
Minutes of the Regular Meeting of the Planning Board of the Village/Town of Mount Kisco held on 
Tuesday, June 22, 2021 at 7:33 pm in the Frank J. DiMicco Board Room and via Zoom Teleconference 

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

Anthony Oliveri, Village Engineer  
   Whitney Singleton, Village Attorney 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated welcome to the Mount Kisco Planning Board regular Planning Board meeting for June 
22, 2021.  We just came out of work session.  We have a number of matters on the agenda tonight, some of 
which are administerial in nature, other which are more material.  But we have a public hearing, a 
continuation of the Burgler Subdivision, 2 1/2 Leonard Street, there’s been a request to adjourn to July 
13th, which we will entertain.  There was receipt of some emails from the applicant that should become 
part of the public record.  Under formal applications, we have a resubmission by Verizon Wireless facility 
for 45 Main Street and for that site plan and special use permit for locating some facilities at the top of an 
existing building in town, the Verizon building.  There is a continuation of the SCS Sarles Street 
application, which Mike Bonforte will Chair, we’re going to move that application down on the agenda.  
Then there’s a continued formal application from Timber Ridge, that’s the site plan and steep slopes permit 
where there’s a letter from the attorney for the applicant indicated that they proceeded to secure their 
variances from the ZBA.  There is an application or actually an extension request for 314 Spring Street, 
Anthony and Catherine Pieragostini, this is for a previously approved subdivision and steep slopes approval 
and they’re requesting an extension of the steep slopes approval permit. Oakwood Cemetery, the garage 
project at 304 Lexington Avenue, this was a site plan approval which was granted and an extension request 
for that approval in is place, is presented as well, which we’ll act on.  And then finally there’s a conceptual 
application, this is a continuing conceptual application by the Rivera Auto Group for property at 353 North 
Bedford Road, this is a site plan, wetland permit, special use permit and steep slopes permit application in 
connection with proposed service facility in connection with the existing auto group sales office and 
dealership located up the street on North Bedford Road.   
 

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

 
Mr. Bainlardi states so we will start with the Burgler Subdivision, 2 1/2 Leonard Street, this is a 
continuation at the public hearing a request to adjourn to July 13th has been formally made by Insite, the 
applicant’s civil engineer representative, they’ve requested that this be adjourned from the June 22nd 
meeting to July 13th, this will give more time to address outstanding comments and provide the requested 
additional, existing conditions information.  We did discuss this during work session, there were no 
objections to the extension, so I’m going to make a motion that we extend or actually adjourn the 
public hearing to a date certain, which is the July 13, 2021 meeting.  Do I have a second on the motion? 
 
Mr. Polese stated Mr. Chairman, I’ll second the motion. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated thank you.  Okay, Michelle, if you could poll the Board? 
 
UPON ROLL CALL VOTE: 
 
Mr. Bainlardi  - aye 
Mr. Polese  - aye 
Mr. Vigliotti  - aye 
Mr. Bonforte  - aye 
Mr. McGuirk  - aye 
 
The motion carried by a vote of 5 to 0. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated okay, thank you.  Okay, moving on, Verizon Wireless facility, 45 Main Street, this is 
for site plan and special use permit. Who’s here this evening for this application? 
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B. Verizon Wireless Facility – 45 Main Street 
PB2020-0396, SBL 69.81-2-3 
Site Plan and Special Use Permit. 

 
Ms. Snyder stated Leslie Snyder is here this evening. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated hello.  So I think that the best way to start with this is to, can you just present the 
updated application, I believe that this application was last before this Board probably over a year in 2020, 
I know that, we know that the applicant has met with the Building Inspector and with Staff to make some 
modifications, so if you would be so kind as to present. 
 
Ms. Snyder stated sure, good evening, my name is Leslie Snyder.  I’m a partner in the law firm of Snyder 
& Snyder, I’m here tonight on behalf of NYSMSA Limited Partnership which does business as Verizon 
Wireless. Verizon Wireless is seeking to improve its wireless services to the central business district in the 
Village of Mount Kisco.  The property that Verizon Wireless is proposed to utilize and the building itself is 
currently used for telecommunications purposes being the building at 45 East Main Street. And all the 
Verizon is proposing is a small antenna which will now be mounted to the bulkhead with one sector 
mounted to the roof parapet.  We were before you about a year ago, the Building Inspector at that time 
reviewed and gave us some comments and in response to his comments we modified our facility so that the 
antennas no long exceed the height of the building and we are utilizing the bulk head for two of the sectors, 
so we will not be exceeding any height or adding any bulk to the building.  We will paint the antennas to 
match to the color of the bulkhead and we’re happy, if there’s any other, we are flexible as to the color, we 
did briefly talk to Mike Musso about the application and our redesign and said that we would, he was very 
much in favor of making sure the color of the antennas matched the bulkhead and the other sector that’s on 
the parapet, we’re proposing a steel grey, so whatever the Board would like.  I think that the Building 
Inspector, I saw his most recent memo which now, you know indicated unless the FCC rules are to the 
contrary, we would need a variance from the setback from the distance to residential dwellings, I think the 
FCC rules and particularly this site are actually to the contrary, they do want to encourage being able to 
service downtown areas, I know Mount Kisco has always wanted a robust downtown and has been working 
towards that and this certainly will be necessary infrastructure but we’re happy to sit down with the 
Building Inspector and the law department and just work out if there is a variance that we will need, we 
have no objection.  I guess that would be our next step, we really just wanted to reintroduce the application 
to you, the detail that we have now addressed your comments and that we would then be going to the 
Zoning Board to get the necessary variance for this setbacks. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated okay, thank you.  In the application package, there are photos, phot simulations 
prepared showing the bulkhead, showing where the facilities are proposed to be installed, the I think there’s 
at least one piece of equipment that going to also be installed on the parapet but would not be visible above 
the top of the parapet.  Jan, next steps procedurally here, during the work session we talked about SEQRA 
compliance, do you want to just summarize what we talked about in the work session? 
 
Jan Johannessen stated sure, Whitney had mentioned that to the extent that any variances are required from 
the ZBA, that that application would likely be a Type II action under SEQRA.  We will need to, Whitney 
and I, just go through the application to determine whether the Planning Board’s application is subject to 
SEQRA, but if it is, it would be likely an uncoordinated review and a short form EAF, if it subject to 
SEQRA.  We recommended a staff meeting just to go over outstanding comments and the new application 
with Staff and then the application would go on its way to ZBA if necessary and further the application 
before the Planning Board.  I’m just wondering if its possible, Leslie, I don’t know if you have the ability to 
share your screen and just kind of walk through, maybe for the Board and the public, the application just 
so… 
 
Ms. Snyder stated sure, we can put up the visuals, I actually have Mike Sheridan in my office can share his 
screen, if that’s okay and he can out the visuals up, so people can get an idea of what it’s going to look like. 
 
Jan Johannessen stated thank you. 
 
Ms. Snyder stated sure. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated while we’re waiting for that, just procedurally, just next steps would be the applicant 
can meet with staff 
Mr. Bainlardi stated while we’re waiting for that, procedurally, I guess next steps would be the applicant 
meet with the staff, [inaudible] can discuss, determine whether or not a variance is required or not and then 
that will set the table for what needs to take place going forward. 
 
Jan Johannessen ultimately there will be a public hearing by the Planning Board. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated for a site plan. 
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Jan Johannessen stated for the special use permit application. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated oh, for the special use permit, okay. And then our special consultant, Mike Musso will 
review the submission and submit his comment letter.  After we go through some of the photo sims and 
some of the other aspects of the application, if the Board, maybe members of the Board have any questions 
or if you prefer, you could also wait until we get comment memos in and we have a little clearer idea of 
which way this, procedurally, this is going to go. 
 
Ms. Snyder stated I think from a procedural standpoint, I agree with Jan, is that we would be going, its an 
unlisted action for the purposes of the Planning Board for the special permit but for the individual setback 
variance, it’s a Type II, so we can go off to the Zoning Board and then come back to you and you can do an 
uncoordinated review for the SEQRA process.  We did submit the EAF form as requested, it’s part of our 
package. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated and who else does this need to be referred to that has already not been referred to, Jan, 
anybody?  Westchester County? 
 
Jan Johannessen stated it is on a State road, it would require referral to Westchester County, it probably 
falls within their notification only procedures but there is a referral nonetheless. Eventually, and I’ll defer 
to Peter whether the ARB reviews it or not. 
 
Mr. Miley stated I would say if they were going to increase the screening, increase the height of bulkhead, 
yes, this is just equipment attached to the building, so no. 
 
Jan Johannessen stated that was a no? 
 
Mr. Miley stated that was a no. 
 
Ms. Snyder stated and we can resubmit the 239-M, it is an exempt, it’s just a notice only, so we can send 
them again. 
 
Jan Johannessen stated yeah, Michelle will send that off to the County. 
 
Ms. Snyder stated thank you very much. 
 
Mr. Miley stated I do want to add though Jan, you brought up a good point.  There is no ARB but the 
Planning Board does look for architectural compatibility, so with respect to colors and how it blends in 
with the building is the purview of the Planning Board. 
 
Jan Johannessen stated good point. 
 
Ms. Snyder stated so these are our photo simulations, this is just a picture of the building at 45 East Main 
Street and this is just showing where we are in relation and then the next photo shows, this is the building 
and the bulkhead that we’ll be using.  You can see the bulkhead there now and now the simulation shows 
that the antennas will be placed on that bulkhead, those are those small panel antennas and they will be 
painted to match the bulkhead.  We did adhere in such a fashion so at least you can see that there’s 
antennas there but if we do it exactly, it’s very hard to see the antennas, you can see they’re small.  And 
there’s two sectors on the bulkhead and then we have one sector that’s on the parapet and so this is the 
other side of the building, its existing where you can see what the building looks and there is our small 
antennas for that third sector in order for us to cover the area.  And that’s our complete installation.  So in 
our opinion, this is you know a win-win for the community, we believe its an installation that has a very 
minimal impact, it will provide robust coverage to your central business district which I know is one of the 
those areas that you know, we all want to see developed and wireless is certainly a critical in any business 
district, particularly in this area. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated okay. 
 
Jan Johannessen stated could I ask just a technical question, John, of the applicant? 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated absolutely. 
 
Jan Johannessen stated Leslie, I don’t know if you know the answer to this or not but if those, the three 
antennas that are attached I guess, to the parapet, and I guess they’re attached to the backside of that 
parapet… 
 
Ms. Snyder stated correct. 
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Jan Johannessen stated if those were somehow installed on the rooftop but set further back, would you get 
the same coverage, so that the, I mean the view… 
 
Ms. Snyder stated you’re saying like directly onto the building as opposed to… 
 
Jan Johannessen stated not onto the building but more like internal to the center of the roof, so it’s not 
visible as much from the public but it’s on some sort of platform or… 
 
Mr. Miley stated a post, a post mounted to the roof. 
 
Jan Johannessen stated but if, the antennas, the further they get back from the edge of the building, the less 
visible they’re going to be. 
 
Ms. Snyder stated right, the problem is we’re trying to cover the street as one of the areas we’re trying to 
cover.  I believe we’ve tried to place it would provide coverage and have the least impact.  We can look 
again to see if there’s anything feasible but we did look at that because obviously we’re using the bulkhead 
to put everything on it or any kind of structure and that wasn’t feasible. 
 
Jan Johannessen stated yeah, okay. 
 
Mr. Vigliotti stated John, I have a question or two… 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated yes, Ralph, go ahead. 
 
Mr. Vigliotti stated the, what’s, the bulkhead, what materials are being used for the bulkhead? 
 
Ms. Snyder stated I believe the bulkhead is, I think its like a, I think it may be either brick or a mason… 
 
Mr. Vigliotti stated okay. 
 
Mr. Miley stated the building bulkhead is brick, yeah, I thought you were referring to the materials for the 
array, Ralph. 
 
Mr. Vigliotti stated just whatever materials that you’re using, if they can be similar to what’s on the façade 
now, I think that would be much more compatible. I think… 
 
Anthony Oliveri stated the bulkhead is existing, Ralph, that’s the… 
 
Mr. Vigliotti stated the actual… 
 
Ms. Snyder stated we can actually put, we have in the past put antennas and we can put like a brick type 
pattern, if you’d like.  You know, most people prefer to it be a solid color that matches the bulkhead 
exactly. 
 
Mr. Vigliotti stated I think what you’re proposing can work, if you’re walking by the building to any 
distance, 50, 100, 150 feet, you’re not seeing the top of the building.  Unfortunately, a number of our 
businesses in Town have their air conditioning units within 30 feet of your eyesight but I think you’re 
making progress and I appreciate the progress and anything more that you can do to give it a semblance of 
a continuation of the building.  Historically when they added on the two top floors, you would never know 
that it was an add on to the original building because they used the same materials, the same type of 
windows and the building itself over the years has evolved, so if this can evolve in the same way and keep 
those antennas rather than being 30 and 40 and 50 feet high, as low are you’re proposing, I think you’re on 
the right track, in my mind. 
 
Anthony Oliveri stated Leslie, I had one question on the plan.  There’s a large or kind of large 20 by 6 
dunage platform, it seems to have one cabinet on it, a delta cabinet and a power and towcom cabinet, it 
seems really oversize for what you need, can you explain what that is and what purpose of that is? 
 
Ms. Snyder stated yes,w e do have equipment inside a cabinet, that’s to you know, to the back, that won’t 
be seen and that has just sort of computer equipment that has our, equipment that helps transmit the signal.  
I believe they do the platform so that it has sufficient size if they would ever need another cabinet in the 
future but I can, if you have any concerns about it, I can look to see if they can reduce the platform or you 
know, if that’s something of concern. 
 
Anthony Oliveri stated no, it was just, it seemed oversized like maybe for some future use. 
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Ms. Snyder stated that’s generally how they do it so they wouldn’t have to add to it in the future. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated that seems reasonable, especially if its setback where it’s not going to have any 
equipment that’s visible or easily visible.  It seems prudent.  Alright, so I guess next steps then are for you 
to, your applicant to meet with Staff. 
 
Ms. Snyder stated right we will meet with Staff, we will fine tune the variances that we need an then go off 
to the ZBA accordingly, that was our plan. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated okay, great. 
 
Ms. Snyder stated and then return back. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated okay. 
 
Ms. Snyder stated thank you very much for your time, we really appreciate it and we appreciate all your 
feedback. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated thank you, before we do that, just making sure anybody else have any questions at this 
time?  Anybody? 
 
Mr. McGuirk stated I had one very small question, I noticed in the RF affidavit from your RF Engineer, he 
provided some graphs of actual use establishing the need.  And it looks like the data, the actual use data is 
about two years old, I’m wondering if you have access to current data, if we could just see that to confirm. 
 
Ms. Snyder stated sure, I mean we would be happy to provide that.  That was just the data that at that time 
was easily available.  With Covid and things like that it’s been a little more difficult but we can provide, 
I’m sure there’s, we’re probably maxed out more than we were at that time but no objection. 
 
Mr. McGuirk stated okay, thank you. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated okay, thank you, have a good night. 
 
Ms. Snyder stated thank you very much, have a good evening, bye. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated goodnight.  Okay, we’re going to jump down to Timber Ridge, site plan and steep 
slopes permit.  We have a letter from the applicant’s counsel, Charles Martabano.  I’m just pulling it up. 
 
Mr. McGuirk stated John, before you get going… 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated yes? 
 
Mr. McGuirk stated I was not on the Board for it sounds like pretty much every process that this has gone 
through.  So I mean my instinct right now is to kind of be an abstention.  If it seems like my vote would be 
necessary, I looked for the packet when I found this agenda, the packet was not available on the Village 
website. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated we should be okay, Mike but thank you for pointing that out.  I think you can abstain 
and we should have a quorum here to do what we need to do.  Thank you. 
 
Mr. McGuirk stated sure. 
 

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

 
Mr. Bainlardi stated alright, so the letter to the Board basically just advises that the Zoning Board of 
Appeals adopted a resolution approving the plans previously submitted to our Board with a particular 
condition that the applicant attempt to preserve and existing pine tree of approximately 14 inches in caliber 
and if they can’t, then to replace with one or more trees matching that dimension.  And then the letter goes 
on to ask that this Board move forward with a decision on the site plan and steep slopes permit.  So we did 
discuss this during the work session, we had been supportive, previously been prepared to move forward 
with the decision, we gave the applicant the option of securing that decision or going first to the Zoning 
Board of Appeals.  They elected to go to the Zoning Board of Appeals first.  During the work session we 
discussed authorizing the Planner to draft a resolution of approval for this Board’s review at the July 13th 
meeting.  It will be necessary for our Planner to have a copy of the Zoning Board of Appeals approval 
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resolution, understand the conditions and anything else that’s relevant there.  Is there anyone here for the 
applicant tonight? No… 
 
Mr. Miley stated yes, Stefan is here… 
 
Mr. Vasilescu stated yes, Mr. Chairman, Stefan is here. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated okay, hi Stefan, how are you? 
 
Mr. Vasilescu stated good sir. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated alright, so I think this Board is prepared to authorize Jan to draft the resolution as we 
discussed.  I would ask that as soon as you receive that ZBA approval resolution, I mean obviously we’ll be 
able to get a copy of that internally as well, please circulate that upon receipt.  And any members of the 
Board, do you have any questions, comments, anything you want to discuss before we move on?  Nope, 
okay.  Alright, Jan, during the work session you indicated you should be able to turn that around so we’ll 
have something to review during the July 13th meeting.  And please include in the packet that time, the 
ZBA resolution so the Board can read it, individual Board members can read that as well.  Stefan, do you 
have any questions for us? 
 
Mr. Vasilescu stated no, Mr. Chairman, thank you very much for your help and support.  We’ll see you on 
July 13th. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated okay, thank you, have a good night. 
 
Mr. Vasilescu stated thank you, you too. 
 

D. Anthony J. & Catherine R. Pieragostini – 314 Spring Street 
PB2020-0397, SBL 80.56-3-15 
Subdivision and Steep Slopes 

 
Mr. Bainlardi stated okay, next matter, Pieragostini, 314 Spring Street. This is an extension request, we 
discussed this during the work session, given the circumstances in the universe with escalating material 
price increase, Covid implications and everything, this Board is prepared to grant the request for extension.  
We are going to grant a one year extension running from the date of the expiration of the existing approval 
and this request has been made prior to the date of the expiration, so we appreciate that.  So I will make 
that motion that we grant an extension of the steep slopes permit approval for 1 year from the date 
that approval is set to expire.  Do I have a second on the motion? 
 
Mr. Vigliotti stated I’ll second that. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated thank you Ralph.  Any comments?  Any questions? No.  Michelle, if you’ll poll the 
Board. 
 
UPON ROLL CALL VOTE: 
 
 Mr. Bainlardi  - aye 
 Mr. Vigliotti  - aye 
 Mr. Bonforte  - aye 
 Mr. Polese  - aye 
 Mr. McGuirk  - aye 
 
The motion carried by a vote of 5 to 0. 
 

E. Oakwood Cemetery (Garage) – 304 Lexington Avenue 
PB2019-0380, SBL 80.39-1-1 
Site Plan 

 
Mr. Bainlardi stated thank you.  The next matter is Oakwood Cemetery Garage, 304 Lexington Avenue.  
Also an extension request, based in part on, this is for site plan approval, an extension requested.  Based in 
part on some of the same considerations as the prior application but also something more unique to this 
application in that the applicant is still attempting to secure approval from the New York State Cemetery 
Board.  So we’re going to grant the same one year extension measured from the date the approval is set to 
expire, so I’ll make that motion. Do I have a second? 
 
Mr. Polese stated I’ll second that motion. 
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Mr. Bainlardi stated thank you.  Questions?  Comments?  No, Michelle? 
 
UPON ROLL CALL VOTE: 
 
 Mr. Bainlardi  - aye 
 Mr. Polese  - aye 
 Mr. Vigliotti  - aye 
 Mr. Bonforte  - aye 
 Mr. McGuirk  - aye 
 
The motion carried by a vote of 5 to 0. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated thank you, thank you.  Alright, Michael, I’m going to turn this back over to you to 
address the Sarles Street application which I’m recused and then I will return back and we will complete 
the last item on the agenda which is the conceptual application for Rivera. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated thank you, John. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated you’re welcome. 
 

F. SCS Sarles St, LLC II 
PB2021-0395, SBL 80.44-1-1 
Site Plan, Special Use Permit and Steep Slopes 

 
Mr. Bonforte stated okay everybody, this is for SCS Sarles Street, it’s a solar field at 180 South Bedford 
Road.  The public hearing will resume on July 13th, that’s our next scheduled meeting.  We have on the 
agenda 4 letters that we received from the public and that’s really it.  There’s not much else to say on this 
application right now except we talked during the work session to read and digest the material as a Board, it 
is a new application, we may need to go over some of the original site plans and specifications, especially 
for Mike McGuirk, who’s new on the Board.  Mike’s also going to visit the site carefully, on the way in, as 
I mentioned with the driveway and reach out to any one of us, you should go with somebody or more than 
one, that’s fine, I think it would be even better.  And there’s really not much else to say unless anybody else 
on the Board wants to comment… 
 
Mr. Vigliotti stated Michael, I always have a comment.  I would suggest for Mike McGuirk that when he 
does the site visit, we does it with Simon Kates or someone from the applicant’s staff, that he gets the royal 
tour as opposed to him just driving up there and not having a clue of the boundaries and buffers and so on.  
With all that’s going on, and letters from a few of the Village Board members and the extensive letters we 
received a few days back, I would as one member of the Board, ask Simon Kates to do a full analysis of the 
200 foot buffer.  I’ve done an analysis but I would love to have Simon do a full analysis and talk about the 
retaining basins, trees being removed because of the retaining basins, potential of moving the retaining 
basins back into the new proposed location of the cell pals, tree demolition, I’ve come up with numbers but 
I would rather Simon just confirm what the applicant has submitted, including dead trees, are they really 
dead or are they in fair condition as a lot of trees in that forest.  And basically, we’re talking the north 
buffer, the east buffer, the south buffer.  The north buffer has been kind of excluded in a sense and Rex 
Pietrobono really put together a very, very good letter outlining what’s going on in that north buffer, it 
seems to be coming down to the buffers and protecting the buffers.  And if we’re taking down, at my count, 
over 100 trees in the buffers, are we really protecting the buffers? Some of the trees to come down, many of 
the trees to come down are to protect the panels in case those trees topple over during a storm.  So are we 
really protecting the buffers?  Perhaps and I say this very carefully, perhaps this solar array needs to get 
smaller.  I think one of our Trustees had asked something with regard to the business plan that hasn’t been 
presented to us and I ask that that be part of, it’s part of what we do on a regular basis but anyway I would 
like to see Simon do a full analysis of the buffers so our public will feel a little bit more comfortable that 
the information that we’ve received has been fully analyzed and our Village Staff is presenting their case, 
okay?  So at this point, that’s my comments. 
 
Simon Kates stated Ralph, I think that makes sense, there’s a lot of issues, you raised a few of them that are 
you know they’re either addressed or they’re not but they’re in different parts of the application and I think 
the analysis that you’re talking about could be a way for me to bring everything in once place so that you 
can all see it.  You know… 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated you have the pieces, Simon, right?  It may just be pulling together a couple of new 
pieces, smaller pieces with the bigger ones you already have. 
 
Simon Kates stated I think you’re right, I think it makes a lot of sense and I can have that ready for you 
before the public hearing opens on the 13th. 
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Mr. Vigliotti stated and Simon, Peter Miley had mentioned the retention basis being permissible in buffers 
and he mentioned Basilico’s and the Reber’s property and that’s certainly the case, there are retention 
basins there.  I don’t think proportionately the number of trees to come down to accommodate those basins 
were ever in question.  My, what I’d like you to, I think the Board would like to know and the public would 
like to know, how many trees are really coming down to support those retaining basis, never mind the trees 
that are coming down to ensure that they don’t fall and topple over the fence into their solar panels.  I don’t 
think our protected buffers should have to lose any trees because of what’s going on inside the fenced area.  
So that’s, that’s where I’m coming from, I’m listening to what people are writing in our community as well 
as anyone else, so it’s not just people whispering in my ear, it’s letters that are coming in and I thank those 
folks because some of their letters are so well thought out and the factual information feels comfortable but 
we certainly need to make sure that it is correct too. 
 
Mr. Miley stated let me just make one correction, Ralph, you said it again so I’m going to have to bring it 
up. Peter Miley does not allow the detention basins to go in the buffers, Peter Miley indicated that the 
detention basin is not a structure, therefore a variance is not required.  The Planning Board has jurisdiction 
over the buffers. 
 
Mr. Vigliotti stated so it sounds like, thank you Peter.  It sounds like at some point the Planning Board 
needs to discuss and possibly and I could be wrong, vote on whether the retaining, retention basins are okay 
in the minds of the Planning Board in the buffers where trees are coming down as opposed to moving them 
inside away from the buffers. 
 
Mr. Miley stated yeah and I’m not here obviously [inaudible] the applicant or not but there’s probably 
elevations and a number of other reasons why they were placed in that area for drainage… 
 
Mr. Vigliotti stated yes. 
 
Mr. Miley stated and perhaps, and this is just recommendation, they can provide a picture of what a 
detention basin looks like in real life with landscaping and seeding and what it actually looks like in real 
life, so you can kind of get an idea because when you see, you’re probably going to be like, wow I didn’t 
realize that’s exactly because you walk by them all the time, I walk by them, you do. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated Anthony… 
 
Mr. Miley stated and last, I’m sorry Mike… 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated sure. 
 
Mr. Miley stated I’ll work with Simon… 
 
Simon Kates stated sure. 
 
Mr. Miley stated and perhaps we can coordinate and pick apart those items that he needs… 
 
Mr. Vigliotti stated appreciate that. 
 
Mr. Miley stated yeah, that’s all. 
 
Mr. Vigliotti stated and I’m going to end it.  I don’t want to make a big issue on the retaining basis, if 
there’s one or two or three trees that are coming down but if its 50, 60 trees coming down to support the 
retaining basins, I think we need to take a closer look at them.  Okay but thank you, that’s a good 
conversation. 
 
Mr. Miley stated thanks Ralph. 
 
Mr. McGuirk stated I’m also interested in particular in the area where that northern buffer, where it seems 
like the access road, in certain fields of view, there’s going to be an access road and behind that access road 
a retaining basin and I’m interested in the reduced screening that that will create.  I don’t know if there’s a 
way to kind of analyze that or predict that but as you’re looking, I think its up the hill at that part, you’re 
going to see a lack of trees in that roadway and then a certain distance behind you’re going to see a lack of 
trees in that basin.  And what is that effect and what would need to be done to try to remediate that if it can 
be done at all, that’s one particular thing I would be interested in discussing. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated Bill, are you good Bill?  Okay.  Anthony, I just thought on Ralph’s comment, do you 
recall if the Oakwood Cemetery had any detention basins or retention basins?  I don’t think so… 
 
Mr. Polese stated I think given the slope it didn’t have any. 
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Anthony Oliveri stated no, there were some underground infiltration chambers I think, for some of the 
equipment areas.  It might have been a wetland planting swale, maybe along the west side I’m thinking, 
which might have been in the buffer. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated I just thought you know, it’s easy to go down there and take a visual… 
 
Anthony Oliveri stated I think this is just particularly whether or not you want to remove trees in the buffer.  
It’s a planted, vegetated basin, so it’s not a paved area or anything like that, it’s not a structural thing, 
there’s some pipes exiting it but you know, it’s a question of the trees and removing the trees in the buffer 
and the placement of the basin is going to be dictated by the drainage patterns but their placement is open 
to comment by the Board just like anything else on the site plan, as far as their location and position. 
 
Mr. Miley stated Anthony, let me just add, when you look at the one dimensional plan, looking down to see 
all the pipe structures and you know infiltrators and cultic system, those are all below grade, those are not 
above the surface.  So those are not going to appear onsite. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated understood. 
 
Anthony Oliveri stated yeah, it’s a definition of what the Code sees as a structure.  So under the Code its 
allowed… 
 
Mr. Vigliotti stated yeah. 
 
Anthony Oliveri stated as far as where it’s positioned on the site, that’s something open to the Planning 
Board to look at. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated thank you Anthony.  Including the fact, if it is in fact, please confirm that it could be, 
the basin could be located under the panels, is that correct?  Didn’t we have a version at one time? 
 
Anthony Oliveri stated the original yeah, the basin on the east side had panels actually you know over it, 
going through it. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated alright, well we’ll let the applicant tell us why they’re positioned where they are and 
we’ll just go from there on July 13th without, because I think its too detailed Mr. Williams, I noticed you 
took off the mute.  We really didn’t intend to get into detail but did you want to make a comment, Rich? 
 
Mr. Williams stated its very simple and I’ll be brief, we can walk the Board through this in more detail on 
July 13th and in the meantime coordinate with Peter and Simon.  Where we could, we tried to locate the 
basins under the panels but in order to be Code compliant, we have to be cognizant of the existing slopes 
because the DEC does limit the slopes that we can put basins on which are required under the State Code to 
treat stormwater.  And particularly in the northern buffer, is those slopes that are driving where the 
stormwater practices are located. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated yeah, that makes sense.  Alright, [inaudible] same situation… 
 
Simon Kates stated so the one thing, the one thing that I can do, sorry Michael.  In the memo that I put 
together, I’ll coordinate with Rich so that I can include an explanation of [inaudible] the Board can have 
more confidence [inaudible] and why they’re located where they are and why [inaudible], where there’s 
limitations [inaudible]. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated thank you Simon.  I had one more note I made for Mr. Null but not a major one.  
Michelle, will you see that Mr. Null gets the e-mail that was circulated at 3:44 pm today, I think it was 
3:44…  It’s not, it pertains to some of the litigation that’s been in place for a while, so it’s not anything to 
do with the project per se but he should have it, it was given to the Board earlier, Mr. Null, okay. 
 
Mr. Null stated I appreciate that, thank you. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated yeah. 
 
Mr. Null stated can I just make one point so that Mr. McGuirk is clear about…  The driveway/roadway is 
an existing driveway and roadway, it’s not being created so that wherever it exists, other than the pull over 
and its required by the Fire Department, we’re not building a new road, so wherever there are trees that are 
not present, that’s based on what we’ve directed by the Fire Department to adapt that driveway. 
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Mr. McGuirk stated I’m just interested in the compounding effect of different voids in the areas of trees and 
different site lines and to the degree that Mr. Kates can give me, I don’t know, an opinion on that or any 
kind of anaylsis or any of the experts.  I’d be looking to understand that better. 
 
Mr. Null stated we respect that, I just wanted that one point clarified. 
 
Mr. McGuirk stated I know that the road is staying and its already allowed, that’s, thanks. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated Michelle, did you hear that request?  I just wanted to confirm? 
 
Mr. Miley stated Michael, we’re trying to locate that e-mail, we got a little side tracked. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated I’ll send an e-mail to Michelle later, that’s fine.  It’s just, the Harry McCartney 
followed up, he meant to include it in his letter that was put into the package and then he said something 
was missing, so he followed up in an afternoon e-mail.  And again, none of probably got the chance to read 
it all but please forward it to the applicant. 
 
Mr. Miley stated it was 3:44, I do have it in front of me, Mr. Null was not included and I’ll forward it to 
William… 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated and Mr. Williams, if you have him too. Alright, good.  Mr. Null and Mr. Williams, 
there will be a lot to talk about, it will be good.  There has been a lot of good analysis that has been 
provided on both sides.  Simon, we’ll let you lead into that at the next meeting, look forward to that.  And 
with that I’ll turn it over to Mr. Bainlardi… 
 
Mr. Null stated thank you, we’ll see you on the 13th.  Have a good holiday. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated thank you, you too.  John? 
 

G. Rivera Auto Group, Inc. – 353 North Bedford Road 
 PB2010-0414, SBL 69.43-2-3 
 Site Plan, Wetland Permit, Special Use Permit and Steep Slopes Permit 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated okay, I’m back, okay, so that brings us to our last matter on the agenda this evening, 
continuing conceptual application, Rivera Auto Group, 353 North Bedford Road.  This is for site plan, 
wetland permits, special use permit and steep slopes permit.  Who is here this evening for the applicant? 
 
Mr. Patrick stated good evening, this is Daniel Patrick from the law firm of Cuddy & Feder.  I am joined 
this evening by Alex Muscarella on behalf of Rivera Toyota, Ralph Peragine, the project engineer and 
Bryan Zelnick, the project architect. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated thank you.  I think what, we discussed this during the work session, we’d like for you 
to go ahead and make a presentation, we were aware of the number of the modifications that you’ve made 
to the plan since the initial conceptual application and presentation, so if you would present and when you 
can, try to highlight those areas where you’ve made revisions, presumable in response to comments from 
the Board and Staff but also some other good ideas you came up with along way. 
 
Mr. Peragine stated this is Ralph Peragine, I’m going to share my screen, I would just like to note on this, 
there are no wetlands or watercourses on this property, so wetland permit would not be required.  Unless 
there’s, I mean I’m looking at the wetlands mapper, the National Wetlands Inventory Mapper and the DEC 
maps and no wetlands are indicated on that property and no watercourse. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated we just have a typo, inadvertent permit in the, on the agenda, Jan… 
 
Jan Johannessen stated I think so because there are no wetlands or watercourses in the vicinity of the 
project. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated good, we’re already making progress. 
 
Mr. Peragine stated I just wanted to make a clarification, I appreciate it. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated thank you. 
 
Mr. Peragine stated so the last time we were in front of you, the project involved, it’s the same size 
building, in essence the same number of parking spaces, however what we’ve done in this one is we’ve 
taken the service drive, which these are the service bays, I forget the name, service bays where the 
customer will pull in, the service technician will take their information and what the problem is with their 
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vehicle and then the vehicles will be pulled out and either brought directly into the service bay which are 
these eight bays here or parked if the bays are full and brought back in later in the day, as the service bay 
empty or a technician is available to service the vehicle.  So what we had done was this entrance here in the 
service bays is on the left side of the building originally and we had a crisscross maneuver here which is 
what the Board was concerned about.  Vehicles entering here were crossing over exiting traffic, so what 
happens now is the vehicles will enter on the right side, there is a one way driveway, enter into the service 
bays and then the technicians will take the vehicle and like I said, bring it into or out.  And then when a 
vehicle, when a customer is ready to pick up their vehicle, the vehicle, the valet will take the vehicle from 
the parking or from the service bay, bring it back around the front which is what the purpose of this 
driveway along the front of the building is, is to allow it to be circulation back into the pick area, this 
obviously will eliminate any vehicles from being trafficked out onto North Bedford Road, which would be 
a difficult maneuver anyway because we would be fighting traffic on North Bedford Road, so that’s the 
purpose for this crossover in here.  We had shifted the project, so in order to do this and move, and have 
adequate stacking for the facility, for vehicles so they wouldn’t backup onto Bedford Road, we shifted the 
building back approximately 20 feet, which pushed the retaining wall, I mean pushed the parking back into 
this bit of steep slope area in here and now requires a retaining wall along the rear part of the property to 
accommodate that grade change within that steep slope. Now the other thing we’ve done is Peter Miley had 
recommended that we show an area for a service, for the vehicles, delivery vehicles, those are vehicles 
supplying parts to the facility, it’s just a small striped area on the side of the building which is permitted 
under the Code.  Any questions?  I’ll be more than happy to answer, we do have some renderings, I can 
show you the renderings and the architect can, Bryan Zelnick can take over if you want to see the building 
renderings. 
 
Mr. Patrick stated Ralph, I just want to clarify one thing and make sure the Board is aware, where the 
vehicles are shown right now, that’s the customer drop-off area, there won’t be any service within that area, 
no work on the cars, that’s simply where they’re being dropped off and then they’ll be carted out the rear of 
that drop-off area to the service bays which is entered to from the rear of the building. 
 
Mr. Peragine stated that’s correct and I apologize if I didn’t say that. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated yes, please go ahead and present the elevations that you have. 
 
Mr. Pergaine stated Bryan Zelnick, I can, I’ll present the drawings and Bryan Zelnick, I believe is on, he 
can speak to these and I’ll mute myself for the moment. 
 
Mr. Zelnick stated okay, so the top elevation there is basically the North Bedford façade, so basically we 
have customer lounge which is just straight ahead and then to the right by the two bays, which are the 
service drive which Ralph described pulling into.  So that would be the view from the street and actually 
put a car in the front, which is where the valet would bring it back, in that little drive to bring it back into 
the service drive.  The elevation below is the side elevation, I believe is the south elevation, which basically 
shows the back of the building for the garages and the site grade and then in the middle section there you 
can see a ramp and stairs which he just described, which would be the service drop-off, that actually goes to 
parts and the front section of the building is the customer lounge and various functions, café.  The next 
page, do you have the next page Ralph?  This shows the north elevation, which basically shows the service 
drive so I actually have a vehicle pulling into the service drive which is the elevation, which is the structure 
right in front and then behind that is the ramp that slopes down, that follows grade which we go back into 
the garage, into the parking.  I also highlighted the section which is steep slope in the back, which we have 
to determine how we address that but I’ve taken a section that Ralph gave me which would be extending 
for parking in the back which shows on the site plan.  And the last elevation is just the back of the building 
which shows to the left, the service drive exiting down the ramp and that would be the back of the facility, 
the garage where they would pull into the 8 bays for service. And it’s, I don’t want to get into the 
architecture now but it basically would be a stucco and the ACM, which is the typical cladding off Toyota 
dealerships and this is in keeping with Toyota’s design. 
 
Mr. Patrick stated thank you Bryan. 
 
Mr. Zelnick stated thank you. 
 
Mr. Patrick stated and just to kind of reorient the Board, the reason we are here this evening is for the 
conceptual review, the applicant is the contract vendee of this property, they are hoping to close on this to 
purchase the property in the coming months and we’re looking for some initial feedback on the site plan 
and special permits aspects of the application, as well as the waivers that are being requested.  There are 
two waivers requested pertaining to the retaining wall in the rear and one is for the length, the Code permits 
60 feet and we were proposing 165 feet along the property line.  We were also proposing a height of 12 feet 
at parts where the Code permits 6 feet maximum.  So there are two waivers requested relating to the 
retaining wall and we are also requesting a waiver pertaining to the front yard buffer, the front buffer.  So 
we are providing technically an 18 ½ foot buffer from the property line, vegetated buffer.  The Code 
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requires a minimum of 20 feet but as you can see the property line is further into the buffer, further into the 
vegetated area than the actually, the vegetated area extends beyond the property line.  So the actual 
vegetated area is greater or equal to 20 feet.  So it will look like a 20 foot buffer but based on where the 
property line is, it’s technically not a 20 foot buffer, it’s an 18 ½ foot buffer.  And we are happy to answer 
any questions and we welcome any feedback that the Board has or Staff has with regard to this change in 
design. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated thank you for the presentation.  I was not present for the initial application but I did 
take a look at all the submissions.  We did discuss this during work session, it appears that you’ve been 
responsive to many of the comments that were raised, both from a traffic circulation standpoint and also 
trying to maintain as much of that buffer in front along North Bedford Road which we’ve tried to do with 
other applications that have been before this Board throughout the years.  And most recently on several 
other properties that are adjoining this property.  On the retaining wall, we’ve recently granted waivers with 
respect to retaining walls, I believe we granted a waiver for the ShopRite application that’s behind this 
property.  Clearly, in order to achieve the setbacks, push the building back and create the circulation that 
was requested by this Board, the retaining wall is necessary.  We all know what the grades are like back 
there.  What is the highest part of the wall, did you say it’s 12 feet? 
 
Mr. Patrick stated yeah, I believe so, Ralph, you can correct me if I’m wrong but I believe it’s 12 feet. 
 
Mr. Peragine stated well it’s slightly more than 12 feet, a little bit more than 12 feet right in this area here, I 
think it’s like 12 ½ but the final design, the final grading and design will dictate that. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated we know on the property behind you for ShopRite and for the former Grand Union 
development which includes a number of uses, that in order to create the larger parking area that was 
necessary, we did grant some steep slopes permits there and waivers or retaining wall for considerable 
length which will basically face this property in the rear.  I think, I have no personal opposition or concern 
about a retaining wall on the rear, I understand the purpose of it, we will want to see what its made out of 
and so that its attractive and maybe planted, I’ll just open that up briefly to anybody on the Board.  
Anybody have any other concerns? 
 
Mr. Peragine stated I just wanted to [inaudible], it’s going to be a modular type wall. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated sure. 
 
Mr. Peragine stated right now we’re looking, thinking ready rock which has different types of textures for 
the face of the wall, they have a simple concrete one, they have one that’s a little bit, it has a concrete stain 
applied to it to give it some color, so it would be that type of wall. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated so you can present what you’re proposing, I would look at what was proposed on the 
adjoining parcel, you know back behind us, so you can get a sense of what was approved there and maybe 
you can match walls but you know we’ll take a look at that certainly when we get to your details.  I’m 
personally familiar with these types of rock walls and I’m sure the members of the Board are, we see them 
all over Mount Kisco and throughout the county. 
 
Mr. Peragine stated this is a section, not a, I can get you a photo of the type of wall from their website. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated sure.  As you know, a lot of these walls, even with the bigger blocks, they have a finish 
on them that’s made to look like stone or break up the volume of them… 
 
Mr. Peragine stated that’s what I’m saying, there’s all different variable finishes for this wall. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated anybody have any, anything to add there? 
 
Mr. Polese stated I would just say if there’s some consistency with the other parcel, the other application, 
that I think aesthetically with, the conformity would look good but that’s… 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated let’s see what they’re presenting and they’ve heard the comments and we can go from 
there. 
 
Mr.  Zelnick stated I would just add that we would match anything on the back to keep it consistent, if that 
would help the Board, it’s the back of the site and we don’t really see it, so whatever we need to do to help 
the aesthetics. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated okay, thank you. 
 
Mr. Vigliotti stated a couple questions, whenever you have a moment. 
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Mr. Bainlardi stated sure, Ralph but before I do that, the other issue was the raised is about this buffer, so 
we discussed that briefly during work session.  There was some comment that possibly the width, the 14 
foot width of that drive aisle could be reduced so that it was necessary to have a nonconforming buffer but 
you know, seeing that as you indicated a good section of the planted area goes into the Bedford Road, 
North Bedford Road right of way, I think we achieved what we would like to achieve.  Jan, did I state that 
correctly or was there…, suggesting that possibly the 14 foot wide drive aisle be reduced? 
 
Jan Johannessen stated well depending on its purpose, they’re so close, it looked like if that’s just a means 
for the queuing potentially into the service bays, maybe it could be reduced but… 
 
Mr. Peragine stated its more than just queuing Jan, it’s also for the circulation to allow a left, a vehicle 
making a left turn in here to circle around so I would… 
 
Jan Johannessen stated yeah, you know, my only concern is really not with the width of the pavement, we 
oftentimes see and I can give a couple of examples where a situations like this are approved and they end 
up becoming used for display. So as long as that area is really maintained as [inaudible] as just for access 
and its important fire access too and not used for the storage of vehicles.  You know, you made a big effort 
in, on the increasing the buffer, so I mean you’re feet away from it but that was my main concern, just that 
vehicles aren’t displayed there or stored there. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated I think we can address that in a, certainly as a condition, I think that the, with respect 
to reducing that drive aisle, it is, you know, tight in there to begin with so, giving people the ability to have 
a little bit of room as their circulating through there is not a bad thing, one way or the other.  So I don’t 
have a strong opinion one way or the other, I think you have a pretty good landscaped area, I think Jan’s 
point is the correct point is as long as its not going to become a place to store vehicles or other items, I 
think that it’s fine from my view.  Ralph, what have you got? 
 
Mr. Vigliotti stated I would agree on the buffer that’s in place now, since there’s a little bit of overflow into 
the Bedford line, I think it works.  I share the concern that it doesn’t become an overflow area to park cars.  
Some logistics we’ve covered in the past with dealerships, one is when somebody drops off their car, 
someone is potentially picking them up or they are taking a loaner, if you have a loaner program, so I 
would like to know where the loaner cars would be parked and how that is becoming part of the parking 
plan.  So you can answer that in a couple of seconds.  The other is, I think where you’re proposing to put 
the delivery trucks doesn’t work for a number of reason, I’m not sure emergency vehicles can get by that 
delivery truck if a car that’s park doesn’t park tight against the front parking curb.  I think there’s got to be 
a better place to put the service vehicle that’s bringing parts, that’s a travel lane if you’re coming in to pick 
someone up and you’re going to park.  So we need to address that at some point.  The coming out of the 
south entrance, there’s an ingress/egress, the arrow that’s pointing towards 117, si that a no left, are we 
going to as we’ve done with a number of businesses, no left hand turn to keep traffic moving?  How are we 
managing that?  Several… 
 
Mr. Peragine stated go ahead, I’m sorry. 
 
Mr. Vigliotti stated so several issues, they don’t have to be answered this evening but they do need to be 
answered at some point. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated Ralph, are you done? 
 
Mr. Vigliotti stated yes. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated I’m sorry, I didn’t mean to interrupt anybody.  Mr. Peragine, just, these are, it’s 
conceptual, we’re giving you a lot of, just come back to us as you move forward, I wanted to give you a 
couple of questions and maybe you can answer all of them… 
 
Mr. Peragine stated sure. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated wait and answer them.  At the existing facility at 325 [North Bedford Road], the 
basement floor, the lower, what is that going to be used for again?  Can you remind me? 
 
Mr. Patrick stated there’s going to be 20 service bays down there and the difference between this site and 
that site is this site is more of the regular maintenance, it’s going to be oil changes, replacing tires, other 
minor quicker things.  And the service bays at 325 [North Bedford Road] will be more long term or larger 
jobs, repairing engines and transmissions and things like that. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated so I guess that’s my thought process there, you’ve said that before, are you preparing a 
floor plan in that regard because I guess it was requested, and Jan had number 9 in his memo, Jan 
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Johannessen.  I guess a floor plan will be provided at some point, yeah number 9 and again that talks about 
parking calculations but the floor plan overlaid.  I’m talking about what exactly is going to go on down 
there, I just, I’ve been on the lower floor and I’m just curious how it’s going to work.  Are you doing major 
construction to change the doors to be allowed to bring cars in and out and so forth, that’s all, down the 
road, I don’t need to have an answer now, Daniel or Ralph, I don’t want, so… 
 
Mr. Pergaine stated we, as part of the, there is a separate application for 325, so that information will be 
provided on that. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated I’d forgotten that.  Sorry Mr. Ralph Vigliotti, if I interrupted you. 
 
Mr. Vigliotti stated no, no, no, that’s fine. 
 
Mr. McGuirk stated I have some questions along those lines, Michael, if you’re done. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated yes, I am Michael, you’re up.  Thank you. 
 
Mr. McGuirk stated Ralph touched on it about the possibility of doing left hand turn restrictions, I think 
that’s my biggest concern is the intensification of the circulation of traffic between the two sites, I believe 
that it was said last time that all the cars for service, regardless of their destination will come to this one site 
that we’re looking at now, is that accurate? 
 
Mr. Peragine stated yes. 
 
Mr. McGuirk stated okay, so, I guess, yeah, I would, maybe next time you come back, we could get a kind 
of better estimate of how many cars are going to be coming into this site and how many trips between the 
two and I would like to understand how free you are to use that easement at the back to kind of alleviate 
any kind of congestion we might see out on Bedford Road.  Just kind of addressing all of those different 
aspects so we can late evaluate, yeah, do we need to restrict left hand turns anywhere or can we make it 
work without?  Those kind of questions. 
 
Mr. Peragine stated well we can provide a, you know, a total trips per hour calculation is on the site plan, 
just entering and exit vehicles at the peak hours, we gave you that information. 
 
Mr. McGuirk stated great. 
 
Mr. Peragine stated the DOT though has the, I believe, since this is a state road, I believe they’re the ones 
that have to set the precedent but I can check on that as far as what the… 
 
Mr. McGuirk stated it’s just that there’s a number of, for coming out of different businesses and turning 
into different businesses, there’s a number of left turn restriction signs on that road, so its going to come up 
for us or if it’s DOT, I think we should be thinking about it. 
 
Mr. Peragine stated we have to make an application to DOT no matter what, so they will get to weigh-in 
when we make the formal application for site plan, that at that point they will have the opportunity to weigh 
in formally. 
 
Mr. McGuirk stated thanks. 
 
Mr. Zelnick stated Ralph or Dan, are we able to use the easement as we thought to alleviate and leave the 
site for the easement, is there any reason… 
 
Mr. Patrick stated it is my understanding that we do but we can look into further before the formal 
submission and confirm. 
 
Mr. Zelnick stated I mean the Board, that’s what our hope was to use the easement to access that to leave 
the site as well, so it alleviates congestion leaving the site as well. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated thank you Michael.  One, I think these are good point, we’re always looking to find 
ways where we can improve from the existing condition without being overly burdensome to the property 
owner.  Clearly, here you have an existing use, it’s a restaurant, I know that there are multiple driveways 
that are currently in use on that property, you know so people come in and out, maybe not at the same 
capacity or intensity you may be proposing here but its just something to keep in mind as we review, it’s a 
balance between what we’d like to see to help the North Bedford Road corridor but at the same time respect 
the property rights of the property owner.  Whitney, what do you have…? 
 
Mr. Peragine stated just one last, I just want to give one last observation is that… 
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Mr. Bainlardi stated yes. 
 
Mr. Peragine stated the entrance on the left and the entrance/exit on the right. Excuse me, the entrance on 
the right and the entry/exit on the left is the same, they’re in the same location as the existing driveways 
and those maneuvers, the entering and exiting are the same as what the restaurant was prior to its closing.  
So it’s consistent with the existing… 
 
Mr. Zelnick stated use and operation. 
 
Mr. Peragine stated yes. 
 
Whitney Singleton stated and just to follow up… 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated I guess when I look at it, if I was going to say you know, could we do the same or 
more with less, I would ask the question, do you really need the driveway that’s an enter only that’s on the 
north?  Could you not come in the one curb cut and proceed in front of the building and come around in the 
same circulation pattern? 
 
Mr. Zelnick stated so I think that was the issue with the last plan, there was a conflict of cars coming and 
going and then going onto the right side [inaudible] where it goes directly into the service and kind of 
avoids oncoming, makes it flow better, I think. 
 
Mr. Peragine stated the other observation is when you’re entering on the right, the vehicles entering are 
going straight in, that still allows the opportunity for a vehicle that’s being picked up to possible queue here 
while these vehicles are clearing through the service technician area, so that otherwise, if a vehicle, a return 
vehicle gets in here, he’s caught in the queue for the drop-off. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated I don’t want to go backwards because I wasn’t here for the first but if that might be an 
opportunity to widen further that circulation in front and pick up the additional greenspace by closing a 
curb cut which helps North Bedford Road.  I’m not advocating for that at the moment, I think it’s 
something you should look at.  Fewer curb cuts on that roadway are preferable but I also understand that 
you currently have two curb cuts and you have some rights to maintain those.  It’s just something maybe to 
take a little closer look at, I don’t really have an objection to this, I think that this addresses a number of the 
comments that were made previously, it’s just another possible thing you can potentially do.  Of course the 
problem with once you give up a curb cut is you’ll never get it back, so you can think that through, I’ll ask 
you to do that but I’m not dictating to you that that’s something you have to do. 
 
Mr. McGuirk stated does that southern driveway, that requires a variance because of the neighboring 
business, is that correct? 
 
Mr. Patrick stated we require a variance because the special permit provision prohibits this sort of use 
within 1,000 feet of a similar use and there’s a number of similar uses within 1,000 feet, so we will be 
seeking variance relief from the Zoning Board from that provision. 
 
Mr. McGuirk stated and Peter, is, I think this would be for Peter, is that, would that kind of restriction be 
because of, to reduce jus traffic congestion or is, am I missing something?  Why would that variance be 
required, I understand it’s a similar use. 
 
Mr. Miley stated I don’t know the intent of the Code… 
 
Mr. McGuirk stated okay. 
 
Mr. Miley stated why it was created but I think, this is my personal feeling, it would spread more of the 
uses out throughout the Village but again, I don’t understand why. 
 
Mr. McGuirk stated okay. 
 
Whitney Singleton stated the purpose is to minimize the number of adverse uses within a particular area of 
the Village.  These are industrial uses being proposed and we don’t want them all consolidated in one spot, 
that’s why they’re supposed to be 1,000 feet apart and there’s probably about 7 to 10 uses within 1,000 feet 
of this that are, that this proposed use would violate.  And that was a comment I wanted to raise earlier.  
We’re talking about the height of the wall, we’re talking about 6 inches on a buffer in the front or a setback 
in the front, I wanted to point out the real white elephant in the room and that is the use is not allowed as 
proposed.  It’s proximity to other uses prevents it from going in.  It would be an area variance in that its 
seeking to minimize the setback requirements but it’s a pretty significant variance.  You’re talking about 
taking a restaurant use that’s been there for many decades and turning it into yet another automotive repair 
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shop.  So, to the extent that the applicant is looking to either be or become a contract vendee and is looking 
for your candid feedback, I think the issues with regard to parking spaces and traffic lane widths and stuff 
like that is somewhat di minimus in comparison to the underlying variance which there has been no 
canvasing of the Board because its not your decision. 
 
Mr. Patrick stated we appreciate that and we are planning to submit to the Zoning Board next week to get 
their initial feedback as well on that variance and hopefully they will be accommodating of that but 
appreciate the input, thank you. 
 
Jan Johannessen stated I also just wanted to point out to the Board or just refresh your memory, if you need 
it, that neither of the two sites on North Bedford Road, the applicant proposing to accommodate car 
carriers.  And they’ve identified that car carriers will be, cars will be delivered to an off-site location and 
then individually transported to the sites.  I don’t think that off-site location has been disclosed and I think 
it would be important to, with the formal application, to try to solidify that so that we know that the 
applicant has some control over where the vehicles are going to be dropped off.  It seems to me that car 
carriers can probably enter this site and go out through the easement, if they had rights to it but… 
 
Mr. Patrick stated and we can keep you apprised of that but as far as I’m aware there has not been an 
alternative or an additional site identified at this time, we don’t know when one will be.  So we are just kind 
of taking this one step at a time really but we will certainly keep you and this Board apprised of any 
advances in that area. 
 
Jan Johannessen stated you have to, before you get to, much further down, you’re going to have to find that 
site. 
 
Whitney Singleton stated that also speaks to the issue of whether its north or south of here, whether you’ll 
be making lefts or rights out of the site and notwithstanding the jurisdiction of the DOT, the Planning 
Board does have authorization to restrict and has restricted on this street, prohibiting left hand turns. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated yeah, we have but we also need to recognize that that would be a little draconian 
solution for any site along there particularly when there are number of other sites who do not have that 
restriction.  In my mind, this site cannot accommodate as its laid out, can accommodate a car carrier, not 
unloading, it’s not being proposed to load and unload cars on this site, I’m sure they’re not going to allow 
for the loading and unloading by car carrier on North Bedford Road, although it routinely happens but it’s 
not something we want to set ourselves up for. 
 
Mr. Patrick stated and there will be no sale of vehicles at this property either, so there won’t be any new 
cars being delivered for sale or for advertisement or anything like that. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated I mean it’s not, in the end, as Whitney indicated, as Counsel has indicated, it’s not the 
determination of this Board with respect to any variance that needs to be secured for the use, my personal 
opinion is that if there are some new cars being maintained in a building, enclosed in a building or people 
are sitting in there eating, you can’t see them either way, it’s a restaurant that’s probably turned over a 
dozen times in the last, you know decade, you know I don’t personally have an objection to it from a use 
standpoint but its irrelevant what I think or don’t think as it relates to this issue, so if the Board, if the 
Zoning Board asks this Board for an opinion or to weigh-in, I would probably give them some thoughts but 
cross the bridge when we get to it. 
 
Whitney Singleton stated before John, I wasn’t talking about in the context of a car, what do they call it, a 
car transporter truck.  I was talking about with the restrictions that places that have high traffic like Dunkin’ 
Donuts, you’re prohibited from making a left in or out of Dunkin’s Donuts because of the volume of traffic. 
 
Jan Johannessen stated I think the [inaudible] property too there was some restrictions too. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated where Jan? 
 
Jan Johannessen stated Towne Bus, immediately adjacent. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated oh yeah, okay. 
 
Jan Johannessen stated the Planning Board instituted turning restrictions there. 
 
Whitney Singleton stated and the… 
 
Mr. Peragine stated I said we will provide, you know, the volumes, you know the project volumes out left 
and right and entering for this facility.  So we will have that information provided for the projected volumes 
and for left to right turns. 
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Mr. McGuirk stated between both facilities? 
 
Mr. Peragine stated what do you mean between, what do you mean?  Who asked that? 
 
Mr. McGuirk stated that’s me. 
 
Mr. Peragine stated oh. 
 
Mr. McGuirk stated to me, the interaction between the two sites is key, yes, leaving this site is important 
but also the back and forth since every car that gets serviced has to go to this site first, I would like to 
understand the interaction of the circulation of traffic between the two proposed, this new site and the 
changes to the other site. 
 
Mr. Peragine stated we’ll have to speak with the ownership to start to determine what kind of percentage of 
vehicles will be moved because its not something that’s a set number, it’s not something that you can just 
look at the ITE standards and calculate because we just don’t know, the type of vehicle being serviced in 
the other facility is going to be the more long term repair, it’s difficult to project how many of those a day 
or a week or a month are going to come in.  So we’ll speak to ownership and see if they have any data 
available that we can analyze. 
 
Mr. McGuirk stated as a practical matter, they are kind of already doing this arrangement because they 
have off-site service now, right?  So, they could… 
 
Mr. Peragine stated I defer to ownership on that, I’m sorry I don’t… 
 
Mr. Patrick stated there is no service at 325 right now, so right now all of the service goes to their Kisco 
Avenue location. 
 
Mr. McGuirk stated okay. 
 
Mr. Patrick stated but yeah, like Ralph said, we can try to get some more information about what’s 
anticipated between the two sites as far as vehicles being dropped off here and then carted off to the nearby 
site. 
 
Jan Johannessen stated is there any ability to or have you looked into left turns lane into either of the sites?  
I know that with the ShopRite application, their big emphasis on including left turns lane along much of 
North Bedford Road, I’m not sure how far up and down the road that’s going… 
 
Mr. Peragine stated the left turn lane would have to meet the warrant set forth for the unsignalized 
intersection the DOT has certain criteria… 
 
Jan Johannessen stated I’m understanding of that and we’ve seen a lot of left turn lane applications along 
North Bedford Road for a variety of different uses, so I’m just asking you to see if that’s feasible. 
 
Mr. Peragine stated we’ll investigate it, I’m not saying we won’t but they have criteria we have to meet. 
 
Jan Johannessen stated I understand. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated you know, as a related issue, I just wanted to ask the prior car facility, I mean going 
way back it was Marty Motors or Cadillac, you know the facility that’s being, it’s two doors down.  What’s 
going to be again?  I think someone told me, is that another car facility or sales facility? 
 
Mr. Patrick stated the existing Toyota location? 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated no, no past that, past the entrance to the 333 the Park… 
 
Jan Johannessen stated the Marty Motors location which was going to be a Volvo, I think is temporarily 
going to be used by 299 Kisco Avenue during their construction process, right, Peter? Jaguar/Land Rover… 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated it’s going to have an automotive use is what I recall hearing.  I didn’t realize it was, 
yeah, it must be temporary… 
 
Mr. Miley stated the same exact use that’s there, sales and service below. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated yeah, so anyway, just want to factor that into things.  If you guys didn’t know, meaning 
the applicant, just keep that in mind.  Again, volume of traffic, circulation, left hand turns, et cetera. 
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Mr. Bainlardi stated okay, next steps?  I think you have some pretty good feedback from both members of 
the Board and Staff.  I think the revisions that you’ve made were good steps in the right direction, I think 
it’s now back in your court to see how you want to proceed.  Zoning Board is probably a critical path but 
you know, your, you have a formal application for this Board as well.  Jan, if, would this be a coordinated 
review, what would happen here from a SEQRA standpoint. 
 
Jan Johannessen stated I think, absolutely, given DOT’s involvement, it might have DEP’s involvement, 
ZBA, which is probably going to be subject SEQRA.  I’d recommend the preparation of probably the Short 
Environmental Assessment Form but that the Board conduct a coordinated review. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated and we would have declare intent to be lead agency? 
 
Jan Johannessen stated I recommend you do that with the submission of the final or the formal application, 
so we can fully vet the agencies that are applicable. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated that makes sense, that would be pretty typical of what we’ve done in the past.  Any 
other questions by the applicant? 
 
Mr. Patrick stated not from me.  Alex, is there anything else that you’d like to know before we…? 
 
Mr. Muscarella stated no, not at this time.  I think we have some stuff to get to you on, as far as what Jan 
had said about being able to locate the area where we’re going to park the vehicles, that might be a little 
difficult being that we’re probably three years out.  So I don’t know if that’s something that we’re going to 
be able to do, I don’t know exactly the significance of it, I mean it is going to be something logistically that 
makes sense to get the cars back and forth but it may be a little bit of a challenge to identify and we’d 
essentially have to be leasing something or purchase something now for use two or three years from now.  
So I don’t know if that’s something that we’ll be able to provide you, unfortunately. 
 
Jan Johannessen stated I think it’s important just because of this location, whether it’s south or north of the 
site.  I know it’s not this particular, you’re probably bringing those vehicles into the other side of North 
Bedford Road but if it’s south into the Village, we’re going to be coming [inaudible] North Bedford Road, 
making lefts without a left turn lane, you know I think that could problematic, so I think knowing where 
that site is going to be, is important from my perspective. 
 
Mr. Miley stated Jan, just for, Alex, just to refresh my memory, there’s not new cars, there’s no sales being 
brought to that location.  This is all just customers dropping their car off, taking their loaner for service and 
coming back and picking it up… 
 
Mr. Muscarella stated that’s correct. 
 
Mr. Miley stated okay. 
 
Jan Johannessen stated the other site Peter, that… 
 
Mr. Miley stated 325. 
 
Jan Johannessen stated we’ve got two, one of us has… 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated I think we’ll figure out a way, there are a lot of smart people involved, we’ll figure out 
a way to address what needs to be addressed in a way that works for us and works for the applicant. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated yup. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated I think we’ve highlighted the main points, you know in my mind, always on this is, 
number one is movement in and out of the site on that roadway, that roadway is a congested roadway, 
we’ve dealt with this site, after site, after site, along here, we’ve tried to be as thoughtful about it as we can, 
we want these sites to developed and used but we want them to function.  So you know, I think you’ve got 
a good start here, I think that the location is advantageous for a number of reasons for the application, in 
that it’s much closer proximity to the existing sales, so you know, we’re going to try to see if we can get 
this thing done in a way that protects the corridor and allows the use to move forward. 
 
Mr. Peragine stated okay. 
 
Mr. Zelnick stated appreciate it. 
 
Mr. Patrick stated thank you very much. 
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Mr. Bainlardi stated thank you, have a good night, good luck.  Alright, so that’s the last matter on the 
agenda.  I think we can bring this meeting to a conclusion and thanks everyone for participating tonight and 
you’re hard work. 
 
Mr. Vigliotti stated thank you. 
 
Mr. Polese stated thank you, have a good night. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated we’ll see you in a month I guess, oh no, we have one more meeting this month. 
 
Mr. Miley stated July 13th. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated alright, have a good one.  Good night. 
 
The meeting adjourned at 9:06 pm. 


