
Minutes of the Regular Meeting of the Planning Board of the Village/Town of Mount Kisco held on 
Tuesday, May 11, 2021 at 7:32 pm via Zoom Teleconference 

 
Members Present: John Bainlardi, Acting Chairman 

Michael Bonforte 
Ralph Vigliotti    

   William Polese  
Crystal Pickard 

   Barbara Roppolo 
   Michael McGuirk 
 
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 agenda for Tuesday, May 11, 2021.  This 
is the regular Planning Board meeting.  We completed our work session meeting which began at 6:30, prior 
to this meeting.  We have several matters on the agenda this evening, we have some minutes from the 
March 23rd meeting which the Board will be likely adopting and we have a public hearing for 2 Morgan 
Drive, this is a continuation of a public hearing for Site Plan, Steep Slopes and Subdivision, the applicant 
has requested an adjournment of this meeting as they work through their application for stormwater with 
the New York City Department of Environmental Protection, so we will be adjourning the public hearing, 
we will not be discussing this matter this evening.  There is a new public hearing this evening, Burgler 
Subdivision, 2 ½ Leonard Street, this is for subdivision, this is the first public hearing on this matter.  The 
matter was on before the Board… 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated you froze John, you’re frozen. Still frozen… it looks like there you go, John you’re 
back and unmute yourself. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated where did you lose me? 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated you were just about to say the Board has seen this application, Burgler Subdivision. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated the Homeland Towers application or… 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated no, Burgler, you were still following up on Burgler. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated so Burgler Subdivision, 2 ½ Leonard Street, the Board has seen this application 
previously, as a formal application and an informal application but this will be the first public hearing this 
evening.  Homeland Towers which will be chaired by Mike Bonforte, is also a continued public hearing for 
site plan and special use permit and that application, the public hearing will be adjourned as well.  And then 
we have a formal application for Coast to Coast Industries, 134 Main Street, this is for site plan.  This is a 
first time on as a formal application, previously on as an informal application before this Board sometime 
in the last two months. Okay, so we have the minutes of March 23, 2021 and we have a quorum, anyone 
have any comments on the minutes?  I’m assuming everyone has had a chance to see them, review them?  
Okay.  So I’ll make a motion that we adopt the minutes from March 23, 2021, do I have a second? 
 
Mr. Polese seconded the motion. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated I think that’s a second by Bill.  Okay, Michelle, if you could poll the Board? 
 
UPON ROLL CALL VOTE: 
 
  Mr. Bainlardi  - aye 
  Mr. Polese  - aye 
  Mr. Vigliotti  - aye 
  Mr. Bonforte  - aye 
  Ms. Pickard  - aye 
  Ms. Roppolo  - aye 
  Mr. McGuirk  - abstain 
 
The motion carried by a vote of 6 to 0. 
 

A. 2 Morgan Drive, LLC – 2 Morgan Drive 
PB2019-0370, SBL 80.55-1-2.1/4 
Site Plan, Steep Slopes and Subdivision 



Planning Board Meeting Minutes 
May 11, 2021 Minutes Page 2 

 
Continued Public Hearing 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated okay, thank you.  So the first public hearing, 2 Morgan Drive, Site Plan, Steep Slopes 
and Subdivision, a request for an adjournment to, I believe it’s the first meeting in the July.  Michelle, 
could you remind us, what day did they ask to be adjourned to? Or Peter, do you know? 
 
Mr. Miley stated July 13th. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi okay, so, I believe the request for adjournment is because they’re continuing to work through 
they’re application with the DEP on their SWPPP approval.  Any members of the Board have any questions 
or comments on this request?  Okay, so I’ll make a motion that we adjourn the public hearing to the July 
13th meeting, do I have a second? 
 
Mr. Vigliotti stated I’ll second that. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated thank you Ralph.  Michelle, will you poll the Board? 
 
UPON ROLL CALL VOTE: 
 
  Mr. Bainlardi  - aye 
  Mr. Vigliotti  - aye 
  Mr. Bonforte  - aye 
  Ms. Pickard  - aye 
  Mr. Polese  - aye 
  Ms. Roppolo  - aye 
  Mr. McGuirk  - aye 
 
The motion carried by a vote of 7 to 0. 
 

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

 
Mr. Rich Williams of Insite Engineering and Ms. Lillian Burgler were present. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated okay, so that brings us to the Burgler Subdivision 2 ½ Leonard Street for subdivision.  
As I mentioned earlier, this is, we’ll be opening a public hearing on this matter.  Michelle, have all the 
notices necessary gone out, have we confirmed what we need to confirm, it’s been properly noticed. 
 
Mr. Miley stated yes Chairman, everything has been properly noticed. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated thank you.  I think what we’re going to do with this public hearing is first we’re going 
to have the applicant make a presentation for the benefit of the public.  We will have consultants to the 
Board bring us up to date on any comments or anything they want to bring the Board up to speed on and 
their comment memos and reviews and then we will open it up for public comment.  So Peter, would you 
be so kind as to just remind the public the different ways in which they can participate? 
 
Mr. Miley stated sure Chairman, they can join us Zoom and raise their hand we’ll allow them to speak, you 
know depending first come, first serve.  The second, you can call in at 1-646-558-8656.  The third way is 
we are monitoring Facebook live and we’ll review for comments and if there’s any comments we’ll read it 
into the record.  And the last method is you can come visit us in Town Hall, if you are properly masked and 
would like to speak publicly.  Those are the four methods. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated thank you and Whitney, can you remind me, do we need to formally vote to open the 
public or can we just open it? 
 
Whitney Singleton stated you can just call the public meeting to order. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated public meeting to order, here, here.  Okay, so who is here for the applicant this 
evening? 
 
Mr. Williams stated good evening Mr. Chairman, Rich Williams with Insite Engineering and I also have 
the owner Lillian Burgler with me. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated welcome, welcome. 
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Mr. Williams stated thank you. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated so if you could present for the benefit of the public, if you want to share your screen, 
take us through your application and highlight for the Board if you would, anything that that’s changed to 
your site plans or your application from the last time you were before the Board. 
 
Mr. Williams stated sure.  I’ll start my sharing my screen and we will look at the existing conditions of the 
property.  This application is for a two lot subdivision, there are currently two lots that my client owns, just 
to hit the broad strokes, we actually spent the better part of a year with Village Staff and consultants talking 
about how to go about our desire which is to construct a cottage for Lillian’s mother-in-law.  And 
unfortunately in Mount Kisco law, I saw a number of the public comments which referenced surrounding 
municipalities but in the Mount Kisco Code, it does not permit two single-family residences on the same 
property.  Some of the surrounding municipalities do have code, [inaudible] of subdivisions and other 
provisions which would allow that to occur but Mount Kisco does not.  So in order for us to proceed with 
constructing the accessory structure which is a cottage for Lillian’s mother-in-law, we have to proceed with 
a subdivision.  This property is about 1.47 acres, it’s sits in two zones, so just to highlight the property 
itself, its at the end of Leonard Street which we see here, my clients property begins at the RS-6/RS-12 
Zoning boundary, this is the first piece that is owned by client which is .12 acres and this piece itself is in 
the RM-10 Zone.  The second piece of property Lillian owns is this larger piece here which is 1.34 acres 
and that sits in the RS-12 zone.  And on that piece of property is her existing home, the driveway that 
continues into her property with a circular turnaround macadam pull-off area here and a macadam pull-off 
area leading to the garage.  There is an existing frame garage here, an existing cottage structure here which 
is 411 square feet and there is an existing greenhouse in the northeast corner of the property.  Along our 
northern boundary which again transitions into the RM-10 Zone is Guard Hill Manor.  And what we are 
seeking to do is subdivide the property by creating a proposed property line here to allow for the 
construction of the cottage for Lillian’s mother-in-law.  We had previously worked with the Board on siting 
this, originally we had the cottage down in this portion of the property, what’s important to note is in 
working with the Village over the past couple of submissions, we have worked through the setbacks, the 
frontages, the, what’s deemed the front yard, side yard, where frontage is measured from and the 
subdivision that we’re presenting tonight is code compliant and is as of right.  So the way the site works 
now is Leonard Street end, there is no end to the Leonard Street, it just ends at my client’s property.  We’ve 
talked to DPW about whether or not they need easements or would like easements for the future for snow 
plowing, they do now want any easements.  At the end on my client’s property the driveway splits and goes 
to her neighbor at 1 Leonard Street and then comes onto our property.  What Lillian would like to do is first 
eliminate a lot of the impervious surfaces on her property, she doesn’t need the circular turnaround, she 
happens to believe in being green, green building design, so she wants to eliminate a lot of the pavement 
that current exists.  The second thing is we would remove that existing cottage which sits here and then we 
would construct a new cottage in this location and create a pull-off here with the required number of 
parking spaces.  In talking to Mr. Miley, the Building Inspector, we have update the plan I’m presenting 
tonight, the zoning setbacks, looking at this property line as a front yard, being able to show that we 
conform.  We have also since had the property marked out for utilities, so in our next submission back to 
the Board we’ll be able to address the remaining engineering comments which will include stormwater 
testing, an updated survey, the underground utility mark out was just completed this week, our surveyor is 
coming in, in the next week or two to locate that which is H. Stanley Johnson and then following that 
they’ll be preparing the subdivision plat for the final subdivision plat.  So with our next submission again 
we’ll be able to address much of the outstanding comments. What’s important I think also to mention after 
seeing some of the public comment, we are removing a substantial number of trees with this application, in 
fact looking at the existing condition, there is one tree here which again will be on the opposite side of our 
proposed cottage, which is a 40 inch spruce trees, which is the only tree we’re proposing to remove.  There 
is an 18 inch stump here, we’re going to pull the stump out but all of the trees within this smaller parcel 
here will remain and also after reviewing some of the comments from the neighbors, we talked to our client 
and we are willing to supplement this area with additional landscaping and even fencing if the Board feels 
that appropriate to screen the view from 1 Leonard Street. Just to look at the proposed properties, lot one 
which is currently 1.34 acres, will before .9 acres and again we’re in a 12,000 square foot zone, so this still 
remains a substantially oversized piece of property and as does lot two.  Currently, lot two is .12 acres and 
is nonconforming in size, after the subdivision lot two will be .4 acres and will be over size.  In total, we 
will have .36 acres of property disturbance, that is to remove the existing asphalt, remove the existing 
cottage, construct the new cottage and driveway, as well as construct the stormwater area which we are 
tentatively proposing as an underground infiltration system as well as to make the utility connections to the 
existing sewer as well as water.  We’ve obviously provided a short environmental assessment form, in 
reviewing the EAF as well as the guidance provided in the EAF workbook, this is an unlisted action and we 
do not believe there are any significant adverse impacts created by the construction of one small cottage.  
With that being said, we’re really here tonight to listen, to listen to feedback from the public and the Board 
and to work with the Board to hopefully move forward with the subdivision which is as of right. 
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Mr. Bainlardi stated thank you Rich. Jan, could you just give us a brief summary similar to what you did 
during the work session, you can reduce your comments to anything you want us to note from a Planning 
standpoint here. 
 
Jan Johannessen stated sure, I agree with Rich that this is an unlisted action under SEQRA, the applicant 
had submitted a short EAF, environmental assessment form which we reviewed and we feel is an 
appropriate, the appropriate form for this action.  Prior to making any sort of determination on the 
application, the Board would have to make a determination of significance under SEQRA.  We did not 
recommend a coordinated review as there are limited agencies that the applicant requires approval from.  
The other agencies that are involved are the Westchester County Department of Health for a realty 
subdivision and ultimately the ARB when the applicant applies for a building permit for proposed lot two 
and if land disturbance exceeds 5,000 square feet, the DEC SPDES general permit for stormwater 
discharges.  We had spent quite a bit of time reviewing the application, along with Peter Miley on Zoning 
aspects and I really defer to Peter on that.  I suspect that they have been or will be resolved.  The remaining 
comments from my perspective deal with updated surveys, understand of utility locations which Rich 
pointed out in his presentation is forth coming.  The remainder of our technical comments have really been 
satisfied.  We had recommended and asked that the applicant work with the Village DPW foreman just 
because it is a dead end street without a cul-de-sac and try to understand the Village trucks turn around at 
the end of Leonard Street and requested that if any need for an easement or turnaround, if the was 
appropriate or required of the DPW and the feedback we got from the DPW was the current condition is 
satisfactory and that they do not need to turn around on private property, that was one comment though, I’d 
just like to confirm that conversation with the DPW foreman did take place.  That’s about it, John. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated thank you, thank you.  Anthony, I’m going to ask you to do the same.  So we want to 
focus on the Department of Health, essentially has jurisdiction, has the obligation here to approve the 
subdivision, including the connections to the public municipal in this case, sewer and water systems, is that 
correct? 
 
Anthony Oliveri stated yeah, that’s basically correct, the Health Department will review the subdivision, 
the realty subdivision, they’ll need to show sewer/water service connections and how that’s going to be 
arranged for both lots, so that ties into some of the comments that we had originally and some of the detail 
Mr. Williams alluded to that they’re going to produce, just how those connections are going to be made.  
And also, what also is outstanding is some more detail on the stormwater detention system… 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated as it relates to the stormwater, both during construction and post construction, could 
you explain for the public in broad strokes what the DEC is looking at and what the Village’s code requires 
with respect to what this property and the adjoining properties [inaudible]. 
 
Anthony Oliveri stated in this case for the size of the disturbance because Mount Kisco is in the East of 
Hudson Watershed, there’s a low threshold of 5,000 square feet which will trigger the DEC construction 
permit.  For a residential development such as this, that is essentially a sediment and erosion control plan 
which is the protections that go in during construction to minimize erosion and runoff effects during 
construction.  The DEC actually does not require, under this application I don’t believe, stormwater 
detention post stormwater management practices.  That they are doing to satisfy Village Code and the 
Planning Board concerns about increased runoff from the property. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated and any tie into any existing stormwater infrastructure in the roadway, the existing 
roadway will be coordinated with your office? 
 
Anthony Oliveri stated right, I’m not sure, I don’t believe they were proposing a tie-in to the stormwater 
system, it would be self-contained. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated anything you want to add that you’re looking at for this application? 
 
Anthony Oliveri stated no, like I said it was just, we had a memorandum early on in the process and they’re 
updating the survey to provide some more detail with the existing utilities and the tie-ins that we talked 
about to get better detail on that on the plan. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated thank you.  Peter, if you could just summarize your code review? 
 
Mr. Miley stated yeah, Chairman, myself and Rich spoke yesterday and I asked him to present the set of 
drawings that you saw before you today, I suspect that it is code compliant, from what I can see that he 
modified the plan, for the benefit of the public, we asked that the parking be placed on the side which is 
code compliant, the side of the home.  We pushed the home as far back as we can, we’re adhering to the 
more stringent standards of the RM-12, RS-12 excuse me, the other parcel is in the RM-10 which allows 
for a smaller front yard setback.  The way I asked Rich to prepare the front yard further increased the size 
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of the front yard, in other words we’ll push it back to the property line that’s parallel to the street.  So from 
what I see and of course I didn’t review this most recent submission, I would suspect that it is 100% code 
compliant. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated and for the benefit of the public, the things that we’re looking at as you’re reviewing 
during your code compliance review includes as was mentioned in the presentation, there are setbacks that 
are required from the front yard to the side yard determining what’s a front yard and what’s a side yard and 
what those setbacks are.  Those setbacks essentially create a box within the proposed lot which is the 
building envelope and any improvements have to take basically, building wise, have to be contained within 
that building envelope, is that accurate? 
 
Mr. Miley stated that’s accurate. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated okay, and other things, there are other things that will come outside of that building 
envelope by necessity, whether its sewer and water connections, driveways, there are things that are 
permitted in side yard and front yard setbacks, they are specifically enumerated in the code, correct? 
 
Mr. Miley stated that’s 100% accurate. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated okay, Whitney, anything you want to add before we open this to the public?  We don’t 
read lips, some of us. 
 
Whitney Singleton stated sorry, I’m trying not to give you background noise.  Everything’s fine from my 
perspective, the only thing that, you know the access is a little bit of an issue but its within your Board’s 
discretionary authority to determine what’s appropriate for the particular circumstances of the site.  We are 
at the end of a road that’s not likely it’s ever going to go through a bigger development, so as far as, I did 
see in one of the correspondence there was a question of whether or not there should be a cul-de-sac and I 
saw that Jan and Peter have commented on that, as far as what the Village’s concerns are for the DPW.  It’s 
up to your Board, this is something that you’ve done in the past, you’ve determined that on occasion, the 
dimensions of a driveway are sufficient for purposes of access where it’s not likely that there’s going to be 
more than one or two homes utilizing it as opposed to a road extension or something else.  So I don’t have 
any issue with it but I just wanted to address that because I did see that the public, that somebody from the 
public did raise that issue. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated thank you. 
Whitney Singleton stated yup. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated okay, so, I think now we’re going to open it up to the Board, I’m sorry, well you 
know what, let me do that first.  Anybody on the Board have any questions for the applicant?  
Anything you want to discuss before we open up the public comment here?  No, okay.  Right, so 
we’re going to open up the public hearing here, we have some ground rules for public hearings 
generally, we’re limiting public comment by any one individual to three minutes, we are requesting 
that the public try not to be repetitive, we have a number of comments in writing which are part of 
the public record which the Board has reviewed.  We do appreciate not having the same comments 
repeated again and again and putting us out into a long evening, if we can avoid that.  Also, we took 
some time here for the benefit of the public to understand the application and the law that governs 
this application, I want to take a moment to make sure that the public understands that Zoning Code 
adopted by the Village Board and the Village of Mount Kisco, determines permitted uses and the bulk 
requirements for any particular zoning area.  So Zoning is not determined by this Board, Zoning 
compliance lies solely with the Code Enforcement Official of the Village of Mount Kisco which is Peter 
Miley is the Building Inspector.  This Board does not have discretion with respect to zoning use, permitted 
uses or bulk requirements, although we do have the ability to require condition approvals or make 
requirements of an applicant where there are situations with respect to either adjoining property owners or 
if there are environmental considerations that warrant modification.  So, essentially if its Zoning compliant 
by definition, it does not create a change in community character or have an adverse impact on the 
community character.  I mean, it’s a permitted use in this zone, this lot is an oversized lot, larger than many 
of the lots in the community and as indicated by the applicant and confirmed or to be formally confirmed 
by the Building Inspector, that the application meets the bulk requirements of the Zoning.  Types of things 
that this Board is, that is not relevant to this Board’s determination, whether or not you want to see 
additional homes, you don’t want to see additional homes, is not relevant to this Board’s determination.  
Whether or not you think the application is the eyesore is not relevant to the application.  Understand that if 
the application is approved and the applicant proceeds with construction, there will be some minor 
disruption to the neighborhood by necessity and this is basically part of the social contract of living in the 
Village.  The applicant will have to follow all the rules and regulations with respect to construction of the 
Village of Mount Kisco and those will be enforced by the Building Department and the Code Enforcement 
that works within the Building Department. Any of these, any construction will be overseen by the Planner 
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and the Village Engineer to ensure there is compliance with any site plan that’s approved and any 
conditions that may be part of that site plan. Sorry, just blocked myself from…  Additionally, what effect 
the property, the application or the approval of the application may or may not have on property values, is 
not really relevant to our determination or decision.  For one, the zoning compliant subdivision is highly 
unlikely to have any adverse impact on property values, even if you could prove that it had an adverse 
impact on property value, it’s not a basis for denial of an application.  So, you know with those kind of 
guidelines, I’m going to ask you to make your comments, we’re here to learn anything that the public may 
be able to bring to light about the particular property and the neighborhood, we want to hear those types of 
comments but we want those comments to relevant to the application at hand, which is a two-lot 
subdivision.  So, with that I’m going to open it up to public comment, Peter, if you would call the first 
person and please keep the shot clock, so to speak, at three minutes per person. 
Mr. Miley stated will do Chairman, there are no raised hands, I’m scrolling through, if anyone would like 
to speak, please raise your hand.  If you have trouble raising your hand, just speak okay.  We do have one, 
we have Eva, please proceed. Hello?  You have to unmute… 
 
Ms. Versaci stated hi, good evening.  Thank you for taking the time and taking the questions. 

Mr. Bainlardi stated good evening, you’re welcome. 

Ms. Versaci stated and I did submit a letter and had some comments and one of the things and maybe you 
addressed it and I missed it or didn’t quite follow it.  The designation where the new lot number two, 
proposed lot number two.  There is a portion that is designated RM-10, if the subdivision goes through, 
what happens to that designation?  Does it remain as am RM-10, where now if, and I’m just supposing, 
looking forward, a house 1,200 square feet gets built but now it’s got an RM-10 designation or a mixed-use 
property, can that then become a multi-family property or expanded and made larger?  What are the 
restrictions on that property? 

Mr. Bainlardi stated Whitney, do you want to address that? 

Whitney Singleton stated yeah, you know I’m not going to say chapter and verse but generally speaking, 
generally speaking you are required to adhere to the more restrictive Zoning provisions if you have a lot in 
more than one district. 

Ms. Versaci stated I’m sorry, if you have a lot more than… 

Whitney Singleton stated you’re encouraged not to have a lot in more than one district.  I’m sorry? 

Ms. Versaci stated encouraged, it broke up, so I missed what you said. 

Whitney Singleton stated generally speaking you’re not, the Code does not encourage subdivisions in a 
fashion where there’s, where a lot is in more than one district, however, given the provisions that exist for 
this lot, it has to go through the RM-10 to get to the RS-12.  So, but the general code requirements are that 
you must adhere to the more restrictive provisions, so one they’re building in the RS-12 and two, the RS-12 
is the more restrictive district and I have a feeling that when things get to it, when we get to it, there’s 
probably going to be restrictions because given the size of this parcel, it is capable of further subdivision 
and you don’t want to have a Planning Board design a larger parcel for a two-lot subdivision and then have 
somebody come along and say we want to put in four more lots, so if the driveway access is going to be 
designed this way, I assume that there’s going to be restriction put on the subdivision plat that would 
prohibit further subdivision of the parcel behind the lots.  And while it is substantially oversized and 
pointed out on numerous occasions that does not, development [inaudible] the size of the lot is only one 
component of it and obviously there’s other features here and the frontage and access presents some 
limitations for them.  So, I think that what’s going on here and we’re been working on this for a while, this 
has never been about extensive development, it’s always been about getting an accessory cottage in for a 
relative.  So I’m not, I don’t see this as a first step in some sort of subdivision creep or urban sprawl and… 

Ms. Versaci stated there’s no guarantee for that though, you know… 

Whitney Singleton stated well there is, I mean I did read about the Marwell’s intent not to have it further 
developed but nobody went as far as putting a restriction on the parcel.  Someone’s wishes are not 
enforceable unless they’re in writing and they benefit somebody who is capable of having those rights 
defended.  Here if there is, it if’s being laid out the way it is and there’s restrictions that are imposed on the 
subdivision plat, those will be enforceable. 

Ms. Versaci stated okay, alright, thank you for answering that question. 

Whitney Singleton stated you’re welcome. 
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Ms. Versaci stated and I actually have one further one on that, as far as the number of parking spaces, I’m 
having trouble reconciling why there would be four proposed off-site parking spots for a home 1,200 
square feet for one, supposedly for supposed to be one person to live in. 

Whitney Singleton I’ll let the Building Inspector speak to that but there are minimum Code requirements. 

Ms. Versaci stated okay. 

Mr. Miley stated there are two required spaces and that’s actually what’s being proposed. 

Ms. Versaci stated oh, pardon me then, I thought I read in the proposal four spots. 

Mr. Miley stated there’s two for the existing home and two for the newly created. 

Ms. Versaci stated oh okay, that wasn’t clear.  I thought that was broken down into each lot, okay.  Thank 
you. 

Mr. Miley stated you’re welcome. 

Mr. Bainlardi stated alright, thank you.  Anyone else? 

Mr. Miley stated yes, we have Alex Smoller who would like to speak.  Alex, you’re up. 

Mr. Smoller stated hey there, acting Chair Bainlardi and members of the staff of the Planning Board, I 
would like to thank you guys for the opportunity to comment on this proposed subdivision at 2 ½ Leonard 
Street.  We know you guys time is valuable and we really appreciate your service to our community.  We 
appreciate the input on what’s important for the Board to hear for this, at this hearing and we understand 
the character is a component that should be considered and as part of the EAF.  So we’re going to talk 
about that now but our primary objection here is the long term impact that a proposed subdivision would 
have.  We have no objections to the applicant’s goal of accommodating a relative but we have serious 
concerns about the effects of subdivision and what that means for the future.  We’ve lived here for almost 
14 years at 1 Leonard Street, which is the adjacent, which is adjacent to the proposed subdivision and like 
you said about Mr. Marwell, this house and 2 ½ Leonard Street were both part of the old Glass Estate.  Our 
home was the caretakers home on that estate and together with 2 ½ this is one of the gems that helped make 
Mount Kisco, you know, that helped give it its character.  We purchased this home at the end of this dead 
end street because of its character, charm and privacy and those qualities will be dramatically and 
permanently diminished by the proposed subdivision.  It will forever disrupt the character of the street and 
our home and we were surprised to see that the applicant has indicated that there will be no change in 
character when filling out the impact assessment.  We and so many of our neighbors totally disagree with 
that.  Lisa is going to now take you through a couple of other points. 

Ms. Mitchell stated for the sake of time we did supply in our written commentary some photos, just to kind 
of further illustrate what’s unique about this dead end of Leonard Street.  I do think it’s important to clarify 
as it relates to driveways et cetera, that this won’t be two houses, this will be three houses using the end of 
Leonard Street if the proposed subdivision does go through.  You can see in the photos that we submitted in 
our written commentary just you know, how this is going to dramatically affect our privacy and the 
character of our property and the character and density of the end of Leonard Street.  And we don’t believe 
that this was a reasonable expectation when we were purchased our home in 2007.  Chairman Bainlardi 
mentioned that its, that property value is sort of irrelevant if it’s zoning and code compliant, so we won’t 
spend too much time on that, however we do think its important to state that the applicant has 
acknowledged to neighbors that the proposed development could never sell for market value and that does 
have some concern to us.  One of our big things that we would like to discuss tonight is just the request for 
some additional time, as you can see in our written comments, we have a lot of questions related to the 
aforementioned zoning, the setbacks, the minimum widths, et cetera and specifically with the minimum 
widths from our review of the proposed plan, it seems like we can only achieve that 100 requisite minimum 
width for the RS-12 if taking the RM into consideration and that from our, you know, amateur 
understanding, doesn’t really feel like it’s upholding the spirit of the more restrictive zoning requirement, 
so we do have some questions about that.  But given the complexity of issues surrounding subdivision in 
this unique area at the end of this street, specifically as it relates to orientation of the house et cetera, we 
would like to engage an expert to review the plans on our behalf. We did reach out to a three different firms 
upon receiving the notice for public hearing and all three of those firms said there was not sufficient lee 
time before this meeting to conduct the review, so we respectfully request some additional time to do due 
diligence on these matters that concern us.  And then just to wrap up, you know regardless of all of this we 
would welcome the Planning Board supports in finding a path forward that would ideally avoid subdivision 
or at least include some conditions and requirements to make the subdivision a bit more palatable for the 
folks who live adjacent to the end of this dead end parcel.  It’s out understanding as was mentioned that the 
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applicants were pursuing an option for second dwelling on this large lot and that was not sufficient under 
Mount Kisco code, that’s a bummer for those of us that live down here.  So if there is something to be 
looked at here, I think that might, you know we would appreciate a second look or if there’s something that 
can happen there… 

Mr. Miley stated [inaudible]. 

Ms. Mitchell stated also if there was an alternative solution to provide the residents for the mother-in-law, 
for example, Ms. Burgler has stated to us that they may choose as of right to build the exact structure but 
without a kitchen and with a breezeway that connects to the residents.  We have no objections to that plan. 
Conditions like tying the lots together for example for resale, things like that would make it a bit more 
better for us, anything that could mitigate some of the privacy concerns. 

Mr. Smoller stated as you can imagine, anyone in our position, we stand to lose charm and character and 
privacy that our lot offers would object to this proposed subdivision.  We think it’s going to affect our 
property value because it’s affects the privacy and the character of our lot and it’s going to bring a lot of 
stress to our community which it kind of already has and there’s, that long term effect I think must be 
considered and the spirit of the public hearing is to consider the real impact on real families and to consider 
solutions that bring the most benefit to the community and we thank the Board for their careful review of 
our written commentary and our request for additional time to engage an expert to review the plan and for 
consider alternatives or conditions that won’t have such a lasting and damaging effect on our property and 
the neighborhood.  Thank you and good night. 

Mr. Bainlardi stated thank you for your comments.  Just with respect to time, we’re not going to be closing 
the public hearing this evening.  There are some other items that need to be addressed by the applicant 
before we’ll be a position to close the public hearing, so we will be keeping it open and adjourning it likely 
to the next meeting, so that should give you the time you need to preform whatever review… 

Ms. Mitchell stated thank you. 

Mr. Bainlardi stated you feel is appropriate for your own due diligence. 

Mr. Smoller stated do you get a sense of time, a timeline on that, is it a month, is it two months?  Is there 
any…? 

Mr. Bainlardi stated we’ll be adjourning this to the next available meeting which is going to be the last 
Tuesday of this month, which is two weeks from now… 

Ms. Mitchell stated wow. 

Mr. Bainlardi stated it will be a continuation of the public hearing and then there will be probably be one 
more meeting after that, at least where we would be considering a resolution of approval of this application.  
The bottom line here is, if there are and I think some of your photos help to inform the Board, you know if 
there are questions or issues about visibility of the house and the siting of the house that could be addressed 
in some way, whether through some buffering on this property or on your own property.  You know, you’re 
not precluded, if this goes forward from making any improvements on your property that you would deem 
necessary or prudent to protect your privacy, we can impose potentially, some of those burdens on the 
applicant here but it’s, you know, neighbors are you know, property boundaries are not just one side of the 
fence. 

Mr. Smoller stated exactly our point, I think. 

Mr. Bainlardi stated you know, listen as far as the subdivision is concerned, you know any property own 
has the right to subdivide, you know the subdivision will provide certain rights to the person who receives 
that approval, they could convey one or both lots together or separately, they’ll have the ability to do that as 
any property owner in the Village of Mount Kisco would have, on a subdivision.  This is really for the 
applicant to determine in the end what they want to achieve and what their goals are, its not for this Board 
to opine as to whether or not they should have a subdivision or not have a subdivision.  Location of the 
house I think is, for you, is the paramount consideration here.  The driveway is the driveway, you’re living 
with a shared driveway at this point, that’s not going to change, there is another structure that is going to 
move, presumably is going to improve in aesthetics and what’s going to be built but you know, that’s in the 
eye of the beholder as well.  I often say with this Board, it’s not for this Board to determine aesthetically or 
architecturally what it likes or doesn’t like, we have an ARB who takes on that role.  So, we do appreciate 
your comments and we will take them into consideration we’re not dismissing them out of hand by any 
means and this Board will look at all the factors as we move forward in considering an approval for this 
application.  As I would do in any application, I always encourage neighbors to speak to one another, try 
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not to put up the barriers right at the outset.  Do what you can to try to come to some conclusion on your 
own and not make this Board the arbiter of those disagreements.  Appreciate it and thank you for your time. 

Mr. Smoller stated thank you very much. 

Mr. Bainlardi stated Peter, next. 

Mr. Miley stated yeah, Chairman, we have Ms. Bürgler would like to speak. 

Ms. Bürgler stated hi everyone, thank you for being here, I realize that if you’re here voluntarily, it means 
you care and if you’re here non-voluntarily, you may also care, I see that you guys put in a lot of time and I 
really appreciate that.  My goal and my intent with this project has always been to maintain the character of 
the lot and I intend to do that with, as Rich mentioned, screening and I’ve already planted 25 trees on the 
lot, I intend to plant trees regularly.  I did want to respond to the market value piece, I don’t know if that’s 
exactly how I worded it, my point was that this property is not a flip, a lot of subdivisions that you see are 
flips and by the math required to make a flip profitable, people put the largest, cheapest house possible on 
the lot, they orient the house so future expansion is easy and there’s really very little regard for the views 
on the lot and that is not at all how I’ve planned this.  The skew, the 45 degree skew that I’ve planned is to 
take advantage of the two vest views on my property which is the southwest cliff sunset view in the 
wintertime you fantastic sunsets and the northwest view into the wooded ravine area that belongs to Guard 
Hill ultimately.  And the entire, this entire process I’ve had in mind also, the interior layout of the first floor 
of 1 Leonard Street, Alex and Lisa’s house, Alex kindly invited me into his house once to look at some 
renovation they did, I’m passionate about renovation, it’s a beautiful house and the living areas on the first 
floor share those same views to the cliff and to the wooded area southwest and northwest and the way I 
oriented the house was specifically so that those views would be obliquely maintained in their living areas, 
they could look out the window and still have a long expansive view across my property and that was very 
intentional, I know that I’m probably sacrificing future property value by making a property would be 
frankly a pain to add onto because of the orientation on the lot.  My house is orientated that same way, 
many historic homes are, they were built to maximize daylight because electricity was not always reliable 
in the late 1800’s, early 1900’s.  So the look of the cottage where it shall reside for the rest you know 
eternity was always with preserving both my property and 1 Leonard Street’s character and the lived 
experience of that property.  And lastly, I grew up here in Mount Kisco, this is the town that made me, I’ve 
come back here, I’ve lost family members here, I’ve given birth to family members here, I care about this 
Town and I’m just, I’d like to add value to it and enhance it. Thank you. 

Mr. Bainlardi stated thank you. Peter, anyone else? 

Mr. Miley stated the first speaker, Eva has her hand up, I’m not sure if shes trying to speak again, we tried 
to contact her by the chat function. 

Ms. Versaci stated yes, I did have another question. 

Mr. Miley stated hold on Eva, I just want to make sure with the Chairman, are you prepared to allow Eva to 
have a second question? 

Mr. Bainlardi stated okay, one more question. 

Ms. Versaci stated well if there’s one more question and someone else has a question, I’ll yield. Rick, did 
you want to? 

Mr. Ackerman stated yeah. 

Ms. Versaci stated someone else wants to go, hold on a second. 

Mr. Ackerman stated hi, my name’s Rick Ackerman, I’m with Kathy May at 20 Leonard Street and I’ve 
been a part of this community for the last 20 years and I listened to all of these arguments tonight, one way 
or the other.  I’ve also, Kathy and I have written a letter to the Planning Board which you’ve already 
alluded to and I have a couple of comments I’d like to make in view of the discussions that we’ve had 
tonight.  Number one and one of the more primary things that I had concern was, was not the subdivision or 
the building that was being supposedly erected but it was about the need for access to the end of the road 
through a cul-de-sac because it’s become increasingly hard for trucks of any size to get through and without 
backing up and crossing over private property, they can’t do it and it’s become a nuisance but more 
importantly the emergency vehicles, we haven’t even tried to take an emergency fire truck or hook and 
ladder or anything like that, it should be thought about because most developments, new developments 
have to provide.  Now, the fact that this is not even in the consideration because of maybe the DPW or 
whatever it is, I think there’s a big point that needs to be considered and it has effect no just on Ms. 
Burgler’s subdivision but unfortunately on Mr. Smoller’s property as well but I think that this should not be 
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allowed to be subdivided until the four additional parking spaces that were in question a few minutes and 
some of the other things that have been said, are considered.  Now Mr. Smoller has said that he would like 
to have more time and I agree with him 100%, I don’t think that it’s fair to do this without full 
consideration since we didn’t get notice of this until just a short while ago.  Another thing I want to submit 
is that Ms. Burgler’s statement that “oh we’re not planning this as a flip” well that’s very nice Ms. Burgler 
but unfortunately, we can’t believe what you have to say.  You have not exactly been a exemplary neighbor 
for a long time and therefore… 

Mr. Bainlardi stated sir, we’re going to stop you there. 

Mr. Ackerman stated we have a hard time sitting here and listening to this… 

Mr. Bainlardi stated we’re not going to tolerate that sort of comment.  You were muted, you were warned 
beforehand, we’re not going to take that type of comment.  And honestly, my view of the world is that if a 
property owner wants to subdivide their property legally in a zoning compliant manner and flip it to 
whoever they want to, this is America, they have the right to do so.  Okay, so we’re not playing this game 
and we’re not going to take comment where you’re going to impugn the integrity of your neighbors, its not 
happening here.  Peter, is there anyone else? 

Mr. Miley stated Chairman, we have nobody else with their hands raised, I’m going to confirm if there 
were any comments that were on Facebook, there is nobody at Village Hall and nobody has called in.  So I 
think that wraps up public comment… 

Unknown Speaker stated there’s a comment in the chat. 

Mr. Bainlardi stated with that, I’m going to make a motion that we adjourn the public hearing, I’m going to 
open it to the Board, we can adjourn the public hearing and continue to talk on this matter, correct or not? 

Whitney Singleton stated correct. 

Mr. Bainlardi stated so I’m going to make a motion that we adjourn the public hearing to the next available 
meeting. 

Jan Johannessen stated John? 

Ms. Roppolo stated there’s a comment in the chat? 

Mr. Bainlardi stated I’m sorry, there’s one more comment? 

Ms. Roppolo stated in the chat. 

Mr. Bainlardi stated I’m sorry, I missed that.  Could someone read that for me? 

Mr. Bonforte stated I’ll second the motion before we go on. Michelle, are you going to poll the Board… 

Jan Johannessen stated John, can I speak? 

Mr. Bainlardi stated hold on, Rich, I see you waving your hand here. 

Mr. Williams stated if I just may, I know you’re thinking about adjourning to the next meeting but just 
looking at your submission deadlines and your calendar and knowing Johnson’s schedule for getting us the 
survey, it may make sense to actually postpone or adjourn to the 22nd of June, which gives us a June 1st 
submission deadline. 

Mr. Bainlardi stated can you repeat that date? 

Mr. Williams stated June 22nd would be the meeting date with a June 1st submission deadline and I only say 
that because we have a number of outstanding comments and I need the information from the surveyor to 
complete them. 

Mr. Bainlardi stated and that gives some additional time, although it was not going to be a rush for the 
neighbors to conduct whatever additional due diligence they’d like to conduct of the zoning compliance.  
Alright, I’ll adjust my motion to adjourn the public hearing to the second meeting in June, June 21st, right? 

Mr. Miley stated June 22nd. 

Mr. Bainlardi stated 22nd, June 22nd. Do I have a second? 

Mr. Bonforte stated I’ll second that motion, Chairman. 

Mr. Bainlardi stated thank you, okay, Michelle, would you poll the Board? 

UPON ROLL CALL VOTE: 
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Mr. Bainlardi  - aye 
Mr. Bonforte  - aye 
Mr. Vigliotti  - aye 
Ms. Pickard  - aye 
Mr. Polese  - aye 
Ms. Roppolo  - aye 
Mr. McGuirk  - aye 
 

The motion carried by a vote of 7 to 0. 

Mr. Bainlardi stated so I’ll open it up to the Board, any members have any comments, anything you want to 
discuss here before we move on to the next matter. 

Mr. McGuirk stated I have a question. 

Mr. Bainlardi stated yes. 

Mr. McGuirk stated a couple times, I think Whitney and you have mentioned the possibility of [inaudible] 
going forward but with that, you know this is my second meeting and [inaudible] understand how the 
process work.  If they are able to get approved for this, they have the approvals for a residence on their plot 
and new lot, are they restricted to build what they’ve represented here or are they merely restricted by the 
controlling zoning of that new lot?  And then going forward, additions and enlargements which happens 
with any normal property so, so this is kind of moment in time, am I understand correctly for our purposes? 

Whitney Singleton stated you’ve [inaudible] just correct me if I misaddress something.  With regard to the 
creation of the lot, the applicant will either now or in the future, always be able to propose a home or an 
addition or an articulation to the home or whatever, so long as it meets the zoning requirements and its out 
of any no-build zones or anything that may be imposed as part of this process.  So yes, they would have 
flexibility going forward, so long as they comply with then existing zoning and they comply with the terms 
of the subdivision approval.  With regard to the, there was the issue with access, could you just repeat that 
because I don’t think I got it. 

Mr. McGuirk stated oh no, I don’t think I asked about access. 

Whitney Singleton stated oh, restrictions? 

Mr. McGuirk stated yeah, restrictions, I’m saying would part of this process that we’re engaged in have any 
bearing on that? 

Whitney Singleton stated so what would happen is when your Board approved a site plan, a special use 
permit, or even a subdivision, there are restrictions [inaudible] that would be put in place.  Usually, on a 
subdivision to make sure that the world is aware of the restrictions and they don’t have to go down to the 
Building Department to pull old resolutions to see what the restrictions are, they’re actually placed on the 
subdivision plat with a public notice to the world that says this is a publicly accessible document and 
somebody can look up and it can say that there shall be, I’ll just make something up, that there shall be no 
cutting of trees 30 foot western portion of the property as delineated in this plat. It may [inaudible] be, there 
shall be a shared driveway agreement, there may be a number of restrictions that could be put on as filed 
notes on the plat.  So yeah, [inaudible] enforceable [inaudible] unless modified by your Board. 

Mr. McGuirk stated thank you. 

Mr. Bainlardi stated just to clarify what Whitney said because he broke up quite a bit there.  Essentially we 
could impose conditions, right, that could preclude the further subdivision or the further development of the 
parcel.  I don’t believe in that personally but I’m not going to say that there might not be a situation in any 
particular subdivision where they may be warranted.  The applicant could also agree or offer to put 
restrictions on the further development of the property or restrict some portion of the property against 
future development.  The code here is not requiring it and so at some point in time they subdivide it or they 
want to resubdivide it, or they want to subdivide it further, they’d be coming back before the Planning 
Board with a new application and would have to meet whatever the Code requirements are and pass muster 
in a review, both environmental review and Planning review and the zoning review.  I hope that answers 
the questions you were looking and if not, we can always talk offline.  Anybody else have anything to add 
in particular on this project or this application? 

Mr. Williams stated Mr. Chairman, may I address the Board? 

Mr. Bainlardi stated yes. 
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Mr. Williams stated just to maybe end on a positive note, I heard a lot of comments tonight obviously, 
we’ll address them as we always do but I also do want to point out for the Board and the public, we did 
submit numerous letters on Monday of support of the application, also from neighbors, so I assume they’ll 
be entered into the record. 

Mr. Bainlardi stated yes, we’ve received letters both in opposition and support, all part of the record and 
have all been received and reviewed by members of this Board. 

Mr. Williams stated thank you. 

Mr. Bainlardi stated anybody else on the Board have anything else before we move on.  Alright, good 
evening, thank you. 

Mr. Miley stated Chairman, before you move on, there was one comment about fire department access in 
the chat, I think Barbara brought it up. I’m just going to touch very quickly, fire department access roads 
are not even required until you get into four lots to start with.  You can have driveways, if you look all 
through Westchester County, you can have driveways 500 feet long, in this case it’s probably going to be 
about 150 feet from the main road which is compliant, just to touch on that subject.  Just to put everybody 
at ease, we do obviously look and we do confer with the Fire Department for fire access and capabilities. 

Mr. Bainlardi stated thank you. 

Mr. Miley stated you’re welcome. 

Mr. Bainlardi stated okay, good evening, we’ll see you soon.  The next matter on the agenda, public 
hearing, continuation of a public hearing for Homeland Towers.  Mike, I’m going to mute myself, I’m not 
participating in this application and I’ll stay nearby. 

C. Homeland Towers – Mount Kisco Wireless Telecommunications Facility –  180 South Bedford 
Road 
PB2020-299, SBL 80.44-1-1 
Site Plan and Special Use Permit 
Continued Public Hearing 

 
Mr. Bonforte stated thanks John, it shouldn’t take long.  So Homeland Towers is the Mount Kisco Wireless 
Telecommunications Facility or cell tower basically on 180 South Bedford Road.  It’s a continued public 
hearing for site plan and special use permit, we’re going to, I’ll make the motion to adjourn this public 
hearing, so it will still be open and the date would be May 25th.  Do I have a second please? 
 
Mr. Polese stated I’ll second that, Mike. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated thank you Mr. Polese.  And just on that note, meaning Homeland Towers, before I turn 
it back to John.  Whitney, we had a bit of a discussion in the work session, I looked afterwards and I 
apologize for not doing this during the work session, I looked up the tolling letter, the current tolling letter 
with the Village and Homeland Towers, the applicant, expires on May 28th.  Our next meeting is May 25th, 
so could you just give us sort of an outlook, what our proceedings would look like, would we just meet on 
the 25th and then we’ll deliberate and determine out next steps or do you think we need to do something in 
between meetings because the tolling again will expire three days after the next meeting. 
 
Whitney Singleton stated well… 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated you’re frozen Whitney. 
 
Whitney Singleton stated [inaudible] alternative locations. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated Whitney, can you start over, you were frozen. 
 
Mr. Polese stated Whitney, you may get better bandwidth, if you turn off your video. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated yeah, good idea, Bill. 
 
Whitney Singleton stated is that better?  I don’t know if it’s any better but the, let me see, maybe that’s 
better. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated much better. 
 
Whitney Singleton stated the current tolling letter takes us for another two plus weeks, if your Board does 
not, if during that period of time, the applicant is supposed to be pursuing alternative locations that we’ve 
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asked them to pursue, they’re pursuing those.  They had asked in an e-mail today to meet with certain 
officials in Mount Kisco to further discuss that.  I don’t know whether that’s going to result in a further 
tolling of the shot clock but in any event, if it does not, your Board would be poised to act on the 
application at the next meeting.  The question is at the next meeting are you going to have sufficient data to 
[inaudible] and I think that the, it was [inaudible] from the applicant to provide you with information as to 
the sufficiency of alternative locations.  You don’t have that information, it hasn’t been submitted and 
you’re not going to be able to, you’re not going to be able to evaluate that information between now and 
then.  So you would have to make a determination by the next meeting based upon the information that is 
before you.  I presume that you would determine that they have not adequately explored the alternate 
location which you deem to be at least preliminarily a superior site to the location of 180 South Bedford 
Road and as that date gets closer, your Board can have a special meeting if you’d like to sit down and 
discuss that or we can simply take action at the next meeting. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated okay, can you [inaudible]… 
 
Whitney Singleton stated I have a feeling that there will probably be a further tolling of the, or a request for 
further tolling because they do not have the information they’re [inaudible] they’re pursuing alternate 
[inaudible] around the corner.  They have not given you, they have not given you feedback of that location 
as of today’s date. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated yeah, okay.  Now, you’re referring to Linden Lane when you said around the corner, is 
that correct? 
 
Whitney Singleton stated yeah, they would also like to pursue something at Guard Hill. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated understood. 
 
Whitney Singleton stated which is a substantially higher site with better coverage. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated Guard Hill Preserve, specifically, okay.  Please keep us informed, whatever happens 
tomorrow or the next day, I think you said, and hopefully they bring us some money too that they owe the 
Village. 
 
Whitney Singleton stated thank you. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated if anybody on the Board has any questions about this application, please go ahead, I 
think its important.  No?  okay, alright, Whitney thanks, keep us posted.  John? 
 
Mr. Miley stated acting Chair, you have a motion that you made and seconded by Bill to adjourn to the 
May 25th. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated yeah, we need to poll the Board, yes. 
 
Mr. Miley stated would you like Michelle to the poll the Board? 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated please. 
 
UPON ROLL CALL VOTE: 
 
  Mr. Bonforte  - aye 
  Mr. Polese  - aye 
  Mr. Vigliotti  - aye 
  Ms. Pickard  - aye 
  Ms. Roppolo  - aye 
  Mr. McGuirk  - aye 
 
The motion carried by a vote of 6 to 0. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated Chairman Bainlardi… 
 

D. Coast to Coast Industries - 134 Main Street  
 PB2021-0410, SBL 80.25-2-5 & 6 
 Site Plan 
 
Mr. Gregg DeAngelis of Envirospace Architecture; Mr. George Gaspar; Mr. Isi Albanese were present. 
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Mr. Bainlardi stated okay, great, so the next matter and the last matter for this evening is formal application 
Coast to Coast Industries, 134 Main Street. This is for site plan.  This application has been before the Board 
in an informal application, I think this is the first time its appearing before us as a formal application.  I’m 
just going to turn it right over to the applicant and their representatives to present to the Board the current 
application and highlighting any changes that may have occurred to the plans subsequent to the last time 
you were before the Board. Who is presenting this evening? 
 
Mr. DeAngelis stated I’ll start Acting Chair Bainlardi, this is Gregg DeAngelis again from Envirospace 
Architecture. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated welcome. 
 
Mr. DeAngelis stated and with us somewhere here in Zoom is Isi Albanese, the owner, developer and 
visionary of this project and George Gaspar, associate architect with us together.  Thank you for your time 
this evening and we’ve since, since we met with you in the conceptual hearing meeting, we’ve had 
subsequent discussions and meetings with Peter Miley and Jan.  Went through a lot of the Zoning issues in 
detail but let me first share my screen before I forget, if that’s alright.  So the project as proposed is at 134 
East Main Street, it is between the movie theater and the Winston Hall and it’s the building, it’s an 
expansion of the AT&T and Franny’s one story retail building, the expansion is primarily over the parking 
lot at the back of the building.  Let me just quickly go to Google Maps to give everyone who might not 
know where it is, an orientation, this is obviously Main Street, St. Francis Church, the Town Hall and here 
is the AT&T store, this is our property, the property we’re proposing tonight to talk about, next to it is 
where the movie theater is and behind is the Blackeby parking lot, so if that helps with some overall 
orientation, I’ll go back to the renderings. So the proposal is a four story building with parking on the lower 
level screened with landscaping and three floors of apartment units, 16 units total, mostly one bedrooms, a 
couple studios and a couple two bedroom units.  And some extensive rooftop usage, between green roofs, 
some solar panels and some spaces for the tenants to look at over the Blackeby lot and over Main Street.  
One of the big benefits of this and so I should also mention up front, this is, we want to opt into the 
Downtown Overlay District and really we feel, if you look at the initial program purposes and goals of the 
district, we check all 10 of the boxes with, you know, quite enthusiastically. One of the things to that end, is 
this connection to the existing alleyway that is between the movie theater and Franny’s will be enhanced as 
part of this project, both on Isi’s property as well as the Town’s property that connects Main Street through 
to the Blackeby parking lot, which is obviously convenient for people to park and get onto to Main Street 
and visit stores and shop.  Let me see, a couple other, let me move some things out of the way, this is an 
enlarged, kind of focused rendering of this parking, of this kind of courtyard areas providing opportunities 
and people as exiting or entering the movie theater or whatever it becomes in its next iteration, coming out 
from Franny’s, it also is kind of courtyard to the entry to the residential building which is on the side here 
and obviously beyond is Blackeby parking lot.  So we’re pretty excited about what this can become and 
look like and this is, you know would be developed consistent with the streetscape plan in Mount Kisco, is 
currently do you know getting ready to get started on.  And then another rendering from the outside, excuse 
me, not outside rendering but from the Blackeby parking lot, shows the building.  Four stories, some 
screening for the parking below to be developed and just kind of modern you know, this is a very, expect to 
be a lot of people very interested in living here and this is kind of where we’re all going with the transit 
overlay/DOD type districts.  Its near, walking distance to the train station, it’s right in town, and there’s a 
lot of excitement and activity around this. So let me just, I’ll go to the site plan but let me stop at this 
section because I think that kind of explains some of the building too and then we can get into some more 
of the details. Get this up so you can all see it, step back one, so this is an… 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated who’s Delorean is that in the parking lot? 
 
Mr. DeAngelis stated excuse me? 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated who’s Delorean is that in the parking lot? 
 
Mr. DeAngelis stated I don’t know, if anyone wants to raise their hand? 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated is that Isi’s? 
 
Mr. Albanese stated yeah, that’s mine, original. 
 
Mr. DeAngelis stated that might be part of the art work for the project, we’ll see, you know. So you know, 
this cross section shows, kind of give you a good idea of what it, of the overall layout in the front here is 
Main Street, the existing one story building where we connect and attach and expand across a covered 
walkway to the rear entrances to the stores and the AT&T store as well.  The ground level parking for the 
apartment building and then three floors of units and then these units get some extra nice terraces looking 
out over to Main Street.  I could, we’ve had, I’ve mentioned already a lot of conversation and Peter has 
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given us a 9 page analysis, Peter Miley has given us a 9 page analysis of all the Code, of all the Zoning 
Code requirements and we know there’s some waivers and variances that will be required, I could get into 
them but I’m not sure that level of detail is necessary at this point but let me just, with that, and please if 
anyone has any questions, don’t hesitate to interrupt me. Let me get back up to the top, so here’s kind of 
our overall site plan/roof plan kind of composite view.  Again, Main Street is up here, we have a wide curb, 
this is the existing retail building, one-story.  This is where we’re building over the retail building with the 
terraces and then the bulk of the new addition is over the parking, existing parking lot.  We, and stairs and 
the entry off of the passageway between the movie theater and Franny’s to the way to the back to the 
Blackeby parking lot.  There is civic space that will be provided, expansion of it and as I mentioned in 
addition to what is literally on our property, Mr. Albanese is planning to also contribute to helping improve 
that walkway as well.  You know, we’re tracked some of the build-to lines and the build-to zones, again I 
can get into that if you want… 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated I think what we’ve discussed in work session and is probably the way to go is Staff is 
advocating for another meeting with all the players, with Peter, with Jan, with Anthony, and your team and 
possibly Whitney to kind of go through what may be necessary here from the standpoint of determining 
compliance, what’s not compliant, what’s not in compliance and working through that.  Maybe some of it 
you’ll be able to resolve and eliminate some of it, you likely will not be able to do so and that will allow 
you then to move forward.  I think procedurally we’re going to, we’re going to declare this Board’s intent 
to act as Lead Agency under SEQRA, so we’ll be taking that procedural step this evening.  Jan, do you 
want to, at this point do you want to add anything?  Anything you want to talk about that you think we 
should be discussing this evening or is really a matter of you guys getting, rolling up your sleeves and 
sitting down together? 
 
Jan Johannessen stated yeah, I think we’d benefit from another Staff meeting with Anthony and Whitney, I 
think there’s some additional information to be provided that you would typically see with the formal 
application but at the same time tonight, I think you can take a big step in starting the SEQRA process by 
declaring your intent.  So I mean if, the, if the Board has you know any kind of, I know you went through a 
conceptual already but you know, any comments whatsoever on the layout or the design, I think that would 
be important to get them now just because they’ve submitted the formal and we’re going to s tart, like you 
said, rolling up our sleeves and getting into the nitty gritty.  If there’s something that’s striking to a Board 
member about the proposal, I think it would be important to know it now and not… 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated yeah and putting aside, I mean, you know we have, obviously no matter what you have 
to come to some determination on Zoning compliance or noncompliance.  We could you know, we’re not 
operating in a vacuum here, so but having said that, there’s nothing that’s, at this point that is jumping off 
the page at me that’s objectionable.  That’s not to say I’m not going to have concerns with comments as we 
move forward in this.  So I’ll open it up to the Board, is there anything here that anyone is seeing at the 
moment that gives them pause? 
 
Mr. Polese stated not for me but I share the sentiments, we’ll see how it unfolds.  There’s not objectionable 
right now. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated I mean, one question that I would have and this is really just the tails, the existing 
building, what’s on the roof on that building now?  Is there any equipment up there? 
 
Mr. Albanese stated air conditioning, something for the gelato machines which is for cooling and heating 
for both store. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated and is your intention to keep whatever is up there up there or are you thinking about 
repositioning or relocating? 
 
Mr. Albanese stated no, nothing has to be moved, it’s closer to the middle and as far as going out with the 
building, it’s not going to interfere with that and my intention is for that area to totally close it in and kind 
of, you’re really not looking down but you’re looking across and up to make those kind of private patios. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated and have you had any conversations yet, Isi, with the owner of the theater? 
 
Mr. Albanese stated no, I have a meeting setup for the next couple weeks, I wanted to get through this first 
and then discuss where we are.  I think I talked to Peter, I did meet with somebody who is interested in 
theater and hopefully they come back and say we’re really interested in doing something totally different 
with the theater, including entertainment and other things and if that can happen, we can really work 
together in order to connect to that civic space into entertainment and I think you mentioned last time, 
finding that gem when somebody comes to Mount Kisco and finding this little pocket. 
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Mr. Bainlardi stated yeah, I mean, I think you can only do what you can do between your property and with 
a willing partner with the Village but it would be great if whatever path this takes it incorporates that other 
little strip along that building in a thoughtful way but you’re going to need a willing participant.  So I think 
until we know what that may be in that building, you may have some indications but hopefully you get 
somebody to pay attention. 
 
Mr. Albanese stated yeah, I think so. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated I have faith in you. 
 
Mr. Albanese stated thank you. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated anybody else, Crystal? 
 
Ms. Pickard stated yeah, I was wondering how wide is that covered walkway?  Like how close together are 
the buildings at the smallest point? 
 
Mr. Albanese stated it starts off on the right about 13 or 14 feet and it goes down to about 7 [feet]. 
 
Ms. Pickard stated 7? What’s going on in there? 
 
Mr. Albanese stated in the covered walkway?  Well that’s the sidewalk… 
 
Ms. Pickard stated like at the sidewalk level, like what’s going on down there, it’s just like a dead alley? Or 
is there… 
 
Mr. Albanese stated well you have landscaping on part of it and then you have the entrance to both AT&T 
and also to Franny’s from the back, it’s more of a delivery for Franny’s but it is a main entrance or AT&T.  
So it’s not like an alleyway and being up about 20 feet, it’s really going to look like a hallway, I think 
between the lighting and the décor and what we’re going to make the building look like with the green, 
especially with the corner and the landscaping, I think it’s going to look really nice in there, it’s not going 
to be like a hallway. 
 
Ms. Pickard stated I’m sure it will be beautiful when you’re done with it. I’m just curious what’s going on 
at ground level there.  You have like an active civic space right there with a, someplace that could easily be 
rolled down right next to it. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated yeah, it sounds like you’re going to have like a couple of things going on back there, 
some back of house but some actual entrance, rear entrance to AT&T from that parking lot.  So you have to 
be creative back there to make those kind of be seamlessly work. Where is the rear entrance to the AT&T 
store below the coverage walkway or is it outside, it’s right there? 
 
Mr. Albanese stated right at the red line. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated that helps, yeah.  I think that will help.  It will also give that entrance some presence 
from the uncovered parking area and when you’re kind of looking through that driveway from the parking 
lot, from the Blackeby lot… 
 
Mr.  Bonforte stated I had a question on the parking, I can’t find it right now but there was a note that the 
AT&T retail doesn’t, there was some sort of note, it doesn’t require more than one space?  Can you just 
explain that because my, when we see the uncovered lot now, it looks like its parking for the retail and 
there’s 16 spaces, whatever, you know what I’m referring to… 
 
Mr. DeAngelis stated yeah, I think you’re talking about right down in the zoning analysis here. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated yeah, right there, the first line item and then just, if you can just go through that 
because you know I see the 14 spaces underneath and then the two outside but if you’re going to AT&T, 
have they lost anything?  Have they, did they ever have spaces Isi? 
 
Mr. Albanese stated well all the spaces under the old CB-2 were basically for the retailers, under the new 
overlay, basically there’s not parking requirements for the first floor.  What we intend on and I think with 
the timing, when people are going to work, I think all those space will be available during the day and also 
at night when people are getting home, 7, 7:30, there’s still going to be spaces available in there, plus you 
have that whole lot that’s free right behind there.  So under the present law, we don’t really need to supply 
any spaces for the retail but I’m pretty sure that we’re going to have plenty of parking for that and having 
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Blackeby right here is a big asset.  If we were up the road where you have no parking, no public parking I 
think that would be a big problem for the retailers if that was the only parking. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated yeah, I agree, thanks for explanation. 
 
Mr. Vigliotti stated John, I have a couple of questions. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated yes Ralph. 
 
Mr. Vigliotti stated this overlay district is not complication but certainly comprehensive and I don’t feel as 
one Board member that I have enough information.  Peter did an outstanding job, I went over it twice.  I 
would love, just going forward, not necessarily just on this particular project that we kind of have a work 
session exclusively talking about the overlay district and all of it to benefit us, so in the future and even as 
we go through this project we really know what’s in there.  I kind of read that in the overlay district, the 
first floor doesn’t need parking but the question I have is if the building is separate from the first floor, is 
that the same thing?  I don’t need answer tonight, it’s just confusing to me.  If the building were on top of 
that first floor which is AT&T and Franny’s, then that’s a traditional first floor, it doesn’t need parking, if 
the building is separated, that’s a question I have.  On an engineering end, going back to my early days, 
there was some minor discussion that they weren’t looking, Isi and team, wasn’t looking to put the building 
on top of the stores because of a cost factor and what got me going when they, when early on you show the 
I-beams connected to two vertical columns, I’m saying gosh, just I-beams coming from the front of the 
building to three or four columns and then three ore four columns outside the back of the building, you 
could put a building on top of the stores and a lot of the variances that were talked about that could be 
answered.  It’s just a thought, and I don’t know if a thorough analysis was done with that regard, so I’m 
going to leave that.  And the other thing, I’m not opposed to the building in the overlay district, I think it 
could be very, very interesting.  I’m concerned that our common travel way between the movie theater and 
the proposed building gets consumed to a point where it’s not a travel lane, it’s not a travelled walkway and 
that is a very vibrant walkway to get from East Main Street to get to the Blakeby lot to Shopper’s Park to 
the library and so on, if you’re at that end of town.  So I just want to be careful, the plans I saw, they look 
terrific but I just want to make sure that umbrellas and tables and chairs and benches don’t get in the way of 
people trying to use that as walkway and that it’s wide enough to accommodate as a traveled lane.  So I just 
kind of leave with those comments and I’m looking forward to getting a few answers as we work our way 
through, thanks. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated thank you, Ralph.  And of course any travelled way in that area needs to be accessible 
from an ADA compliance standpoint. 
 
Mr. DeAngelis stated I’d also add too, part of what makes that travelled way work, will be that people use 
it easily because and then having things happening on the side, so.  But it’s a good point, I mean, it has to 
find a right balance to keep it as livened as we all vision it to be. 
 
Mr. Gaspar stated and if you look at, if you specifically look at the particular image, if you look at the stair 
area that attaches to the building, there’s a little white section that’s below that.  That currently is pavement 
and if you go east along the side, there’s another white area that’s there and that’s also pavement and that’s 
part of the existing parking lot.  So the travelled way is actually not impeded in any way than you currently 
see, we might enhance it with some additional greenery, different kinds of trees but the travelled way is not 
affected at all by what’s being proposed, just enhanced. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated and separate from this application, I think Ralph’s suggestion is a good as it relates to 
the overlay and for this Board’s education, we probably, I think it’s a good idea that we do spend some 
time with staff, in a work session to go through it to, in part so that we’re not constantly sitting here 
scratching our heads, asking the same questions and wondering the same things.  We need to get ourselves 
to a place where we hone a reasonably thorough understanding of what the Zoning allows and doesn’t 
allow.  My only comment to Ralph about putting a building on top of a building, is theoretically Ralph, 
anything is possible with a whole lot of money.  We’ll see where that all leads. 
 
Mr. Gaspar stated one of the other things you want to consider is if there were a building to be put on top of 
a building, now we have Cranes store at the corner of the entrance into Blackeby which is rather tall and 
now you have next to that, one story less than Cranes is Winston Restaurant and now what we’d be allowed 
to do here is put a four story structure on top of this building, on top of the current building and now when 
you drive down the street, you’re driving down a canyon of buildings.  And I think the fact that Cranes is 
tall, Winston’s is one step down and then you reach the AT&T building, you have some expansive 
openings, so you don’t feel like you’re driving down a canyon of buildings right at the street level.  And 
then of course, once you pass this location, it is the current movie theater and we know the current movie 
theater has some height to it.  So I think there’s some relief right there when you have high tall, you’re 
stepping down but you also have a visual further back and I think with the building toward the back and 
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anybody that occupies the east side of the street which is the other side of the street, they now have an 
opportunity, we’re not totally blocking their view in essence, we’re trying to maintain that as well. It was  
tricky balance. 
 
Mr. Albanese stated probably the biggest reason is the disturbance to the businesses, if you’re building on 
top, there is, the structure that’s there now is not going to hold a three story building… 
 
Mr. Vigliotti stated no, it’s not. 
 
Mr. Albanese stated so we would have to close down AT&T and close down Franny’s and who knows if 
they would ever come back plus they have leases and we wouldn’t be able to do that anyway, not that we 
want to. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated yeah, there are a lot of practical obstacles there but we don’t need to get into that too 
much now, so again, let’s, I think doing your work with Staff and trying to get us to a place where you’ve 
reduced to the greatest extent you can, variances or waivers that you’ll need.  Then we can then look at this 
more holistically, separate from kind of this, try to slam a square peg into a round hole analysis where we 
can look at what you’re trying to do and we can think about what George has talked about the architectural 
pros and cons of having the building here or there and we can talk Crystal’s language and we can, we’ll get 
there.  So… 
 
Mr. Vigliotti stated okay. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated alright, so, anybody else on the Board, anybody else have anything they want to add at 
this point?  Alright, so then I’m going to, we’ll get one of the procedural things out of the way, we can get 
it out of the way tonight.  So I’m going to make a motion that this Board declare its intent to Lead 
Agency under SEQRA. Can I have a second on that motion? 
 
Mr. Vigliotti stated I’ll second that. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated thank you Ralph.  Michelle, can you poll the Board? 
 
UPON ROLL CALL VOTE: 
 
  Mr. Bainlardi  - aye 
  Mr. Vigliotti  - aye 
  Mr. Bonforte  - aye 
  Ms. Pickard  - aye 
  Mr. Polese  - aye 
  Ms. Roppolo  - aye 
  Mr. McGuirk  - aye 
 
The motion carried by a vote of 7 to 0. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated okay, great.  And, I’m thinking, when should we put this next on the agenda, you guys 
are going to need a little bit of time.  Should we come back in June? 
 
Jan Johannessen stated I think there’s going to be a resubmission after we have our meeting, so I think that 
perhaps the submission should dictate when it should be on the agenda, just as one recommendation. 
 
Mr. Gaspar stated in order for us to meet criteria for Lead Agency, we need to put an entire package 
together, Jan has made some comments which have been addressed on the EAF already and we may have 
to make some minor modifications to the plans so that the two of them are the same document. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated so you’ll need to do that in order to finalize so that you can make notice so I’m 
assuming that’s going to take you a few days at least to get that package together, whenever you get it 
together and then the notice can go out and then we have 30 days before we know one way or the other, 
we’ll be lead agency, I don’t anticipate anybody is going to object to us being lead agency on this matter. 
 
Mr. Gaspar stated yeah, we were looking, the 18th is next Tuesday, so we were looking to address the 
comments from Peter and from Jan that we currently have an then whatever comes up during our work 
session. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated okay, so then I think Jan’s suggestion is the right one, you’ll make your submission 
and whatever is the first meeting you can get on when you make that submission, that’s the meeting you’ll 
be put on. 
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Mr. DeAngelis stated sounds good. 
 
Mr. Albanese stated good. 
 
Mr. Gaspar stated that’s fair. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated okay, anything else anyone?  Nope?  Alright, thank you gentlemen. 
 
Mr. DeAngelis stated thank you for your comments. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated looking forward to seeing you again, good luck. 
 
Mr. DeAngelis stated alright, bye, thank you. 
 
Mr. Vigliotti stated goodnight. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated okay, that brings the, today’s agenda for May 11th Planning Board meeting to its 
conclusions, we’ll see you all again next time. 
 
The meeting adjourned at 9:11 pm. 


