
Minutes of the Regular Meeting of the Planning Board of the Village/Town of Mount Kisco held on 
Tuesday, June 12, 2018 at 7:40 pm in the Frank J. DiMicco Board Room, Village Hall, and 104 Main 

Street, Mount Kisco, New York. 

Members Present: Doug Hertz, Chairman 
John Bainlardi, Vice Chairman 
Enrico Mareschi 
Michael Bonforte 
John Hochstein 
Crystal Pickard (Alternate) 

 
Members Absent: Ralph Vigliotti 

William Polese 
Frank Viteritti (Alternate) 

 
Staff Present:  Anthony Oliveri, Village Engineer 
   Jan K. Johannessen, Village Planner 
   Robert Melillo, Assistant Building Inspector 
   Whitney Singleton, Village Attorney 
 
Staff Absent:  Peter J. Miley, Building Inspector 
 
Chairman Hertz stated called to order this is the Mount Kisco Planning Board for Tuesday, June 12, 2018.  
We just concluded our work session. This is our regular session.  First item on the agenda is a public 
hearing for Northern Westchester Hospital, 40 Moore Avenue.  There’s a sign-up sheet in the front of the 
room. Anyone wishing to speak on this matter is welcome to.  Before use we have a draft resolution that 
was circulated. We also have a marked up version of that draft resolution. We have a Special Use Permit, a 
Short Environmental Assessment Form, three memos from Shamberg Marwell, copy of the public notice, 
affidavit, property owners within 300 feet and affidavit of publication.  So we are legitimate public hearing.  
Mr. Hollis if you would like to just briefly introduce this… 
 

a. Northern Westchester Hospital – 40 Moore Avenue 
PB2018-0356, SBL 80.41-4-1 
Change of Use 

 
Mr.  Daniel Hollis, Mr. Chris Shopinski and Mr. Mike Caruso were present. 
 
Mr. Hollis stated good evening Chairman and members of the Board.  Daniel Hollis, Shamberg Marwell 
Hollis Andreycak and Laidlaw, 55 Smith Avenue, Mount Kisco, new York, attorneys for Northern 
Westchester Hospital.  My letter of April 8th and May 22nd, really tell the whole store.  I was here on May 
8th and presented in detail the nature of the plan.  It’s a simple relocation of 5 individuals that make up the 
Facilities Management Department from existing space in the north building of 1300 square feet and 1500 
square feet at Moore Avenue in an unused recreation room with no additional impact on the number of 
people that work there. In fact, there is a decanting of parking spaces because of the new lab, two physician 
practices moving to Chappaqua Crossing and the fact that a more efficient lab will lower the number of 
patients per hour.  So the net gain parking is about 15 spaces. So no need to get into a parking analysis. We 
really believe that the improvement, I’ll go through the whole thing in my letter but I’m not sure that’s 
necessary unless the Board feels it’s needed, but we really feel the Special Permit, we match up with each 
and every one of the criteria favorably and we would ask for a resolution and closing of the public hearing, 
a SEQRA findings and a resolution of approval.  On the resolution of approval, we have a little bit of a, not 
a dispute but a debate with regard to whether a building permit is necessary or not.  That’s something that 
we could work out in a preconstruction meeting where my people will be ready, Mr. Caruso and Mr. 
Shopinski, Thursday or Friday of this week to meet with the Building Department to go over the plans.  
The plans have been in the possession of the Village since December, so there’s nothing new here that 
really needs to be figured out, it’s a really simple plan.  No weight bearing walls are being added or 
changed, it’s really furnishings, fixtures and finishes.  With regard, there is one condition though, right at 
the end that I was just talking to Mr. Singleton about that really can’t work because it says no C.O. for this 
project until all other C.O.’s are issued for any other project on the property.  This project will be finished 
long before the lab, for example, so it would not be exactly practical or proper, I think for the C.O. for this 
project to be held up until the lab was finished. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated understood. 
 
Whitney Singleton stated perhaps I can just address that if we’re going in order here.  That condition, 
proposed condition13, speaks specifically to the site being 40 Moore Avenue. It is not referencing 
Certificates of Occupancy or building permits for 400 Main Street.  The resolution consistently speaks that 
this resolution is solely controlling and solely speaking to parking requirements, building permits, the 
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conditions, the Certificates of Occupancy for the 40 Moore Avenue site.  So you will not be held up by 
building permits on another site. 
 
Mr. Hollis stated so we’re clear on that, that’s all. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated before we get into the details of the proposed resolution, I just want to see, so we’ve 
stated the facts of the case, we have your memoranda.  Are there any members of the public that wish to 
comment on this public hearing?  I see none at the time and we didn’t expect… As we’ve discussed Mr. 
Hollis, this is just, this hit a couple points that required a public hearing. It’s such a minor action. We didn’t 
expect for this to be something that the public would comment on but it does, the way our Code is written, 
we’ve all agreed that it did require that.  So, if there are no other comments, do we have comments from, 
specifically on the public hearing aspect of this? Are there questions from Staff or questions from members 
who would like to ask questions with the public here.  Alright, if that’s the case, I’d like to make a motion 
that we close the public hearing for this matter and then let’s address the resolution and the other issues 
here. Do I hear a motion to close the public hearing? 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated I’ll make the motion that we close the public hearing for 40 Moore Avenue. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated very good.  We have a second? 
 
Mr. Bainlardi seconded the motion. 
 
The Secretary stated I’m sorry, who was the second? 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated Mr. Bainlardi. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated anyone down this line. 
 
The Secretary stated great. 
 
UPON ROLL CALL VOTE: 
 
Mr. Bonforte  - aye 
Mr. Bainlardi  - aye 
Mr. Hochstein - aye 
Mr. Mareschi  - aye 
Ms. Pickard  - aye 
Chairman Hertz - aye 
 
The motion carried by a vote of 6 to 0. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated alright, let’s get on then to the specifics of the resolution.  Mr. Hollis’ has proposed 
some changes to the resolution that was circulated.  I don’t think we have any issues with the items on page 
one or at the top of page two. Those are mostly technical.  I would like to add something to the resolution.  
Under the original resolution there’s a whereas that discuss the sufficiency of parking on the site and I 
would like to include Mr. Hollis’ presentation and I’m not sure which memorandum it is that discusses the 
parking count decrease.  So I would like to memorialize… 
 
Whitney Singleton stated I’m sorry, I cut you off, go ahead. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated I would like to just memorialize the fact that the net across both sites, that there is a 
net decrease in parking and that therefore we did not feel that there was a parking study required.  I just 
want to make that clear, the thinking of that. 
 
Whitney Singleton stated the reason that it’s not addressed in here is because I actually put quite a bit of 
thought into that into that particular recital.  And that was because this resolution does not… 
 
Chairman Hertz stated is not a cross site… 
 
Whitney Singleton stated govern any other any other site other than Moore Avenue and that’s why it 
doesn’t discuss that, it doesn’t purport that there’s an increase or a decrease, it simply says that it’s a di 
minimums change. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated okay. 
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Whitney Singleton stated I don’t mean to dispute it with you but that was the rationale for not referencing it 
because I didn’t want it to be bootstrapped as issue or going forward you know, this resolution is 
bootstrapped to some other resolution in the future governing 400 Main Street. 
 
Mr. Hollis stated the only point I would make about that, not that anything additional is envisioned for 40 
Moore Avenue other than this use and the residential, but I don’t want to be back here for some other 
hospital plan in the future and be told we’re short a certain number of spaces because of the relocation of 
those people.  I think it can be memorialized in a very innocuous way and whereas there is not increased 
demand in parking as a result of the relocation of this department. Something as simple as that might be 
appropriate. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated I would be okay with saying that. Alright, so let’s include that. Moving on to the rest 
of it, starting at the last changes on the new page two and going forward, I don’t think those are change that 
we’re comfortable with.  Again, even if the construction is minimal, we do feel that this is a change in 
whatever construction minimal though it may be, should be subject to a building permit but that could be 
resolved with staff… 
 
Mr. Hollis stated that’s fine. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated if there’s no real construction, there’s no real construction. Are there any comments 
or other changes by members or staff on the resolution? Alright, hearing now and the public hearing having 
been close, I would like to entertain a motion to approve this Special Permit and Amended Site Plan 
approval for the hospital.  Do I have a motion? 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated Chairman, I’ll make the motion that we adopt the resolution for Special Use 
Permit and Site Plan for Northern Westchester Hospital Staff Housing Corp., 40 Moore Avenue, 
80.41-4-1, application number PB 2018-0356. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated and I’m going to assume Mr. Hollis that based on the other comments that this will 
no longer be Hospital Staff Housing Corp., but will be changed in the same way? 
 
Mr. Hollis stated I provided a court order from 1996 and a resolution signed by the then Chairman, who 
happened to be myself transferring the… 
 
Chairman Hertz stated so this will be designated to the Northern Westchester Hospital Association. 
 
Mr. Hollis stated right. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated okay, so there will be a change of title on this resolution as well. Do I have a second 
on that? 
 
Mr. Mareschi stated Chairman, I’ll second. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated on the question? Alright. 
 
UPON ROLL CALL VOTE: 
 
Mr. Bonforte  - aye 
Mr. Mareschi  - aye 
Mr. Hochstein - aye 
Mr. Bainlardi  - aye 
Ms. Pickard  - aye 
Chairman Hertz - aye 
 
The motion carried by a vote of 6 to 0. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated enjoy your new digs gentlemen. 
 
Mr. Hollis stated thank you. 
 

b. James Scoli – Proposed Dwelling – Laurel Drive 
PB2018-0352, SBL 80.34-3-18 
Subdivision 

 
Mr. Jamie Scoli and Mr. Chris Fitzgerald were present. 
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Chairman Hertz stated the next item on the agenda is a formal application, James Scoli, proposed dwelling 
for Laurel Drive. This is a subdivision. This is an application, the Planning Board has done its site visit.  
The applicant first proposed this as a single family dwelling directly and then it was suggested that they 
come back and re-subdivide the properties to include, to make this two properties and not three and that’s 
what we have before us.  Jan, would you just introduce this further? 
 
Jan Johannessen stated this is a vacant lot at the end of Laurel Drive.  The applicant is proposing a 
subdivision or a lot line realignment to allow for individual driveway access to serve the proposed lot, serve 
a single family residence and an existing driveway to remain, that will serve the adjacent lot, that is owned 
by Hochstein.  The application also involves disturbance to steep slopes because the application involves a 
subdivision, requires a steep slopes permit from the Planning Board.  Both of which require public 
hearings. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated and it should be noted for the record that member Hochstein has recused himself 
from this matter as this pertains to his parents’ property.  Alright, whenever you’re ready, you’re up. 
 
Mr. Scoli stated good evening. So from where we were last time to today, you guys basically had asked us 
to go back to the drawing board and redraw the driveway at the end of Laurel Drive.  So it looked more 
presentable as a residence driveway as opposed to an extension of the road.  The whole process of us being 
here is to legalize a subdivision that was never properly legalized.  We have addressed all of the engineer’s 
concerns that we got from the last meeting.  My engineer is here with me tonight to answer questions on 
that.  Basically at this point, love to know if you guys have any question or what your thoughts are on the 
drawing. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated were you going to put the same on the screen. 
 
Mr. Scoli stated well we have a little problem here, it doesn’t look like… 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated James, we have copies… 
 
Chairman Hertz stated they’re putting the new digital copy up on the screen. 
 
Mr. Scoli stated there it is.  Basically as you can see where the driveway begins, you’ll see the wider part of 
the dark shaded area, that’s actually the end of Laurel Drive and the property line as you can see, comes 
across.  The neighbor, Mr. Hochstein’s driveway is obviously to the right of that center black line and our 
driveway is drawn into the left side at the end of Laurel Drive and comes up into the house on the left hand 
side area there. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated does that line correspond to the stonewall? 
 
Mr. Scoli stated yes, it does.  In front of that stonewall currently, the end of Laurel Drive is not in such 
great shape so that shaded area is for us to basically pave that section and make it clean. And I think we 
also had our water and sewer tie in through the driveway and then across the front on the outside of the 
stonewall and inside of Laurel Drive which is also in that area that’s not well paved now.  So we would just 
restore that as well. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated okay. Does anyone have comments or thoughts about this?  This roughly matches 
what we had discussed at the site visit.  Now as part of this application you’re also doing a steep slopes 
permit. 
 
Mr. Scoli stated correct, yes.  So what we would like to do tonight is request a public hearing and the steep 
slopes permit to be all you know, conducted that evening. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated yup, so you’ll need a public hearing for the subdivision and we can hold a public 
hearing for the steep slopes at the same time.  There’s no reason to bifurcate those. 
 
Mr. Scoli stated I believe we’ve already addressed all the issues with that, so we’re ready to go, if and when 
we can get on the agenda. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated Jan and Anthony, I think you’ve had comments on this.  Are we at a point where 
they’ve adequately addressed your thoughts or do we have to… 
 
Jan Johannessen stated I have a couple of comments on the subdivision plat… 
 
Chairman Hertz stated okay. 
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Jan Johannessen stated that were issues just raised in our memo of June 1st.  Do you have a copy of that?  
There’s some zoning information that needs to be included on the plat for the filing of the County Clerk.  
There’s some, the existing driveway that services the Hochstein lot, crosses over one spot over the new 
property line.  So that driveway either needs to be adjusted or the common property line needs to be 
adjusted or an easement needs to be provided. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated can you possibly blow up that image, so we can all be looking at the same thing. 
 
Jan Johannessen stated it might easier to look at the plat as opposed to the site plan drawing. The easement 
isn’t on this plat. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated where is the area you’re referring to Jan? 
 
Jan Johannessen stated it’s at the top of the page there and that existing driveway crosses over the new 
common property line. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated yup. 
 
Jan Johannessen stated it’s a small section but either that property line needs to be adjusted or an easement 
needs to be provided or the driveway needs to be modified.  In another location there is a utility easement, a 
water line easement of the existing water line that’s shown on the plat, is not fully within that easement 
area.  Those are the two mapping comments. The water line… 
 
Mr. Scoli stated the water line through Hochstein’s driveway… 
 
Jan Johannessen stated at one portion it goes off, outside of the easement area. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated Jan…? 
 
Jan Johannessen stated I don’t think the easement is shown on this version. It’s shown on the subdivision 
plat, it’s the site plan.  Then there’s some grading proposed in connection with the new proposed driveway 
that goes over the common property line and onto the Hochstein lot.  So either a temporary grading 
easement needs to be provided or the grading plan needs to be adjusted. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated alright. 
 
Jan Johannessen stated they’re minor. 
 
Mr. Scoli stated yeah, minor, we can take care of that. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated Anthony, do you have comments? 
 
Anthony Oliveri stated yeah, we had four comments and one other thing I’ll also add to it is since they do 
need a steep slope permit, they did provide a steep slope narrative.  We’d like to see that point for point 
based on the criteria in the Code, you can kind of spell it out by the criteria in the Code, how each point is 
addressed and the four comments we have regarding rock removal, I think it was about 1130 cubic yard of 
rock to be removed.  They should discuss methods of removal, blasting and chipping.  Some dimensions on 
the driveway width and curb cut need to be shown on the plan.  Some more detail on the proposed curtain 
drain behind the proposed stonewall that surrounds the property, just to be sure that’s draining or can drain 
sufficiently into the drywell units, I think they have that connected to.  And the fourth being the connection 
of the sewer to the existing sewer manhole, it’s showing or calling out a drop connection… 
 
Mr. Scoli stated yes. 
 
Anthony Oliveri stated and normally a sewer service is going to be connected to the pipe to the manhole.  
The other thing, with a drop connection there, it’s potentially a maintenance issue for the Village to deal 
with because it’s the Village’s manhole.  Maybe you can look at a different way of connecting there. 
 
Mr. Scoli stated sure, if you pull the manhole, Hochstein’s sewer comes directly into the manhole now and 
I was the one that told my engineer that I wanted to come into the manhole because for me to come in front 
of the manhole and tie into the pipe seemed like an awful lot of work when the manhole is on the backside 
of the main because the main ends there.  So it doesn’t continue you through, I just thought it would be a 
lot simpler and easier… 
 
Anthony Oliveri stated yeah but there is a pretty significant drop connection to build on the Village 
manhole and the Village has to maintain the manhole.  A drop connection is not something… 
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Mr. Scoli stated we may not even need a drop connection there, I have to look at the elevations there. 
 
Anthony Oliveri stated if you can bring it down to the invert and rebuild the trough to the manhole, maybe 
we can do that.  Otherwise we want to see it with a wide connection… 
 
Mr. Scoli stated okay, I mean that’s not a problem either. 
 
Anthony Oliveri stated partly to do drop manhole on your property, get it down lower and get it at the right 
elevation. 
 
Mr. Scoli stated okay, I mean are these all things we can address as far as going for a building permit at this 
point in time and we can move ahead with the… 
 
Anthony Oliveri stated and since you’re coming back for a public hearing… 
 
Mr. Scoli stated do it at the public hearing. 
 
Anthony Oliveri stated yeah, you’re going to submit a revised set. 
 
Mr. Scoli stated that’s fine.  We hoped that these few things wouldn’t hold us up from a public hearing. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated you’re going to have notice requirements and it’s going to create some time, so 
you’ll certainly have the ability to get those revisions, work with Staff and come back during that time 
frame.  So you’ve received the memo from Jan. There’s been a memo from Anthony. There’s been a memo 
from Peter Miley, from the Building Department.  I think that’s primarily it, let’s get you scheduled for a 
public hearing, Michelle? 
 
The Secretary stated July 10th is going to be the soonest that you can meet… 
 
Mr. Scoli stated that’s fine. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated so you’ll… 
 
Mr. Fitzgerald stated we have a prior… 
 
Mr. Scoli stated July 10th will be fine. 
 
The Secretary stated I will be in touch with you tomorrow as far as notice requirements and everything you 
need to do. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated is there anything else from Staff or members that we want to give input on before 
we see them back here?  Whitney, do you have anything on those easements that you need to see? 
 
Whitney Singleton stated no, not right now. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated so you’ll work Staff to make those changes that were requested… 
 
Mr. Scoli stated yes. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated and we will see you back here at the public hearing.  Work with Michelle to get the 
notice. 
 
Mr. Scoli stated thank you. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated alright, the next application is 29 South Moger, we have Pure Barre at 29 South 
Moger, South Moger LLC. 
 

c. South Moger, LLC  29 South Moger Avenue 
PB2018-0361, SBL 69.81-6-12 
Site Plan and Change of Use 

 
Mrs. Jamie LoGiudice of Insite Engineering and Ms. Megan Goldschein of Pure Barre were present. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated welcome. 
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Ms. Goldschein stated thank you. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated Jan, would you introduce this application please. 
 
Jan Johannessen stated sure.  This is the former Wilson Jewelry on South Moger Avenue, currently vacant, 
last used as retail jewelry.  The proposal is for the space to be occupied as a physical training studio, Pure 
Barre.  There is no site plan of record, so the Change of Use permit that’s required cannot be authorized 
without site plan approval. The applicant has prepared a site plan, has gotten an update survey and is before 
the Planning Board for a Change of Use permit and Site Plan approval.  As discussed during the work 
session as identified by the applicant, there is an easement that’s necessary between the back of the 
building and Shopper’s Park to allow access from the rear of the building, rear door to Shopper’s Park and 
the dumpster area.  Both the subject property and the adjoining property where the easement is necessary, is 
owned by the same property owner, Friedland, so I believe that easement is in the works.  Other than that, I 
believe it’s straight forward, Zoning compliant, there’s no parking requirement in the CB-1 zone for ground 
floor uses, so there’s no parking issue.  They submitted a business plan and [inaudible]. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated great.  So welcome, we’ve read your business plan and we’ve seen your application.  
It looks like a very straight forward application from our perspective.  I’ll let you introduce if you’d like. 
 
Ms. Goldschein stated I’m Megan Goldschien, the business owner and this is Jamie, she’s the engineer. 
 
Mrs. LoGiudice stated hi, Jamie LoGiudice from Insite Engineering, Surveying, and Landscape 
Architecture, here on behalf of the South Moger, LLC, for the property located at 29 South Moger Avenue. 
As Jan mentioned, basically this property is a single story, block building, basically all interior renovations.  
It does not have a site plan on record and that’s why we’re before you now for the Change of Use.  
Basically there’s not a parking requirement.  We provided that information for you, for your information.  
We have the site plan shown here with the, showing the building in grey here, the easements that Jan had 
mentioned are forth coming as the neighboring property is also owned by the same owner as this property. 
We are currently developing those two easements now, where you would have an easement in this area 
where this will building will be able to utilize this area to get out to the back and then this building will be 
able to utilize this area to get out to the back.  That being said, we have the existing floor plans and the 
proposed renovations as well, also showing an exterior elevation.  We believe that we will be taking off the 
awning but it’s not finalized at this time. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated I’m sorry, could you just repeat your last statement? 
 
Mrs. LoGiudice stated we believe we’ll be taking the awing that’s currently existing on the façade off and 
put up the Pure Barre logo. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated without the awning. 
 
Mrs. LoGiudice stated yes. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated gotcha. I did have a question, if we look at that plan and one of the other plans 
submitted, there is a slight, I think there’s a slight discrepancy in the rear of the building where you’re 
listing men’s and women’s toilets, there is one that had a unisex toilet, there is one that says utility.  I don’t 
which is the final version. 
 
Ms. Goldschein stated we’ll have one ADA compliant toilet and one smaller women’s room. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated okay. 
 
Ms. LoGiudice stated so I believe it’s the plan that we’re showing here from [inaudible] Sterling, that is 
the… 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated could you enlarge that please? 
 
Mrs. LoGiudice stated yes. So you have the ADA complaint here, I take that back, this is the plan we 
should be using… 
 
Chairman Hertz stated yeah, I did notice… 
 
Mrs. LoGiudice stated sorry about that.  This is the plan we’ll be using.  So you have the two bathrooms 
adjoining each other and then the utility is next to it, so we will update the other plan. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated thank you, okay. 
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Mrs. LoGiudice stated sorry about that. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated no, no problem, they’re very close but they weren’t exactly the same.  Okay, so in 
the work session there was a discussion about the rear area and safety and other things just, that exterior 
access alleyway if you will.  So we wanted to, one thought whether or not it should have a gate or 
something that would secure it so that there couldn’t because it’s a, there’s no line of sight in there, a 
potential area where could issues would happen.  So I guess we would ask you to explore whether that 
makes sense.  Anyone want to comment on that?  Thoughts regarding that?  Do you have any opinions one 
way or the other on that? 
 
Mrs. LoGiudice stated we can certainly look into that and get you the additional information.  We’d have to 
discuss that with the property owner. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated I don’t think I was here for that part of the conversation but is it not contemplated to be 
a locked gate? 
 
Chairman Hertz stated perhaps it will be a locked gate because there’s no, what’s the access to that space? 
And what’s it used for?  Right now, it’s what, just garbage? 
 
Mrs. LoGiudice stated I believe it’s just garbage to the back of the current, subject building for this 
application, the adjacent two buildings as well. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated the adjacent two buildings.  Are there accesses? Are there other doors? 
 
Mrs. LoGiudice stated as far as I know it’s just from these two buildings.  So the building in grey is our 
building and the building here that is adjacent. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated and they have the same owner. 
 
Mrs. LoGiudice stated the same owner, yes. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated I think maybe, you know, you want to look into whether or not that should be a 
controlled access so you don’t have an unfortunate thing back there.  But other than that, this looks very 
straight forward.  Obviously, you’re largely here because there was no existing site plan, so it looks like 
you’ve done the work. I see there are a few comments but largely they’re minimal.  There’s a memo from 
the Building Inspector, Peter Miley, there’s a memo from Jan, just about updating the Planning Board 
application package. You have that memo? 
 
Mrs. LoGiudice stated we did yes, we received it. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated and you’ll deal with the easement as has been discussed and that is primarily it. So, 
if there are, are there other thoughts or questions from Board members or staff regarding this application?  
If that’s the case, Jan I would ask that we draft a resolution for the next meeting, assuming that the 
easement and all of the other small items can be met with. Maybe you can have a discussion with Staff 
regarding whether it would make sense to gate that area for security purposes.  And I think those are really 
the only open issues. 
 
Mrs. LoGiudice stated great. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated so we’ll plan to see you at the next meeting and have a resolution at that time. 
 
Ms. Goldschein stated thank you. 
 
Mrs. LoGiudice stated thank you very much, have a great night. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated alright, next item on the list we’ll take together is NY Luxury Motors of Mount 
Kisco, this is going to be for 299 Kisco, as well as 41 Kensico and we’ll deal with both sites together. 
 

d. NY Luxury Motors of Mount Kisco, Inc. (Jaguar Land Rover Dealership) –  
299 Kisco Avenue 
PB2017-0350 SBL 69.49-2-1 
Amended Site Plan 

 
e. NY Luxury Motors of Mount Kisco, Inc. (Jaguar Land Rover Service) –  

41 Kensico Drive 
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PB2017-0351, SBL 69.50-1-2 
Site Plan 

 
Mr. Diego Villareale and Mr. Paul Sysak of JMC; Mr. David Steinmetz of Zarin & Steinmetz; Mr. Axay 
Patel of AutoNation; Mr. Marks Alexander were present. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated so what I believe we have before us, excuse me one second… 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated it looks like this page. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated are some changes to the application, to the proposal. Would you want to go through 
what those changes have been? 
 
Mr. Steinmetz stated sure.  Good evening Mr. Chairman, members of the Board. David Steinmetz from the 
law firm of Zarin & Steinmetz here representing AutoNation with regard to this new car dealership, Jaguar 
Land Rover, as well as an associated service facility.  With me this evening Diego Villareale from JMC, 
our client representative Axay Patel from Auto Nation and Marks Alexander, one of the project architects.  
Mr. Chairman, as you indicated we were hoping tonight really just to cover and update since we were last 
before you and go through some of the changes that have been addressed in response to comments that you 
made specifically with regard to the buffer, some wetland mitigation, some reduction in coverage and we 
want to make it clear at the onset, there are still a variety of issues that were raised that we are still working 
on.  There is no lighting plan. We know we need to address the lighting plan.  I know there have been some 
operational questions that we raised last time and it sounded like you were talking about some of them in 
work session. We’re happy to address some of those verbally but we are preparing a full written submission 
to address some of the issues in terms of the associate relationship between these two sites and how the cars 
move back and forth, as well as the employees.  We do want to cover the roof top parking. It’s not one of 
the issues but let’s start with some of the more technical changes, particularly the buffer, so Diego why 
don’t you cover that first. 
 
Mr. Villareale stated good evening everyone.  We brought together again a rendered site plan of the revised 
layout plan that was submitted to this Board.  And the most significant change that you will see on the plan 
is the creation of that buffer along the northern property line.  We accomplished that by doing a variety of 
different things, one was the driveway that access off of Kisco Avenue, was shifted further south. We 
reduced that drive aisle width at the pinch point to the minimum width that’s permitted by your ordinance 
at 18 feet.  We also reduced the width of the stacked parking area in that, on the northern portion of the site.  
If you recall, the intention of this area is to provide storage of vehicles and that is to be tandem parked, so 
you’ll have two vehicles in that area.  We made it a little more narrow but still enough room to park two 
vehicles in there and by doing that we end up with a six foot landscaped buffer along the northern portion 
of that property.  Again, we do provide the required 10 foot buffer on the three frontages along Kisco 
Avenue and then the two sides along Holiday Inn Drive and this brings this further back.  Again, it’s 
important for me to reiterate right now there is no buffer along that northern side of the property, no buffer 
along the frontages either. So this brings it much further into compliance.  While making these changes to 
the site plan, to the layout plan and to the parking itself, we brought the coverage down further as well, that 
was one of the comments that Staff had made.  By making some of these changes we can really start to 
consolidate our develop areas and bring down that coverage number. 
 
Mr. Steinmetz stated we’re down to 75%... 
 
Mr. Villareale stated 79% is where we’re at right now, where 75% is permitted under your code.  The 
original plan that was before you was at 81.5%, so we knocked another 2% off the coverage and again, this 
is a significant reduction from the existing conditions on the property which is just about 90% right now.  
So there is a significant reduction and this allows us to do some more landscaping along that northern 
property line.  There is a significant portion of that northern property line that’s protected by wooded area 
and we’ll see that in one of the renderings that was submitted to the Board as part of the package.  As 
David has indicated, we are preparing a lighting plan, we wanted to make sure we had the layout 
configuration kind of locked before we finalized the lighting plan.  There are some challenges with your 
lighting ordinance, as well, that we’re running into, that we’re working through, specifically on the rooftop 
parking. There’s minimum and maximum ratios and when you have lighting fixtures that are so low, we’re 
not trying to propose anything too high above that, the maximum that’s permitted is the 14 feet but on the 
rooftop, we’re trying to keep it down to that parapet wall, it makes it very hard to provide that even balance 
across the entire rooftop area.  So we have a plan that we put together. Again we want to finalize that layout 
plan before we submit that but if we get some good feedback tonight hopefully our next submission will 
include that, as well as a response from the DOT. We’ve reached out to the DOT for planting along that 
northern property line.  And again, hopefully by the next meeting we’ve submitted plans to them and 
hopefully by the next meeting that we’re before this Board, we’ll have a response that will clearly indicate 
that we will be allowed to install that landscaping along the DOT property itself. 
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Mr. Steinmetz stated if you will recall, you had asked us specifically to focus on that… 
 
Chairman Hertz stated yes. 
 
Mr. Steinmetz stated not only on our own site which we’re now providing with that six foot buffer but also 
be on the property. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated thank you. 
 
Mr. Villareale stated okay and just not to lose sight of the changes that we made to the plan and we heard 
some of this during the work session.  The stacking component, by making the changes to the driveway, it 
didn’t compromise the stacking scenario that we described to you at the last meeting.  You still have the 
four vehicles that are allowed to stack within the building itself and then you have room for an additional 
seven cars before it starts to impede the driveway that goes in that east/west direction.  And if in the event, 
again, for some reason that all 11 cars are stacked in this area, there’s always a back up to the back up.  So 
if cars can continue to proceed around, come to the front portion of the building and they can park in some 
of the customer parking spaces that are allocated.  So you will always have a way around where it’s not 
going to back up onto Kisco Avenue, where we know that was the major concern expressed by this Board. 
 
Mr. Steinmetz stated in addition, we will address this in writing in our business plan submission but I know 
it sounded like some of you may have visited our new site in Elmsford.  Most of our development team 
that’s standing before you tonight worked on that project as well.  So we are quite familiar with the old 
Sims or Sports Authority building that has now been repurposed as a wonderful new car dealership.  It is a 
very different concept. It is a much larger facility with a lot more movement through there and more service 
capability.  So while we totally appreciate your examination of that and the comparison, there is far more 
contrast between what’s expected here economically and in terms of vehicular movement, as compared 
with the other site. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated and you’ll address that in a narrative. 
 
Mr. Steinmetz stated yes. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated thank you. 
 
Mr. Villareale stated and then moving on to 41 Kensico Drive, the service center and the service 
component of this project.  We did make modifications to this plan as well.  If the Board recalls, the 
northern property line, that 10 foot buffer was an issue with the last plan as well. We pulled the parking 
back in this area here, removed the retaining wall that was located in that area, so we have a fully compliant 
10 foot landscaped buffer along the norther property line of this property as well.  Coverage was another 
issue on this property as well. We were exceeding the permitted coverage under your zoning ordinance.  
The back overflow parking area and this storage portion of the parking lot, we made some modifications to 
that since that parking doesn’t have to comply with your dimensional requirements because its not part of 
our required parking calculation. We were able to shrink that width down, still provide the parking that we 
needed for storage of vehicles on the site but by reducing it down we increased the buffer to the rear 
portion of the property, provided some more landscaping back there and that actually brought this site into 
compliance with your coverage regulations, so it’s right at that 75% requirement.  So we’re no longer 
requesting or seeking a variance for that.  And actually with those two changes, obviously we still have 
some work to do with the lighting but we don’t believe we need any variances for this property itself here.  
299 still requires the variances with the exception of, just to be clear, the ramp going up to the second floor, 
that would still require a grade change variance but all of the other dimensional requirements are in 
compliance with your zoning ordinance.  Some of the other changes that we made, a couple more things… 
 
Chairman Hertz stated yup. 
 
Mr. Villareale stated we did provide a detailed landscaping plan which included a mitigation plan along the 
eastern side of the property up against the wetland buffer.  So there was a detailed planting plan that was 
provided as well a cedar mixture to really rehab that back portion of the property. Similar to 299, we are 
working on the lighting plan for this as well, holding the same standards, those 14 foot poles and for the 
rooftop parking, low bollard style poles up on that roof top, nothing elevated above.  We also removed the 
trash enclosure. If you recall the trash enclosure was located further back in the property closer to the 
wetland.  One of the comments that we had received was to pull that out and try to relocate that as far out 
of the buffer as possible, which this plan accomplishes that. Going back to 299, one of the main concerns 
that we heard at the last Board meeting was rooftop parking, what is the rooftop parking going to look like 
from the street view, how is going to be perceived as you’re driving along this.  You asked us to look at 
options, alternatives, there was questions putting a second floor, fully enclosing the building, doing a 



Planning Board Meeting Minutes 
June 12, 2018 Minutes Page 11 

 
canopy, something to cover the top portion of that.  So, the first thing we wanted to do was study really was 
the visual along Kisco Avenue. What is this going to look like as you’re driving up and down that corridor 
and then the Saw Mill River Parkway ramp as well.  So we went out there, we took some photos, we 
worked with Marks and his group, the architectural firm to model the existing building and they prepared 
three illustrations that were included in your revised package.  This is the one that’s look, Kisco Avenue, 
that’s Holiday Inn Drive right there, so you’re looking at the corner of the property and this model is the 
existing building as well as the parapet walls and when I zoom in closer, you’ll see that the rooftop vehicles 
that are parked up there because of the height of the parapet wall, the angles and such, it’s only the top 
portion of the vehicles that would be able to be seen along that roadway.  The Second image here which 
was included in your package, this is the Saw Mill Parkway ramp as you come down and again there’s a 
similar scenario where you can only see the top portions of that.  The last one that was included was the 
view as you’re coming down the ramp. If you recall what I said before, the ramp, as you come around the 
Saw Mill Parkway, you don’t have a full view of this facility until you get further down that ramp that’s 
shielded by a significant amount of vegetation.  This is that point, you can see the existing vegetation that’s 
there. It’s only when you get to this location here where you have a view of the building. And this is the 
line of sight that you would see and you can clearly see that the rooftop vehicles, while they’re there, it’s 
really only a minimal amount that would be able to be easily seen. 
 
Mr. Steinmetz stated and just a quick point on this before you change it.  We talked as a team as we 
examined this, this is not a view anybody should actually be looking at because if you’re on that curve, 
coming on or off the Saw Mill and you’re looking in that direction, you will need to stop and probably 
purchase a new car shortly after.  So we would recommend against focusing on this view and equally the 
view from the Saw Mill itself, we would hope that folks driving the Saw Mill at 55 to 60 miles an hour 
would also not be trying to catch that glimpse. Nonetheless, we… 
 
Chairman Hertz stated we concur with your wisdom, your driving safe suggestion… 
 
Mr. Steinmetz stated fair enough. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated but bear in mind, there could be a passenger. 
 
Mr. Steinmetz stated absolutely. 
 
Mr. Villareale stated with that being said, these are photo renderings, they model the building.  We went 
out there and took photos so the next thing that we have, this was not included in your package, this was 
something that came to us just recently.  This is another Jaguar/Land Rover facility that was recently 
constructed and this has rooftop parking as well. This is a very similar building from a style standpoint, 
from an architectural standpoint, parapet heights.  And the intention of this was to show while it has rooftop 
parking, it’s consistent with what our rendering is.  This is an actual photo of a facility in Freeport, Long 
Island that was recently opened.  So you’ll see the rooftop parking’s up there and it’s consistent with what 
the photo simulations are showing. 
 
Mr. Steinmetz stated and what we learned when we examined this, there’s actually more vehicular lanes of 
travel on this photo then we have on Kisco Avenue, so this shot is actually further away from the building 
and you still can barely make it out. But it provides a perfect transition to the other question, should we 
look at covering the top of this for some reason. And first and foremost, you can see this is the 
quintessential JLR, Jaguar/Land Rover concept design. It’s a more modern look with the glass. It’s what 
they refer to as a “jewel box”, and to add something to the roof line completely changes the image but 
nonetheless, at the request of the Board or at least one Board member, our client did ask us to examine, 
what if we did put some kind of cover or canopy on the top, Diego, you want to just… 
 
Mr. Villareale stated yeah, Marks Alexander, the project architect is here as well, he’s going to touch on 
that really quick. 
 
Jan Johannessen stated Diego, before you go away from that slide.  How is that rooftop lit?  There’s no 
pole lights there, is that also… 
 
Mr. Patel stated I’m actually not sure, we can find out. 
 
Mr. Villareale stated we can find out.  There’s not pole lights on this thing that extend above the rooftop 
but we’ll look at that. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated in that photo are those cars just slightly visible on the top? 
 
Mr. Steinmetz stated yes, that’s exactly it. 
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Mr. Alexander stated they’re SUV’s too. 
 
Mr. Villareale stated and you can see the backside of the car. 
 
Mr. Mareschi stated that’s the back part of it, right? 
 
Mr. Steinmetz stated yes, that was one of the reasons we brought this because when they put the largest 
vehicle on the roof, at the front, despite the fact that there’s 5 ½ lanes of travel, you will only pick up that 
small piece. 
 
Mr. Villareale stated a very limited portion. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated I have a comment but I’m going to wait until you show… 
 
Mr. Steinmetz stated fair enough. 
 
Mr. Alexander stated so we took the, just through some of the suggestions that came out from the alst 
meeting.  We looked at some options to put the canopy above the cars and what we really feel like and I 
think Jaguar really agreed with us really is that you’re really drawing more attention to the top of the roof 
with this. 
 
Mr. Mareschi stated that’s true. 
 
Mr. Alexander stated whatever structure because part of Jaguar has created and I think it’s more than 
[inaudible] they have a very, sort of beautiful luxurious look to the building, it’s very clean.  And I think 
it’s a strong enough element that if you see a couple cars sticking above it, you’re really still drawn to sort 
the way of the wall below it and you’re connected more with than a couple of rooftops.  Once you start 
putting a canopy above it, I think again, I just, it takes away from the pure kind of simple look of the Jaguar 
prototype and it, you know kind of makes a more clunky looking structure from our perspective. 
 
Mr. Villareale stated and it doesn’t provide any shielding of the vehicles that are up there, it doesn’t 
provide any additional screening unless you’re flying from above.  Which at no point, even on the Saw Mill 
ramp do you have that view of this building. 
 
Mr. Steinmetz stated none the less, we did the analysis and you may not be surprised to learn that 
Jaguar/Land Rover completely rejected the aesthetics of that.  So even if we as a team were trying to 
advocate it, the manufacturer has rejected the concept. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated I’m curious, just as an in general, why are these designed to mostly but not 
completely screen the rooftop parking? I mean, is there a desire to kind of indicate cars up there? 
 
Mr. Alexander stated so what drives that is Jaguar has a very clear set of rules around proportions of this 
building and says panel size and the number of panels that happen are something they define in their 
prototype, based on the size of the building.  So we’re kind of following the rules… 
 
Mr. Steinmetz stated the horizontal panels. 
 
Mr. Alexander stated so we’re following the rules and setting the parapet height based on their prototype. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated so if everything got increased by 2%, same ratio, same everything but it all just 
slightly grew. I mean, maybe you’re now into custom sizing as opposed to available sizing.  I just find it a 
curious decision and I certainly understand the rationale. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated I had the same reaction to it. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated it would seem to me that with a little bit of forethought, they could have said well 
our jewel box look includes a 6 foot parapet and not a 4 ½ foot parapet. 
 
Mr. Alexander stated right and I understand that and again the size that they, the exact dimensions of that 
panel set is something they established with their prototype document.  The other thing that would be a 
concern in dealing with the parapet height is just, it has some increased snow loads and increased structural 
design to get that parapet higher because it would end up needing to be sort of a proportional increase to go 
to the next level, those are the concerns that we have around that. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated if you look at the perspective that is coming down the ramp, your parapet actually 
steps up.  For me personally, I have less of an issue with being able to see the tips of the cars coming down 
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the ramp than I do with driving on Kisco Avenue and seeing the front of the building.  I mean, to me just 
from the front of the building would seem that even if you didn’t want to raise the parapet but you wanted 
to do some sort of architectural kind of crown on the tip of that, on the front part of that to prevent the cars 
from being seen from the top.  Again, this is an aesthetic thing, so at the end of the day to each his own 
but… 
 
Mr. Alexander stated let me clarify one thing. There looks like there’s a change in the parapet height, what 
you’re seeing this elevation is the [inaudible] beyond which… 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated isn’t there a jog towards the front there? 
 
Mr. Alexander stated that’s well, again, we’re also seeing the service drive wall which is closer to us. It 
jogs back to the showroom wall, so that’s really sort of a perspective thing. 
 
Mr. Steinmetz stated the parapet wall on the ramp is the same height?  That’s what John’s asking. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated no, if you look at the front of the building… 
 
Mr. Alexander stated I think he’s talking about where we step from service drive back to showroom… 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated right there. 
 
Mr. Alexander stated yeah.   
 
Mr. Villareale stated it’s the same, it’s because the… 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated it’s stepped back, okay, I see. 
 
Ms. Pickard stated can you go back to the photograph for a moment? 
 
Mr. Villareale stated which one? 
 
Ms. Pickard stated yeah, that one.  So that’s five panels high, so our building is actually shorter than that 
building, obviously the first floor is also because you have a 50/50 thing going.  So is our parapet actually 
shorter than that parapet? 
 
Mr. Alexander stated the parapets should be about the same, I need to look at it.  I think part of what 
happens with the proportion that Jaguar has, its that as the building gets a little bit wider, which this one is 
due to less constraints we have on the width, it effects the proportion that they have.  I think that’s the 
reason we’re seeing a fifth panel.  The relative height of the parapet compared to the cars is roughly the 
same. 
 
Ms. Pickard stated should be similar.  I was just curious how representative this is.  I mean, I for one, it’s a 
very beautiful building as far as these things go and I agree that it’s much better to see a little bit of roof of 
the car than any nonsense above it. 
 
Mr. Steinmetz stated Mr. Chairman, unless the Board has more questions, we would like to abandon the 
notion any canopy structure. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated I think, understood.  You know, what we were looking at, originally the concern was 
that the way the Code is written, rightly or wrongly, it kind of suggests that rooftop parking is a way to 
minimize grade level parking.  And that’s obviously, when you have a car dealership, you’re trying to 
maximize parking period, in every possible place and I certainly understand that.  I think that getting the 
space back in the buffer will allow you to create plantings such that we’re not looking at a huge parking lot.  
I mean, at the end of the day, it’s not that we want to prevent you from having parking, it’s that we’re 
trying to minimize view-scapes of large unobstructed parking lots because they’re just, you know, no 
matter how attractive the cars are, you know, it is what it is.  So, you know, I think you’ve done, gone a 
long way towards achieving that or trying to achieve that and certainly the ability to. The DOT allows 
planting in their right of way, that will also allow for some of that visual mitigation.  You know, I think you 
make a compelling argument, at least for this one member, that the canopy on top doesn’t provide much, 
certainly probably as much as of a disadvantage as any of advantages it could provide.  So I think and I’ll 
open it up to any, to all Board members, but I certainly don’t think we need to continue to explore that.  I 
would however, there is something that I actually like about the slightly taller, slightly larger building and 
compared to what’s being show here, I think the added glass is nice as well but I’m wondering if, I’m a 
little worried that we’re going to be seeing that the added height here allowed them to obscure the upper 
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parking a little bit more than you’re going to be able to obscure that we’re going to see more of the cars in 
this site than you would here. 
 
Mr. Steinmetz stated I hear the question, certainly several you have pointed out the differences between the 
Freeport building.  Allow us in the next submission to really give you a little bit more of a clear height 
analysis, so that we’re all, so that we all understand what we’re dealing with.  We don’t believe that that’s 
the case, I understand your point. We actually think that the cars on this building are more hidden than they 
are in Freeport because of distances and still the parapet wall but allows us to, we’re doing one more 
submission anyway… 
 
Chairman Hertz stated yup. 
 
Mr. Steinmetz stated and we’re going to have a narrative and we’ve gotten a great question on the lighting 
so let us deal with that in this next submission. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated okay. 
 
Mr. Steinmetz stated I heard the comment about the crown and I think we’re, we would probably be 
reluctant to go back to JLR and try to pitch the notion that the Mount Kisco location, they need to have 
some kind of crown at the top of the parapet. That’s like changing the Jaguar on the front of the car… 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated would you just be better off adding, just raising the parapet? 
 
Mr. Steinmetz stated that raises structural issues that I have to defer to Marks on, in terms of snow load… 
 
Chairman Hertz stated well you could always lower the roof height. 
 
Mr. Mareschi stated what about the site in White Plains? 
 
Mr. Alexander stated it’s the same thing.  We’ll let air out of the tire… 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated on the issue of the, putting some sort of roof structure, I honestly didn’t see any 
compelling reason to require it.  Conversely, just for the record, if you were so inclined to propose it, I 
would see no compelling reason to say no to it.  Again, this is a question of aesthetics. There’s an ARB, and 
I’m not going to judge what you think is attractive and what’s not attractive. I don’t think that’s really the 
purview of this Board but I do think when it comes to this particular issue, maybe it’s just my opinion but I 
think that raising that parapet a little bit to not see those cars from this view in particular would be the 
prudent thing to do. But I’m probably at the end of the day, okay even with this but I’d like to try to see 
you, I’m less concerned about it, honestly on the other side. 
 
Mr. Steinmetz stated understood. 
 
Mr. Alexander stated we’ll look at that. 
 
Mr. Steinmetz stated let us take one more crack at trying to answer these questions. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated well I’d like to go on record also and concur with Mr. Bainlardi’s statements in regard 
to the second floor or covered second floor or canopied second floor.  I also appreciate the concept of the 
jewel box, which we haven’t heard before and it’s quite fitting and then having seen the White Plains and 
taking that into account, I think you have a very nice product, so. 
 
Mr. Steinmetz stated thank you. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated you’re welcome. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated let’s, if there are no other comments specific to the canopy, let’s go back to other 
issues that were being discussed.  So in our work session there was continued discussion on queuing for 
service drop-offs and you know, we’ll defer to you in the narrative and the discussion and your comparison 
between the two sites that this will function. We were just dealing with a similar, another dealer application 
in Town and the discussion came up with the possibility of not entering from the front but coming around 
to the rear so that any queuing issues would be completely contained on the site.  So I’m not asking you to 
rethink but if you did think there was an issue there, that’s an option that certainly we’re looking at on 
another site in Town. 
 
Offside discussion. 
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Mr. Villareale stated that is something that we looked at, if I understand your correctly, reversing this flow 
basically, have vehicles come in this direction and then exiting in that direction. So you can play the 
scenario out, you know, this driveway operation was critical and it was one of the first things that we 
discussed, was taking what is now curb cuts along Kisco Avenue that are full movement driveways, 
consolidating it into one and making it an entrance only, keeping that left turn out away from Kisco 
Avenue, forcing all these people to go out onto Holiday Inn Drive and approach that left hand turn at the 
signalized driveway or signalized intersection. By reversing the flow now, this driveway would have to be 
relooked at and reconsidered to get the stacking that you need in this area. This pushes this portion of the 
building forward, we would really have to re-look at that.  We still feel comfortable and we can work a 
little bit more to try to demonstrate that this circulation, we believe is adequate for a number of reasons, not 
only their ability to stack behind the service write up area, their ability to proceed beyond the service write 
up area and go to the customer parking in the back of the building and then also something that’s in the 
business plan is how service works at this facility. It is not first come, first serve. Everything is appointment 
only, and they are a low volume service dealership.  They don’t experience a larger number of vehicles on a 
daily basis, so all of those things combined, we really do feel that this setup will work well and you will 
never experience something where vehicles are backing out onto Kisco Avenue. 
 
Mr. Alexander stated that’s another thing I was going to tell you.  How you to the technicians, once they 
pick up the car, this way they can go straight out of the back of the site versus if they were coming the other 
way, they would either have to kind of work their way around, do a U-turn or they would have… 
 
Mr. Villareale stated or they would have to go back out onto Kisco Avenue. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated well, so we’ve given this a lot of thought and we appreciate those comments and we 
fully understand what you’re looking to accomplish.  I just want to go back to this one that you said, I 
forgot your name… 
 
Mr. Villareale stated Diego. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated Diego.  You really can’t count on the timing of those appointments and the second 
point is, how many service bays are you planning to install at the other facility, 41 [Kensico], is it 21… 
 
Mr. Villareale stated I think it’s 21 bays… 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated that’s what I recall. 
 
Mr. Villareale stated and that includes the details bays, the alignment bays, all of that. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated so even if we cut that down to say, 15, you’re most likely going to have a rotation of 
cars, meaning getting to the point of how many cars would be coming in per day. And if you have 21 bays, 
you’re going to want to turn those over once, two, three times a day, you multiple that by the 21 or maybe 
15, and then you try to look at what’s coming in, in the morning, into this queuing area at any particular 
time and you could have a backup, easily, without doing the math.  I still appreciate operationally how you 
can manage that and I asked you specifically for a backup plan but you know, just put it in writing… 
 
Mr. Steinmetz stated we will. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated and then we’ll be fine.  I think you know, again, the facility that I saw in White Plains, 
very well presented, I didn’t see cars all over the place but although there were times when that could 
happen and it did happen but you know it was isolated.  Anyway, I just wanted to tell you that the math to 
me has to work too with the number of service bays. 
 
Mr. Villareale stated okay, understood. We’ll get that information, the supporting information on the 
number of vehicles they service and we can provide that information to you. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated sure. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated great.  Are there any other issues?  They’re going to come back with some other 
information.  Anything else from Staff or from Board members? 
 
Mr. Hochstein stated I just have question. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated yes. 
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Mr. Hochstein stated so in the northern part, where the [inaudible] cars come in from the left and then on 
the right side you have coming in and exiting.  I guess the road kind of changes, it goes from a one way to a 
two way… 
 
Mr. Villareale stated in this location here? 
 
Mr. Hochstein stated yeah, is there any way to stop people from continuing, that come in from the east 
entrance, trying to go straight through to the west entrance? 
 
Mr. Villareale stated there will be signage in this location here… 
 
Mr. Hochstein stated okay. 
 
Mr. Villareale stated keep in mind that this is building overhang and that’s the ramp that’s up above, so 
there’s actually a covered area here, the two way circulation would end at this location here.  This would 
operate two way and then there would be some type of signage to keep people and deter people from going 
in that direction, striping. 
 
Mr. Steinmetz stated we anticipate that most of the customers, meaning the folks who may be less 
knowledgeable about the internal site circulation are coming in from Kisco Avenue.  The Holiday Inn 
Drive is probably the service jockeys bringing vehicles back or in and out. 
 
Mr. Villareale stated and exiters, of course. 
 
Jan Johannessen stated Diego, is that a proposed fence between, on the northern property line between the 
edge of the curb and the property line? 
 
Mr. Villareale stated right there, no, that’s guide rail, we’d want to put some type vehicle guide rail, there is 
a grade change in this area here.  We eliminated the wall because we were able to create that buffer, it 
slopes down so we’re able to plant it but we would want to put some type of guide rail, wooden guide rail 
along that northern buffer. 
 
Jan Johannessen stated but the guide rail is in that planter itself? 
 
Mr. Villareale stated it would be in the planting area and it would be in a positioned where we could plant 
front and behind it or it could be on one side, we could look at that either way but we would want some 
type of vehicle barrier. 
 
Me. Hochstein stated what’s the height of the plants in the buffer? 
 
Mr. Villareale stated we haven’t detailed any plantings there, we could look at a combination of deciduous 
evergreen screening, something to provide that four season buffer. 
 
Mr. Hochstein stated with the screening wouldn’t see from… 
 
Mr. Villareale stated what’s that? 
 
Mr. Hochstein stated with the screening you wouldn’t see off of the… 
 
Mr. Villareale stated agree completely and that’s why we can look at planting both sides of it and it would 
screened. 
 
Mr. Steinmetz stated we’ll have the landscape plan next time. 
 
Mr. Villareale stated yeah, we did include some landscaping information but we can focus a little bit more 
on that buffer and get you that detail. 
 
Jan Johannessen stated the DEP correspondence indicated contamination on the 41 Kensico site… 
 
Mr. Villareale stated yes. 
 
Jan Johannessen stated will you elaborate on it? 
 
Mr. Villareale stated a limited amount at this point, the 41 Kensico Drive property does have contamination 
on the property.  Auto Nation is in the process of evaluating the contamination and as part of any 
redevelopment plan on it, it would have to be remediated.  They have an environmental engineer evaluating 
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it, figuring out what that action plan is going to be and that would be part of any redevelopment of this 
property. 
 
Mr. Steinmetz stated just to conclude that Jan, one of the things that we think is a benefit of this 
application, in addition to all of the commercial and fiscal benefits as well the retail benefits because the 
fact that there is a preexisting environmental condition that has nothing to do with our client that would be 
rectified. 
 
Jan Johannessen stated what’s the contamination?  Just the… 
 
Mr. Steinmetz stated I don’t think we have all those details yet. 
 
Mr. Villareale stated it’s a groundwater contaminate, [inaudible]. 
 
Anthony Oliveri stated how do you think that might affect time lines? It sounded, I think from the DEP 
letter, that they wouldn’t really move forward with anything until you remediated that or at least had a plan, 
I guess. 
 
Mr. Villareale stated we are actively working, there’s an environmental consultant that’s working on the 
site action plan or the remediation plan for the property.  DEP had indicated that they wouldn’t allow us to 
do any further testing until they knew what that contaminate was and how it’s being dealt with.  So we 
couldn’t get to accepting the application as complete but from a timing standpoint, we need SEQRA to 
proceed, we can’t get a complete application from DEP regardless until this Board makes a SEQRA 
determination.  And we can’t go to the Zoning Board of Appeals for our variance without that SEQRA 
determination either.  So from a timing standpoint, I think it’s hopeful that we’ll continue to proceed with 
your Board, address comments, get all these items ironed out, put us in a position to go get our variances 
and by the time we come back to your Board at that point, hopefully we have resolved with the DEC on the 
contaminate on site and we can report that to you. 
 
Mr. Steinmetz stated and obviously any approval resolution that will have a condition in it that we craft that 
requires that we address this. 
 
Anthony Oliveri stated so I just have a concern because they may, if they deem it like it’s a hot spot or 
something.  If it’s going to limit what you can do there with stormwater and right now you’ve got pervious 
pavement as your stormwater treatment there. 
 
Mr. Villareale stated understood. 
 
Anthony Oliveri stated if infiltration is not an option there, it could be a big issue for us. 
 
Mr. Villareale stated the site is they make application to enter the Brown Field Cleanup Program, so it’s 
going to be part of that program hopefully as well.  But that is a concern and its something that we can 
potentially deal with but we would have to cross that when it comes. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated okay, well that’s a challenge… 
 
Whitney Singleton stated is this disclosed on the EAF? 
 
Mr. Villareale stated yes.  
 
Whitney Singleton stated the environmental contamination? 
 
Mr. Steinmetz stated yes. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated alright, very good.  I guess we’ll be seeing you when you have some of these issues 
a little bit further down the line.  Alright, if there’s nothing else, thank you very much. 
 
Mr. Steinmetz stated terrific, see you soon, thank you. 
 
Mr. Villareale stated thank you. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated okay, the next application is SL Mount Kisco, LLC, Grobman Mt. Kisco, LLC; 
M&M Mt. Kisco, LLC – 154-162 Main Street.  This is the Party City application. 
 

f. SL Mount Kisco, LLC; Grobman Mt. Kisco, LLC; M&M Mt. Kisco, LLC – 154-162 Main 
Street 
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PB2018-0309, SBL 80.25-2-9 
Amended Special Use Permit 

 
Mr. William Null of Cuddy & Feder and Mr. Chris Raffaelli of Studio Architects were present. 
 
Mr. Null stated good evening Mr. Chairman and members of Board. For the record my name is William 
Null.  I’m here with Chris Raffaelli of Studio Architects, the principals Stephen Lerner and Jason Lerner, 
the applicants.  I also have representatives from Party City, Michael Bernard and the representative from 
Modell’s Carrie DeLeo, who is Senior VP of Construction. As you know this is 162 East Main Street which 
was before you several years ago in order to get Modell’s approved as a retail tenant over 8,000 square feet.  
At that time, we had approval for two other potential tenants, none of which were going to be over 8,000 
square feet because at the time Modell’s was approved was approved for just under 13,000 square feet.  We 
are now proposing to occupy the vacant corner that’s been vacant since Border’s moved out, with Party 
City.  We’re very happy to do that. They are a current business in Town and they’re looking to relocate 
from a space that is somewhat larger than what we’re proposing to put them in here.  The space that they 
would be in here is 11,000, a little over 11,000 square feet, 11,078 with a little over 2,300 square feet 
downstairs.  As you remember there is a Main Street grade level, which is the second story in the back, the 
back is a parking lot that’s by lease and otherwise used collectively as Village parking. And at the back 
Modell’s and Party City will have entrances. Modell’s currently, well Modell’s is proposed to have a little 
over 2,000 square feet in the downstairs.  For both of them they use that as an entry lobby for people 
entering from their cars parked in the back, as well as for loading and staging of materials.  Part of this, the 
rear is a storage area and loading and that’s the way it would be for Party City as well.  So the Party City, 
this is the Main Street frontage, we’re creating a new doorway for Party City, actually we’re creating a new 
doorway for Modell’s. The doorway that’s below the Party City sign in this image, is the existing doorway 
into Modell’s.  So we’re going to create a new doorway for Modell’s. They’ve got the street entrances 
instead of sharing a common entrance.  This is the Green Street façade and you can see Party City is in that 
corner space and we’re proposing to put two signs there, I’ll get into the signage a little bit later.  And the 
on the rear of the building at the parking, where the arrow is, is the proposed new entrance for loading only, 
so Modell’s and Party City would each have doorways. They’d share the common entryway that has an 
elevator and that’s the layout.  So we’re not changing the footprint of the building, we’re creating two 
portals into the building, two entrances into the building.  The loading for the building will still be in that 
designated area over here. There’s an area that was located after removal of a fence and otherwise make 
modifications and Modell’s would load directly into the rear of its building.  Party City would need to load 
across the sidewalk into the rear of the building and that’s pretty much the proposal.  We have this 
application, this sheet is a sheet that you don’t have, this sheet has been updated, it’s A-300 and it was just 
updated yesterday.  We had a meeting with Jan and with Peter Miley earlier today and we apologize to you 
for not showing it to you but what it represents is reduced signage in multiple ways from what you had.  
The refinements to the signage we thought were improvements for the aesthetics of the building. I want to 
say to you though that because I heard during your work session, you had some comments regarding the 
window screens and illustrations that are provided there.  Do you have to image?  The challenge that we’ve 
got is as I said, they’re moving from a larger store and they have a minimum area that they need for lineal 
footage of product.  So what they do is their fixture plan has shelves all along those windows, everywhere, 
so the entire perimeter of the building has shelves. So what we’re proposing is rather than looking at the 
back of a shelf, which is kindly what you look at, at Rite Aid in Downtown and a number of a other stores 
that are in the Downtown, when you look in at some of the littler deli’s and things like that, you’re looking 
into pegboard or metal board or whatever it is. They’re looking to make it lively and more consistent with 
their other stores.  We have an image here of another store, you can see on the right window there’s that 
same sort screen art and it changes seasonally, it’s changed every three months or so and what it is, is it’s 
mounted, so you can see here, the window in this image is to the right, there’s a stand on which the screen 
is mounted and then to the left is the shelving.  So this is not up against the window. It’s not affixed to the 
window. It’s actually set back, it looks like 10 inches or so from the window.  So you have visibility into 
the window, it’s not blocking it. As you may recall though on the back of the existing building, the 
Modell’s storage area actually has a glazing on, so it’s an opaque window, you’re not looking into it at all.  
I know you respectfully have recognized in different situations the glazing for a window maybe you don’t 
want to see.  Of course nobody wants to see in and see a vacant store, so we’re looking to do what we can.  
We have a lease provision in the transaction with Party City, where if they don’t the ability to have 
perimeter, the lineal shelving all along the windows, they have a right to cancel.  And the window 
treatments are an effort to model the store consistent with what they have nationwide, which is the screened 
art throughout. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated understood. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated okay.  Can you provide some photography from some of the other stores nationwide 
that would better indicate…? 
 
Mr. Null stated yeah, we can do that. 
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Chairman Hertz stated because even this image seems to show more open space… 
 
Mr. Nulls stated in the submission that we had made, the package that we submitted, if you look at exhibit 
three, there are photographs of the existing store in town that has all the windows covered.  The windows 
that would not be covered, just to be clear are as in this, the entry door and three or four feet, I think, on 
either side.  So there is a transparency, there will be a transparency for the East Main Street entrance into 
the store and the transparency on the rear of the parking lot of the store.  Of course there’s no doors… 
 
Jan Johannessen stated the screens that are on the existing store in Mount Kisco, is that something that was 
just installed or something that have been recognized and approved by ARB? 
 
Mr. Null stated well I think the existing store pre-dates… 
 
Jan Johannessen stated those screens are something new, they haven’t been there since the store opened, 
right? 
 
Mr. Null stated I don’t know. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated this is our store. 
 
Jan Johannessen stated they might have just been installed, I’m not sure. 
 
Mr. Null stated I guess what I’m saying and you may well be right, they haven’t been, have the screens 
been there for a while?  The whole time, what I’m told.  The main reason… 
 
Jan Johannessen stated I’m just curious if they were approved by the ARB. 
 
Mr. Null stated I don’t know.  And the main reason I’m mentioning it though is that is the way they 
accessorize or the way they present their stores nationwide.  So, as an example, just so that you saw on the 
photograph, we can get you more, you asked we can get you more. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated okay, members of the Board? 
 
Mr. Null stated Mr. Chairman, you had asked me to describe what variances are needed for the signs, do 
you want me to mention it? 
 
Chairman Hertz stated yes, please. 
 
Mr. Null stated okay, so I’m pleased to be able to say that the variances are less at this point and some of 
them have actually been eliminated.  I don’t have a complete digest of all of them but they’re basically, as 
you noted, since the sign ordinance limits the number of colors, the Party City sign is not in compliance, 
just for the number of colors it is.  Of course because the sign ordinance counts the background color as 
part of the sign as well, so I guess we lose one color when we use the channel letters on the parking lot sign 
because you’re not going to count the color of the wall but we’ve got five colors here, maybe six colors.  
What we’ve done is from the package that you have we reduced the height and width of the signs along 
East Main Street, we’ve also changed the positions of the Party City sign, let me go back to that.  This is 
actually the fixture plan and you can see on this, you should be able to see on this, you can see that it’s, you 
saw for a moment, you can see that there’s, along all the windows, the outer perimeter there are, the left 
one, the entire perimeter is shelving along the outside.  So this is, I guess, step by step here, on the Main 
Street façade there’s a letter height variance that we’ve asked for, to reduce the sign letters from 3’ to 2’ in 
height for the larger letters, that requires a 1’ height variance.  The smaller letters in Party City are 1’-8”, so 
we need an 8” variance for letter height there.  And since the letters spelling ‘Sporting Goods’ are supposed 
to be 9” in height now we comply with the letters for “Sporting Goods”.  The sign length, the sign 
specification permits a maximum sign length of 75% of the store front, not to exceed 16’.  So the Party City 
sign requires a 5’-1” sign length variance to permit the 21’-1” wall sign and Modell’s requires an 11’ sign 
length variance.  That is what we initially had, we reduced it from that so we’re down from 21’-1” to 18’ 
length, to reduce it by over 3’ and we reduced the Party City sign so that a variance is not needed, it’s down 
to 13’.  There is a variance that we had asked for, for the sign back height, that’s the, essentially colored 
board in which the letters are mounted and we’ve reduced the sign back for the Party City sign from 50” to 
32”and the Modell’s sign backer from 57” down to 39-1/2”.  The Party City sign requires a variance of 8”, 
where before it was 26” and the Modell’s sign requires 23” where it was 33” before.  On the west elevation 
signage, the parking lot, we’ve done similar sorts of changes, do you want me to walk you through each of 
those… 
 
Chairman Hertz stated no, I imagine they’re commensurate.  
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Mr. Null stated pardon? 
 
Chairman Hertz stated they’re commensurate, I assume? 
 
Mr. Null stated yes and in doing the, in implementing the reductions in the letters and otherwise we think it 
fits better on the building itself and we’ve also come further towards compliance, although we’re not in 
compliance.  We’re in compliance in some instances. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated so just to summarize for myself, mostly but maybe everyone.  Both Modell’s and Party 
City are in front of the Architectural Review Board, is that correct? For signage? 
 
Mr. Null stated so we will be before the Zoning Board and the Architectural Review Board, both in regard 
to signage.  I assume that the issue [inaudible] may also be part of the ARB review although there’s not 
change to the actual [inaudible] of the building.  The two doors both on the East Main side and on the 
parking lot side, as architectural changes are before them.  The key items are the signage and the window 
treatments. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated yes, thank you. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated okay, so, yeah. 
 
Mr. Null stated the existing store was built in 1998 and it was built out in 1998, the Party City store.  I 
know the building itself is over 40 years old.  So we’re here on an amendment to the Special Permit and we 
would need. It is a Type II action. It’s been reviewed as a Type II action for SEQRA purposes, so they’re 
not, we’re looking for a public hearing to be set at you, when possible, I heard July 10th is a possibility so 
that we can come back and come back at that point with photographs of other locations and you tell me any 
other issues you’d like us to address specifically and we can bring back that information. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated thank you.  Board members, questions or comments? 
 
Ms. Pickard stated could you go back to the floor plan?  I’m just curious about the Main Street façade, I 
mean this is a very predominant corner downtown, this is not very a very attractive window thing.  My 
question here is in the Party City, is it possible to add one aisle and then remove the shelving from the Main 
Street façade? You’d actually increase your shelvage… 
 
Mr. Null stated I don’t, I can bring Michael, can you come forward and address that question.  Michael 
Bernard with Party City. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated yeah, that’s… 
 
Ms. Pickard stated I’m just looking at the aisle width, it looks like you might be able to squeeze one in 
there, if you got rid of the shelves along the street. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated on the bottom… 
 
Mr. Bernard stated this bottom aisle. 
 
Ms. Pickard stated yes. 
 
Mr. Bernard stated the bottom aisle is our seasonal aisle, we will have seasonal… 
 
Chairman Hertz stated I’m going to ask you to use the microphone and use the pointer. 
 
Mr. Null stated thank you. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated you need to state your name, please. 
 
Mr. Bernard stated Mike Bernard.  This aisle right here, this is called our seasonal aisle.  We actually will 
have grid fixtures right down the center of this aisle as well, so this actually will not be, I’m not sure the 
dimension of this that is shown here, or if there is one but it’s not less than 19’, I know that.  But adding an 
extra aisle there would eliminate our seasonal aisle.  This aisle is representative of all the seasons that we 
change for all of our merchandise.  So as an example, Christmas, Halloween, St. Patrick’s Day, any season 
that changes or any holiday that comes in, this is the aisle that all of our merchandise goes into, that aisle.  
So if we added a gondola aisle there that will eliminate that and then we won’t have that availability for 
merchandise. 
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Ms. Pickard stated what if you did two rows of the seasonal aisles?  I’m just trying to get that shelving off 
of Main Street.  I think it would behoove you to have people walking down Main Street to see the seasonal 
stuff, that’s a draw here to the building. 
 
Mr. Bernard stated as far as Party City’s are concerned, the brand is that we have graphics along our 
windows and we merchandise our fixtures very high in our stores, they’re not 6’ or 7’ fixtures, they’re 10 
½’ and 12’ fixtures in our stores.  So in order for us to have a business plan for any location, the greater the 
linear footage, the greater the sales are for these locations. 
 
Ms. Pickard stated thank you. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated it seemed to me if we compare to the store that you’re currently in where they really 
only have glass on the front of the building, you’re not dealing with this issue because you have a building 
that is block on one side and you’re half the building with a demising wall and there’s nothing in the rear.  
The issue with this particular space is that you have a lot of glass and so now the balance is, do we want to 
be looking at, I think worst case scenario, the back of shelves or if you did a fixture in that way, you’re 
indicating here that you’re trying to cram a lot of stuff into a smaller space which I could understand the 
limitations there.  So then we’re talking about this kind of art graphic solution as opposed to a blank white 
wall or to blacking out windows.  Those are really our options. 
 
Mr. Null stated so we could consider some sort of, some of the windows being, on the back, being glazed 
like Modell’s or we could consider a solid color at a few of the windows instead of having the animation 
but the other, we internally talked about whether we should break up some of the windows and we thought 
that would be really unfortunate because it would change the look of the building.  We’re willing to 
consider and present to you before the public hearing, when we bring the photographs of other stores, some 
in between possibilities but the marketing program is to have these animated windows where there are 
windows.  And as you correctly said, we really don’t have that challenge at the existing store because it’s a 
cinderblock building essentially where you have a few windows on the parking lot.  So it is dramatically 
reduced as an issue. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated so you’ve heard one Board member indicate that if there is any opportunity to reduce 
the amount of this screen solution, her preference would be along Main Street frontage and if there is an 
opportunity, I’d fallout the same place. Then I think I’d rather see on Main Street, a reduction of it there.  It 
doesn’t bother me in most of the other locations, you know it’s 6 of one, half dozen of the other, as far as 
I’m concerned.  You’re either going to be looking at this artistic screen or you’re going to be looking at a 
lot of different product on the shelves because we know what it looks like in a Party City and there’s a lot 
of different product.  So I don’t know I can say one is preferable to the other. 
 
Mr. Null stated and the concern is we have no option for transparency of the glass looking into the store 
because it’s all merchandise with shelves along the entire interior fixture layout.  And we don’t have an 
option either of the so-called false windows, the window boxes, because that would push the fixtures out 2 
or 3 feet from the window, instead of 10” to a foot and it would reduce the floor area available for 
marketing as Mr. Bernard just discussed. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated I’d like to echo Ms. Pickard’s comment.  My concern is largely the Main Street 
façade. What we’re trying to do is encourage shoppers to walk up and down the street on both sides and be 
engaged at regular intervals with something to do, something to see, something to enter and… 
 
Mr. Null stated along the Main Street façade, the entrance will have clear glass on either side as with 
[inaudible] stores. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated my concern is the section there, while I understand the answer.  If you go back to 
that floor plan. I think there is the opportunity to possibly, at least for perhaps a section of that frontage to 
reverse, to possible reverse what shelving up against the windows and what’s seasonal items, such that you 
can create some view into the space without actually changing the amount of shelving space you actually 
have. 
 
Mr. Null stated I’d like to be able to tell you that we could look at that and we can look at that but if the 
shelving is going to be 10 ½ to 12’ tall, you’re going to be looking at a 4’ aisle or a 6’ aisle with… 
 
Chairman Hertz stated but that’s not what we heard, we heard that that’s going to be, that that aisle is going 
to be used for seasonal displays of things that are in bins and that are lower. 
 
Mr. Null stated no, no, that’s correct but there’s a shelf across the window that would need to be moved. 
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Chairman Hertz stated so that can be moved back one space and the space in front can be used for that bin 
space in perhaps one area. 
 
Mr. Null stated we’ll certainly talk that over but it would, you know the way corner parking spaces don’t 
work because they block the other two spaces?  We’ve got a corner of the shelf on the left wall that comes 
down and if you move the shelf back out, you affect the other shelves.  We’ll look at it can come back to 
you.  I wish it was that easy but you’ve asked and we’ll certainly give you an answer. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated I think there’s a challenge here, you know, you’re, one of the reasons that ordinance 
was put in place is to ensure. I think, that we didn’t get into these sort of larger stores that would have 
longer areas where nothing is happening. We want to, you know we’re trying to encourage downtown 
people to browse and shop and walk from place to place without having these long expanses where there’s 
nothing going on.  And my concern is if you create 100 feet of visually interesting but uninterrupted just 
graphics, it works against that concept.  So I would encourage you to look at that.  We certainly would like 
Party City to succeed. They’ve been in Town a long time. I shop there. It’s a great place.  You know, I 
think it’s site perspective moving from one part of the Village to another.  The site accommodates what you 
do very nicely, at least on first blush.  I think the challenge is going to be to make sure that it fits in more 
with the downtown aesthetic and having those visual blocks as part of that or lack of, just from one 
members perspective.  Okay, so we have, so you need a public hearing and, for Special Use Permit, so it 
sounds, can you be ready with photos and everything else by the July meeting? 
 
Mr. Null stated yes, we’ll be able to do that, thank you. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated so Michelle, let’s schedule them. 
 
The Secretary stated July 10th is the meeting. 
 
Mr. Null stated thank you very much. 
 
Mr. Hochstein stated I have one question for you.  So on the portion of the building that faces Green Street. 
There’s a little, I guess an intersection of Green Street and Main Street, there’s like a little area of plantings 
and I see that you have images, yeah, on the right, you have the images there, are you looking to take the 
plantings out or? 
 
Mr. Null stated so, we’re probably looking to trim some of the trees there, like these kousa dogwoods that 
are there. They’re pretty and flowering but they’re wide.  Just to trim them appropriately, not to take the 
plantings out. 
 
Mr. Hochstein stated the Village itself, not the Planning Board, but the Village is looking in the Downtown 
Area like spruce up areas and that’s one area that, I think in the last couple years, used to have a lot more 
plantings and now it doesn’t. I know today there’s not a lot. 
 
Mr. Null stated we’ll look at that, we’ll certainly look at that. 
 
Mr. Hochstein stated it’s one area in the Downtown that is walked a lot and the Town is looking to spruce 
those places up. 
 
Mr. Null stated we’ll look at that and get you some comments on that. 
 
Whitney Singleton stated Bill? 
 
Mr. Null stated yes. 
 
Whitney Singleton stated I didn’t hear everything you said with regard to variances but you will be getting 
variances for those signs as well? 
 
Mr. Null stated all the signs, there’s signs on every façade.  We need variances for the two signs on the 
Green Street side among other reasons because there are no doorways there and we’re not allowed to have 
signs where there are no entrances for the public.  But on top of that, like the other signs, the letters and 
colors of the Party City sign, there’s actually a number of variances that we need. 
 
Whitney Singleton stated and there’s another one for the Modell’s sign, you’re not allowed to have a sign 
on the face of the building which the tenant doesn’t occupy the space. 
 
Mr. Null stated yes, we have that identified as well. 
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Whitney Singleton stated I just don’t want you to come incomplete. 
 
Mr. Null stated we actually, thank you, we had submitted it and Peter had issued a very thorough denial 
letter. And what I’m trying to do in my transmittal letter to the Zoning Board reporting this revised plan is 
note how we reduced it but still have a very detailed series of variances that we need. But thank you for 
highlighting it, yes. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated alright well thank you very much and we’ll look forward to your revised submission 
and we’ll see you at the public hearing. 
 
Mr. Null stated thank you, we appreciate it. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated alright, we have a few items on for discussion. Mount Kisco Square, a request for a 
temporary CO for Five Guys.  Rob, do you want to just talk about that? 
 
Discussion: 
 

g. Mount Kisco Square – 360 N. Bedford Road – Request for Temporary Certificate of Occupancy for 
5 Guys Burgers & Fries 

 
Rob Melillo stated sure.  So yeah, Five Guys is almost ready to open and they’re looking for a Temporary 
CO to finish up their site work to get Five Guys up and running at this point.  So that’s pretty much all 
they’re here for. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated does that need to, does a TCO need to be referred to us or…? 
 
Jan Johannessen stated because it was a Planning Board approval, you have to give authorization to the 
Building Inspector to issue a temporary CO. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated and Rob, you and Peter are comfortable… 
 
Rob Melillo stated yeah, we’re fine, as long as it meets all the fire safety requirements, we should be good 
and issue them a temporary CO. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated any comments from Board members? 
 
Mr. Mareschi stated let’s do it. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated do you need a motion for that? 
 
Board members respond yes. 
 
Whitney Singleton stated actually it’s the Building Inspector’s determination. It’s just mandatory that he 
refers to you for a commercial application, he still makes the determination. 
 
Jan Johannessen stated he needs the Planning Board’s consent. 
 
Whitney Singleton stated he doesn’t. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated I make the motion to refer to the Building Inspector for the 90-day temporary 
CO. 
 
Mr. Hochstein seconded the motion. 
 
UPON ROLL CALL VOTE: 
 
Mr. Bonforte  - aye 
Mr. Hochstein - aye 
Mr. Bainlardi  - aye 
Mr. Mareschi  - aye 
Ms. Pickard  - aye 
Chairman Hertz - aye 
 
The motion carried by a vote of 6 to 0. 
 

h. Mavis Discount Tire – Extension of Approval 
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Chairman Hertz stated alright, the next item is Mavis Discount Tire. It is an extension of approval.  Mavis 
has begun their interior work and we need a, the approval had lapsed and while we took an action it was not 
memorialized properly.  We are being requested to formally and retroactively extend the approval so that 
they can get their building permit for their exterior work.  Is that accurate? I’ll say it is accurate. No one 
will argue with me.  So this is really just extending the approvals that we’ve done so they can go and do the 
work that we’ve approved.  Motion please? 
 
Mr. Mareschi stated I’ll make a motion to extend on Mavis Discount Tire. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated is there a second? 
 
Ms. Pickard seconded the motion. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated alright. 
 
Jan Johannessen stated is there a period of time? 
 
Chairman Hertz stated I believe we are, is this request for 90 days or 6 month?  What was the original 
extension? 
 
Whitney Singleton stated the original extension was for them to seek their permit within 90 days, 
commence construction thereafter, so long as they were progressing in good faith and in good due 
diligence, they had up to a year to finish the work. They had to under our last resolution authorizing this, 
they had to secure the permit within 90 days. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated okay. 
 
Whitney Singleton stated here’s where [inaudible] there’s 90 days from notification.  So I’m going to make 
sure they get notification tomorrow. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated okay, so we’ll extend that approval for an additional 90 days. 
 
Whitney Singleton stated correct. 
 
Jan Johannessen stated but they have 12 weeks to… 
 
Whitney Singleton stated yes. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated yes but… 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated they’ll be back. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated alright, so we have a motion, and we have a second. No, we don’t have a motion and 
we don’t have a second. 
 
The Secretary stated yes you do, sorry. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated very good. 
 
UPON ROLL CALL VOTE: 
 
Mr. Mareschi  - aye 
Ms. Pickard  - aye 
Mr. Hochstein - aye 
Mr. Bainlardi  - aye 
Mr. Bonforte  - aye 
Chairman Hertz - aye 
 
The motion carried by a vote of 6 to 0. 
 

i. Proposed Zoning Changes 
 
Chairman Hertz stated okay, so the final item under discussion is our comments to the Village Board 
regarding the Zoning changes that they’re referred to us.  Whitney, do you want to just comment on this. 
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Whitney Singleton stated sure.  In the front is a draft letter. Following the draft letter is a markup of the 
proposed Zoning changes.  The markup reflects what I sent to you guys back in April or May, I can’t 
remember the exact date, with a request that any changes in the review be replied to with a reply all.  I 
received comments from some of the Planning Board members but not all. Those comments are reflected in 
this updated version.  There was a question as to the maximum amount of, maximum percentage of use that 
might want to be allocated to the restaurant usage for family recreation uses.  The Planning Board, there 
was Mount Kisco Planning Board comment number 7, on page 6, that talks about something being 
[inaudible] they felt that the, some of your comments were that these could be too restrictive. The Planning 
Board has a question as to what it precisely means, what is unified management control mean, that was a 
question your Board had raised.  Somebody had raised the issue of, on Planning Board comment 9, I 
requested clarification from you because at the meeting one of the Planning Board members questioned 
whether or not restricting the uses to those available to the whole family but then allowing for cabarets for 
people under 21 are not allowed, it’s inconsistent.  And you can go through the comments in the margin 
there, I think there’s a question as to what percentage should be allocated for restaurant usage, was 1% 
enough, somebody had said how about 5% with a cap, I think Mike Bonforte had approached that and Bill 
Polese had weighed in with an increase in the percentage and then putting a maximum cap.  So those are 
some considerations for your Board and then I think another change in here was referenced by John 
Bainlardi, questioned whether or not 35,000 floor was too high a floor… 
 
Chairman Hertz stated yeah. 
 
Whitney Singleton stated and that was Planning Board comment 4.  So there’s a number of questions or 
comments that you guys raised in the margin.  So not only can they be for your reference but also for the 
Village Board to see what the comments were that were raised by your Board.  And then what I tried to do 
before that was draft a letter to the Board pursuant to your requirements under the Village Code to make a 
report to the Board as to what your suggestions were.  And I’ve tried to make generalized comments and 
again, these are my words trying to glean what the Board thought as a whole.  I said in the opening 
paragraph that this is the Planning Board’s response at the outset. They would like to say that they were 
very positive, unanimously positive, uniform support of the inclusion of these. They’re slightly tempered 
by the fact that there can always be room for further improvement and in particular as Doug noted, whether 
it was the, the Chairman noted, whether it was the Planning Board, whether it was a gas station canopy, 
whether it was the family recreation use or the grocery store, the Master Plan Committee could always 
offer some additional comments which would be incorporated later on. I specifically pointed out that that is 
not to be construed as you suggesting that action be delayed on this particular application.  And then I got 
into the specifics, some of the specifics, if you look at, you know this is something that Jan and I have 
discussed with the Mayor and the Village Manager, that your underlying zoning is supposed to be a 
reflection of your Master Plan and then there’s a question and I didn’t go back and look at the Master Plan 
and I’ll go back and look at it again, the existing Master Plan.  And I did look at the purpose and intent of 
each of the districts. There was a question as to whether or not manufacturing or research districts and 
warehousing districts are appropriate for recreational uses and whether or not we need to modify, in 
addition to modifying our zoning, modify our Master Plan. Because if we adopt zoning which is 
inconsistent with our Master Plan, theoretically someone could challenge that as inconsistent, and arbitrary 
and capricious on the Village’s part.  So I recommended to them that they should evaluate whether or not to 
modify the Master Plan. And then I went into the individual comments about grocery stores, which I don’t 
think that you guys had too much in the way of comments and most of the comments were focused on the 
family recreational facilities.  And specifically there were some areas that, 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5 that I really felt 
as though I identified the subject, I don’t have clear direction of what your thoughts and I hope I didn’t 
miss anything or include something that wasn’t an issue before you. On the last couple pages there I tried to 
identify the five issues which I felt were pertinent regarding family recreation facilities. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated so let’s go to your letter, the item three. So we’re talking about family recreation 
facilities, item three is location.  One primary concern is the location of these uses. The amendment as 
currently written does not restrict the usage of the interior of the building as is presently required under 
existing zoning.  The Planning Board feels that, I think what we were and everyone chime in, we didn’t 
want to necessarily restrict usage to interior exterior but we wanted to be cognoscente that in certain zones, 
the exterior zones would be problematic.  So the idea of a ropes course or something else that would use the 
exterior of the space, I think we felt it was something that could be looked at on a case by case basis.  But 
we didn’t want to have a, you know, we didn’t want to just willy-nilly invite outdoor water parks and every 
other kind of facility.  So I don’t have a good answer as to how to finish off the sentence “the Planning 
Board feels that…” 
 
Whitney Singleton stated well it kind of goes back to point number one, it’s a very expansive definition. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated yes. 
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Whitney Singleton stated and the so the question comes, what happens when, and let’s face it, we don’t 
have to worry about unintended consequences throughout the Village, we’re talking, this is Radio Circle 
and 333 [North Bedford Road]. Those are the only two areas that the Village is talking about. So the 
question becomes, what do you think of a rollercoaster on the roof of 333 [North Bedford Road], what do 
you think of a driving range with lights in the RD district off of Radio Circle? 
 
Jan Johannessen stated I thought there was a concern about exterior use on Radio Circle because of the 
proximity of Williamstown, some residential surrounding uses.  That was my recollection from the Board 
on this… 
 
Chairman Hertz stated but I think you know, in general that’s something that would be dealt with in Site 
Plan. So if there were adverse impacts they would have to mitigate those with screening or with something 
else.  It doesn’t mean that the zone, you know if done properly, the zone couldn’t accommodate that.  So, 
you know, I for one don’t have an objection to it.  It doesn’t meant that these things are allowed without 
having to go through site plan and if they have you know, environmental impacts, visual impacts, you 
detrimental impacts to residential, quiet residential uses that they wouldn’t get an approval basically.  It 
doesn’t mean that if it wasn’t done properly, they couldn’t be in that zone? 
 
Ms. Pickard stated who’s defining “probably” at that point? 
 
Whitney Singleton stated for me to play devil’s, what? 
 
Chairman Hertz stated ultimately it’s going to, any large site like that that’s going to have, going to come 
before us for Site Plan, has to show that it you know, if there are other public hearings, if there are 
negatives associated with it, it’s going to have like that whatever, if it’s going to have noise and it’s going 
to have whatever. They’re going to have to show that they can mitigate those issues.  And if they can’t, 
they’re really not going to get the approval. 
 
Ms. Pickard stated I think that my concern is that those things to me, sound subjective and that if the 
rollercoaster meets the height and length requirements by the Code, we have to allow it or we open 
ourselves up to issues. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated I don’t think the roller-coaster will meet the height requirement. 
 
Ms. Pickard stated hypothetically. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated and it probably won’t meet the noise requirement and it probably won’t meet the 
light requirements.  So I’m less concerned about rollercoasters on the roof, considering there is already a 
full solar system on the roof and it’s completely used but I don’t know. 
 
Whitney Singleton stated the only devil’s advocate argument I would make would be and a developers can 
make this, that’s why it’s allowed in this zone, it’s an industrial zone.  Even though it’s across the street 
from a residential neighborhood, somebody is going to say this is exactly what our legislative fathers 
wanted to have this use, down in a hole. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated and you know if you think of, I mean if we’re talking about Radio Circle, we had an 
application before us a few years back for a for a sports complex, most of it was enclosed but I mean if you 
wanted, because they wanted it to be year round but you know if it had a dome that opened or something 
else, would that be problematic? I don’t think so, I think it would probably be a pretty good sue but it 
wasn’t allowed by the zoning at that time and it’s still not allowed by the zoning.  So the question is do we 
want to… 
 
Whitney Singleton stated I don’t think that’s the case, it was a permitted use. The person did not want to 
build a bubble, they wanted to construction and the construction was like 10 million dollars.  But there are 
other athletic uses in that zone… 
 
Chairman Hertz stated that’s true. 
 
Whitney Singleton stated you already have Frozen Ropes and some other ones in there or whatever they’re 
called, Pro Sport… 
 
Jan Johannessen stated Pro Sport that was close. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated alright, so thoughts? 
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Mr. Bainlardi stated my thought on this particular issue is I would not want to preclude or prohibit the 
potential use of outdoor space for some use because I could see it working in many scenarios.  The question 
is how does the Village Board then in corporate that in a way that has some restrictions to protect, as far as 
you know, the recreation is concerned. I have qualms whatsoever about recreation on either of those sites.  I 
think that it’s already demonstrated in the case of the Diamond Properties on North Bedford Road that it 
works and I don’t have a lot of concerns about exacerbating traffic necessarily, I think that some of the 
things they’re going to do on that particular site are going to improve traffic movement but the bottom line 
is can the, the site has been able to demonstrate that it can receive the traffic, it can park the traffic and the 
traffic can circulate throughout that property and whether we’re looking at the Mercedes proposal or others, 
I don’t see limiting people to be able to go get to that site as you know a resolution of the hills of North 
Bedford Road.  I don’t think that any one property owner should be held to have to bear the burden of the 
issues that are going on there, so with that being said, coming back to the recreation, I could envision there 
be, maybe on the back side of that building or on the side of that building, there being some indoor/outdoor 
recreation use that might work. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated well there is, I mean they put a field on the side, so. I mean we’re already sort of 
passed the requesting that be put in.  That was something that the Village asked the developer to do, he did 
it. And this is just really, kind of you know, if that were a private use, would we dislike it, where we liked it 
as a public use?  It seems a little… 
 
Whitney Singleton stated well it’s different.  There is a difference… 
 
Chairman Hertz stated I understand there’s a difference. 
 
Whitney Singleton stated public use is allowed everywhere… 
 
Chairman Hertz stated I understand but my strong guess is that the value of property these days, the 
chances of having an outdoor only use, which would be highly seasonal, is just not going to be 
economically viable in most cases, so.  Would you see something that could have an indoor/outdoor 
component, probably but I think… 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated and I think the outdoor component is more likely to be during some restricted business 
hours.  If it’s during the day, I have zero issue with it.  If it’s something that would go into the evening 
beyond a certain time frame then I could see there that we would want it to maybe have some restrictions, 
possibly, depending upon what it is but even then, I’d ere on the side of allowing it as opposed to 
prohibiting it. 
 
Mr. Hochstein stated if you’re going to permit that and like the Lions Club wants to do a carnival down 
there again, would that be allowed? 
 
Whitney Singleton stated that would be a temporary use as opposed to [inaudible]. 
 
Mr. Hochstein stated so they would still be…? 
 
Chairman Hertz stated yeah, I don’t think this would allow or disallow something like that. 
 
Whitney Singleton stated I think the bigger issue at 333 [North Bedford Road] is the parking, they’re 
already deficient on parking. I don’t know how they do anything without disclosing, unfortunately without 
disclosing something… 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated well that comes back to Site Plan review again.  There is going to be an analysis with 
anything that they proposed, where they are going to have to demonstrate that they can make the site work 
from a parking standpoint and from a traffic circulation standpoint inside that site.  So if they’re going to 
propose something that doesn’t work from the, because the site can’t handle it then is [inaudible], Doug is 
correct, it’s not going to pass muster and it probably won’t be approved.  Regardless of the fact that it’s a 
permitted use. 
 
Whitney Singleton stated and apropos on tonight’s [inaudible] application, one of the reasons you have 
Special Permit Use regulations is to prevent unintended consequences [inaudible] stuff of that nature. By 
making the Special Permit, you have in addition to a Site Plan if you move forward, you will have the 
authority granted to you under 110-46 of the Code, for Special Permit Use to make sure that there’s no 
adverse impacts on adjoining properties… 
 
Chairman Hertz stated and there will be a public hearing. 
 
Whitney Singleton stated there’s additional control for it. 
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Chairman Hertz stated so I for one, really have no problem with the family recreation because I think there 
will be appropriate controls on the Special Use. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated I agree. 
 
Ms. Pickard stated I agree. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated I agree. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated and so tangential to that is the cabaret portion of it. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated so let’s put three to bed. We’re in agreement as to that recommendation, Whitney 
we can. So John, now to the cabaret. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated again, here for me, I don’t have an issue with allowing for cabaret you know.  The fact 
that’s family to me, is, there may be some things that are more targeted towards families and some things 
that are necessarily targeted towards families and having, I encourage, I would encourage the use of more 
cabaret license being permitted throughout the Village generally speaking, particularly in the downtown 
and here I don’t have an issue with it.  It’s a big piece of property. Where we’ve seen within even the 
Grand Prix use where they’ve had, before they put the bowling alley in, where they had events, where they 
had live music.  I want to see them encourage more opportunities for live music in these types of venues. 
So I don’t have, I personally don’t have a problem with there being cabaret licenses in these particular 
locations. 
 
Ms. Pickard stated what falls under cabaret license? 
 
Chairman Hertz stated it’s a great question, what’s cabaret, really? Does anyone open a business these days 
to be a cabaret? 
 
Whitney Singleton stated it’s not just music, it’s a confluence of live music and alcohol or recorded music 
with alcohol and dancing. 
 
Ms. Pickard stated a dance club would fall under cabaret. 
 
Whitney Singleton stated yes. 
 
Mr. Mareschi stated bands, all DJ’s, all that stuff, that all falls under that. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated what’s a dance club, that’s what you’re saying? So what’s a… 
 
Ms. Pickard stated I want to know if you can put a strip club there? 
 
Whitney Singleton stated it wouldn’t be the first time anyone’s tried. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated but we have other restrictions. 
 
Ms. Pickard stated I would assume but I thought I’d ask. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated I would think that the concept of family recreation and strip club don’t really, 
there’s no intersection there. 
 
Ms. Pickard stated that’s what I’m saying.  Its probably how cabaret was described to me, I just want… 
 
Mr. Mareschi stated cabaret is live music, full DJ’s, all that, that falls all under that umbrella.  I have one… 
 
Chairman Hertz stated so Whitney are there any… 
 
Whitney singleton stated that was the whole concept of whether or not there was consistency or 
inconsistency and I will relay that at least the majority of the Village Board did like the concept of there 
being cabarets allowed.  The reason that I originally put it in a draft, was before I replicated the provisions 
that are already in the Code for health clubs.  Health clubs allow food and beverage but prohibit cabarets, 
so I was kind of replicating that because that’s what currently governing Grand Prix, they’re operating as a 
membership club. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated so… 
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Whitney Singleton stated so that was put in.  But I will say this, the way we drafted family recreation 
facility, was supposed to be any activity where the entire family would be allowed, every member of a 
family would be allowed to go.  And the concept is a cabaret does not allow minor children to be there. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated but I think we also discussed the fact that there could be types of activities that 
would be age inappropriate for certain but still met the category of family recreation. 
 
Whitney Singleton stated so let me just do this Doug, let me actually provide the definition of cabarets so 
there’s no misunderstanding as to what it is. 
 
Ms. Pickard stated I’m not opposed to it.  Again, I just want to make sure we’re not over extending 
ourselves. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated if we add family recreation to cabaret, you don’t end up with a strip club. 
 
Ms. Pickard stated I just want to make sure that it’s [inaudible]. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated yeah and I think that that would be the… 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated we can specifically exclude within the definition of cabaret strip clubs. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated yes. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated I don’t think that that’s what we… 
 
Whitney Singleton stated a cabaret is defined as an establishment open to the public where alcoholic 
refreshments are served in conjunction with dancing or live entertainment. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated live entertainment is…? 
 
Mr. Mareschi stated live entertainment is live bands. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated I think we can endorse this while making a recommendation that we should be 
cognizant that it doesn’t get misconstrued to allow a strip club, written in such a way. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated the parallel would be, you go to any of the restaurant/bars and it currently exists and 
you can be there with your kids, but you can’t sit at the bar but you might want to hear live music, I like to 
experience that. 
 
Ms. Pickard stated I would too. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated [inaudible], okay? 
 
Whitney Singleton stated I think I got a little better.  How about this?  That ultimately the Planning Board’s 
recommendation is that and this is what I’m going to fill, such use be permitted subject to applicable 
regulations with the caveat that the term adult entertainment cabaret as defined in the zoning ordinance, not 
be permitted. 
 
Ms. Pickard stated excellent. 
 
Whitney Singleton stated because there’s an actual definition of adult cabaret and adult entertainment use. 
Alright? 
 
Ms. Pickard stated great, thank you. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated thank you. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated okay, alright. I think we’ve covered that and then we have correspondence from the 
Beautification Committee and that concludes our agenda. 
 
Whitney Singleton stated how about number 4, I didn’t believe you [inaudible] for that. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated camps… 
 
Chairman Hertz stated again, I… 
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Whitney Singleton stated you’re fine with how it reads or now how… 
 
Chairman Hertz stated if one of these business, you know proposes to operate, they’re going to need, 
they’re going to have to come and make an application, right?  And they’re going to have to show that they 
can meet the traffic and pick up and drop off and the parking and all those various things. 
 
Whitney Singleton stated but presently they don’t.  There are existing camps that you never approved. 
There are existing camps at 333 [North Bedford Road]. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated alright, there are uses of, they aren’t standalone camps, they are uses of… 
 
Whitney Singleton stated it says come join the day camp, come join the race camp.  They’re advertised all 
over the place. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated my initial reaction to four, particularly the second sentence was that it’s a statement 
that I don’t think is necessarily true.  It’s saying that if however a recreation site becomes a location of 
afterschool programs or summer day camps, that will present a serious issue as far as significant traffic 
volumes occurring in a short time span.  I don’t think that’s necessarily true and I think you’re only going 
to know the answer to that when you study during the Site Plan review process and you can conduct it, you 
know, your appropriate… 
 
Whitney Singleton stated if your Board wants that sentence redacted, I just wanted your Board to make the 
decision. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated say the word may instead of will.  May present a serious issue. 
 
Whitney Singleton stated I just know my wife runs a summer camp that started yesterday and she had 300 
cars going out into the right of way for pick up and she was very concerned about that because she’s in a 
residential neighborhood.  I know that camps result in a proliferation at one particular time, so if you want 
me to say nay or delete the whole sentence, it’s fine but I’ve been in Camp Iroquois as kid, I know what the 
drop off and pick up is like. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated so what are we, is our… 
 
Whitney Singleton stated so I’m asking you guys, do you want me to delete any reference to the term 
camp? Do you want me to highlight it as potential issue? Or do you want…? 
 
Chairman Hertz stated I think it’s a potential issue, it’s not an absolute issue.  And quite frankly, no one, if 
Saw Mill East is operating a camp and it creates a traffic issue, they’re in violation of their site plan and 
their approval, plain and simple.  So can police everyone, obviously not but if these sites stop working 
efficiently and present safety problems and traffic problems and everything else, we do have existing 
controls to be able to deal with that.  So… 
 
Whitney Singleton stated so remove the sentence? 
 
Chairman Hertz stated I think change it to may, so they’re aware of it but… 
 
Whitney Singleton stated well tone it down further by saying it may present an issue instead of a serious 
issue? 
 
Chairman Hertz stated yes. 
 
Mr. Mareschi stated that’s good Whitney. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated are we all comfortable with the recommendations before made to the Village Board? 
 
Mr. Mareschi stated yes, chairman. 
 
Whitney Singleton stated so what I will do is I will finalize it, I will circulate it and it will be before the 
Village Board next week.  I will circulate it to you guys for final comments. 
 
Chairman Hertz stated very good, thank you Whitney.  Alright, we’ve concluded our agenda, motion to 
adjourn? 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated I make the motion, Chairman. 
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Chairman Hertz asked for all in favor.  The motion carried by a vote of 6 to 0. 
 
The meeting adjourned at 9:58 p.m. 


