… 
 
Whitney Singleton stated yes, just for the record, because I think it's my turn to talk now.  Just for the 
record, the Chairman's response was that he did not want to have an offline conversation with the 
applicant’s attorney.  He wanted to have a conversation with the entire board and the board has taken 
measures to go towards that.  With regard to the moving of the goal posts, I just want to be very in a couple 
of things.  I have never moved the goal posts with regard to the things that I've requested.  The things that 
I've requested that you have failed to supply that you supply to other communities continue to be the same 
things that I’ve requested since day one. Additionally, and those are items that are actually required by our 
code that you refused to comply with, that you seem to comply with those in the joint… 
 
Mr. Gaudioso stated they’re not required by your code.  And we did respond to that. 
 
Whitney Singleton stated they’re required as part of our application procedure and I provided you with that. 
 
Mr. Gaudioso stated yes, we responded to that.  It's an application procedure.  It’s with the Zoning Board 
and it's very clear.  It says and/or a lease or other documentation.  And we responded to that. 
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Whitney Singleton stated and with regard to the timing, I think it's somewhat disingenuous for you to 
suggest that you're waiting, waiting, and waiting.  Let's be very clear.  We have a property owner, maybe 
not your problem, but it's the Planning Board’s issue that they have to deal with.  We have a property 
owner that has misled this community.  It has signed two separate leases for the same property for two 
separate developments which were not disclosed to the Village.  They were hidden from the Village.  
Hereby resulting in a process whereby two Planning Board members have had to recuse themselves from 
this application.  A Zoning Board member has had to recuse itself from that application.  And we have had 
staff members which had to be recused and we’ve had to hire alternative of staff outside consultants to 
cover their jobs.  That was all a result of the property owner from whom your rights emanate, misleading 
this Village.  And as far as I'm concerned, that’s on you, not on us. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated let’s not… 
 
Mr. Gaudioso stated I don’t understand that.  I don’t understand.  So, a property owner… 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated Robert, Robert, Robert, I muted yourself.  Hold on, Mr. Gaudioso.  I muted both 
yourself and Mr. Singleton.  We’re not here to go into these contentious issues.  Okay?  And again, we 
discuss this as a Board.  I'm going to -- Mr. Gaudioso, you can unmute yourself and I’ll do the same, 
Whitney.  You know what I'm saying her.  I got -- I'm just a little bit slow on the -- yes.  Okay. 
 
Whitney Singleton stated my point is that Mr. Gaudioso speaks to the record just like the 500 pages that he 
submitted last week speaks to the record. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated okay. 
 
Whitney Singleton stated I wish to correct the statement and to the extent that other consultants or staff 
members of the Village wish to address their purported lack of response.  That's up to them.  But there's 
nothing that Mr. Gaudioso has waited from me.  I have been responsive.  In fact, we're waiting for him to 
respond, not vice versa. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated and Mr. Gaudioso, thank you for remaining just where you are right now.  Can we get 
this tolling letter signed so the Board doesn't feel like they have this undo, unreasonable shot clock deadline 
over our heads whereby we're trying to force a lot of information down?  And I'm not necessarily saying 
your information is deficient like you said.  I'm saying it's limited right now and incomplete.  And it is a 
dynamic process, we all feel that way.  We're learning as we go on some of these technical items.  So, can 
you please work with us?  Otherwise, I'd like to make the motion and not continue this conversation tonight 
and/or the public hearing and go to the next date.  And again, I'd rather do it the right way with you and 
plan ahead and move forward with all your analysis.  Can you do that? 
 
Mr. Gaudioso stated I’m a little confused.  Is the choice you're giving us to agree to sign a tolling 
agreement or the public hearing will be adjourned tonight indefinitely?  Is that…? 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated not… 
 
Mr. Gaudioso stated Just so I understand. 
 
Whitney Singleton stated can I comment on that, Chairman? 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated please, please, Whitney. 
 
Whitney Singleton stated I think what the Chairman is telling you is that they would -- the Planning Board 
would like to continue entertaining your application to determine whether or not there's a gap in coverage 
and whether or not this is the least intrusive means of addressing it, if there is one.  And secondly, if you're 
not going to afford him that additional time, that they're going to be forced into making a decision based 
upon the information which is currently available to them.  And they don't want to be put in that situation.  
And you had indicated that you were, your client was amenable to signing the letter.  And that was either 
the end of November or the beginning of December and we still, and as of the last meeting, you have -- 
you've waffled on that issue. 
 
Mr. Gaudioso stated we didn't waffle on the issue.  It wasn't the end of November or late December.  It was 
early January.  And what happened at the last meeting… 
 
Whitney Singleton stated no, I told you I was going away on vacation and I'd like to wrap up the various 
drafts of letter before Christmas, it was not January. 
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Mr. Gaudioso stated the last time we spoke about it, and you were still revising the letter at that point and 
you still didn't have authorization from the Town Board.  Again, the back and forth I don't think was 
getting us anywhere.  And what happened at the last meeting that caused us concern which led to my email 
the following day was that we need to understand the process going forward.  And all I'm asking for tonight 
is an opportunity to have a staff meeting with the fire department in the next week or so to go over these 
comments and to understand when we expect to have Simon's report, and when we expect to have Mike's 
report based on what's been submitted.  That's all I'm asking for.  I’m trying to understand the process 
going forward.  That's all. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated and we're more than willing and excited to do that.  It's what needs to be done, 
including allowing your specialist to fully inform the board and the public, all the technical aspects, the 
visual resource that you weren't able to do that.  But we need the time.  And to me, it's a simple 
circumstance or scenario to sign the tolling letter so we don't have this hanging over our head and then we 
could move forward together and look at this more in depth, alright.  But otherwise, I don't think its fair 
scenario for us as a Board at all. 
 
Mr. Gaudioso stated can you tell us when we can expect those reports, and when we can have a staff 
meeting?  Is that possible? 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated so, if I could ask Mr. Musso of HDR and Simon, Simon. Michael, why don't you go 
first and, you know, quantify for Mr. Gaudioso and his team what that be? 
 
Mr. Musso stated yes, thank you, Acting Chair.  I just want to open up.  We only work on behalf of 
municipalities in New York State, we don't work for the industry.  We’ve been doing this since 2000, 1999, 
2000, we're very much aware of the federal rulings, we've worked within those.  I’ve also, over the years, 
have worked with Mr. Gaudioso and his firm representing the wireless carriers and infrastructure 
companies that service our area.  As Mr. Gaudioso, I hope would appreciate, and I know the Board 
appreciates this and other staff and consultants, this is an immensely complex application.  I’m not going 
into comparisons with other projects in other sites. But it's clear that the Village Mount Kisco would like us 
to be complete on alternate site analysis that goes beyond what Mr. Wimmer had originally submitted, it 
goes into the hospital site is a possible alternate as well and possibly other alternates that we'll soon 
pinpoint or identify. And the two points, critical points have been brought up by Mr. Singleton and the 
Acting Chair tonight, the need for the site, documenting the service gap with that information and whether 
or not 180 South Bedford Road as proposed, the current locations on Bob Burns’ drawings is the best for 
this community.  So, those are things obviously that are critical, the paramount things in our tech memo. 
There's numerous other items as Mr. Gaudioso is aware of other reviews that we've done in other places.  
Here I have to coordinate with Simon Kates, support him on issues that I look at that are related to SEQRA.  
We're not duplicating work.  In fact, we talked often about who's doing what.  And also Mr. Oliveri, who's 
looking more at Bob Burns’ work, things related to the site plan, things related to the engineering like 
stormwater and the access drive, just to name a couple of things. Under the process of putting together the 
review of the December submittal coming up with clarification needs focused on Mr. Gaudioso’s 
paramount items regarding radio frequency.  I am more than welcome, I know you mentioned offline work 
sessions with fire department comments, I would be very amenable should the Board allow to also work 
with your technical people, particularly your RF engineer, and also Mr. Burns, as your site engineer to 
clarify anything that I need to complete the tech memo. I think you have an idea of the contents of HDRs 
work.  It's not just me, but there's other staff that look at things.  So, we're looking at February for certain to 
submit the tech memo.  I am going to need some clarifications back from the applicant.  I'm just digesting, 
still digesting and coordinating how that's going to be done but we have not sat on anything.  I drove the 
site visit to the hospital, organized that meeting, I appreciate Homeland coming out to that and Mr. 
Gaudioso, you were not there, but we did have a pretty decent discussion.  I did submit obviously the 
completeness memo on the balloon test scope, got back immediately to Saratoga on scoping which 
simulations would be provided, what type of alternate heights and the alternate sites would be provided. 
And also submitted a memo December 3rd with regard to the hospital, but also other Verizon sites.  So, 
there's some things in there I think that weren't responded to which I would hope to clarify for the applicant 
team how I need to respond to that.  So, we're getting to the end of January obviously and February would 
be my time to submit.  Again, there's going to be some clarifications that I'm going to need from the 
applicant to confirm, but I think that will give plenty time to workshop and to allow the Board to hear both 
from you but also from me and translating the applicant information and the technical data as HDR’s used 
to doing for our municipal clients.  So, that's what I would put out there to the Board and to the applicant. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated Michael, thank you.  I appreciate the in-depth response.  I think what we really want to 
get to as you're saying Michael, and Simon, I'm not trying to cut you off here, but we need to get to the 
substantive parts of this application, the technical aspect.  That's really the short answer.  But again, I can't 
be, and I'm speaking for myself and also on behalf of the Board, that to we can’t be held to this shot clock.  
It's not fair, it's unreasonable given our timeline, our view of the information provided so far. And with that, 
Simon’s, if you have something to say that if you could just be brief please because again, I don't want to 
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keep everyone on the line here.  We have other, you know, we have other applications to go through.  And 
we know how to do this.  Mr. Gaudioso, and you do.  Michael Musso just stated he's very efficient at this.  
Mr. Kates is also.  But I need you to sign that letter.  So, Simon, please go ahead. 
 
Mr. Kates stated  Just very briefly, and Mr. Gaudioso, as we've been communicating about scheduling a 
follow up meeting to coordinate with the SCS Sarles solar farm applicant.  We received a submission from 
them last week.  Myself, like, Musso and Anthony Oliveri also have been reviewing that application as well 
if you were to see and ensure that you've both picked up the comments that we've made as far as the 
coordination so that the board has the information that it needs in order to make a SEQRA determination.  
As the Board knows, we've been direct to conduct that environmental review on a combined basis so that 
we could see the combined impact of the two applications on the same site. We’ve been combing through 
your last mission and trying to pick up those comments and also internally find dates that worked for our 
group.  We're looking at next week to set up that follow up meeting for coordination.  So, stay tuned, we’ll 
have a date for you.  We just want to make sure that we’ve got our calendars in order and then we'll send 
out a few dates to make sure that both you and the other applicant are available.  We’re looking at next 
week for that. 
 
Mr. Gaudioso stated that’s very good news.  And is it possible to bring the fire department into this 
discussion?  Because if anyone looked at fire department comments, they’re requesting things that will 
have impacts on tree removal, impacts on grading, impacts on stormwater, and it’s been somewhat of a 
moving target trying to keep up with those comments.  So, would it be possible to bring the fire 
department? 
 
Mr. Miley stated Chairman, can I address that? 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated absolutely. 
 
Mr. Miley stated Chairman? 
 
Michael Bonforte stated absolutely.  Yes. 
 
Mr. Miley stated Peter Miley.  I could coordinate that meeting.  We do have a member of the fire 
department here, one of the chiefs.  I was in the room with review process, the initial, there’s no moving of 
the goal posts as Mr. Gaudioso indicated.  That was in response to the plans being revised that did not 
adequately meet the fire code.  So, we could happily set up a meeting, I would like to be present because I 
help out the fire chief with some code references in the fire code and he’s ultimately responsible for 
operations for all sites including that.  So, I'm not going to get into the weeds as far as what's required, but I 
would be happy and I could help set that up. 
 
Michael Bonforte stated the short answer is yes, Mr. Gaudioso. 
 
Mr. Gaudioso stated so, Mr. Chairman, with the representation that Mr. Musso’s memo will be ready in 
February, that he has additional needs that he’ll communicate those to us as soon as possible that Simon has 
indicated we're hoping the meeting set up a meeting next week.  And Mr. Miley’s been gracious enough to 
agree to this, we got a meeting set up in the next week or so with fire department.  We'd be happy to extend 
the shot clock to the date that we've discussed and we could get that executed. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated I think that's great news.  And I want to apologize to the folks listening in from the 
public and other specialists and staff that we just needed to get through this, sort of these items, these 
protocol and so forth because it was holding up the process on both sides.  So, if that’s -- Whitney, if you're 
available to interact with Mr. Gaudioso, if you could get that done please. 
 
Whitney Singleton stated sure. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated and do so putting aside any other contentious issues that would be much appreciated. 
 
Whitney Singleton stated is that a jab?  That was a jab at me?  Okay. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated no, not at all.  I just thought maybe you’d probably or if you had some other 
obligations.  As far as tonight, it's 9:30.  Just give me a moment to look at the schedule.  I think we'd like to 
get given that you're willing to sign the tolling letter, please, thank you very much, Mr. Gaudioso.  Let's try 
to get through – could you pick where do you might consider either Bob Burns or Mr… 
 
Mr. Gaudioso stated I’d like to have Mr. Allen go through the visual renderings.  And I think if we can 
accomplish that tonight, I think that would be very helpful to the board members, to the public.  And then 
we can come back at another time. 
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Mr. Bonforte stated okay and like I said, with the public… 
 
Mr. Musso stated I agree 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated yes, sorry, we're going to keep it to a minimum in terms of the public comments unless 
it's new or somebody new or new information from an existing speaker.  So, please go ahead, Mr. Musso. 
 
Mr. Musso stated just noting that if the applicant is going to present anything tonight, I think long awaited 
visual resource analysis or support in the photo simulations would be really the thing to present tonight.  I 
agree with the applicant. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated great.  Okay, Mr. Gaudioso, please go ahead. 
 
Mr. Gaudioso stated like to have Mr. Allen present the two reports that we submitted. 
 
Mr. Allen stated good evening.  My name is Matt Allen.  I’m a landscape architect with Saratoga 
Associates.  And as you know, I've been retained by Homeland Towers to conduct the visual impact 
assessment for this project.  And I will share my screen and go through the current information.  Okay.  
Can everybody see the view shed map on the screen? 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated yes. 
 
Matt Allen stated Okay.  So, I’ll make sure I've got the right screen shared.  The map that you're seeing is 
the view shed map and I believe that was provided before the balloon test that was conducted on, if I had 
my dates correct, November 23rd.  What this map indicates are the areas in purple are the areas where 
project feasibility is predicted using GIS-based analysis.  And what we have found based on this is that the 
actual affected area, and the area in purple is the area where there’s going to be expected to be visible 
above the tree line exclusive of the limited areas where the tower might be visible through deciduous trees, 
that's a different level of analysis. But what we found with the view shed analysis is the view shed is 
actually quite small compared to other projects I've worked on.  Out of a total of 502 acres within the one 
half mile radius circle, the white circle that you see on screen, the project would actually be directly visible 
from about two acres or less than one-half of 1% of that total land area.  That's a very small area as cell 
towers go.  And that is largely owing to the substantial woodland that's in this area.  So it's actually quite 
remarkable for a suburban to urban area like you got here, you don't see that very often with cell towers. 
Some key points with the view shed is we found no visibility in the Mount Kisco Chase neighborhood.  
And that's largely because the positioning of the tower is on the north side of the existing hill in this area.  
The tower is actually 100 feet in elevation below the top of the hill.  So the hill and it’s ridgeline in this 
area blocks, effectively blocks everything to the south.  So there's no visibility from the Mount Kisco Chase 
residential neighborhood and there's no visibility from the Marsh Sanctuary in its southern portion. We did 
find some visibility in the, immediately adjacent to the project from the Marsh Sanctuary, mostly in the 
area of Route 172 or at the caretaker’s cottage and some in the Amphitheater area.  And I’ll show you 
photographs from that area.  For the majority of the trails in the north side of the Marsh Sanctuary, the 
existing dense vegetation quickly screens out the facility.  So the actual visibility through trees is really 
limited to the areas immediately adjacent to the tower. As I mentioned, we conducted a balloon visibility 
test on November 23rd.  And with that, we took a number of photographs, total of 41 locations that were 
discussed in advance with Mike Musso at HDR to make sure that we hit point that were important to the 
community.  And we also visited a number of other points where visibility was noted or where one might 
assume there would be visibility.  So we documented those views.  I’ll go through these very quickly 
because as I mentioned there’s 41 of them.  They are in your report and they’re marked with locations of 
either where the balloon was visible or where it would actually fall behind the vegetation in the pictures. 
And the first two were good examples, from the Marsh Sanctuary at the south side of the sanctuary and we 
did not spot the balloon and all of these arrows on here I inserted into the photographs using 3D-modelling 
so they are quite accurate in their positioning.  So from the Marsh Sanctuary in the, near the parking area 
off of Sorrell Street no visibility.  A key vantage point is the Marsh Sanctuary on the purple trail 
overlooking the pond.  And from this location the balloon was not visible and the tower would fall behind 
the trees on the ridgeline here.  We hiked the purple trail up to the top of the hill near the water tower and 
again found no visibility no weak rose in elevation. We were not able to spot the balloon and through 3D-
modelling we confirm that the balloon would not be visible because of the existing trees.  And then hiking 
back down, the blue trail again getting to an open vista area, same situation where the balloon would fall 
behind the trees.  An area where we did spot the balloon, as I mentioned, the Marsh Sanctuary on the north 
side along Route 172 or the Brookside parking area, near the caretaker’s cottage.  This is in close proximity 
to the site about 240 feet away from the balloon at public right of way on Route 172.  The balloons were 
visible through the tree line you can see up here. And the same situation from the Brookside Amphitheater, 
the balloons were visible through the trees.  Now of course if you put yourself to the summer season when 
there’s leaves on these trees, the view would be substantially more screened.  And another view from the 
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trail between the amphitheater and the parking area, same situation. Moving along, Route 172 with Sarles 
Street, we spotted the balloon through the trees.  And again, all these are filtered views through existing 
vegetation so in the summer season the views would be somewhat less. Sarles Street, there are gaps in the 
trees however, I walked up and down this section of Sorrel Street between Route 172 and where the hill 
began to block the view and I was actually unable to spot the balloon.  Every location I got where there 
seemed to be an opening, the balloon fell behind a tree stem.  So that's not to say that there won't be some 
visibility from there when you're looking at a larger monopine structure.  However, what we discovered is 
it is substantial screen from Sarles Street itself near Route 172. Getting a little further away, Sarles Street at 
Linden Lane and Sarles Street near the Marsh Sanctuary a little bit further south, no visibility because of 
the hillsides.  I went up to the Rochambeau Farm where views had indicated there should be some visibility 
in this area, hiked up higher on the hill directly within the area where the view shed predicted visibility and 
found that the balloon fell below the tree line.  So I think in this area the view shed was giving me a false 
positive results and that was largely because the view shed estimates trees to be about 50 feet high and in 
this area they're probably closer to 70 feet high. Stopped at the Rippowam School and found a small area of 
visibility from the parking lot. Just looking through these two buildings, you could see the balloon through 
the trees.  And I found another location of visibility also, between trees and buildings from the parking lot 
on the athletics field side of the campus.  And also, I was able to spot the balloon through the trees at the 
intersection of 172 in West Patent Road adjacent to the school and you can see the balloon was barely 
visible through the trees, very low on the horizon from this area and again with leaves on the trees, that's a 
very different view.  Route 172 with the Caretaker's cottage, the balloon was just visible through existing 
evergreen trees in this location on. And I’ll move a little quicker because I know you've got a long agenda.  
Visibility from McLain Street or Stratford Drive at 172 the balloon was just visible through the trees and 
again, seasonal visibility will come into play.  A little further up, 172 little bit west of McLain Street, 
similar situation.  From the Mount Kisco Corporate Center, the balloon was barely visible and we move in 
the next couple slides where the balloon was directly visible.  This all occurred in the vicinity of Leonard 
Park along 172 at Wallace Drive which is the Leonard Park entrance.  The balloon became visible directly 
above the tree line.  And that is consistent with the findings of the view shed analysis. And you move a 
little further along 172 around the bent coming into downtown Mount Kisco and the balloon becomes 
screened by buildings and trees.  So, it’s a very limited area of visibility on 172.  As your driving towards 
the facility, the visibility will last approximately from Wallace Drive for a couple hundred feet.  And then 
the balloon, the tower would dip behind trees and be partially visible through vegetation during the winter 
leaf off season, that’s all very limited visibility from the roadway itself. From Leonard Park we looked at a 
couple of locations, one was near the ball fields, near the swimming complex and we found that the balloon 
fell below the tree line in this area.  But as you moved a little bit further around the access road, the balloon 
appeared visible above the tree line, low to the horizon but above the tree line and the same condition in the 
vicinity of the pond near the Tea House, the balloon was visible above the horizon, low to the tree line. 
Some views from the Marsh Sanctuary, just documenting that we were not able to spot the balloon, so just 
again a number of locations in areas where someone might expect to see a taller tower on the other side of 
the ridge, we discovered that it is not visible and just more documentation from the Mount Kisco Chase 
neighborhood. And moving a little bit further away, I’m going to through these much more quickly because 
these are all more than half a mile away, just documenting places that are either historic in nature or have 
population centers that Mr. Musso asked us to take a look at.  So from St. Mark’s Cemetery and from the 
municipal complex itself, no visibility.  And going all the way out to Oakwood Cemetery, which is more 
than a mile away, the balloon was below the tree line, so no visibility.  Mr. Musso asked us to look at the 
possibility of visibility from the Sawmill Parkway, the parkway itself was well screened by local 
vegetation, so we picked a location in parking lot backing right up to the parkway. So, this would actually 
be the worst case opportunity and we found that the balloon fell below the tree line in that location at all 
and that’s more than a mile away.  Again, from other areas in Mount Kisco, from the municipal complex, 
which is the National Register site, and from St. Mark’s Church which is a National Register site, no 
visibility.  The last area of key interest that we looked at was the immediately adjacent residential property 
at 2 Sarles Street and this is within 300 feet or a little bit more than 300 feet, this particular location that we 
picked, Mr. Pietrobono, the owner of the property was kind enough to walk us around the property to 
locations that he felt most important to photograph, obviously the entire property is in close proximity, so, 
the balloon is visible from a number of locations.  This is was one location where the balloons are directly 
visible through trees. Moving a little farther away toward the residences on the property, the balloons were 
visible through trees and in this location, view point number 41, this is adjacent to the access road at the 
edge of the property at 2 Sarles Street. And one last view just looking from one of the yard locations, it’s 
important to point out that all of these evergreen trees that you see in here will remain, so the balloon 
visibility in every case is visible through tree, we found no case where the balloon actually was visible 
above the tree line.  Moving into the photo simulation, after we did the photo log, we’ve worked with Mike 
Musso at HDR to identify some locations, preferred locations for photo simulations.  So, these were all 
discussed in consultation with the Board representative.  One of the key locations that we wanted to look at 
was the view from the area of the Caretaker’s cottage or 172.  This particular photograph is taken from 
right on the shoulder of 172 at the parking lot of the Marsh Sanctuary, north side near the Caretaker’s 
cottage.  And as you can see in this area the tower will be visible through existing trees, certainly not all the 
existing trees will be removed.  There will be a substantial amount remaining that will help break up that 
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view. HDR did ask us to look at three different alternatives, one is the proposed monopine tower at it’s 
proposed 140 feet or 145 feet to the top of the topper branches on the monopine.  We were also asked to 
look at an alternative 10 feet lower, ao, this example is a 135-foot monopine, so I’ll just scroll back and 
forth and you could see the difference that, that 10 feet lower height of the tower makes. And we were also 
asked to look at, just a standard monopole tower without the monopine branching at the proposed 
innovation of 140 ft.  So, just quickly scrolling through those three you get a look at the proposed and then 
two alternatives.  And we also looked at the view from 172.  It’s Sarles Street, it’s a heavy traffic street, 
traffic rarely stops, like I am standing on the shoulder but you might assume this is a view of somebody 
turning left on the Sarles Street who may pause for a moment. But in this location the balloon is visible 
through the trees and with a photo simulation it blends a little bit better with the trees.  I do point out that 
you see this simulated tower is not exactly where the balloon was.  When we went out and floated the 
balloon, we went to the exact tower center and there is an existing tree at the tower center.  So, we were 
unable to float exactly on that spot, so, we offset the balloon by about 8ft.  So, that accounts for why the 
simulated tower is a little bit offset from the balloon, you’ll see that in every circumstance depending on the 
angle of the view. So, again here is the view of the tower at 140-145 feet top of branch as proposed.  I’m 
sorry, I don’t know why, oh I’m sorry, HDR asked us specifically to simulate the three alternatives from 
select viewpoints, so, this was not one of them.  So, we just have the tower as proposed in this simulation.  
And we also stimulated from the Rippowam School and the tower will be in this location, so, you can see 
again it’s below tree line. And from the Route 172 right in front of the Marsh Sanctuary Caretaker’s 
cottage, the tower would blend into the woods.  And again, we took care to remove or to simulate tree 
removal, so you see the difference between the photographs, you see some trees coming out, more daylight 
occurring.  So, that’s a reasonably accurate photo simulation.  Removing trees from a photograph is a very 
challenging task so, to do that we did 3D modeling of the existing trees and then in the model removed the 
trees from the model and we were able to get a good perspective on how much daylight would then appear 
through the trees.  And on this one we modeled one at 135 [feet] and then the 140 feet round monopole 
tower. And moving on, just the simulation from the intersection of Stratford Drive and 172.  The balloon 
being in this location and the tower at this lower alternative and the unmitigated brown monopine tower, 
monopole, I’m sorry.  And as I pointed out before the, one of a handful of locations where the tower is 
visible above the tree line.  This is at the entrance to Leonard Park on 172.  The tower will be in that 
position and the lower alternative in the brown monopole alternative.  And at this point we are about a half 
a mile distant from the tower and the affected locations within Leonard Park, you can see the balloons 
hovering right at the tree line here and in this case the tower is in front of the far ridge line but the lower 
portion of it is substantially screened by the foreground hill.  So, it’s kind of partially has a background and 
a little bit above the horizon.  And then dropping at 10 feet makes a little bit of a difference and again, the 
last one is the brown monopole. And same circumstance from Leonard Park at the Tea House, a little bit 
more foreground vegetation from that location, obviously the Tea House is probably 100 feet to the right in 
this photograph, so, if you move around these trees in this location provide a little bit more buffering, I 
tried to find a worse case location from the path to the Tea House without actually standing in the parking 
lot, I wanted to get more of a passive uses perspective.  So the tower will be here and the lower alternative 
and the brown monopine, monopole.  And the last one I’m going to show here is from the Chase residential 
neighborhood, just to show the tower would be in this location, so you can see how much below the 
horizon it would be. And also, I did some tree clearing, knowing that on the same property is a proposed 
solar farm, so, I’ll scroll back and forth, obviously some trees will be removed from the location of that 
solar farm and I wanted to just address the question of well wouldn’t the tree clearing expose the tower 
below the tree line and the answer is no.  The clearing is not sufficient enough to block the tower and also, 
the tower is offset from that. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated Matt, Matt, Michael Bonforte, I want to just, can you go back to that last slide, I want 
to be absolutely clear on the visualization superimposed on the hillside there.  If we look at what you just 
described as maybe bare earth, are you saying that if there were no trees at all, that this tower would be 
visible and forgetting the solar farm, I don’t even want to consider that right now, to me there are different 
angles.  But anyway, my point, my question is and point is, if there were no trees at all, are you saying that 
this homeowner here can see the tower? 
 
Mr. Allen stated I can answer that question, the view shed map is provided for that purpose.  So, let me get 
the right view shed, yeah, so the location you were just looking at the map, I assume you can see the view 
shed map.  The location you were looking at is right down in the lower portion of the map, looking in this 
direction.  So this is the, what we refer to as the land cover view shed which includes the screening value of 
trees and buildings. So this indicates exactly what we saw in that photo simulation,  is that the location 
that’s photographed does not fall within the purple view shed area.  If we look at what is called the bare 
earth view shed, that assumes now trees and no buildings, in that case the tower would, the top of the 
tower, the 145 foot elevation would creep above the ridgeline, the view shed doesn’t indicate how much 
would be above the ridgeline but it does indicate that there would be a direct line of site from the top of the 
tower to a standing observers elevation in this location. And of course that include every tree and every 
building does not exist. 
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Mr. Bonforte stated so we don’t… 
 
Mr. Gaudioso stated that was demonstrated in the line of sight diagrams that we provided back on August 
18th.  So, those helpful to look at as well. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated yes and… 
 
Mr. Allen stated that was correct, we did. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated and what I want to reinforce or just get out there clearly mostly not for myself, 
everyone.  If you go back to now the slide you were just on, prior to this.  Meaning there’s no, we’re not 
going to have a bare earth circumstances situation in all likelihood.  When I see this picture here it looks 
awfully close to that property when in actuality it’s over 1000 feet or I’m going to guess more than 1000 
feet. 
 
Mr. Allen stated it’s almost 2300, it’s almost a half mile. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated yeah and it gives the impression that it’s right, you see the whole tower.  When, I heard 
what you said carefully it’s the top of the tower.  But, you know, just having a feel because I went to the 
neighborhood, I walked the Marsh Sanctuary more than once.  And I, you know, I know the Chase 
neighborhood. That to me is not a representative slide there and I know it’s not easy to do these things but, 
you know, if Michael Musso wants to jump in here it’s just, I don’t want anyone to get the impression that 
they’re going to see this tower like that.  It’s not that way and Michael can you 
 
Mr. Gaudioso stated it’s on the other side of the hill, is the point Mr. Chairman. 
 
Mr. Allen stated the view I’m showing now is what the view will be.  You know, in the interest of full 
disclosure because there, we had, there would be questions from the Sanctuary, from the Chase.  We 
wanted to show where the tower would fall within the frame of this photograph.  But the actual view will 
be as it is today. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated okay, so, everybody just realized, you know, especially the public.  You’re not going to 
have that tower sitting there like that.  Okay.  Thank you. 
 
Mr. Musso stated Chair, you bring up a good point on renderings or even in the realm of engineering 
drawings.  When you see a dashed or hatch line, it’s something that’s on the other side of obstruction that 
you don’t directly see.  A bright white like that, you’re right it’s not maybe providing value because you’re 
not going to see it.  But I had asked for this and also at the Marsh Sanctuary to the south exactly how 
topography and tree line would block. So, it’s in no way is it rendering.  And I would agree that that scale 
that representation, it would be much smaller than that.  But the objective was to kind of show what, how 
any view, a binary yes or no is invisible or not, where, how does it get blocked by the vegetation from this 
point.  And the point that shown here I believe is among one of the highest elevation points within the 
Chase. So, I think that is effective to some degree but to your point it’s not a rendering, it’s certainly not to 
exact scale but the top, where it gets cut off from any potential visibility, I think is a key thing about that 
exhibit. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated thank you, Michael.  Thanks Matt.  And then, yeah.  And at the end of this, Matt, 
certainly let the rest of the Board, you know, enter some questions on this segment of your application.  But 
please go ahead. 
 
Mr. Allen stated okay, one last thing.  We submitted two reports on December 29th.  One was the full visual 
assessment report, which I’ve just given you the highlights of.  The other was a comparison of the project 
site as currently proposed.  And an alternative site that Mr. Musso asked us to look at referred to as the 
tennis court site, which is at the same property at the top of the hill.  Can you still see my screen with the -- 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated yes. 
 
Mr. Musso stated yes. 
 
Mr. Allen stated simulations.  Okay, so, just going back.  Okay, so we’re looking at the view now, an 
existing condition view from the Marsh Sanctuary along the purple trail climbing the hill with the scenic 
view of the pond.  This is the same type of simulation that you just saw with the tower as currently, in its 
currently proposed location superimposed in a dash line and that’s actually falling behind the hill. And here 
also I removed the trees in the area of the solar farm just as a worst case example to demonstrate that even 
if the solar farm were built the tree, the monopine would still not creep above the ridge line.  So, it’s 100% 
screened if the solar farm is not built, that’s the view that you would have of the tower in its current 
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location which unchanged from the current.  However, Mr. Musso asked us to consider what if and 
although we’ve had long discussions about the lack of property owner’s permission to build the tower in 
this location, what if the tower were built further from Route 172, to provide a greater buffer located closer 
to the top of the hill. That’s a simulation of what it would like in that location, so it’s really a rather striking 
difference. And the difference between those locations is that tower in this location is at an elevation about 
100 feet higher than the currently proposed location and that’s compounded by the line of sight here, 
whereas you’re looking directly up at the towers on the ridgeline, in the currently proposed location its 
behind the ridgeline, so you’re line of sight keeps going upward, even higher over the tower located on the 
other side.  So this is a rather striking difference if it were located further from 172 and deeper into the 
property that its proposed on.  And we looked at the same situation from the affected area in Leonard Park, 
so here is the tower simulated in its currently proposed location and here’s what it would be if it were 
located at the high point on the site.  And the same situation from the Tea House here is the currently 
proposed and here is where it would be if it at the high point.  And lastly from the same location in the 
Chase neighborhood, the same outline view of where it would be behind the ridgeline, and then what it 
would be if it were put at the higher and with that, I’ll turn it back over to the Board for questions or to 
continue. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated yeah, I would like to open it up to the Board for comments but before you do, one item 
that came up and Michael Musso actually brought this up.  Matt, can you confirm that the photo 
simulations with the stealth tree effect, what was the width of that at the top, was it 23 feet?  I believe that 
was the number we used or, so meaning the balloon was only several feet wide but the actually photo 
simulation that you’re doing, so just clarify and expand on that, please. 
 
Mr. Allen stated the photo simulation is constructed from a 3D model, using the actual dimensions of the 
proposed tower.  I would have to go back to the application document to actually check the dimension but 
we built the tower to scale using 3D modeling software called 3D Studio Max.  So the dimensions of the 
branches, the dimensions of the antenna, the thickness of the tower, the height of the tower are all built to 
scale and then superimposed into the photograph using a camera matching method where we build the 3D 
model, including topography and other key elements visible in the photograph, including but not limited to 
the balloon, know the balloon had a diameter of five feet, we modeled that balloon in exactly the same 
location at a dimension of five feet, we also built the topography of that ridgeline, we built in existing 
structures within view, as many reference points as we could to match the model with the photograph and 
we also matched, the photographs were all taken with a 50 millimeter lens, so when we were rendered the 
model we set the lens of the digital came to 50 millimeters.  So what rendered out was exactly the same the 
dimension as the photo frame and if you do it right, everything matched perfectly.  I tell my staff when they 
do it, it’s like a jigsaw puzzle, if all the pieces don’t fit, something is wrong.  And in this case, we don’t put 
anything out where the puzzles pieces don’t fit.  So I am confident that we are accurate in dimension and 
location of the tower to a very tight tolerance within a couple of feet in any direction. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated and Michael Musso, sorry, go ahead Ralph. 
 
Mr. Vigliotti stated thanks Michael.  Matt, you didn’t show us a photo simulation of the monopine pole at 
the base of the driveway or as one is driving east into Mount Kisco, you would look up.  And I was hoping 
to see a photo simulation of what that would look like and I don’t think you represented one. 
 
Mr. Allen stated there was one, the very first one I showed was from… 
 
Mr. Vigliotti stated Sarles Street. 
 
Mr. Allen stated the parking lot, no, there was one from near the Caretaker’s Cottage, at the parking lot in 
front of the Caretaker’s Cottage on 172 which is right at the base of the driveway. 
 
Mr. Vigliotti stated that’s close to the base of the driveway but as you’re driving east and you’re 
approaching the driveway and approaching Marsh Sanctuary to the left, you’re 50 yards working your way 
into Mount Kisco, you’re looking up to the left, I thought we would see a monopine/pole simulation of 
what this is going to look like standing on that ridge.  So whether we get a photo simulation or an art 
simulation, I think we should have that on the record at some point. 
 
Mr. Musso stated Ralph, if I can ask, do you meaning driving west into Mount Kisco? 
 
Mr. Vigliotti stated it could be driving west or it could be driving east, we don’t have a photo simulation as, 
it’s more when you’re driving into the Village when you’re actually looking ahead and up to the left and 
straight of course, that pole is going to be there in your face and we don’t have a photo simulation of what 
it looks like when you’re driving into Town. 
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Mr. Gaudioso stated I don’t think that’s a fair representation of the pole being [inaudible].  We went 
through excruciating detail to go through all the photo locations to make sure we captured everything the 
Board and Mr. Musso wanted, so I think we did a very fair job of showing [inaudible – spoken over]. 
 
Mr. Vigliotti stated whether it was a fair job or not, I found a couple of locations that you didn’t’ show but I 
think a fair and responsible image would be, I’m not sure what this image, where this is taken from that you 
have… 
 
Mr. Allen stated this is from very close to the base of the driveway, within 20-30 feet of the base of the 
driveway. 
 
Mr. Vigliotti stated but that would be down by Marsh Sanctuary, correct? 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated yes. 
 
Mr. Allen stated right on 172 at the Marsh Sanctuary parking lot. 
 
Mr. Vigliotti stated I’ll let Mike Musso work that out with you, we don’t need to debate this.  We can move 
forward and just to add onto the record, the balloon, both balloons were visible on the roadway that takes 
you to Woodcrest, which is across from Leonard Park, just to place that on the record. 
 
Mr. Musso stated and Ralph, I think its just important as your consultant, I reply to this.  Coming out of the 
balloon test you know, we were in the field also, HDR, on the 23rd.  I think I ran into actually with some 
other people that day. 
 
Mr. Allen stated we did. 
 
Mr. Musso stated it’s a very robust report and the second supplement about the tennis court onsite location.  
I think the Board has a lot to review here. 
 
Mr. Vigliotti stated yes. 
 
Mr. Musso stated I will say that I did spend time after the balloon test, when Mr. Allen’s model was 
coming together, we did have conversations.  They initially proposed much fewer locations, I had in mind, 
not necessarily every view, I mean we could come back and ask every view but I think in my experience, 
we had an excellent sampling, locations, shapes, perspectives, distance, [inaudible – spoken over]. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated thank you Michael.  Michael… 
 
Mr. Musso stated thank you, 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated Michael, I don’t mean to interrupt and Ralph, thank you… 
 
Mr. Vigliotti stated that’s fine. 
 
Mr. Musso stated understood. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated in the interest of time, I’m taking notes, these are important things but in the interested 
in time and not monopolizing the entire agenda tonight, I’m going to ask the remaining Board members if 
you have comments, please go ahead and maybe we have the, answered at another meeting because we just 
can’t monopolize the time. 
 
Mr. Pietrobono stated can I just ask one question please, I’m sorry to interrupt, this is Rex Pietrobono. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated Rex, you’re not allowed to speak right now Rex.  Rex, you’re not allowed to speak… 
 
Mr. Pietrobono stated I wasn’t going to comment, I was going to ask a question about the photo… 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated I will allow you to ask a question when it’s time. Would any of the other Board 
members like to make a quick comment or question for the applicant and then we, I’ll make a note of it and 
we’ll come back to it because its really, really unfair to everyone else and including the applicant but Mr. 
Gaudioso has agreed to move forward, I appreciate that but again, we have other responsibilities.  So 
anybody else, Bill, John, Crystal, Barbara. Thank you Matt, very much for the visual and again, we have 
that and I know Mike Musso has done a lot of work on it, we just heard his response to Ralph and we’ve 
been walking to site and so on.  So, you know, with that, I’m going to go to the public hearing portion of 
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this and try to move it long really fast.  Peter Miley and Michelle, do we have a number of folks lined up 
for the public comment section of Homeland. 
 
Mr. Miley stated Chairman, it would come up on your screen, you’re the host currently. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated okay, I see the hands, so we have three folks.  Now, I’m going to caution all three 
residents, well two residents and a let me just check this list, I see, all three individuals have spoken before, 
so I’m going to ask you to keep it tight and short and if there is something you want to elaborate on, please 
put it in writing as we designated earlier in the protocols that we’ve adopted.  And please realize we’re not 
ignoring anything that you provide.  I’ve got a stack of paper with notes and sort of the other members.  So, 
with that I’m going to Rex, you happen to be first.  Thanks for -- I’m going to ask you to unmute yourself. 
 
Mr. Miley stated Chairman, would you like me to manage or monitor the timer. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated yes, would you put the timer on please? 
 
Mr. Miley stated and let them know 30 seconds prior.   
 
Mr. Bonforte stated Rex, can you – yeah, you’re unmuted right, Rex? 
 
Mr. Pietrobono stated thank you Mr. Chair and the Board. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated please go ahead, it’s 10:12 
 
Mr. Pietrobono stated if I may without taking my three minutes, what I was trying to say was Mr. Burns to 
his credit was doing a nice job of the presentation.  But the questions interrupted it just as he was about to 
show the photo full simulation from my property, so, you know, it dramatically affects my property.  And it 
showed everything from a distance but it was right there before he was able to show the actual filling of the 
pole from my property before he was, had to be redirected over to, from another, from the Leonard Park 
view, that’s all. I was going to ask if you could just put that picture up too for the record because it’s, you 
know, he showed the first one without the pole of the balloon test.  But didn’t get the show the one with the 
simulation in it. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated and I promise you, we’ll do that at the next meeting. 
 
Mr. Pietrobono stated okay. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated I will not let that go, okay? 
 
Mr. Pietrobono stated I was just trying to make it as seamless as possible, so, that’s fine. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated thank you for your comment.  Please, let’s go to the next -- 
 
Mr. Pietrobono stated wait, do I get my three minutes? 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated well, I thought you made a good point.  And you -- 
 
Mr. Pietrobono stated I was asking him not to take my three minutes.  I was just pointing out something 
that was omitted… 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated well, it’s at my discretion also if you listened to Mr. Hertz in the beginning.  So, Mr. 
Pietrobono you’ve submitted more than one written comment to the public hearings.  If you have 
something new to say, we’re more than happy to do… 
 
Mr. Pietrobono stated I do, it’s something new.  This was what I was going to get to.  I was going to listen 
I was going to drive in the car and talk in the corridor.  But, you know, to you guys without the video but I 
thought that would be a little too cheeky.  So I’ll just tell you that I have driven it so many times, speaking 
to people all the way from Darlington, all the way to the Chase, all the way to the Leonard Park, never 
dropped.  I know that, I also like to call that anecdotal.  But I could tell you that’s the reality. Anyway, the 
reason I would, what I wanted to talk about which was new was I submitted that evaluation the opposition 
to the evaluation a question, rhetorical for each Board member to consider.  When each of you purchased 
your homes, would you have bought that place, if it had a cellular facility and monopole less than 100 feet 
from your property line or 350 feet from your home, probably not? But if so, would you have paid the same 
price you paid at that time, if it did have a pole like the one that was proposed to go next to my property 
and home.  According to homelands appraiser’s valuation report… 
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Mr. Miley stated 30 seconds left, sorry Rex. 
 
Mr. Pietrobono stated are we done? 
 
Mr. Miley stated yes, 30 seconds. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated and that was, Rex you’re reiterating what you submitted in writing.  So, please, I take it 
it’s a very good point.  It’s on the record.  And if you don’t have anything new, I’m going to pass this over 
to John Rhodes. 
 
Mr. Pietrobono stated I’ll just finish, I have 30 seconds up.  That was my warning, my 30 seconds. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated go right ahead. 
 
Mr. Pietrobono stated screening is impossible from my property.  There’s no hiding it, their closest 
property is that they cited were 550 feet but that was from a pole that’s in the condominium unit in Somers 
and that was hidden by a water tower.  The other ones were 800 feet to 5,000 feet, I went by the Lewisboro 
Fire Department at the farthest distance that they noted.  Anyway, it couldn’t be screened from my 
property, there is not hiding it and so I would say that that report is completely irrelevant and not credible 
as it relates to my property.  Thank you very much. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated you’re welcome and we are looking into the real estate value issue.  We may go out 
and get our own, we may, quote, we may go get our own opinion there, and nothing has been done yet.  
Thank you Rex and thank you for your patience with me and the process.  John Rhodes, will you go ahead 
please and again, you know the rules.  I hopefully can unmute you really quickly, I think already are, John. 
 
Mr. Rhodes stated yeah, I heard that.  And first of all I’d like to thank you all for the tremendous amount 
of work you’re doing.  Not only the Board but the staff, you know, you know, and Whitney and Simon and 
everyone else that’s -- it’s an enormous amount of work.  And what we’ve been trying to do from the CAC 
point of view is to try and help you streamline the process, so that you get the information you need when 
you need it. And I think you addressed this before Mr. Chairman, you know, that it’s kind of I’m -- and it’s 
not -- I’m putting words in your mouth but it’s almost been like pulling teeth to get, you know, some direct 
answers. Whether it had to do with leases that were very obviously documented on maps before or whether 
it had to do with coverage, you know, specific drop call reports, statistics that kind of thing. And again our 
advice and it’s even stronger now because of all the pressure of the shot clock, even the extended one, is 
that a positive declaration has been declared by a number of courts to be, you know, if a Planning Board 
does a positive declaration and does a scope a, an accurate and detailed scope in a timely fashion. Then the 
burden shifts really to the applicants to provide relevant and responsive answers to what the Board’s 
asking. And then you decide whether those answers, you as the decider of fact and courts have upheld this.  
You decide whether these answers weren’t, you know, either a finding in favor of the applicant or granting 
of, you know, various variances and so on.  So, again we urge you really to look at the positive declaration 
as a way of actually streamlining, you know, this process.  The other thing I’d like to say I read the whole 
real estate report. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated John… 
 
Mr. Rhodes stated can I finish? 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated I’m sorry. 
 
Mr. Rhodes stated I can’t hear you. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated sorry, John.  I stopped you because I didn’t want you to go into that because -- 
 
Mr. Rhodes stated I was finished with that point. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated well, the real estate points been covered in writing.  And you… 
 
Mr. Rhodes stated yes, but I would like to give you the -- to put the point, from my point of view in terms 
of that relevant to what I was just talking about.  Which is that you -- that the applicant at least this 
applicant and I think the other one, I think we should… 
 
Mr. Miley stated twenty seconds left. 
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Mr. Rhodes stated  talk about both has giving you tons of information, hundreds, thousands of pages of 
information, which very often, like this real estate report is totally irrelevant.  There’s no relevance to this 
particular property.  And I think that that having a positive deck, having a scope that you’ve defined to… 
 
Mr. Miley stated Chairman, we’re over three minutes, Chairman. 
 
Mr. Rhodes stated supply us with the answer to this.  And then we will make a finding effect, which will 
put you in a situation to really have the information you need.  And then make a decision without all this 
smoke screens and all this other stuff that’s going on.  I just have one of the new point and then I’m 
finished. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated sorry John, apologies.  We need hard data, I really, I’m actually, you know, have to 
impose upon you to come back with hard data.  I need to move on. 
 
Mr. Rhodes stated okay, I have one piece of hard data I’d like to present, which the Board has… 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated if you could do it in 10 seconds or less, please. 
 
Mr. Rhodes stated I’ll do it very quickly.  Last night the Bedford Planning Board had a report from 
Gunderson Associates, one of the leading, you know, consultants in terms of the placement of cellular 
facilities.  And they give a very long report but I’ll give you one point from it, which was when your 
problem is that you don’t have sufficient coverage along a road or a roadway that there are much less 
obtrusive ways they could -- they call it short tower macro citing, I forget exactly what’s called.  That 
would be virtually undetectable, would not input posed on anybody’s, you know, aesthetic or home value -- 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated Okay. 
 
Mr. Rhodes stated or historic value. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated thank you. 
 
Mr. Rhodes stated and that has not even been mentioned, it’s a very common practice. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated okay. 
 
Mr. Rhodes stated it doesn’t get some of the other -- possibly it doesn’t fit some of the other objectives this 
applicant I think is [Inaudible] copy of that report. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated John, apologies.  I actually looked at that report today, it’s on the Town of Bedford 
website… 
 
Mr. Rhodes stated yes. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated so, if anybody else wants to see it, it’s available.  And I actually ask our specialist 
consultants to bring that up if there any salient points that are applicable in the next meeting, okay? 
 
Mr. Rhodes stated great, thanks. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated thanks John.  All right.  Again, everybody, I’m sorry.  We got to move forward.  Mr. 
Campanelli, I know you could talk quick.  So, please go for it.  Andrew? 
 
Mr. Campanelli stated yes? 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated Mr. Campanelli, are you there? 
 
Andrew Campanelli stated to create a proper record I’m just going to ask you indulge me with five minutes 
instead of three, I’ll try to do it in three.  My first response to the visual analysis that was just presented by 
Mr. Allen.  One of the things I would point out is that the alternative site images were misleading and the 
reason is this. They showed you the location with simulations of what the tower would look like showing it 
was screened behind the trees.  And they said if you want us to consider the alternative site at the higher 
elevation and they showed you a tree sticking out like a sore thumb.  Here’s the problem with that.  The 
alternative location would be at a higher based elevation.  If the higher built, if the tower was built at a 
higher based elevation, the tower could be shorter.  So, the real simulation would look nothing like what 
Mr. Allen gave you.  It would be substantially less intrusive, so, that is misleading.  I think it should be 
changed, number one. Number two, Mr. Allen alleged that my client Mr. Pietrobono’s property is 300 feet 
from the proposed facility, that’s false.  It’s 109 feet from the pole itself to the property line, which means 
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that if the structure was to collapse it would literally fall on his property.  Next with regard to the drive test, 
it pleases me to hear you say you’re going to look for a drive test.  I’m sure Mr. Musso is very good at what 
is what he does. I, myself have been challenging the following the FCC because both the FCC and the 
California Public Utilities Commission have indicated to the wireless companies, they no longer want to 
accept drive -- except propagation maps because there have been too many situations where they 
manipulate them as it’s often done.  So, to the extent that the Town of Mount Kisco is going to follow what 
the FCC and the CPUC are doing, I would respectfully submit to Mr. Musso that you consider asking them 
to do the dual drive test.  This is the near gold standard according to most of the engineers that I’ve spoken 
to, and they include two tests, the CW drive test and the scan test.  Each one provides an accurate of where 
the signal strengths are and when you overlap the two, it is my understanding that is the most accurate 
depiction of the location, existence and geographic boundaries of any gaps in service.  So that’s my 
recommendation.  And third… 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated thank you, Andrew.  Mr. Campanelli, the points that you made were in your written 
submission, I read your written submission, so did the Board.  If you don’t have anything new, I’m going to 
have to move on and I want to give this meeting over to the other applicants.  Did you have one other point 
or two? 
 
Mr. Campanelli stated I will but I’ll respect your request but I’ll stop right here. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated you’ve been excellent, alright but thank you again and a couple of points have been 
addressed by the applicant and I don’t mean to talk fast but thank you for your understanding. 
 
Mr. Campanelli stated thank you. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated thank you everyone.  Look, I think the most important thing is that we have an 
agreement between the parties to move forward to take that shot clock off the top of our heads because it 
was unfair for us to move forward in that manner.  We have, you know, all that being said, thank you Mr. 
Gaudioso, we’re going to endeavor to work with you closely to, in the manner that describe, you know, go 
through the right steps, in the steps we’ve already taken, alright.  If you don’t mind, I want to move this on, 
we’ve taken up enough time and also we’ve, we’ve also discussed a special meeting Mr. Gaudioso, just 
devoted to the cell tower, if we can do that an hour, hour and half on another evening, it would be probably 
be best for everybody. 
 
Mr. Gaudioso stated we agree. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated which you’ve already said, so we’re agreement with that also.  With that, please hold 
your comments until next time and we’ll get plenty of time to do some substantive discussion with you.  
Thank you very much. 
 
Mr. Gaudioso stated thank you for time this evening. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated and with that, my apologies to anybody who has been on the call waiting for their 
application to come up with us.  Please, Mr. Chairman, Hertz’s please take over.  I will -- I will -- 
 
Whitney Singleton stated just a clarification. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated yes. 
 
Whitney Singleton stated you’re adjourning the public hearing to what date? 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated to February 9th. 
 
Whitney Singleton stated okay. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated I make the motion.  Is that seconded? 
 
Mr. Vigliotti stated I’ll second that. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated Thank you Ralph.  Michelle poll the board, please.  And thank you Whitney for that. 
 
UPON ROLL CALL VOTE: 
 
Mr. Bonforte  - aye 
Mr. Vigliotti  - aye 
Mr. Polese  - aye 
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Ms. Pickard  - aye 
Mr. Hochstein - aye 
Ms. Roppolo  - aye 
 
The motion carried by a vote of 5 to 0. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated thank you everybody. 
 
Mr. Gaudioso stated thank you. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated Doug, if you -- Michelle could you just again, instruct me how to pass this over to -- I 
see the three dots. 
 
The Secretary stated you’re going to hover over my name.  And you’re going to click my name and then 
it’s going to make host or make as host. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated understood.  Yes, I want to change you to host. 
 
The Secretary stated good. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated alright everyone, thank you, Mr. Bonforte for chairing that.  We’re now on Items C 
of our agenda.  We have two conceptual applications.  The first one is CJ developers 461, Lexington 
Avenue.  They’re here for site plan on possibly wetlands.  Jan, could you quickly introduce this and then 
we’ll turn it over to the applicant? 
 

3. CJ Developers - 461 Lexington Avenue 
PB2020-0407, SBL 80.64-2-15 
Site Plan 

 
Rich Williams of Insite Engineering, Mr. Phillip Ceradini, Architect, and Mr. Jamie Scoli were present. 
 
Jan Johannessen stated this is a 461 Lexington Avenue before the Board for conceptual site plan 
application.  The proposal involves the construction of six townhome units in condominium ownership on 
0.49 acres of land, along Lexington Avenue, the properties between Martino’s restaurant and La Tulipe, it 
was the former Polaner site.  The parking is in the rear of the units, approximately 18 spaces, I’m sorry, 12 
parking spaces, plus one garage space per unit for a total of 18 spaces.  Application also includes a land 
swap between the applicant and the Village, whereby the applicant would convey about 4100 square feet of 
land to the Village.  And the Village would convey an equal amount of land to the applicant to allow for the 
development to take place. We have some preliminary comments both on zoning and layout on.  And 
there’s as we discussed in the work session, there’s a threshold zoning question that Peter will need to 
ultimately apply on.  But we thought even absent that decision it would be beneficial to have the applicant 
in front of the Board and present the plan we’ve been working with them for some time, you know, offline 
and discussing the project.  And thought it was a good opportunity for the applicant to at least present the 
plan conceptually to the Board. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated thank you very much, Jan. Alright, I see Rich Williams, I see Phillip Ceradini, who 
is going to present? 
 
Mr. Williams stated I’m going to start, Mr. Chairman.   
 
Chairman Hertz stated welcome. 
 
Mr. Williams stated Rich Williams, Insite.  We were really excited three hours ago to be here, we’re still 
excited but a little more tired, as I’m sure you all are.  So we’ll try to be brief as this is just our first 
presentation before you.  I have Phil Ceradini with me, who is our architect, as well as Jamie Scoli, who is 
the owner and developer.  And Jan is correct, this was the previous Polaner site plan application, the same 
property was developed in or proposed in 2017. I’m just going to share my screen and I’ll walk you 
through the site plan and then I’ll have Phil go through some of the architecturals really quick, so you can 
get an idea of what we’re doing because to our knowledge this is the first application on the first, CL-1 
zone.  So as Jan said, there’s still some zoning things that we’re working through Peter and Jan and team in 
order to make sure we get it right.  This application will ultimately require a zone change which I will talk 
to you about in a few seconds, as well as some zoning variances based on the work Peter, Jan and I are 
doing with respect to how this fits into the zoning.  So the property is 461 Lexington Avenue, it is .49 acres, 
again the CL-1 zone, on our site plan we have Lexington Avenue, you can see the curb cuts here and here, 
for a I believe Clover Street, on the south and Radio Circle on the north, north does face left on this page 
and not up which is why Radio Circle is to our north.  La Tuplie’s property abuts us to the north and just to 
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our south is Mardino’s.  We are proposing to redevelop the site with six townhomes per the new CL-1 
zoning.  We have pulled those town homes close to the front of our property in order to create the 
streetscape, we believe that was encouraged with the CL-1.  But we are open to discussions with the Board 
because, you know, that’s -- that’s us working with Ian in in trying to interpret what the intent of those new 
regulations were. We would have an access drive on our southern property line parallel to Martino’s, which 
allows us to keep the townhome space away from their parking lot slightly.  As Jan pointed out we do have 
six parking spaces proposed in the rear.  Each townhome would have its own indoor garage, which would 
be sized for one vehicle and then we’ve provided another vehicle space outside the garage.  Preliminarily, 
just that the conceptual level, we showed the dumpster enclosure in the rear of the property. Now, let’s talk 
about the land swap.  Right now, our property line is following my cursor.  What we’re proposing to do is 
swamp an equivalent piece of land with the Village.  Right now, the Village owns the property to our east, 
it’s in the PD zone.  There is an offsite wetland which you can see here, the 100 foot boundary just extends 
on the corner of what we’re hoping will be our property. And what we’re proposing to do is flip this red 
area for this green area.  And what that will allow us to do is provide an access directly to the Village’s 
property, which currently doesn’t exist.  And it’s something that we understand the Village has been 
seeking to gain for a while.  And it will also allow us to take a portion of our property, which is essentially 
entirely within the buffer and allow the Village to protect that property by allowing us to utilize the area 
outside the buffer.  Because of the way the zoning boundary lies, our property line, our existing property 
line is currently the distinction between the PD and the CL-1. So, it’s likely going to be needed when we go 
to do this property switch or land swap, this portion of what is currently PD, will need to be re-mapped CL-
1, which will likely require Village Board action.  And then as Peter I think mentioned during the work 
session or Jan mentioned based on the way we laid out these lots and seal one’s zone, we’re anticipating 
needing several zoning variances. It’s the first time for you.  It’s conceptual.  We have some work to do 
with the Village Board and the Zoning Board, we believe is our next steps.  But we thought it was prudent 
to come before this Board first.  And garner your input on the site plan and make sure we’re heading in the 
right direction before we pursue those next steps.  So, tonight we’re really here to listen.  Phil, do you want 
to talk about the architecture for a few minutes? 
 
Mr. Ceradini stated sure, briefly.  Most of it is site plan.  But we can talk about the overall concept of the, 
the look that are trying to -- 
 
Chairman Hertz stated I’m sorry.  Mr. Ceradini, you’re very, very quiet.  Maybe you can get closer to your 
microphone? 
 
Mr. Ceradini stated let me move up.  Can you hear me better now? 
 
Chairman Hertz stated not really. 
 
Mr. Ceradini stated well? 
 
Mr. Miley stated a little bit. 
 
Mr. Ceradini stated any improvement? 
 
Chairman Hertz stated you just have to speak loudly.  We can -- let me turn up my volume to the max. 
 
Mr. Ceradini stated All right.  So, what we’re trying to do is to, you know, we have a building that’s 115 
feet long and we’re breaking it up.  There’s six town home, so we’re moving to the facades back and forth.  
And juggling textures and trying to keep it in a more residential scale.  So, it’s into that stretch of 
Lexington Avenue, at least from there back towards the Village with the smaller structures that exist and 
the gable roofs. So, we’re going to we’re going to mix up the finishes with some horizontal and some barn 
siding, some typical asphalt shingles and some metal roofing and just to give it the sort of a sophisticated 
country look.  That’s pretty much it, it’s going to be three stories and we have two options in terms of the 
layout. One would be, you’d come in on the ground floor to a recreation room and then living and 
bedrooms would be upstairs.  And second version would be, you’d come in on the ground floor and you’d 
have living and dining on the ground floor, then bedrooms and a bonus room would be on the third level.  
So, there’s two options that will be offered.  And as Rich said, it’s an interior, one car garage inside. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated great, thank you very much.  So, Rich if you, let me just ask you.  Obviously, these 
are a new zoning code that encourages buildings to be closer to the street.  We have a little bit of a 
challenge here because we’re, you know, the first building in area where the existing buildings are set 
considerably farther back.  So can we sort of talk about approach and you know, what the, how we’re going 
to deal with the first building in a change of zoning and how we should sort of think about that. I think 
that’s a big question for this Board to consider.  What does the Code require and encourage? 
 
Mr. Williams stated I’m just going to pull up the Code now, just so that I don’t misstate the numbers… 
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Mr. Miley stated Chairman, I need to interject because we didn’t apply those standards of the Code for this 
project yet.  So it could be two totally different standards, the CL-1 standards or the townhome standards.  
As I indicated in the workshop, myself, Jan and Whitney probably need to have one more conversation.  
We’re close, there’s some Code changes and some unique circumstances with the applicant as far as the 
structure, whether to apply the entire townhome structure of the CL-1 standard which we have not come to 
the conclusion yet.  I hate to state you know, what is required, put it on the record and actually come back 
later with an entirely different setback requirement when you’re fixated on the one that was presented to 
you. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated well let me, let’s just hear for the moment, from Rich, on the assumptions that he 
made and then we’ll and then you can kind of give us your take once you’ve done your review… 
 
Mr. Miley stated yeah. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated and say that that was the proper thing or the improper thing. 
 
Mr. Miley stated I apologize Rich for interrupting, I just wanted to make sure that was clear. 
 
Mr. Williams stated no, you and I are very much on the same wave length because what I was going to do 
is just tell the Board what the two different sections are and just report what that is because I understand 
that its not clear which one will be held to yet.  The CL-1 district in and of itself, requires a 20 foot front 
yard setback regardless of whether you abut a residential or non-residential district.  And the townhome 
standards, also have a 20 foot front yard building setback but they also then imposed a maximum building 
setback of 30 feet, that is I believe the difference between the two.  Our design intent is we worked through 
what you see in front of you, was recognizing I think that during the process there was a desire to create a 
specific streetscape, we were actually given some example developments of what was envisioned while the 
Code was being developed and those streetscapes have the buildings pulled closer to the road, so that you 
also keep a feel where when you open your front door, it’s a couple of steps and then you’re out onto the 
main sidewalk to walk to your destination, a more pedestrian centric design than I think we’re used to.  I 
know, Jamie, the owner, is pretty flexible in how close these buildings are to the road within reason, we are 
slightly constrained you know, in order to get the parking in the rear which we believe is another desire of 
the Village, that does push the units in this particular instance, closer to the streetscape. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated Rich, would you do me a favor and just blow that image up and center on the 
relevant areas. 
 
Mr. Williams stated yup. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated so the distances we’re talking about right now, the front setback looks like 10 feet 
to, on this corner, on the other corner is… 
 
Mr. Williams stated between 10 and 15, just throwing a number out there. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated exactly.  And what you had said was 20 or 30 depending on which code is 
governing. 
 
Mr. Williams stated its 20 but [inaudible] actually establishes a maximum front yard setback, it’s a little 
different than what we’re used to thinking. 
 
Mr. Miley stated that’s if the townhome standards are going to apply.  It will be between 20 and 30. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated okay. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated Doug, can I just make an observation? 
 
Chairman Hertz stated you can, so, before you jump in John, I want to just again reiterate to all Board 
members, this is the time to give as much feedback as possible to the applicants before they go and start to 
their much deeper dive and decide to put in a full application with all their design work.  So, I want 
everyone to speak up.  Thank you. John? 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated So, I think bottom line, with this site, the reality is that the building isn’t going to 
move substantially from where it is.  I think there’s going to be some ability to push this or readjust this 
building a little bit in this footprint is not really a square.  So, it looks like, it looks like the building is 
currently aligned to be parallel with, what I guess is the north boundary line.  But if we’re going to achieve 
getting the parking in the back, which I know we’re all going to want and we’re going to want to try to 
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achieve some presence on the street but have some green in the front, which everybody’s going to want.  I 
don’t see this changing dramatically from what’s presented to us. And the good news here is based upon 
that sketch, it’s going to be an attractive looking building, you know, I think there’s going to certainly be 
opportunity for the ZBA to -- I mean, for the ARB to opine on finishes and that kind of stuff.  But, and in 
my quick view of this, you know, the driveway needs to be on the side that they’re putting it and I guess 
you could consider trying to flip it to the other side but I’m not sure what you achieve. But the bottom line 
here is, you know, I don’t see a big change that’s available to this project to make, and still be able to make 
a parking lot work and be able to move around in the back and get in and out of garages.  Unless you, we 
wanted to consider going into garages that are front loaded, which I don’t think is the right answer for this 
home. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated Thank you, John.  Rich, can I just ask a quick question before other members opine?  
You’re assuming, it looks to me like every townhome has both an interior parking spot and an exterior 
parking spot directly behind that, is that accurate? 
 
Mr. Williams stated correct. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated as well as, one, two, three, four, as well as six I’m going to call them guest spots. 
 
Mr. Williams stated yes, we would anticipate those would be visitor or used by one of the members of the 
units. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated okay. 
 
Mr. Williams stated which would allocate one guest spot per unit. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated I know it’s early to do a parking analysis.  But Peter you, for townhomes or for, you 
know, are the two different zones have two different parking counts? 
 
Mr. Miley stated yes, what Rich put up is the townhome requirement. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated and have you looked at if it were otherwise, if we’re not [inaudible]? 
 
Mr. Miley stated yes, depending, I’m starting to, my head is starting to… 
 
Mr. Scoli stated yeah, Peter, I… 
 
Mr. Miley stated I would have to look at, I would have to look because we have new parking regulations 
with respect to, you know one or two bedroom units, so, I really want to get into that. Townhomes, he has 
that accurate parking calculation. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated okay, so, required is 14, proposed is as 8? 
 
Mr. Williams stated that’s our current assessment.  We’re still finalizing and working through those 
numbers to Peter’s point. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated okay, alright, other… 
 
Whitney Singleton stated just to highlight one thing before the rest of the members comment.  With regard 
to this project, I think that Rich’s assessment and presentation was wholly accurate.  One of the things that 
you should know, is that while it’s wholly accurate, he also pointed out that there’s a number of variances 
needed.  [Inaudible] 5 feet to the north property line, and it’s required to be 30 feet.  And 20 feet on the 
south property line is required to be 30 feet.  So what you’re really looking at is a code compliant 
development here before you, it’s not six. 
 
Mr. Williams stated with all due respect, I think we need to determine the Zoning that we’re actually going 
to compare this too and then Whitney, if it goes in that direction you might be right but for right now, I 
don’t know that. 
 
Whitney Singleton stated well… 
 
Mr. Scoli stated can I say something about that? 
 
Chairman Hertz stated please. 
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Mr. Scoli stated can I chime in here?  Okay, so it’s my understanding, depending on the Zoning, the 30 foot 
setback only applies to units that are six or more, okay, if you were to build five, the 30 foot setback 
doesn’t exist, am I correct in saying that, Peter? 
 
Mr. Williams stated Jamie, I’m going to stop you.  There are so many and this is what Peter and I have 
been discussing, there are so many different avenues that as you start to go down the various facets of the 
zone that may or may not apply that you know, Peter and I really need to sit down and review it and make 
sure that it conforms with the intent. 
 
Mr. Scoli stated alright, if that’s the case then we shouldn’t even be talking about this then, correct? Until 
Peter figures it out? 
 
Mr. Miley stated no, I mean we didn’t want to hold up the application Jamie. With regard to the, which 
application of the code, like I said I was still working on that, you know, until, you know, I don’t want to 
comment and false represent. 
 
Mr. Scoli stated correct. 
 
Mr. Miley stated codes that apply verse another, so, I’m reserving my comments with respect to zoning 
analysis until I haven’t least when we’re meeting with Whitney and Jan and we could hash this out.  It’s as 
indicate earlier this, it’s a little bit unique with regard to the separation of the units and some other variables 
that come into play.  So, I really don’t want to get into the weeds but I wanted you to have an opportunity 
to present your application which you’re doing. 
 
Mr. Scoli stated yeah and I appreciate, we had been working on this for a couple of months now, we’re 
trying to get, you know, the ball rolling.  So, in that retrospect then, I don’t think it’s fair to anyone to 
discuss anything in regards to zoning at this time whether it’s four units, six units, ten units, setbacks things 
like that.  I think it’s just a matter of, you know, does the Board like what we’re proposing, did they like to 
design, did they like the layout.  We originally put forth a design that had parking in the front sort of like a 
courtyard.  And after meeting with the officials from the Town, we were directed to not go in that direction 
and to put the parking in the rear which, you know, you’re looking at this particular layout today on the site 
plan based on that direction that was given to us. So, I think tonight mostly is, is the Town excited about 
this? I know the zone was changed as to what the Town is looking for kind of revitalize this whole area of 
Mount Kisco.  You want to see more residential townhomes in this area and probably less commercial.  
There are a lot of elderly homes heading, I think north towards Town that, you know, my eyes the vision 
was just hopefully see those someday knocked down and new units like this proposed to be built there.  
And this is the first of any applications I believe for this sort of development in this new zoning if I’m not 
mistaken, correct? 
 
Mr. Polese stated yeah… 
 
Mr. Miley stated you are the first one, Jamie. 
 
Mr. Scoli stated okay. 
 
Mr. Polese stated as one member, I like what you’ve pitch today.  I think you guys need just get together 
with staff and yeah, figure a couple things out.  But the concept flows and it would be a good use of the 
parcel. 
 
Mr. Scoli stated well we appreciate that, William. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated thank you Bill.  Other members? 
 
Mr. Hochstein stated yeah, I like it as well, I think it’s a good use and it looks good for the area.  I think my 
only comment would be moving the buildings back a little bit because I know, I guess the southern tip that 
would be, is right on the road.  I mean I guess the other option is also kind of turning the buildings a little 
bit but here it kind of looks like they’re more in line with La Tulipe, kind of that that same angle onto 
Lexington.  But I think if they went back a little bit more it might help out, just from looking off the road. 
 
Mr. Scoli stated also, I don’t remember who mentioned it but there was another application that might be 
coming forward that the person was actually wanting to put the units right up to the sidewalk, north of 
where we’re looking to develop here.  I’m not sure if that application even came in front of you yet but I 
know there was a discussion about that. The other reason someone mentioned about the road, the driveway 
coming into the site, the reason we want to put it to the right side is to avoid the traffic light that, you know, 
we make them driving to the left coming out right into that intersection there, so.  We thought this was a 
better opportunity to bring the parking into the rear on the right side. 
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Chairman Hertz stated thank you.  Other members? 
 
Ralph Vigliotti stated this is Ralph Vigliotti.  I would like to take a closer look at how we can move the 
front yard setback a bit more in line of what’s on Lexington Avenue.  That’s my only comment. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated okay.  Crystal? 
 
Ms. Pickard stated I am having trouble trying to decide what eye to judge this with, I’m an architect in 
Manhattan, I have thoughts on townhouses.  And, you know, this area I’m looking at the street view is not a 
townhouse street, which I think is why we’re having so much trouble deciding what to do with the front 
yard.  So, if the idea is over time, you know, this is the first to have this be a, you know, a street where your 
buildings are right on the sidewalk, then maybe we all need to kind of set aside our preconceived notions of 
what Mount Kisco looks like and say yes, we need this right on the sidewalk because that’s what we 
wanted, that’s the idea of the new code. Or do we want to soften that transition a bit and say well, since this 
is the first, maybe we push it back a little bit, we soften that transition so that those buildings that are 
already there and will likely be there for a while don’t end up feeling awkward.  I think I said something 
we’re going to have to think about. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated thank you Crystal. 
 
Mr. Scoli stated Crystal, to answer, that’s your concern if I may speak, Chairman.  We have another 
rendering that we previously designed and shared that, you know, shows that more of a courtyard feel in 
the front and we would be happy to, you know, let the Board see that one of the next meetings if that’s 
something you would like to see. I mean we were directed to do it this way, based on that original design 
but, you know, we’d be happy to share that with the Board just so they have a second look at something 
else that we’ve already designed and then let you decide what you, you know, what you would prefer their 
based on this being the first units going in.  So, we do have something that we could show you if you would 
like to see it. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated thank you. 
 
Ms. Pickard stated to be clear, I’m not saying that that needs to be the case, or they need to be pushed back.  
I’m saying that it’s something that needs to be given a lot of thought as to how this measure into the 
existing fabric of the Town and the direction that the Town is trying to go. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated right, I mean so, you know, we did a lot of work in I know Crystal you were there 
for part of it where we were discussing when we did our Master Plan and that included the re-zoning of this 
area which envisioned some new and more vital uses.  So, the challenge of course is how do you start that 
and, you know, what is, what is, what is a streetscape look like in transition.  So, I’ll make a couple of 
comments.  The first is you’re honoring this lopsided lot by aligning yourselves with the side yard setbacks 
rather than the front, rather than aligning with the front which is not something that I would encourage. It 
seems to me that we are your aligning yourself with a vestige of what’s there and not with what the future 
of that street is going to look like.  So, I would encourage you to be parallel to Lexington which I think 
would really make more sense if we are to encourage townhomes and things like that, that are trying to 
respect the street and not these oddball lot lines that just happen to be there.  And I realize that that’s going 
to create a larger zoning variance but given the alternative, I think that’s something that this Board would 
defend, even if provides other things.  My other comment is, you know, is this an appropriate bulk 
development on the site.  In other words, are six townhomes of this scale the appropriate amount that we 
can see on a site at this scale or do we want something that is scaled down a bit, you know whether it be 
five townhomes or something else, so that we can get a little bit more green space, so that we can get a little 
more maneuverability, have some more options with how things lay out.  So, I’m unclear but I’m not going 
to say at the moment that this amount of bulk development is appropriate, it feels like we’re pushing every 
dimension here.  So, could we, could this get scaled down to five town homes and Jamie, I understand the, 
believe me, I understand the all the push and pull with regards to how that works.  But I’m a little 
concerned about the density of what’s being proposed on this site. And I’m going to defer really on that 
analysis until we get a true analysis on zoning from the Building Inspector so that we know what’s it, what 
proper zoning to apply and what all the bulk development, what the coverage requirements aren’t all that.  
So, my comment is premature pending a true zoning analysis but that’s, that will just be my, those two 
quick comments from me.  Other members? 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated well Doug, just on that point, I think the zoning analysis is really important.  So, we 
know what the starting point is but also and if there were going to be variances proposed, you know, they 
have to, they have to have support, right.  There’s got to be some basis for it and I could see, you know, if 
we’re pushing a rear lot line here and reducing a rear setback on this particular property may be fine.  
Whereas it may not be as appropriate if the intention of the zoning was to keep a bigger distance between 
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building, so I think that and there may be some reasons, some justification for a variance, you know, having 
to put the driveway on one side and want to stay away from the traffic light and that intersection so on and 
so forth.  So, knowing what the rules are, you know, is got to be step one. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated I concur but accepting that statement, we do want to give the applicant enough 
feedback to go back to and get to the next step.  So, any other comments from Board members before while 
we have the opportunity.  Okay.  So, it sounds to me like you have a bit of our, you get a sense of what we 
like.  I think we all like, you know, we like, and it was certainly like Mr. Ceradini sketch that seems like a 
nice approach on the visuals, we’ll just have to find out if what the extent of what’s going to be really 
created here is really going to look like. So, it sounds like the ball is in Mr. Miley’s court to get that 
determination made and then he’ll get that information back to you and you can use that to then further 
would find your plans. 
 
Mr. Scoli stated appreciate that. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated anyone have any lasting comments to make before we move on? 
 
Mr. Ceradini stated I just, it’s Philip Ceradini again. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated yes. 
 
Mr. Ceradini stated can you hear me? 
 
Chairman Hertz stated we can. 
 
Mr. Ceradini stated okay, just a reminder, I’m sure you’re all ware of it that this particular site backs up to 
the linear park that’s behind it, that runs from Leonard Park down you know, past it another half mile.  It’s 
an unusual piece in that this residential development is going to back up essentially to a public park.  So the 
greenspace, what we would like to see is some greenspace just flow from this development into that 
parking, so that there’s very little distinction between the two spaces. And the site directly across the street 
from this in Radio Circle, down towards the Village it’s a CL-1 zone, the one directly across the street is 
light industrial zone, for Radio Circle.  So this is an, this isn’t an opposing, there’s not going to be another 
residential development across the street, ever, unless they re-zone Radio Circle.  Just the interplay of all of 
the interaction between the zones that I just wanted to underline. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated thank you and appreciate that and when you do come back, it will be interesting if 
you can sort of show us how that green space connects to you know, the Village linear park and all that, I 
think that will be important for us to understand. 
 
Mr. Ceradini stated okay. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated isn’t this site diagonally across the street at the entrance to Radio Circle, doesn’t that 
permit multi-family housing. 
 
Jan Johannessen stated yeah, the site across the street from Radio Circle, the vacant piece is GR, it’s not… 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated I think that there was a proposal at one point in time that was floated for doing 
townhomes or apartments there. 
 
Jan Johannessen stated that is correct, the vacant parcel, Martabano’s piece. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated yes. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated that has the filled in stream in it. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated yeah. 
 
Whitney Singleton stated this, okay.  Are you talking about, can you go to that zone that he’s talking about? 
 
Mr. Williams stated the zoning map? 
 
Whitney Singleton stated actually Rich, if you give up the screen, I’ll put the zoning map up. 
 
Mr. Williams stated sure. 
 
Whitney Singleton stated this is where he’s talking, it is zoned CL-1 
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Jan Johannessen stated yeah, that got changed with the zoning to allow for residential across the street? 
 
Whitney Singleton stated yeah… 
 
Chairman Hertz stated can you blow that up a little bit. 
 
Mr. Williams stated it’s the one parcel directly across the street from us that’s not in CL-1. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated correct, correct. 
 
Jan Johannessen stated office building. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated yes, that’s where the Pro Swing is and… 
 
Chairman Hertz stated yes. 
 
Whitney Singleton stated this is the parcel in question. 
 
Mr. Ceradini stated right. 
 
Whitney Singleton stated and then this is the Martabano piece over here. 
 
Mr. Ceradini stated right. 
 
Whitney Singleton stated at least part of it, the other part’s here. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated right, so there’s, the opportunity here is, you know, for this to begin something 
along that stretch of Lexington and then there’s you know, the break.  And then we’re already seeing some 
similar things further towards Town on Lexington that are being proposed.  Okay, thank you, thank you 
very much.  Yes, sorry. 
 
Jan Johannessen stated now, can I ask the question? 
 
Chairman Hertz stated of course. 
 
Jan Johannessen stated would you like this to come back as a continue with the conceptual after we have 
the zoning question answer when you look where the application to be moved forward to more of a formal. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated I think that’s a decision that’s up to the applicant.  You know, if the applicant feels 
that there are too many open questions about how to do things and then I’m happy that they can come back 
for an additional conceptual.  But they can also, you know, go forward with a specific approach.  And, you 
know, they’ve heard a little bit of our feedback.  But obviously not, you know, not enough because we 
don’t have enough information.  So, I think that’s, I don’t have a firm answer.  Conceptual is supposed to 
be informational for the applicant so they can, you know, take the sense of the Board, we can only give a 
partial sense because we don’t have the zoning information and know exactly what the parameters are.  I 
can’t force the applicant to come back under conceptual.  I think it would be a good idea though. 
 
Mr. Williams stated If I may, we’d like to work with Peter, Whitney and Jan because we have to balance 
your feedback, the land swap, the zone change and potential variances.  So, there’s, there’s a bunch of balls 
that are going to go up in the air and the chicken and egg and we want to make sure that we include your 
input on it. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated yep, that’s all you have, those are the only things you’re juggling? 
 
Mr. Williams stated piece of cake on this one. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated Alright, well, we’re excited I think, we’re always excited to have someone who 
wants to do business in the Village and we want to make these projects work and be successful.  So, we 
wish you luck and Peter, you’ve got some work to do and you guys have some work to do coordination 
wise.  So, thank you and we look forward to seeing you back soon. 
 
Mr. Williams stated thank you. 
 
Mr. Scoli stated thank you Board. 
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Chairman Hertz stated thank you.  Alright, the next item on the agenda is 19 North Moger also conceptual 
application 11 and 19 North Moger Avenue.  Jan, would you quickly introduce this? 
 

4. 19 N. Moger LLC – 11 & 19 North Moger Avenue 
PB2020-0408, SBL 69.81-2-1 & 69.81-2-7 
Site Plan 

 
Mr. Ralph Alfonzetti, Engineer and Ms. Tina Fischer of Polaner Selections, were present. 
 
Jan Johannessen stated Sure.  Before the Board on a conceptual site plan application, steep slopes permit, 
the property consists of two parcels 11 and 19 North Moger, both in the CB-1 zoning district, both front on 
North Moger and also Quaker Place.  That’s up gradient and parallel to North Mosher.  11 North Moger is 
developed with a residence and 19 is developed with an office building, that does not have apparently 
sufficient parking.  So, the proposal is to remove the house, demolish the house, 11 North Moger and build 
a 19 space parking lot to serve the office built on 19 [North Moger]. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated thank you.  I see the number of people, who is speaking for the applicant tonight? 
 
Mr. Alfonzetti stated I’m here, Ralph Alfonzetti, the engineer. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated welcome. 
 
Mr. Alfonzetti stated I am also here with Tina Fischer the owner of 19 Moger.  I think she’s still here. 
 
Ms. Fischer stated I’m here, yes. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated welcome. 
 
Mr. Alfonzetti stated so, just to run through this quick because I do realize it is late.  Jan pretty much 
summed it up, it is two parcels, the 19 Moger is an existing office building with two driveways and a 
parking area in the rear that’s not really sufficient.  There’s also an irregular shaped parking area for 19 
[North] Moger off of Quaker Place in this area.  11 North Moger is a residential dwelling with a parking 
area, garage and our proposal is to remove the residence, the garage and all that and replace it with a 
compliant parking lot and remove the lot line between lots and merge into one lot. This is a conceptual 
application trying to get some feedback from the Board.  We are reducing the overall impervious for the 
site as by approximately 1300 square feet.  Just want to get your feedback. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated thank you.  Let me ask and I know that this is conceptual.  So, Anthony hasn’t done 
a full review.  What’s involved in the lot this amount of grading and I see some fairly significant retaining 
walls and all that.  Can you just, Ralph, can you just talk about that a little bit? 
 
Mr. Alfonzetti stated sure, the retaining walls are not actually that big,  I mean they’re two walls, they’re 
both under 4 feet, this top one here would be 4 feet.  And then we’re looking at just another 4 foot wall, I 
mean, you know, in this corner here where I zoomed in is probably the highest part of the grading.  For an 
example, in this area we do have 8 feet to fill. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated got you. 
 
Mr. Alfonzetti stated right where my cursor is.  But that is the, you know, the most fill that there is.  And 
obviously as you go up towards Quaker, it reduces down to nothing because it is on grade. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated okay, and lighting for, you know, this is going to sit up a bit, you know, as it pushes 
towards Moger.  Can you talk about the lighting that you’re expecting there? 
 
Mr. Alfonzetti stated sure, I mean we, we did not, you know, in all honestly, we did not do any lighting 
plan yet.  We wanted to see what the Board’s reaction was first.  So, we have to develop that further.  We 
understand we don’t want high lights because the site is already sitting up so high.  So, we may look into 
bollards or something like that that are sitting lower. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated okay, thank you.  And I see an area, it says blue stone patio set.  Can you just talk 
about any other uses? 
 
Mr. Alfonzetti stated yes, you’re the owner one, you know, and Tina can chime in but the owner wanted 
just some area just so, you know, maybe an employees could go have a lunch and sit down, get outside for 
a little bit. 
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Ms. Fischer stated yes, that’s the idea. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated perfect. Alright, wonderful.  So, Board members, I don’t know how familiar you are 
with the site.  This is the old Montelone Law Office property.  And if you’ve ever driven through the 
building and around, you’ll know how challenging, you know, that is and there is extraordinarily limited 
parking in that area, so. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated I’ll be happy to go first.  I’ve driven around the site and that could actually see both 
structures from my house up on Captain Merritt Hill.  So, I would recommend that everybody drive up and 
around behind this building.  And first off, the work has been done on the building, looks great, it’s really 
nice improvement there.  It was a good structure to begin with but the work you’ve done I think it’s been is 
a real improvement.  To the right of the building, you can see by the grading that’s there it’s a steep slope. 
And if you drive up around the building up the side street and around the back, you basically come to a 
confluence of a bunch of parking areas that are already up there on the top of the hill.  You have the 
Verizon building that has parking up in there.  So, you come in, when you come down this back Quaker 
Place, you come into their back parking lot.  Where this parking lot is proposed, there’s already some 
parking from, correct Ralph, up in there.  So, you already have a lot of macadam up in there. And 
essentially, you know, all this, I think they’re looking to do is extend that parking after they remove that 
existing structure which, you know, isn’t, from the street it doesn’t look like it’s in the greatest of 
condition.  But, you know, that’s anecdotal.  I think that, you know, given the office use and the work and 
the effort that they’ve put in to their business here in this and improving the existing building that they have 
parking that’s adequate to serve deserve this site is necessary.  So, for me, I think I see what they’re trying 
to achieve and it makes sense to me. But it is, you know, it is an elevated site and it is, you know, there’s 
some elevation changes, so it definitely is going to take some effort to make the engineering work. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated thank you, John.  Other Board members? 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated I’ll go ahead, it’s Michael Bonforte.  I’ve been to this site also, I find it really 
interesting site.  I like John Bainlardi just said, I think it looks great from North Moger.  And if you can get 
the engineering toe work in the back to add those parking spaces and the walkway, I thought it was a 
unique and interesting and appealing attractive site.  So, gain if it could be engineered, I like it and I think it 
adds value to the area downtown. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated thank you Mike.  I’ll jump in just for a quick sec and then John.  So, I’m very 
familiar with the site and I would echo everyone’s comments.  I think the visual improvements to the 
existing building are tremendous.  It looks much better than it did in the past with not that it was ever a bad 
looking building.  I think this is a good use of those two sites emerging.  I think it’s a good idea.  I think 
you will have one of the things that were, I’m probably going to want to see is just to make sure that, you 
know, we don’t have a parking lot that’s sort of sitting up on the ledge with, you know, with headlights sort 
of poking out everywhere. So, I think we’ll have to do some screening which might be a little challenging 
given the slope but I think it’s all accomplishable.  But I think with a little bit of screening and appropriate 
lighting that stays on site and doesn’t lead too much which is what the code requires anyway.  I think this is 
a good idea and I encourage it.  Mr. Hochstein… 
 
Mr. Hochstein stated yeah, I was going to say the same thing about screening.  There are some apartments 
on the other side of North Moger that, you know, we would be able to look probably right into the parking 
lots of any type of screening that I could definitely soften that view.  But I think it’s a nice concept 
definitely.  I think currently there’s an abandoned house there so, you know, trying to fix up the eyesore, 
it’s nice use of the property if they can make it work. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated anyone else? And Tina, it must be a little bit odd to, you know, have watched the 
application before this one. 
 
Ms. Fischer stated that’s okay, don’t worry, that’s okay.  I hope it goes through.  It was a great learning 
experience.  So, what’s the next step? 
 
Chairman Hertz stated well, the feedback you’ve gotten from what I’ve heard is all positive.  So, I think 
more perspective the next step is for you to go through a full engineering design.  And see if can really, you 
know, take a hard look at the lighting and screening because I think those were really the only issues.  And 
you have a net positive in impervious surface which is wonderful.  But you have, you know, you have a 
challenging slope to deal with, which makes it a little bit more difficult for screening, so. I think the next 
step is to go full boar on you’re, you know, full engineering plans and come back when you’re ready.  No 
one has identified, I mean Pete, and you haven’t done an analysis on zoning on this, have you? 
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Mr. Miley stated no, not a complete analysis but just want to touch on what you just recently said.  After 
he, you know, he completes his drawings, probably should sit down with myself and Jan one more time 
before… 
 
Ms. Fischer stated yes. 
 
Mr. Miley stated presenting the application to the Board again.  You know, we’re dealing with the wall 
length again but that’s something Anthony has to make a determination, if it’s necessary, so, variance is not 
required.  So, there’s a couple of those types of items that once Ralph gets through his engineering, we 
could sit down one more time myself and the consultants and go through it and get us complete as possible 
so it makes it easier during our Planning Board process. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated right.  And I’m going to assume this will be subject to, I mean even though we don’t 
have slopes analysis, I’m going to assume that this is going to require steep slopes permit which will 
require a public hearing. 
 
Mr. Miley stated I would agree. 
 
Jan Johannessen stated also it’s in the Designated Main Street Area and it’s going to require DEP approval. 
 
Ms. Fischer stated it is a designated, Jan, what did you just say? 
 
Jan Johannessen stated it’s a Designated Main Street Area, DEP Designated Main Street Area.  Any new 
impervious surface requires DEP approval.  I don’t know if that, you got it Tina, we did put together a little 
memo January 7th based on your initial submission couple of comments. 
 
Ms. Fischer stated I did not so, yes.  DEP approval, that’s a whole, yes, yes. 
 
Mr. Alfonzetti stated I can send that to your team. 
 
Ms. Fischer stated that’s a whole mountain, whole mountain to climb.  So, yes, can you send it to me that, 
yeah? 
 
Mr. Alfonzetti stated I’ll send it. I don’t know if DEP will be that difficult here, only because we are 
reducing the amount of impervious. 
 
Jan Johannessen stated yep. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated yes, it’s probably worth having a meeting with staff to sort of dig into what all the, 
what all the pieces of this are going to be.  It doesn’t sound from the feedback from the Planning Board 
members like, you know, it seems like you have positive feedback with the regards to the concept of the 
plan.  I think now you have to go through the, the nuts and bolts of it and see how you’re going to get 
through that.  So, I think Jan and Pete will be valuable and as will Anthony, because you’re going to have 
to come up with a way to capture that stormwater, retain it, you know, all that.  It is a significant slope 
there, so.  I’m sure it’s all doable but that’s not nothing. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated they’re definitely going to want some treatment practices so you know what to do, 
Ralph. 
 
Mr. Alfonzetti stated yup, been down there before. 
 
Ms. Fischer stated can I ask one more question? 
 
Chairman Hertz stated absolutely. 
 
Ms. Fischer stated nobody seems to, nobody can tell me who owns Quaker Place, the road behind the… 
 
Whitney Singleton stated I was just going to raise that point.  Are you contract vendee yet of the adjoining 
parcel? 
 
Mr. Fischer stated excuse me? 
 
Whitney Singleton stated are you on contract yet to acquire the adjoining parcel? 
 
Tina Fisher stated Not until I get, not until I get some sort of… 
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Whitney Singleton stated I understand that. My recommendation to you would be to make sure that you get 
your deed to reflect and that your title insurance policy reflects a right of access to that parcel.  Because I’m 
looking at your existing deed, it shows no rights over Quaker Place.  And I’m looking at the deed for 11 
North Moger, LLC and Delaria Dominco and shows no rights going over Quaker Place either and that is 
not a publicly owned road. 
 
Ms. Fischer stated but Whitney, I’ve asked who’s the, who have I asked in the Town?  I’ve asked this for 
months, if not years.  I’m trying to find out who owns Quaker Place and nobody can tell me. 
 
Whitney Singleton stated well, I can’t answer that question for you.  But one of the things that I would 
recommend doing is making sure that if you’re going to build a structure in there that you have the right to 
get to it.  And what I’m going to be looking for on behalf of the Village is simply that you have either a 
deed and or title insurance policy ensuring your right to access that area.  I’m sure it exists by virtue of 
historical use or anything else.  But the fact of the matter is you’re going to have to show a right to access 
the area that in question, if you’re going to propose a modification to the site. And I appreciate your 
concern that you probably asked and asked and asked and we don’t have a definitive answer for you.  I 
would ask that the Village maintains it.  I would see if it’s on the official Village map. 
 
Ms. Fischer stated I’ve asked Ed Brancati, Ed. 
 
Mr. Polese stated Ed Brancati. 
 
Ms. Fischer stated where do you suggest I go?  Please guide me, directly me, who else should I… 
 
Whitney Singleton stated I’ll tell you what, why don’t we have this conversation on an in person or… 
 
Ms. Fischer stated individual, great.  Delighted to… 
 
Whitney Singleton stated there’s no reason… 
 
Ms. Fischer stated this road, terrific, terrific. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated it may require a title search, you know.  You’re going to need a title company to do a 
title search.  So, your attorney should advise you on how to determine who owns that roadway and it may 
require you to go to a title insurance company and have them do a search. 
 
Whitney Singleton stated use something called a street search.  He’s, John’s exactly right. 
 
Ms. Fischer stated okay, Whitney, I’ll contact you in the next couple days if that’s okay. 
 
Whitney Singleton stated yep. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated great, thank you.  And I appreciate everyone taking that that part of this offline.  
Okay.  Tina, is there anything else that we can provide for you tonight?  Do you have enough direction? 
 
Ms. Fischer stated Ralph, what do you think? 
 
Mr. Alfonzetti stated I think we have enough direction, yes. 
 
Ms. Fischer stated okay, thanks. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated Thank you very much.  We [inaudible]. 
 
Ms. Fischer stated thank you. 
 
Mr. Alfonzetti stated Thank you. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated Alright, goodnight now.  The next application is Timber Ridge, Timber Ridge Road.  
This is a continued formal application for site plan and steep slopes permit.  We have an amended site plan.  
Ralph, you’re here on that as well. 
 

5. Timber Ridge – Timber Ridge Road 
PB2020-400, SBL 80.73-1-8 
Site Plan and Steep Slopes Permit 

 
Mr. Ralph Alfonzetti, Engineer and Mr. Stefan Vasilescu, HOA President, were present. 
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Mr. Alfonzetti stated I am, yes.  And I believe Stefan is here also. 
 
Mr. Vasilescu stated yes, I am, good evening, good night. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated okay. 
 
Mr. Vasilescu stated I don’t know what time it is. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated Yes, I know, I know.  And this is the fast night so don’t even get us started. 
 
Mr. Vasilescu stated yes, 
 
Chairman Hertz stated okay, we’re familiar with the application you’ve been before us before.  Jan, where 
do we stand at the moment?  Where are we in the process? 
 
Jan Johannessen stated requires a steep slopes permit and site plan amendment.  It’s been before the Board 
on one or two occasions.  A public hearing will be required for the steep slopes permit but I don’t believe 
it’s been scheduled.  And I think we were discussing or trying to determine whether there was any ZBA 
involvement.  It’s been… 
 
Chairman Hertz stated right, thank you.  So Whitney, have you had a chance to review the variance that 
exists on the board variances that exist? 
 
Whitney Singleton stated yes, I reviewed, I believe Peter and I reviewed it, didn’t we Peter? 
 
Mr. Miley stated we did, yah, and I had a yellow mark here on one condition that I’d like to review with 
you, that will be the ultimate determining factor if there’s a variance needed. 
 
Whitney Singleton stated okay, so, we’ll need to review that further, unless you want to send it to me.  We 
went through this, I just don’t remember what the disposition was. 
 
Mr. Miley stated yes, we did.  But I just took a second look at it.  And there’s something in there that. 
 
Whitney Singleton stated okay, we’ll talk offline, and it may require a variance. 
 
Mr. Miley stated yes. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated alright, so we think we have to… 
 
Whitney Singleton stated the Zoning Board will not be able to act though until you’re complete. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated until we are… 
 
Whitney Singleton stated this is not a one, two or three-family house, so the area variances, if they do need 
the grant variances, we’ll have to wait until your, until you completed SEQRA. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated SEQRA, okay.  So, Ralph or Stefan, we’re familiar with the project.  What’s new? 
 
Mr. Vasilescu stated it’s nothing new.  I think, first of all Chairman Hertz, just so you know because we 
didn’t talk with you before.  What happened, we follow your advice.  If you remember last time, we were 
in front of you, you just gave me some advice on going out, put some projects together, come back in front 
of the Building Department, the Planning Board, whoever is needed, seek approval, make sure we have a 
sound solution.  And we proceed this time in the right way, not the way we were doing before asking the 
contractors to take care of this and which turned out not benefiting us. So, what do you have in front of you 
are actually four projects and there are those four big squares.  There are individual projects for us, in the 
order of importance, the one this one here where is the cursor right now, that’s number one.  I’m not sure if 
after our October meeting the board had the chance to stop by Timber Ridge.  I don’t know because nobody 
contact me but maybe they stop by and visit.  Did anybody see the terrain, the situation in the field? 
 
Chairman Hertz stated I’ve been by, I think a couple of our members have seen it in the past or in time. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated I’ve been by the site as well. 
 
Mr. Polese stated same. 
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Mr. Bonforte stated same for me. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated Chairman, if I can make a suggestion.  I mean, I don’t think we need to rehash 
anything that, because they’ve been before us.  So, I think as far as I see it, we should schedule a public 
hearing if one is necessary.  Let’s get the public comments, there was some comments that came in from 
one of the residents which we… 
 
Chairman Hertz stated we just lost you, John.  John, you’re, well, hopefully John will dial back in.  We 
seem to have lost him entirely.  Okay. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated Chairman, John was bringing up the fact that we received a letter from, I don’t know if 
it’s part of the public record yet but from some residents and the implications of that or lack of 
implications.  So, we did read the letter as a Board, we, you know, Doug, if you want to go with that. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated sure, yeah.  So, I think there are a couple of things here.  One, we need to get you 
this public hearing scheduled because steep slopes require it.  And then additionally, the Board received the 
letter basically one or two of the residents of the condominium had some concerns and some objections.  
It’s not our job to, we don’t - this is a, this is not a public hearing yet.  And it’s not our job to act as an 
intermediary between, you know, the board, your board and your residents.  So, I will let you know that 
there is, you have concerns from a few people. So, you might want to coordinate with your, with your 
resident group, what’s happening there and make sure.  But you are the appropriate entity to making this 
application, you have the proper standing to be here, so, we’re just going to continue with that.  We have a, 
there’s a public hearing, you may hear someone near public on that.  But if there are no changes to the plan 
that you put forth in front of us, we have gone through that before.  You have provided that information 
prior.  So, what I’d like to do is get a public hearing scheduled, so that we can get any input from the public 
on the steep slopes and on the rest of the plans that do require public comment. And then we can move 
forward and we’ll have the definitive answer by the Building Department with Village Counsels that 
require any variances that they have it.  Michelle, given notice requirements, when can we get them on an 
agenda for a public hearing? 
 
The Secretary stated February 23rd will be the first time… 
 
Chairman Hertz stated they can make notice requirements for February 23rd. 
 
The Secretary stated correct. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated so, does that work for you, Ralph and Stefan? 
 
Mr. Alfonzetti stated it works for me, yes. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated so I’d like to make a motion that we put them on the agenda, we don’t need a 
motion for that, you’ll be on the agenda. 
 
Mr. Vasilescu stated thank you. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated for February 23rd.  You need to work with Michelle to get your notices done 
properly and in a timely fashion so that we can actually hold that heading.  And then we will dig into the, 
speak also the Jan and Anthony to make sure that the information on the steep slopes is complete, so that 
we don’t have to go back and forth with anything else, so all the details particularly with Anthony that he’s 
going to need on retaining walls, on any change in stormwater, I don’t know if it’s there but everything, 
you know the slopes maps and Anthony can talk to that. 
 
Anthony Oliveri stated I think the plans were pretty much there, with everything that had been requested, 
there was just these items that has been hanging out there with the Zoning.  And the steep slopes, we 
established that the walls were over 60 feet in length, that’s a Planning Board discretionary item, it’s not a 
zoning variance. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated gotcha. 
 
Mr. Vasilescu stated and is there any decision on that, Anthony, with the 60… 
 
Anthony Oliveri stated if the Board decides that the plan is okay, they’ll approve it. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated yeah and do we have a full listing of the lengths and heights of all retaining wall 
runs? 
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Anthony Oliveri stated I think it was all on there, all the dimensions have been added. 
 
Mr. Alfonzetti stated the dimensions were added, yes. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated so as long as Anthony is satisfied that he has all the information and all that’s been 
properly provided to us, I think we’re going to see you at the public hearing. 
 
Mr. Alfonzetti stated okay. 
 
Mr. Vasilescu stated thank you very much. 
 
Mr. Hochstein stated one thing before they leave… 
 
Chairman Hertz stated yes. 
 
Mr. Hochstein stated is it worth asking them to send a letter to everyone on the property, just so we don’t 
run into the same issue as ShopRite where the, not everyone was told because the public hearing doesn’t go 
to everyone, it just goes to the HOA? 
 
Chairman Hertz stated that’s a very good point, thank you John.  So yes, as part of the public notice 
requirements, typically you’d only be required to notice one person, would be your board.  We would ask 
you to send out those notices to include all the residents of Timber Ridge on those notice requirements. 
 
Mr. Vasilescu stated oh, absolutely and the letter that you’re talking earlier about was already sent to the 
board and to the management company. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated okay, wonderful, thank you very much.  We’ll see you at the public hearing.  
 
Mr. Alfonzetti stated thank you. 
 
Mr. Vasilescu stated thank you. 
 
Jan Johannessen stated Doug, before we move on.  I believe there’s a notice requirement under 239-M for 
the County Planning Board, if it hasn’t been done yet, before the public hearing, it should be.  Something 
staff will handle, Michelle. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated [inaudible] please.  I will consider it handled by staff.  Okay, the last item on the 
agenda and not the least.  Burgler Subdivision 2 ½ Leonard Street here for formal application for 
subdivision. Rich! 
 

6. Burgler Subdivision – 2 ½ Leonard Street 
PB2021-0409, SBL 80.26-1-18 & 80.26-2-14.1 
Subdivision 

 
Mr. Rich Williams from Insite Engineering was present. 
 
Mr. Williams stated good evening, we made it. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated I’m sorry, wow.  11:35, let’s try to close this in this day.  We went through this 
quickly under, in the work session, so I’m not going to ask Jan to reintroduce this. So, I’ll let you go right 
into it. 
 
Mr. Williams stated sure, I’ll share my screen and I’m going to go through pretty quickly due to the hour at 
night, just stop me if you have any questions.  Existing acre and a half piece of property, interested address 
as you noted before 2 ½ Leonard Street, not quite sure where that came from.  The owner lives in this 
residence right here, the property is consisted of two tax map parcels, one of the tax map parcels is here, 
which is basically where Leonard Street ends, it ends in a hammerhead where the driveway splits on our 
property, there is an easement in favor of the Mitchell’s, which allow their driveway to cross this property.  
This little tax map parcel is in the RM-10 zone, the balance of the property is in the RS-12 zone.  Existing 
single-family residence, the owner’s parents actually live here and the intent of this application is to create 
a cottage on the property for the owner’s mother-in-law.  Right now there is a one-story frame cottage on 
the property here, a greenhouse in the northeast corner and an existing one-story frame garage essentially 
built right to the property, is, if you get to the site, its got an older feel to it, so the owners feel that 
preserving it is in the interest of the character of the neighborhood, it is just a storage shed but its got some 
old feeling architecture to it, so they think the community would rather see it left up than taken down.  But 
you guys can take a look at that when we make it to the site.  Our proposal to subdivide the property into 
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two lots, one lot would be sixty, I’m sorry, lot two would be 5,000 square feet and lot one would be, I’m 
sorry, lots two would be 19,000 square feet and lot one would be 47,000, 46,757 [square feet].  We would 
reconfigure the driveway slightly, we would keep a circular turnaround, we’ve already talked to the owner, 
we are going to check some turning radiuses for both fire trucks and moving trucks which tend to have a 
worse turning radius than fire truck, just to make sure everything works on this driveway and shrink this 
down a little bit.  The driveway would remain gravel, the owner believes in trying to stick with green 
development and doesn’t like pavement.  We have worked through the lot line configurations with Peter, 
just to make sure we’re looking at front, side and rear setbacks correct, I think we believe we have it 
figured out.  As we’re proposing this subdivision, we don’t believe we would need any zoning variances, it 
looks to be conforming.  Subdivision, there is public water and public sewer servicing the site, we’re 
pinning down the final locations but generally the sewer service for the existing residence heads to the 
north.  Apparently, there was a deal put in place with the neighboring development where the sewage 
would go through that property.  Water is fed through Leonard Street and there is sewer at Leonard Street 
and we would propose to connect the new residence here into that same sewer.  Pretty simple, we think 
pretty straight forward but first meeting before you so we know we have some gaps to close in our 
application, we haven’t done any stormwater design yet, we really just wanted to put it out there before we 
got too far ahead of ourselves and get some input. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated thank you, are there any slopes issues on the site? 
 
Mr. Williams stated not with what we’re proposing.  We’re going to be working up in this flatter area, there 
are slopes to the western boundary but there’s no activity proposed in them.  I will delineate them on the 
drawings. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated and you saw the, I believe, was it Jan’s comment memo?  About fire access and all 
that? 
 
Mr. Williams stated yes. 
 
Jan Johannessen stated the one thing I, I wasn’t, I’m not sure what the arrangement is out there for how the 
Village plows and turns around, there’s obviously no cul-de-sac there, I don’t know if there’s any 
agreements in place for Village trucks to turn around in the driveway or if an easement is necessary or, but 
we did bring that up in our memo. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated okay. 
 
Jan Johannessen stated and easement for [inaudible]. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated um, this looks straight forward enough to me, it’s been a while since I’ve heard no 
variances required… 
 
Mr. Miley stated let’s not say that yet. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated you’re killing me, you’re killing me. 
 
Whitney Singleton stated there is some frontage issues here, [inaudible]. 
 
Mr. Miley stated every application, sorry Whitney, every application before us requires some legal research 
and you know we’re dealing with two separate zoning districts and again this is another one that I’m going 
to schedule with Whitney.  It’s clear what variance, if any, as we proceed may be needed in the future, 
there may be a way to avoid them is my answer.  So there may, this lot may not require or lots may not 
require variances but I’ll have the conversation with Rich offline and Whitney. 
 
Whitney Singleton stated as long as people are weighing in, I’m just going to weigh-in just off the top of 
my head from looking at this.  There may be some frontage and access issues but there’s certainly plenty of 
land for the applicant to propose an extension of the road if necessary to provide adequate frontage and lot 
width and everything else and it doesn’t necessarily require them to be built to Village specifications.  I 
think it can be worked out, I think Peter is 100% correct, we just need to sift through the application. 
 
Anthony Oliveri stated I’m with, with regard to the dead end there, we noted a few things in our memo, 
some additional details really should be picked up on the survey.  There’s two adjacent driveways, a fire 
hydrant not shown, you know just to kind of you know, better flush out that shared driveway situation 
there. 
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Whitney Singleton stated and maybe, I might put my foot in my mouth and find out there’s something 
already in the file that I didn’t really look at but obviously you probably want the fire department input on 
this as early on as possible. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated yeah, I would concur with that.  Let me ask you a quick question, you mentioned the 
existing, historic frame garage.  I don’t see an entrance to is from the drive, is it going to be use as a garage 
or should it be renamed as a storage shed? 
 
Mr. Williams stated a picture is worth 1,000 words, maybe. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated I thought I went down to the end of that in Google street view and couldn’t get… 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated a little red framed structure. 
 
Mr. Williams stated right there.  So, it was originally probably a garage and you can see the garage door 
here that came out. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated yeah. 
 
Mr. Williams stated they just, they’re currently using it for storage.  When I say historic I mean probably 
decades old but not vintage but it’s got that cute barn, red feel.  Lillian, knowing her neighbors thinks that 
more people would be sad to see it go than for it to stay. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated I’m not going to comment at this time. Okay, anyone jump in?  My brain is getting 
soft and mushy. 
 
Mr. Polese stated it looks straight forward, Chairman. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated I would agree.  Anyone? 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated overall, to me, I’ve been down the street, just happen to be down the street before this 
came to the Board but there’s plenty of lot space on both parcels when they’re combined and so a lot of 
what would you call it, shrubbery and trees in the back.  So I seem like, it seems like a great subdivision, 
call it that, I’m all for it. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated okay, the only thing that I would call out which is minor is that you’re proposing 
any inside parking for the front, for the new lot two, it’s all exterior parking and its functional in the front 
yard which is to me, less than ideal but I understand it.  So I might just think about how you’re going to 
make that work and not sort of be a bit of an eyesore and I don’t know if that… 
 
Mr. Miley stated one of the things we need to work out, Chairman. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated yeah and if there are any issues with sticking parking in the front yard or what is the 
front yard here.  So that’s the, I’m fine with everything here but that’s the only thing I see as a possible 
issue, is how to blend that in appropriately and keep the feel, the nice feel at the end of Leonard. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated it reminds me a little bit of the subdivision that was done on John Hochstein’s street 
with the question about road frontage and how to get in and out, so I guess we’ve been there.  We have a 
recent one to go back to see how we solved that one. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated yeah, yeah, I would agree.  Alright, what’s next on this? 
 
Jan Johannessen stated we have a staff meeting before resubmission, go through some of the items. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated yeah, yeah, so it sounds like have to make some final determinations and make sure 
this is all right and you know, Rich, I think you need to take a hard look how to properly handle the parking 
with relating to lot two.  Because that’s really the only thing that concerns and also it might change the 
character of how you approach that house, so. 
 
Mr. Williams stated okay, we will do that. 
 
Whitney Singleton stated yeah, I hate to do it to you.  I don’t see it anywhere on the agenda or in the 
package but the Zoning law referral, is that something we’re not handling tonight? 
 
Jan Johannessen stated it’s the next item. 
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Whitney Singleton stated oh, I’m sorry, I didn’t see it, was there a revised agenda sent around. 
 
The Secretary stated yes, yesterday. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated really? 
 
The Secretary stated yes. 
 
Mr. Polese stated yeah, version six. 
 
Laughter. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated that’s not the one I’m looking at. 
 
Mr. Williams stated and with that, should I say good night? 
 
Jan Johannessen stated unless you want to present the zoning amendment. 
 
Discussion/Correspondence: 
 

• Local Law 1-2021 – PWSF Personal Wireless Service Facilities Overlay District 
 
Chairman Hertz stated thank you all very much, you guys have your marching orders we’ll see you back 
soon.  Okay, zoning amendment, it wasn’t even in my, it’s not in the download. 
 
The Secretary stated it’s in the packet on the website, it got e-mailed to them about 2 weeks ago. 
 
Mr. Miley stated Chairman, its in the emailed packet, it’s been e-mailed to everybody, Michelle indicated.  
You should have it, it’s on the website.  It was hard mailed to you. 
 
Whitney Singleton stated when was it emailed, Michelle? 
 
The Secretary stated originally it was e-mailed back at the end of December and everybody was kind of 
commenting on it, I believe.  And then it was e-mailed again yesterday morning as kind of like revised 
agenda. 
 
Ms. Pickard stated it was January 25th at 10:51 am. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated January 25.  You’re more requiring me to do more work. 
 
Whitney Singleton stated oh there it is, I can share. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated go ahead Whitney, do it. 
 
Whitney Singleton stated okay, here’s the referral to the county and here is the proposed local, the 
resolution.  Here is the proposed local law. What the propose local law does, a very brief analysis is that 
110-27.1 H is for applications outside of the wireless overlay district has been interpreted to mean that the 
only requirements that you have to comply with are items one through four, if you can’t find something 
within the zone that [inaudible] lack in coverage that all reasonable measures in the citing of the facility 
within the Village have been exhausted and the technical space limitations prevent location or co location 
on, within the district.  So the applicant on Homeland has taken that to mean, not particularly unreasonably, 
that they only have to comply with these four requirements instead of the 74 requirements that you have to 
comply with within in the district.  So obviously we’re making you go to the district which is where we 
want you to go and your subject to 74 regulations and you shouldn’t be exempt from all of those 
regulations if you go to a location we don’t want you to go.  So the sole purpose of this amendment is to 
clarify that these requirements exist in addition to demonstrating compliance with all other requirements of 
110-27.1, it is a sole change in the code, at least for the time being. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated Whitney, I’m just going to stop you. 
 
Whitney Singleton stated but not, this is… 
 
Chairman Hertz stated I know, I know, I know, I’m going to do it anyway, I’m just going to recuse myself. 
Because I just, you know.  I’ve had too many [inaudible].  So I’m going to recuse myself from this but I 
think this appropriate for John but that has to be decided who will chair this. 
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Mr. Bainlardi stated I’m okay, I mean, I think its necessary if we’re going to avoid Whitney and Rob 
Gaudioso getting off on the wrong foot with every application that comes in. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated John, will you chair this action? 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated yes, take care, good night. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated I’m going to recuse myself. 
 
Whitney Singleton stated I just have one question, if you chair the meeting, you’re not going to mute me 
like Mike did. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated I am going away. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated if you keep talking… 
 
Chairman Hertz stated good night all. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated so Whitney, essentially this is really just to clarify what was intended, right? 
 
Whitney Singleton stated correct. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated so unless anybody has any questions and I guess all that’s being asked of us at this 
moment from the Village Board is does this Board have any comment? 
 
Whitney Singleton stated yes, well actually more than that.  Under our Code, you have to report, you have 
to create a report and send it back to the Board, or at least they have to wait 30 days for you to do so and I 
think that given the nominal nature of this amendment, that we can simply do a pro forma response. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated and this is the desire of the Village Board is to make this change to make it perfectly 
clear of what the intent was. 
 
Whitney Singleton stated correct. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated and… 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated does anybody have any questions for Whitney or anyone?  Michael? 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated and Whitney, if you can complete my sentence.  The intent here is to clarify but it is 
also in direct response to the application at 180 South Bedford Road. 
 
Whitney Singleton stated well its in response to their taking a position that they don’t have to comply with 
the Code.  Peter has issued an opinion in the past to Verizon and to this very same law firm that is 
presenting the application tonight that they do have to comply with the additional regulations.  They did not 
appeal that decision that he made with regard to their application on top of the Verizon building which is 
outside the wireless overlay zone.  We thought it was clear that they would have to comply with all the 
regulations but now they’re taking a different position with regard to the Homeland Tower.  So this is to 
clarify and make unequivocally clear that you have to comply with the regulations in the Village whether 
you’re in the code, in the zone or outside the zone. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated Whitney, I’m sorry to interrupt you but just for my, for my personal situation, I want it 
to be clear that this is to clarify for future applications.  This is going to have no impact one way or the 
other on that existing application. 
 
Whitney Singleton stated no, it will have an impact. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated why? 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated because its under contention, John.  They’re contending it. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated then I have to recuse myself. 
 
Whitney Singleton stated okay. 
 
Mr. Vigliotti stated Michael, you’re up. 
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Mr. Bonforte stated well I support the amendment, this local law amendment wholly, as one Board 
member.  And if we need to write a letter in support of the Village Board’s proposal here or resolution, I 
make the motion to do so, if that’s the property procedure to do so Whitney.  I think this is exactly 
what we want to do. 
 
Mr. Polese stated and I will second that. 
 
Mr. Vigliotti stated I agree. 
 
Whitney Singleton asked for all in favor. 
 
The motion carried by a vote 6 to 0. 
 
Whitney Singleton stated I will draft something for Michael to sign. 
 
Ms. Pickard stated thank you. 
 
Whitney Singleton stated alright thank you.  Another long night, huh.  Good thing the economy is so dead. 
 
Mr. Vigliotti stated don’t even start. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated good night everyone. 
 
Mr. Miley stated make the motion to adjourn. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated we’re adjourned. 
 
Ms. Pickard second the motion. 
 
The motion carried by a vote of 6 to 0. 
 
The meeting adjourned at 12:00 am on January 27, 2021. 


