
Minutes of the Regular Meeting of the Planning Board of the Village/Town of Mount Kisco held on 
Tuesday, July 13, 2021 at 7:47 pm in the Frank J. DiMicco Board Room and via Zoom Teleconference 

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

Anthony Oliveri, Village Engineer  
   Whitney Singleton, Village Attorney 
 
Chairman Bainlardi stated welcome, Mount Kisco Planning Board agenda for Tuesday, July 13, 2021.  We 
just completed our work session and this is the regular Planning Board meeting.  We have a number of 
matters, it’s a large agenda this evening, we’re going to try to be as efficient as we can.  I’m just quickly 
going to run through the agenda, we have three matters that are continuing public hearings, all of which are 
going to be adjourned so there will not be any public discussion tonight on these three matters, this is the 
Burgler Subdivision for 2 ½ Leonard Street Subdivision, continued public hearing. SCS Sarles Street, site 
plan, special use permit and steep slopes in connection with the solar farm array. Homeland Towers Mount 
Kisco Wireless Telecommunications facility at 180 South Bedford Road, also a continued public hearing, 
also being adjourned.  We’ve got several formal applications, the Park ShopRite expansion at 333 North 
Bedford Road, this is simply a request for an extension of the approval and we will be acting on that 
request this evening.  There’s Timber Ridge site plan and steep slopes permit, there is a draft resolution that 
is for consideration by the Board this evening. Then we have Crown Castle at 1 Mountain Avenue, this is a 
continuing application, in connection, it’s actually up for re-approval of a previously approved site plan in 
connection with the cell tower up on, off of Mountain Avenue. Then we’ve got ARC Westchester, 699 
Main Street, site plan and steep slopes, there is a draft resolution for consideration by the Board for 
approval.  We’ve got the Crecco Companies, Bagnato, this is 205/215 Lexington Avenue, this is a 
previously approved, recently approved site plan which the applicant needed to go before the ZBA, has 
done so, there have been some requested revisions as a result of their appearance before the ZBA, so this 
application is before us for an Amended Site Plan.  We have Captain Lawrence Brewing, 369 Lexington 
Avenue which has appeared before this Board previously as well, this is for site plan and change of use. 
And then we’ve got Coast to Coast Industries, 134 Main Street, site plan application for a building on Main 
Street at 134 main Street.  This application had appeared before the Board both at the conceptual level and I 
believe this is the first time its before us formally, this evening.  And then we have one conceptual 
application, DH Self-Storage for 150 Radio Circle Drive, site plan and subdivision in connection with the 
proposed storage facility which will be, is conceptual, we will be hearing that for the first time this evening. 
 
Whitney Singleton stated Chairman? 
 
Chairman Bainlardi stated yes? 
 
Whitney Singleton stated can you just make sure that with regard to the adjournment of the public hearings 
that they’re being adjourned to a date certain, I believe it’s August 10th. 
 
Chairman Bainlardi stated correct, thank you. 
 

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

 
Chairman Bainlardi stated okay, for the Burgler Subdivision, who wants to acknowledge before we adjourn 
this public hearing, receipt of correspondence. Bear with me for a second so I can find it, from Lisa 
Mitchell, I just want to acknowledge that we did receive your letter to the Board, your e-mail to the Board.  
And the Board is in receipt, has reviewed it and it will become part of the public record.  So on the 
Burgler Subdivision, I’m going to make a motion that the public hearing be adjourned to August 
10th.  Do I have a second on the motion? 
 
Mr. Polese seconded the motion. 
 
Chairman Bainlardi stated any discussion on the motion?  No?  Michelle. 
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UPON ROLL CALL VOTE: 
 
Mr. Bainlardi  - aye 
Mr. Polese  - aye 
Ms. Pickard  - aye 
Mr. Vigliotti  - aye 
Mr. McGuirk  - aye 
Ms. Roppolo   - aye 
 
The motion carried by a vote of 6 to 0. 
 
Chairman Bainlardi stated the next two matters I am recused from, so I am going to turn it over to Crystal, 
if you would take care of the adjournments, I would appreciate it. 
 
Ms. Pickard stated sure.  So we just need to adjourn both SCS Sarles Street and Homeland Towers to 
August 10th as Whitney has confirmed.  Do we need separate motions for those Whitney, or can we do 
them together? 
 
Whitney Singleton stated I don’t really care so long they are both adjourn to August 10th. 
 

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

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

Road 
PB2020-299, SBL 80.44-1-1 
Site Plan and Special Use Permit 

 
Continued Public Hearing 
 
Ms. Pickard stated great, so I’ll make the motion to adjourn to August 10th both SCS Sarles Street, 
LLC II and Homeland Towers. 
 
Mr. Vigliotti seconded the motion. 
 
Ms. Pickard stated thank you, any discussion?  Great, Michelle? 
 
UPON ROLL CALL VOTE: 
 
Ms. Pickard  - aye 
Mr. Vigliotti  - aye 
Mr. Polese  - aye 
Mr. McGuirk  - aye 
Ms. Roppolo   - aye 
 
The motion carried by a vote of 5 to 0. 
 

D. The Park (ShopRite Expansion) – 333 North Bedford Road 
PB2018-0365, SBL 69.50-2-1 
Site Plan, Special Use Permit, Change of Use, Subdivision, Steep Slopes 

 
Mr. Stephen Spina of JMC was present via Zoom to represent the application. 
 
Chairman Bainlardi stated okay, thank you.  Okay, so then that brings us to our first matter under the 
formal application, this is The Park ShopRite expansion 333 North Bedford Road, this is an extension 
request, just pulling up the actual request to see if there was a specific date that was requested. 
 
Mr. Miley stated six months. 
 
Chairman Bainlardi stated six months, okay, great.  And that is in line with what this Board has been 
granting in the past.  So this is, to confirm, as we would have confirmed during the work session, the 
request is timely? 
 
Jan Johannessen stated yes, the approval was granted January 12, 2021 filed with the Village Clerk March 
5, 2021, so the date would go from the March 5th date, so it’s timely. 
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Chairman Bainlardi stated March 5th.  And… 
 
Jan Johannessen stated you can extend from the January 12th, its timely because the resolution was filed on 
the 5th of March. 
 
Chairman Bainlardi stated so I’m sorry, Jan, the six months extension will run from when? 
 
Jan Johannessen stated January 12th.  So it should be extended to January 12, 2022. 
 
Chairman Bainlardi stated extended to January 12th. 
 
Jan Johannessen stated yes. 
 
Chairman Bainlardi stated so I will make the motion for The Park ShopRite expansion 333 North Bedford 
Road, that we grant an extension of the approvals to January 12, 2022. 
 
Mr. Polese stated I’ll second that motion. 
 
Ms. Roppolo stated Tuesday is the 11th, does that matter?  The Tuesday date? 
 
Chairman Bainlardi stated no. 
 
The Secretary stated who second? 
 
Mr. Spina stated Chairman? Sorry, this is Steve Spina from JMC, the site engineer.  Hello, hi, I just wanted 
to give a brief update on the project and also just if I may make, possibly request a few edits to the 
resolution.  It’s relative to we’re working through obtaining the permits from the outside agencies, 
everything is going fine, we have, we’re experiencing a little bit of delay with the DOT, we are required to 
provide them some permanent easements for some of the DOT improvements that happen to be on some of 
the property, some of the lots and they’re requiring that easements be provided and that is taking longer 
than expected.  They’ve, we’ve been trying to explain to them how we have, we would like to get the 
project started and we don’t our approvals to expire but the DOT has taken a pretty strong stance on you 
know, indicating that it’s going to take them some time to process the easements and so we’ve been told 
that it could take as much as 8 to 9 months from now, so you know, the way that the resolution is currently 
constituted it requires the DOT approval of a highway work permit before the plans can signed off by the 
Board.  So we would in effect be coming back again in six months based on what the DOT is telling us for 
another extensions.  And so I guess, our question is, I guess number one is it possible to extend it farther, a 
longer extension because of what we know.  Or to possibly amend a couple of lines in the resolution, 
instead of requiring the full DOT highway work permit prior to signature on the plans, if we could get the 
Stage II highway work permit approval, which the DOT breaks it up into three stages, stage two is there 
technical review and stage three is the final part.  And that is where they’re just processing paperwork 
which involves these easements and that’s the part that we’ve been told its going to take a long time, sorry 
to interrupt but I wanted to bring that up and see if that’s something we can talk about. 
 
Chairman Bainlardi stated I think recently. 
 
Mr. Spina stated and this, sorry… 
 
Chairman Bainlardi stated on another application and I’m just throwing this out there, it may have been 
actually at the last meeting, maybe the meeting prior to that, I think that we actually granted more than a six 
month extension given the circumstances for another, that was presented by another applicant.  I can’t 
recall which one it was specifically, I think we have the authority to do so and given the information we can 
consider that and I just open it up to the Board.  It may be simpler to do that than to start revising or 
amending resolutions.  So Whitney, do you have, what are your thoughts? 
 
Whitney Singleton stated I, you took words right out of my mouth, I’d rather it see it extended for a longer 
period of time than to be shooting from the hip on a Tuesday night with such a long agenda without the 
resolution being in front of me in a word format.  I think it makes more sense to, I don’t care if you approve 
it for a year, I don’t think we should start making changes to it now unless there is an amended application. 
 
Chairman Bainlardi stated there are a number of things that still have to happen that they still have to 
satisfy.  I have no problem with extending it for a year, if the Board is in agreement.  So if that’s the case, 
then I amend my motion and just to be clear, which approval are we extending here?  Is this only site plan 
or is this… 
 
Jan Johannessen stated it would be all of them, site plan, special permit, change of use permit, steep slopes. 
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Chairman Bainlardi stated yup, all of them.  Okay, so I amend my motion to grant a one year extension, 
so this would go out to June 12, 2022 for the Park ShopRite Expansion, 333 North Bedford Road, site 
plan, special use permit, change of use, subdivision and steep slopes.  Do I have a second? 
 
Mr. Polese seconded the motion. 
 
Chairman Bainlardi stated any discussion?  No?  Michelle… 
 
UPON ROLL CALL VOTE: 
 
Mr. Bainlardi  - aye 
Mr. Polese  - aye 
Ms. Pickard  - aye 
Mr. Vigliotti  - aye 
Mr. McGuirk  - aye 
Ms. Roppolo   - aye 
 
The motion carried by a vote of 6 to 0. 
 
Chairman Bainlardi stated okay, alright Stephen. 
 
Mr. Spina stated thank you very much. 
 
Chairman Bainlardi stated thank you, have a good night. 
 
Mr. Spina stated have a good night, thank you. 
 
Chairman Bainlardi stated next matter Timber Ridge, Timber Ridge Road, site plan and steep slopes 
permit. 
 
Jan Johannessen stated Mr. Chairman, should that have been July.  From January 12th to… 
 
Chairman Bainlardi stated yeah, it probably should have been.   
 
Jan Johannessen stated do you want to keep the June date? 
 
Chairman Bainlardi stated it’s fine. 
 
Jan Johannessen stated okay. 
 

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

 
Mr. Ralph Alfonzetti was present to represent the application. 
 
Chairman Bainlardi stated thank you.  Sorry about that, Timber Ridge, this is a matter of site plan and steep 
slopes that’s been before the Board for quite some time.  We have a draft resolution for consideration by 
the Board.  We had closed out the public hearing on this and authorized the drafting of the resolution.  I see 
you’re here for the applicant. 
 
Mr. Alfonzetti stated for the record, Ralph Alfonzetti, the engineer. For the record, Ralph Alfonzetti, I’m 
the engineer for the applicant for the project.  John summed it up, we were here in August, October and 
December of 2020.  We had a site walk, I believe the Board had a site walk, we also opened and closed a 
public hearing, in December we were told we had to go to the Zoning Board to amend Zoning Board 
approval, that was done in June and we’re back here at the Planning Board for approval, hopefully. 
 
Chairman Bainlardi stated oaky, so during the work session we discussed the fact that some drainage work 
is being performed at the site currently, it’s been determined that its, the work that’s being performed 
requires a permit, may require or may not require site plan approval to be determined.  A stop work order 
has been in place by the Building Department.  We discussed this during work session, needless to say 
we’re not pleased with the fact that work is being done yet again at this site.  Given the fact that we’ve been 
down this road on numerous occasions over the last couple of years, it’s really disconcerting to say the 
least.  We discussed as a Board to what extent we were going to consider not acting on the resolution this 
evening.  We’ve determined that that’s not the course that we’re going to take but I think it would be 
warranted, honestly.  I don’t think it gets us anywhere from the standpoint of what we’re going to act on 
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this evening has been vetted and is acceptable to the Board but this kind of action, it can’t continue.  You’re 
now, the applicant is now dealing with the Building Department, you know, there’s going to be some pain 
there that I think has been self-inflicted but there’s also some facts just to determine as to exactly what the 
scope of the work is and what permits if any are required.  We’re certain that there’s going to be permit 
required.  What we’ve discussed as a Board is adding a condition to this pending resolution that any work 
that is being performed will need to be fully vetted to the satisfaction of the Building Department and the 
Village Engineer.  If a building permit is required then that will be the course that the applicant will have to 
pursue, if it’s determined that the applicant needs to come back before the Planning Board, they may need 
to do that.  But if the, by adding this condition you should be able, the applicant should be able to work 
through with Staff and with the Building Department, with Anthony’s office to provide whatever’s 
necessary from an engineering standpoint to address the drainage repairs or any additional work that 
they’re preforming.  
 
Mr. Alfonzetti stated just for the record, I learned of the drainage work that was going, today, probably 
around 11:00, something around then.  I don’t know what has been done, what’s proposed to be done, I’ll 
work through that with Anthony and Peter and get to the bottom of it.  And I didn’t put a shovel in the 
ground, for the record, also. 
 
Chairman Bainlardi stated understood. Does anyone else want to add anything before we move on to look 
at the resolution?  Alright, Jan could you… 
 
Mr. McGuirk stated I was going to ask, the condition you were going to put on would be that nothing 
would start with our approval, the work that we are going to approve, if the work that had been done and 
has now been stopped, kind of had a bearing on that or changed anything that we decide in this resolution?  
I just want to understand what the… 
 
Chairman Bainlardi stated yes and we can talk through more specifically what we’d like to have, exactly 
how we’d like to have that read.  I think what you’ve just indicated is if the work has an impact, a material 
impact on what we’re approving that is one consideration.  The other consideration here is that whatever 
work they have begun, either has to be abandoned and remediated or they have to apply for a permit and 
they have to provide to our Village Engineer and to our Building Department, whatever is necessary to 
support that application. 
 
Mr. McGuirk stated so this will happen after significant inspections and meetings to agree that everything 
has been met before what we are approving can begin. 
 
Chairman Bainlardi stated right.  We’re basically allowing that engineering review to be conducted to the 
approval and satisfaction of our consultant.  Jan, if you want to take us through. 
 
Jan Johannessen stated this is an application for amended site plan approval and steep slopes permit for 
Timber Ridge Condominiums.  The applicant or the applications involves the installation of retaining walls, 
steps and related site work to the rear of units one through five, including a landscaped bed of gravel at the 
rear of unit one.  The installation of retaining walls and associated grading located between the access drive 
in units 25 through 28.  The installation of a landscaped bed of gravel to the rear of units nine through 
twelve and the installation of two deciduous trees to the rear of units 30 and 31.  The application has been 
before the Board on several occasions, the Board held a public hearing which was opened and closed on 
October 9th.  There was review memos prepared by the Building Inspector, my office and the Village 
Engineer.  The resolution makes references to those memos, there was a referral made to Westchester 
County Planning on January 27th in accordance with Section 239-M of the General Muncipal Law.  The 
application, the applicant did appear before the Zoning Board of Appeals and received amended approval 
from the ZBA, I just need the date from Whitney on that resolution, I did receive a draft copy of the 
resolution but I need the executed date. 
 
Whitney Singleton stated I don’t know when the Chairman signed off on that Jan.  We’ll have to get that 
from Michelle or Peter. 
 
Jan Johannessen stated so Type II action under SEQRA, the resolution makes reference to the plans that 
were submitted by Ralph Alfonzetti.  The Zoning Board of Appeals included a condition in their resolution 
which I have reiterated in condition number two, which deals with the preservation of a tree that was, that 
had been proposed to be removed between, to the rear of units 25 through 28.  The Board asked that that 
tree be saved, the applicant thought that they could revise the plan to accomplish that, so I have just 
repeated that language that is in the Zoning Board resolution as condition number two.  The rest of the 
conditions are fairly straight forward, I took a crack at drafting some language relative to the drainage 
work, it could read something along the lines as any unauthorized drainage work shall cease until same has 
been designed and permitted to the satisfaction of the Village Engineer and Building Inspector, any 
material resulting from the drainage work on the site plan shall require amended site plan approval as 
determined by the Building Inspector. 
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Chairman Bainlardi stated thank you.  Before we go any further into the resolution, I did want to just 
acknowledge receipt for the record, of a letter dated July 8, 2021 from Karen Schleimer, not in her capacity 
as Trustee of the Village but as a resident of Timber Ridge, 9 Timber Ridge.  She did supplement her 
previous letters in requesting that we consider requiring that the natural ground cover try to be utilized 
behind some of the units.  That is not the applicant’s request but I did want to acknowledge the 
correspondence and that will be part of the record.  Okay, Ralph, do you have any questions, comments, 
concerns, regarding the resolution as drafted? 
 
Mr. Alfonzetti stated no. 
 
Chairman Bainlardi stated so the provision we’re going to add here, do we want to try to get something 
kind of drafted here, what do you suggest? 
 
Jan Johannessen stated I can reread what I had.  Any unauthorized drainage work shall cease until same has 
been designed and permitted to the satisfaction of the Village Engineer and Building Inspector, any 
material resulting from the drainage work on the site plan shall require amended site plan approval as 
determined by the Building Inspector. 
 
Chairman Bainlardi stated I think that works.  Whitney, are you good with that? 
 
Whitney Singleton stated I’m fine with it. 
 
Chairman Bainlardi stated okay, any questions, comments from the Board? 
 
Mr. Polese stated do we have to factor in any other hidden surprises about other projects yet to be known or 
unknown? 
 
Chairman Bainlardi stated that’s sarcasm. 
 
Whitney Singleton stated now, I just identify for the Board, generally speaking and not specific to this 
application but when an applicant is in violation of their site plan of record, you have within your Board’s 
ability the discretion to not entertain any applications for that work until the site has been remediated.  So if 
you so choose, you can refuse to entertain applications until the work is corrected.  It’s not just a matter of 
pulling out a permit or getting approval after the fact, if your Board is tired of this going on, you can simply 
refuse to entertain the application. 
 
Chairman Bainlardi stated thank you for stating that clearly for the record.  I think the Board is aware that 
we have that tool in our tool kit.  You know, speak now or forever hold your peace but I think that we’ve 
made a determination to proceed the way we’re proceeding, I think we’re on the record, we’re not happy 
with this. And honestly, when I first heard about it today, I threw, it’s difficult to get me rattled and upset 
with people but you know there’s really no legitimate excuse for this and Ralph, I know you weren’t aware 
of what was going on, but please send a clear message that we’re not going to play this game again.  We 
want to get the work done here that we’ve worked hard to get to a good place with legalizing your site plan 
and allowing you to perform the improvements, the applicant to perform the improvements that they’re 
looking to do.  And we’re, generally as a Board, I think we are pleased any time an applicant is making 
improvements to their property, so we like to see that but you know, more of this ask for forgiveness is not 
going to be tolerated by this Board going forward.  And I will throw my hands in the air at that point, I 
can’t help, just for the record. 
 
Mr. Vigliotti stated John, should we put your comments in writing?  We’re stating it, it’s on the record 
here, I think the applicant in this case, Timber Ridge, I think they need to read exactly what we’re thinking 
because this has happened three or four times over the last year or so. 
 
Chairman Bainlardi stated we can ask Counsel to draft something concise, Whitney, that articulates what 
we’ve just told the applicant. 
 
Whitney Singleton stated with regard to this resolution or with regard to future? 
 
Chairman Bainlardi stated just a letter for the file that we formally send. 
 
Whitney Singleton stated yeah, I’ll be happy to draft something for your review. 
 
Chairman Bainlardi stated okay, so with that, if there are no other questions or comments on the resolution, 
I’m going to make the motion bear with me for just a second, I apologize.  I’m going to make a motion 
that we approve the resolution for Timber Ridge site plan and steep slopes permit, PB202-0400, 
section, block and lot 80.73-1-8. Do I have a second on the motion? 
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Ms. Pickard second the motion. 
 
Chairman Bainlardi stated thank you Crystal.  Any comments, any further discussion?  Michelle… 
 
UPON ROLL CALL VOTE: 
 
Mr. Bainlardi  - aye 
Ms. Pickard  - aye 
Mr. Polese  - aye 
Mr. Vigliotti  - aye 
Mr. McGuirk  - aye 
Ms. Roppolo   - aye 
 
The motion carried by a vote of 6 to 0. 
 
Chairman Bainlardi stated thank you. 
 
Mr. Alfonzetti stated thank you, I will make it clear to my client that he should not do this anymore. 
 
Chairman Bainlardi stated thank you.  Have a good night Ralph.  Okay, next matter, Crown Castle, 1 
Mountain Avenue Site Plan.  Do we have anyone here appearing for the applicant? 
 

F. Crown Castle – 1 Mountain Avenue 
SBL 69.56-4-6 & 7 
Site Plan 

 
Mr. David Kenny of Snyder & Snyder was present to represent the application. 
 
Mr. Kenny stated hi, I’m here through Zoom.  I am David Kenny, I’m an attorney with Snyder & Snyder 
on behalf of the applicant, Crown Castle.  If I could be given sharing capabilities, I’d just like to go over 
the small change that was made to the plans since the Planning Board has issued the site plan.  There was 
some discussion about what exactly that change was in the application and if you give me the sharing 
function, I can be able to do that.  I see I have that now.  Just for a brief recap, this is the second meeting 
with this Board for the applicant’s re-approval application.  The applicant had applied previously for 
special permit and site plan approval to replace the existing wireless telecommunications facility at 1 
Mountain Avenue, most of the project has been completed, the new pole is up, AT&T, T-Mobile and MTA 
have installed their equipment.  However, last year Verizon had delayed it’s installation and further 
complications of 2020 caused further delays, so now the applicant is back here before the Board for a re-
approval of the application but at the last meeting, it was shown that there was a little bit of a change in the 
equipment, just the types of antennas have changed and there is always what is known as multi-, hybrid 
displacement, distribution boxes, excuse me.  They are essentially surge protectors but if I can just show 
the plans, I’m going to show right now, the actual approved site plan, just to show again that confirmation 
of the antennas are the same number and also that the actual mounting is not any more intrusive, it’s 
actually a smaller amount, it’s closer to the face of the monopole than previously.  Just going down to 
Verizon’s equipment, this is the approved site plan that was approved by the Planning Board. So this is the 
Verizon configuration that was approved by the Planning Board, as you can see there were six antennas 
that were approved and then these units right here that are on the back of the antennas, there are remote 
radio heads, they are RRH’s, there are six of them proposed as well.  And so again, this is the site plan 
approval that was previously approved and that was the Verizon design in 2019.  The only difference now, 
I’m pulling up the new plans that required the wireless consultant to give a re-review of the design of the 
facility, the only change now is again these hybrid distribution boxes have been included on the face of the 
monopole.  And again, the cables come out of these, Mr. Musso maybe can give a better definition of 
exactly their function but they are essentially surge protectors and they distribute the cables and there is one 
for each sector of the antennas.  But as was previously stated, this isn’t a substantial change and the 
Building Department did review whether or not this equipment would substantially effect the structural 
capacity of the facility and was found not to, that the structure capacity does exist within the facility to 
support this additional load.  Previously the antennas were five feet across and the mounts were about 
fourteen and one inch across, now they are about four foot nine inches across and that from total width 
they’re twelve feet eleven inches across, so if anything, they’re actually shorter amounts that are closer to 
the face, so it’s a less, it’s a less than change, it’s not a greater impact, it’s actually a lesser impact with the 
new mounts.  I know there is a question whether or not the new mounts would be further away from the 
face of the tower and the design shows that’s actually closer to the face of the tower.  We also have 
received the updated memo from the Village’s wireless consultant, discussing the proposed, I guess the 
current conditions sketch map, we’ll call it.  We’re still having people go out in the field to do an exact 
survey, we do have a very rough draft sketch map that I can share with the Board right now.  Essentially 
what we have right here is the landscaping as was previously stated, there may be some landscaping that we 
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did install but there may be some trees that hadn’t taken root or are in need of replacement.  The applicant 
is willing to replace any trees and we do note that this is likely on an ongoing project as landscaping require 
ongoing maintenance.  So if in the future there are any further trees that are found or [inaudible] need a 
replacement, we’re absolutely going to replace any landscaping that’s required by the site plan approval.  
Also, it was noted that there is some existing trenches that are open, the tranches that are open at the facility 
are really trenches that are required to be still open because we still have either cabling to be going through 
or as we’ve noted in the previous meetings, there’s still some final inspections that need to be done for this 
facility so those trenchings need to be remaining open until the final inspections.  So as soon as Verizon is 
completing its installation, the trenching will be closer and will be filled, of course after we receive a final 
inspection and approval of that inspection.  Again, we’ve also reviewed the suggested conditions of 
approval regarding the timelines for final inspections and as-built, we have no objections to any of those 
conditions of approval.  I believe we are on the same page with the Village on this, where we would like to 
get this project approved and built as fast as possible. 
 
Chairman Bainlardi stated thank you.  Peter, before I ask Mike Musso to just summarize for us his, he did 
two comprehensive memos for our Board.  Would you just give any update you want to provide at this 
point as far as for the record, we did discuss it during work session. 
 
Mr. Miley stated yes, we discussed during the work session the current condition of the site, from my first 
inspection and I did another inspection about two weeks ago, there’s been substantial improvement.  There 
is still some items that need to be corrected as far as some junk and some concrete and some other items.  
David already noted that the landscaping needs to be re-planted and we agree and some of the other items 
like the electrical conduits and the trenches, they’ll need to be filled once finished and some of the other 
electrical service boxes need to be straightened and plum.  So at the end of the day, before we delve into 
Mr. Musso’s memo, the site is going to appear as approved on the permitted site plan. 
 
Chairman Bainlardi stated thank you.  Mike, we appreciate the work you put in here, we do have two 
comprehensive memos.  I’m going to ask you to maybe give us the brief overview and your ultimate 
conclusion which I think is, concurs with what the applicant has just presented. 
 
Mr. Musso stated yeah, Mr. Chair and members of the Board, thank you very much for having me here.  
I’m not looking the other way but I’m looking on my screen to give you the Reader’s Digest condensed 
version.  So, right I guide you to our June 17th and follow up to an applicant submittal, our July 8th memo 
which you have.  Within those, there’s some summary tables from the initial site plan approval and you 
know, my focused areas were compliance, I’ve been aware of the construction since that approval but with 
the site plan extension application, I wanted to really get a grasp of the compliance moving forward with 
construction.  You’ve heard plenty from Peter on the status of everything and I have trouble giving a 
percent complete but by the fact that the replacement pole is in, the old pole is down and three of the four 
entities are on, there’s been a lot of work accomplished at the site.  There is certainly cleanup, as Peter has 
noted over time, and in working with the applicant since their application in March, in all I’m satisfied with 
moving forward with a resolution to grant an extension.  I did layout a number of conditions and more or 
less that would be time frames to guide the applicant and the Village to anticipate what and when things 
need to be submitted.  So if you go all the way back to the 2019 approval, you know there’s a number of 
things in there regarding construction and final building permits, certificates of occupancy, a couple things 
are a punch list for construction.  So we all understand what’s going on, we have some nice weather now, 
we’re coming out of Covid, knock on wood, what I had laid out, I feel is very reasonable and the applicant 
said tonight that Crown is agreeable to that.  Still more work to do at the site but I feel putting these 
conditions in is smart and I think it will protect the Village and really see the project out as Peter noted, so 
that it’s fully compliant with site plan conditions.  My first of the two memos does give you some side by 
side of that Verizon change and that is correct what you heard from Peter and from the applicant rep.  The 
actual Verizon array has changed, is a little more condensed rather than wider condensed, there are two 
models of antennas, versus the 2019 that were reviewed.  And I just want to know for the Board, in my 
capacity working for municipalities, that’s not very unusual.  We have worked on tower sites where there’s 
two, three, or four conceptual co-locators on it and with construction and timing, some of those co-locators 
come in and say wait a minute, things have changed, we want to swap out the antenna that you saw a 
couple years ago when you first reviewed it.  So that’s not anything too unusual and I’m really not 
surprised that Verizon would have come back, at the rate we see upgrades for existing cell sites and 
equipment, it’s happening rapidly.  What I will say is that I have confirmed that it doesn’t constitute a 
substantial change in my mind and what do I mean by that, in terms of the site plan approval number one, 
but also in terms of the FCC, remember there’s Federal regulations about what constitutes a substantial 
change to a cell site.  So I think they are compliant, HDR, my compadres here helped me look back at the 
structural assessments and we did quite a bit of that during the building permit phase of the work and the 
equipment that is being changed or added, it’s not going to effect the overall capacity of what’s been 
designed for.  We do ask for final structural certifications and like I said, a final as-built when all the 
violations are resolved, the landscaping, the trenches are filled in and when everybody is up and running.  
So, if there’s no other questions about, I’ll just conclude to say I’m satisfied with the response to the few 
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specifc questions we had on the application and I would suggest that the conditions are something that the 
Board should consider, just helping the Building Department see this all out in the future. 
 
Chairman Bainlardi stated does anyone have any questions for Michael?  No?  Alright, so this I think 
started off as an extension request, it’s from a procedural standpoint its actually a re-approval, as we 
discussed during the work session, we’re going to authorize our Planner to go ahead and draft a resolution 
for the next meeting and include those conditions as have been suggested by our consultants.  Jan, anything 
else procedural that I’m missing here or that’s pretty much the next step right? 
 
Jan Johannessen stated yup, that’s fine, I’ll have it prepared for the next meeting. 
 
Chairman Bainlardi stated okay, so that’s August 10th, we’ll look to see you back then to close this out and 
thank you for continuing to advance the site and get things cleaned up and get this to a conclusion. 
 
Mr. Miley stated Chairman, can I just add one thing? 
 
Chairman Bainlardi stated yes, Peter. 
 
Mr. Miley stated we don’t need to issue a permit for cleanup and site maintenance, landscaping, they can 
start that right away if they so choose. 
 
Chairman Bainlardi stated sure. 
 
Mr. Kenny stated I will instruct the applicant to do so and also in the spirit of moving this forward, while 
we’re waiting for the resolution to be formally adopted, can we also file any applications necessary for a 
building permit to at least begin on that review, noting that a permit can’t be issued until actual resolution 
has been signed. 
 
Chairman Bainlardi stated alright, okay.  Thank you. 
 
Mr. Kenny stated thank you. 
 
Chairman Bainlardi stated take care now.  Alright, what are we up to next, my computer went to sleep. 
Okay, we’re up to ARC Westchester, 699 Main Street, site plan and steep slopes.  Who is here for that 
applicant?  I see Rich… 
 

G. ARC Westchester – 699 Main Street 
PB2020-0405, SBL 80.72-4-19 
Site Plan and Steep Slopes 

 
Mr. Rich Williams of Insite Engineering, Ms. Dawn McKenzie of Insite Engineering and Mr. Ian Mueller 
were present. 
 
Mr. Williams stated good evening, Rich Williams, Insite Engineering and I have Ian Mueller, the project 
architect with me. 
 
Chairman Bainlardi stated good evening.  Okay, so we discussed this matter during work session, Rich, I’m 
going to ask you to take us through, briefly, through any updates to the plans to your current submission 
and then we’ll delve into the resolution. 
 
Mr. Williams stated sure, I’ll share my screen now, everyone should be able to see the site plan.  Since we 
were last before you, the Board asked us to have a meeting with the neighbors, as the Board remembers you 
closed the public hearing when we were before you in April or May and there was still some concerns 
about the southern property line in what we were doing.  On May 24th, ARC did meet with the neighbors 
and that resulted in several plan changes.  First, we did have a series of evergreens and shade trees along 
this property line, they have all been converted to evergreens, that was done at the request of the neighbors.  
And in addition, four of those evergreens were also changed to green giant arborvitaes and the install height 
of those increased to nine feet and that was done again in concert with the neighbors, knowing that 
arborvitae are a slightly faster growing species than the evergreens but we are still going to provide a mix 
of evergreens and arborvitae.  In addition, we also coordinated the fencing material that we’re going to 
install along the property line, we are going to proposed a vinyl, cedar style, tongue in groove fence.  Other 
things that were provided in this submissions, our vehicle queueing plan which was one of the comments 
that was requested, or asked of us.  It shows that we can queue approximately 14 cars and the idea there 
was to make sure that we have enough queueing area along the existing driveway to ensure that we’re not 
queueing around the parking lot.  One of the other things I do want to just touch on that I heard in the work 
session was talk about curbing.  Right now, there’s concrete curbing that comes into the site that’s part of 
the DOT entrance and we also have concrete curb proposed that’s going to start here and continue up the 
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site, we do have drainage structures being installed, they’re going to catch much of the runoff that currently 
just comes down the driveway.  And it was asked if we could maybe consider or the comment was made 
during the work session about installing curbing along this missing section, this is Google Street view 
imagery from this year, you can see there is a pretty good grade change in here.  We spent a lot of time 
during our application process talking about these existing oak trees along the entrance drive.  We had an 
arborist come out, our arborist who maintains these trees pretty much annually, who provided us a report 
that said these trees are near the end of their life, that they are doing routine maintenance to try to keep 
them healthy but they have continually seen decline in the canopy.  I don’t want to revisit these oak trees, 
we are committed to keeping them, we do not have a problem keeping them but when we talk about 
curbing up and along this area, if our goal is to really keep these oak trees, please do not make me put in a 
burb along this area.  I am afraid that we will do more damage than good to the root system, if the trees are 
already stressed, we certainly don’t want to change their condition, I agree with some of the comments 
about just a curb, bringing it up 6 inches to this line, may look a little bit more aesthetically pleasing but if 
our goal is to really keep these trees, we weren’t planning on redoing this area, its an increased budget for 
us, which is a concern because we’re already feeling budget constraints but my fear is that we would do 
damage to these trees and for the amount of time we spent talking about keeping them, that concerns me.  
Now, the reason I say that is if we want to match the curbing on site, which is concrete cubing, we typically 
dig about 12 to 18 inches below grade to install the curb.  There is no way we’re not going to encounter the 
roots, so an alternative curbing such as asphalt could be dropped on top of the existing blacktop, what you 
do si you put down an adhesive, that curing typically wears out a lot faster, especially under plowing 
conditions because it literally just sticks to the asphalt, it isn’t bonded in.  So, you know I think over time 
its going to be a maintenance issue, often when you see that type of curb, you see that it has chunks missing 
every couple of years, it’s an ongoing maintenance concern and candidly, it’s not going to match the rest of 
the curbing.  You know, the benefit of curbing is really to train pre-flow lines, or train stormwater to go 
where you want it to go, we don’t have that issue based on the grades on either side of this driveway.  So 
again, if the Board would please consider it, I think we’ll do a lot more damage with this curbing 
installation then we will good.  The other comment I heard was, as part of outside agency approval, 
reaching out to the New York State DOT, obviously as an applicant, we are hesitant to reach out to any 
agency that doesn’t have jurisdiction over this project but I do understand where Mr. Oliveri is coming 
from and if that is something that the Board will require us to do, I do understand where he’s coming from 
in asking us to do that. 
 
Chairman Bainlardi stated Rich, if I could just interrupt you for a second.  If you keep that photo up, I think 
that when you see the drive aisle from this view, it’s reasonably wide and because the trees are so, close 
enough to that edge and you have that change in grade, I think it’s unlikely that we’re going to have the 
situation where any keeling is going to take place off the macadam, which I think also helps in the final 
analysis to avoid impacts to those trees, just my observation from what we’re seeing here in the photo. 
 
Mr. Williams stated so that’s essentially what we updated since we’ve been before you.  We know there is 
a draft resolution, we’ve reviewed it and we don’t have comments on the conditions. 
 
Chairman Bainlardi stated good.  Does anyone have any questions or comments at this point before we get 
into the resolution? No?  Jan, if you’ll take us through the draft and that will help, that will also help as the 
same time to kind of summarize where we’ve been procedurally on this project. 
 
Jan Johannessen stated this is a negative declaration of significance, site plan approval and a steep slopes 
permit for ARC Westchester, 699 Main Street.  The resolution has a number of whereas clauses that 
describe the property and the proposed action and it goes through the and quantifies the steep slope 
disturbance associated with the steep slopes permit.  Makes reference to the submitted business plan, it 
goes through that it’s a permitted use in the underlying OG Zoning District, it makes reference to the 
County referral to Westchester County Planning Board and the County’s response letter dated November 
20, 2020 and the Board considered those comments and had the applicant provide written responses to 
those comments.  It is an Unlisted Action under SEQRA, the applicant submitted a short environmental 
assessment form dated October 20, 2020, the project will require coverage under the DEC SPDES General 
Permit for stormwater discharges.  They’ve prepared a stormwater pollution prevention plan, public 
hearings were held, opened on January 12, 2021, adjourned and re-opened to March 9th and adjourned to 
and reopened and closed on April 13th, subject to a 10 day written comment period.  It makes reference to 
the architectural plans that were submitted, floor plans and elevations, it goes through some SEQRA 
findings, outlines all the plans that were submitted and will become the record site plan drawings.  The first 
condition with a series of conditions to be satisfied prior to the signing of the site plan, includes outside 
agency approvals, including the ARB and DEC SPDES General permit, I would include the DOT as 
determined necessary or as applicable in condition number one, as discussed.  The vehicles queueing plan 
was submitted as a sketch, we, condition two talks about incorporating that plan into the plan set.  
Condition three talks about the privacy fence which was discussed and agreed up with the neighbors, they 
have an actual construction detail of that fence in the plan set.  The remainder of the conditions are pretty 
straight forward and customary until we get to the other conditions that get into some operational items.  
Condition twenty-three speaks about lighting and that’s really a condition that was taken verbatim off the 
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applicant’s lighting plan after discussions with the Board as to the intensity of the light and when it would 
be turned on and off and security lighting, that type of thing.  Condition 24, reiterates that vehicle queueing 
is to take place on the main driveway between Main Street and the building and not within the upper 
parking lot.  Twenty-five talks about the overnight parking of fleet vehicles and that any fleet vehicle 
parking is to be conducted in the lower parking lot, not the proposed upper parking lot to reduce impacts on 
neighbors.  That’s really it, the rest of the conditions are pretty customary. 
 
Chairman Bainlardi stated does anybody have any questions or comments?  Alright, so before we act on 
this, I would just like to say you know, this is an application that is a commercial piece of property in close 
proximity to a residential neighborhood and that had the potential for there to be some conflicts and some 
issues.  I appreciate both the way the neighbors in this instance conducted themselves in presenting their 
concerns to this Board and then being reasonable and working with the applicant. And conversely, I think 
the applicant did a very good job and its consultants, of listening to the comments and the concerns of the 
neighbors and from, and those expressed by members of Board and were responsive to those.  And I think 
in the end, we ended up with a site plan that again is not perfect, I’m sure there are neighbors who would 
prefer to see nothing happen here but also neighbors who understand and respect that there are other 
property owners who have certain property rights and the right to use their property in conformace with the 
law. And I think we struck a good balance across the Board, so I just wanted to say that for the record.  
With that, if there’s nothing else I will make a motion that we approve the site plan and steep slopes 
permit for ARC Westchester, 699 Main Street, PB 2020-0405, section block and lot 80.72-4-19.  So I 
have a second on the motion? 
 
Mr. Vigliotti stated I’ll second that. 
 
Chairman Bainlardi stated thank you, Ralph.  Any question or discussion on the motion? Michelle… 
 
UPON ROLL CALL VOTE: 
 
Mr. Bainlardi  - aye 
Mr. Vigliotti  - aye 
Mr. Pickard  - aye 
Mr. Polese  - aye 
Mr. McGuirk  - aye 
Ms. Roppolo   - aye 
 
The motion carried by a vote of 6 to 0. 
 
Chairman Bainlardi stated thank you.  Alright, good luck to you with the construction and look forward to 
seeing you again in the future. 
 
Mr. Williams stated thank you very much. 
 
Mr. Mueller stated thank you. 
 
Mr. Williams stated good night. 
 
Chairman Bainlardi stated Captain Lawrence Brewing, oh sorry, I skipped Crecco. 
 

H. The Crecco Companies (Bagnato) – 215 (205) Lexington Avenue  
PB2016-0328, SBL 80-32-4-6  
Site Plan 

 
Mr. Ralph Alfonzetti of Alfonzetti Engineering and Mr. Kory Salomone of Zarin & Steinmetz. 
 
Chairman Bainlardi stated the Crecco Companies, Bagnato 215 (205) Lexington Avenue site plan. They’re 
setting up, okay.  While we’re waiting for the applicant to setup their presentation, Jan, why don’t you just 
give us the quick overview of where we are with this application. 
 
Jan Johannessen stated certainly, this is an application, site plan application that was before the Board for a 
period of time, the Planning Board issued a negative declaration of significance and site plan approval with 
conditions on March 9, 2021.  One of the conditions was that the applicant obtain any necessary variances 
from the Zoning Board of Appeals.  The applicant appeared before the Zoning Board discussed all the 
variances of course but it seemed to be that and I’ll let the applicant speak to this, that the Zoning Board 
was desiring some additional parking spaces.  There is a parking space variance as a result of conversations 
with the ZBA and the ZBA’s review, the applicant has increased the number of parking spaces from 10 to 
12.  Thereby reducing the variance, that came with it some modifications to the site plan of course, the 
building has shifted towards the property line, the front property line and Lexington Avenue by 2 ½ feet 
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and there has been an increase in the amount of, the reduction in the amount of greenspace in the amount of 
188 square feet, I believe.  And I’ll just note, I thought the calculations that potentially could be an error, I 
thought I counted a 126 square foot reduction, the applicant had 188 but there is an increase in the amount 
of impervious surfaces resulting from the additional parking spaces.  The covered walkway that had been 
proposed between the two buildings has also been eliminated to eliminate a building coverage variances.  
So these modifications require amendments to the Planning Board’s site plan approval, the applicant has 
made an application to amend that. 
 
Chairman Bainlardi stated thank you, Jan.  Good evening. 
 
Mr. Salomone stated good evening, Kory Salomone from Zarin & Steinmetz here tonight on behalf of 
Anthony Crecco.  Ralph Alfonzetti, the project engineer is here with me this evening and I believe Mr. 
Crecco is going to join the Zoom.  Jan did a great job, he stole my presentation from, so I know you guys 
are all very familiar with the project, so I won’t belabor the point but we appeared before the Zoning Board 
of Appeals on two separate occasions, on the first occasion, they seemed generally open to, looked 
favorable upon the variances we were requesting, they just asked us if we could tweak out plans a little bit 
to get a few more parking spaces, so we were able to modify the plans to get an additional two spaces as 
Jan pointed out.  That required us to move the building, the townhouse buildings a little bit closer to 
Lexington Avenue and reduce the amount of greenspace and we also in connection with some other 
discussions, removed the covered walkway which eliminate the need for the building coverage variance 
that we had.  So obviously when we amended, made the changes to the site plan, triggered the need for 
amended site plan application and we’re back here before your Board seeking that.  So we are here tonight 
to answer any questions that you may have. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated thank you. So at this point, the status of the ZBA application is they’ve asked you to 
come back here, amend this site plan application before returning to them or… 
 
Mr. Salomone stated we had to re-notice for the ZBA because we noticed for a certain variance and we 
were increasing the front yard setback that we needed.  So we figured as opposed to just staying at the 
Zoning Board of Appeals, since we knew we needed to amend the site plan application. So we decided 
while we were going to have to re-notice that anyway, submit the application to your Board for the 
amendments. 
 
Chairman Bainlardi stated okay, so we did discuss the revisions during the work session, we discussed the 
fact that this site, the history of the review of this site was a balance, trying to achieve some benefits for the 
applicant, trying to assure that we tried to increase some of the greenspace, which we’ve accomplished, 
eliminate a curb cut, there is still some concerns that have been expressed and by members of the Board 
and we discussed those during work session.  I’m just going to open it to the Board now, if anyone has any 
questions or any comments they want to state now, for the record or for otherwise.  Anyone? 
 
Mr. McGuirk stated I’m wondering is there anything in between an, I guess disagreeing with the Zoning 
Board of Appeals or allowing, if sent back to us, is there a fee in lieu of greenspace, I don’t think there is in 
this zone but are there other things we can do?  Can we encourage green roofing, can we achieve the 
greenspace without using the footprint?  Is that something we want to discuss? 
 
Chairman Bainlardi stated well I think you’ve put it other there, I think its open for discussion, I don’t think 
that there’s any kind of, anything within our Code along the lines of a few in lieu of parking that would, 
we’d be able to utilize for purposes of greenspace.  These are gabled roofs, right? 
 
Mr. Salomone stated yes. 
 
Chairman Bainlardi stated I’m not sure… 
 
Mr. McGuirk stated for the commercial building as well? 
 
Mr. Alfonzetti stated we are going to put a gabled roof on it to match. 
 
Mr. McGuirk stated so that’s not a possibility, okay. 
 
Chairman Bainlardi stated I can’t say to you it’s not a possibility.  I think you’ve put it other there, is there 
anything else you guys can consider, any tools in your tool kit that creatively… 
 
Mr. Alfonzetti stated I can’t think of any off the top of my head here, this is not the climate for a turf stone 
where you have grass growing through pavers, you know, one or two winters and that will be ripped up.  So 
I don’t see anything off the top of my… 
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Chairman Bainlardi stated I meant eh reduction is not a large reduction and the tradeoff again as we’ve 
talked about is to pick up these two additional parking spaces and this is, the ZBA’s calculus was maybe a 
little different than our calculus as to where we fell out but I think you know, I think this Board is willing to 
work with the ZBA here, accept their request to try to get there.  So I’ll leave it to you though to think 
about, you know between now and the next time we meet, if there’s anything else you can think of that you 
may be able to offer… 
 
Mr. Vigliotti stated John, I’d like to speak at some point. 
 
Chairman Bainlardi stated sure, sure. Along to address the comment that was just made. 
 
Mr. Alfonzetti stated just something that I know it came up before in the other meetings but we are adding 
greenspace off our site, we’re not including it in our greenspace area but we are adding, we’re taking that 
large curb cut out on Lexington, that’s going to become greenspace and also along Maple, there’s a paved 
area between the road and our building that’s going to become greenspace. 
 
Chairman Bainlardi stated and the Board, we’re aware of that but thank you for raising it again.  Ralph, if 
you have anything… 
 
Mr. Salomone stated you want us to think about it, are you thinking about on-site or pray that we can find 
126 or 188 square feet or whatever it is, off-site to improve? 
 
Chairman Bainlardi stated well I mean, listen, you’re not thinking outside the box, I’m not suggesting that 
you need to go do that but if you’re aware of an opportunity where, you know, I think that would… 
 
Mr. Salomone stated I’m not [inaudible], I know the space is very limited in what we can do, [inaudible] 
150 square feet, that’s it… 
 
Chairman Bainlardi stated yeah. 
 
Mr. Vigliotti stated yeah, no, you’ve made it very limited to what you can do.  I constantly stand tall in my 
representation of the Code and representing the potentially seven residents who live there who will have no 
greenspace, literally no greenspace.  There’s a little patch here and a patch there and a patch there, and they 
might be able to get one or two grills in but we’re creating a little bit of a neighborhood within a 
neighborhood, within this zone and you’ve gained two parking spaces on the back of the, of everything else 
on the site.  So now the building is 2 ½ feet closer to the curb, there’s not buffer, the ten foot buffer 
between you and the next property is now two feet.  The aisle space is not what its supposed to be, if we put 
a couple of pick-up trucks in there, which is not uncommon, they’re going to stick out into the aisle space. 
There’s a lot going on here.  You, we just lost, just like that 188 square feet of greenspace, now yes, we’ve 
managed to find two more parking spaces but we’ve hurt a lot of other pieces on the property.  I have been 
a proponent that seven units is too much, seven units is too much, it’s unfortunate it but it is.  And I know 
we’re trying to lean toward helping to create a different housing situation for that zone but at what point 
have we crossed over the line?  The coverage should be, the maximum development coverage must be 
65%, you’re asking 80.9%, my understanding is you need a variance for that, you’re looking at that 
variance, that’s one of the variances the ZBA will be looking at.  And I guess the other variance is taking 
the ten foot buffer between properties, this is very, very rare and cutting it down to two feet.  It’s very rare, 
it’s not fair to that abutting property owner that you’re going to have your parking lot, it’s not that you have 
a backyard and then you’re taking the buffer away from a backyard, you’re two feet, your parking lot is two 
feet from the next property owner.  Now, I have no idea what’s going to happen with that next piece, okay 
but there’s a parking lot two feet away.  We had a client, we had an applicant and homeowners talking 
about buffers that were twenty or thirty feet with a parking lot situation which was worked out quite nicely.  
So I leave you with that, I want to protect future residents, potential residents that will be there, will kind 
of, what’s their daily life going to be like with this being such a condensed site, there’ll be families in there 
and how is there daily life going to be without some greenspace, greenspace that’s supposed to be there.  So 
I just leave you with that, I’ve said from day one and I’m not a fan of the commercial building overtaking 
what really could be done on that site with the three townhouses.  I like the townhouses, I think they look 
nice, I think they’ll serve their residents quite well but I think you’re asking for too much and I leave you 
with that. 
 
Chairman Bainlardi stated okay, anyone else?  No? Jan, next steps? 
 
Jan Johannessen stated I think the next step would be for the Board to either direct staff to prepare a 
resolution, request a, it’s really up to the Board to determine how to move the amendment forward. 
 
Chairman Bainlardi stated I think that’s what needs to occur here, is we need to bring it to a decision one 
way or the other.  I think that you should draft the amended resolution for consideration by the Board.  If 
you, will you be able to do that for the next meeting? 
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Jan Johannessen stated yes. I just ask that the applicant submit a revised Short Form EAF, if you haven’t 
already. I wasn’t sure if it was included in the last application, not that there’s ben significant project 
changes but there has been some changes. 
 
Mr. Alfonzetti stated okay, no problem. 
 
Chairman Bainlardi stated are there any other things that are missing at this point, Anthony?  Anything you 
need? 
 
Anthony Oliveri stated the only thing would be the applicant’s engineer has to just check the stormwater 
sizing, which they did not do for this submission.  They wanted to see if there would be any changes.  It 
shouldn’t haven’t too much effect but just revise it. 
 
Mr. Alfonzetti stated it’s only an addition of 180 square feet of impervious but we’ll check it. 
 
Anthony Oliveri stated exactly. 
 
Jan Johannessen stated Ralph, how wide is the walkway? 
 
Mr. Alfonzetti stated what was that? 
 
Jan Johannessen stated how wide is the walkway? 
 
Mr. Alfonzetti stated I believe it is 5 feet, for some reason my screen is extremely blurry and I can’t see 
anything, so I can’t verify that. 
 
Jan Johannessen stated okay. 
 
Chairman Bainlardi stated okay, thanks, we’ll see you. 
 
Mr. Salomone stated appreciate your time, have a great evening. 
 

I. Captain Lawrence Brewing Co. - 369 Lexington Avenue 
PB2021-0412, SBL 80.48-4-17 
Site Plan 

 
Mr. Jim Coleman and Mr. Scott Vaccaro, owner, were present. 
 
Chairman Bainlardi stated okay, so now Captain Lawrence Brewing Company, 369 Lexington Avenue site 
plan.  Who is here for the applicant? 
 
Mr. Vaccaro stated Scott Vaccaro, owner of Captain Lawrence Brewing. 
 
Mr. Coleman stated and James Coleman is here too, I’m the architect.  Good evening. 
 
Chairman Bainlardi stated James, I’m going to ask if you’re going to be presenting, why don’t you bring 
the Board up to speed on where we are on this application. 
 
Mr. Coleman stated yes, so I listened in on the work session which is always very helpful and basically 
we’ll be addressing a couple of the issues that came up during the work session, the trailer which we’re 
asking for temporary permission to have on the site as well as some of the screening issues and variances.  
And it might be easiest to quickly run you through the drawings and site conditions, just a second.  So this 
is the building on Lexington Avenue, the view down the drive, Captain Lawrence is in the back here.  This 
is the existing entrance, roll-up door and trash, existing trash enclosure that we’re proposing relocating.  
This is the front of the parking lot, this is the adjacent property where we’re proposing the trash, the new 
trash enclosure.  This is the kitchen trailer which we’re proposing re-orienting.  This is the area of the 
outdoor dining and the adjacent building that we presented back in March, another view and this is looking 
back up towards the parking lot.  There was a 2016 approve site plan in, this is that 2016 site plan. The 
zoning change, the CL-1 district in 2020, Captain Lawrence got the permits to occupy this space, then of 
course Covid hit which bring us to today and I’ll show you what we’re proposing.  So this is the existing 
brewery, zoom in on that, this is the existing brewery that’s operating, this is where the outdoor dining has 
been, this is the proposed expansion area which would be more storage, a location of commercial kitchen 
either here or in this part of the building, this would connect the parking lot on this side of the building 
directly into the brewery, this is the retail area, dining, more storage and then this is the proposed dining 
area which is a third of this occupancy.  The changes to the approved site plan that we added an additional 
handicap spot here, this is where we’re proposing the enclosure, a concrete block and chain link fence for 
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the dumpsters.  And then in this back area, this is the screen that we were proposing because when we were 
last before the Board, we talked about the need for sort of privacy, although I’ve talked to Scott tonight and 
I think we’d be very happy to use large landscaping, this would actually be a very costly structure to 
engineer and install, so taller trees here while maintaining the fire department connection would be very 
open too.  And then maybe what I’ll do just very quickly, we’ve gotten detailed comments from the Town 
consultants, our intent is to comply but just a few specific things.  The issue is the food service trailer, 
obviously which was an initially discussed as possibly being an accessory structure, I think we prefer to 
keep it as a temporary, you know, accommodation.  This is the area where we are proposing encroaching 
into the 10 foot buffer for additional seating, we’re maintain curbing around this so that now the existing 
drainage remains.  This is the area of the additional, the new entrance and handicap parking spot, loading 
zone and then the area where we’re proposing the trash enclosure.  We talked about this would be the 
location of that tall fence which we may discuss tonight, this enclosure has to meet accessory structure 
requirements, it will require a variance both possible for the buffer and for being located in the side yard.  I 
have Jan’s memorandum as well but we are happy to go to the ARB, if required for this.  There was 
discussion of the Westchester County Planning Board review, I believe that’s because this is a State Road, 
we can talk to staff about that separately. And the last thing was we had included a business plan for the 
brewery which Scott can speak to more directly.  A few things which we’ll add for our next submission, we 
are currently using umbrellas back here, we’ll add that to the plan, we have a plan for trash receptacles, 
grease is picked up by a commercial grease collector and we’re happy to identify plantings and I think to 
extend that planting across the back of the parking lot.  So that I think is a brief overview, I’m happy to 
take questions. 
 
Chairman Bainlardi stated thank you.  Jan, procedurally we talked in the work session, this was originally a 
site plan application but now there’s, is it a change of use? 
 
Jan Johannessen stated it’s a site plan application, the outdoor dining requires a special use permit… 
 
Chairman Bainlardi stated special use permit. 
 
Jan Johannessen stated and if the expansion into the existing vacant space is going to take place now, it 
would be a change of use permit as well. 
 
Chairman Bainlardi stated okay. 
 
Jan Johannessen stated so I think that’s the case and the applicant should formally amend its application to 
include a change of use permit. 
 
Mr. Vaccaro stated when last we spoke, I know I had a good conversation with the Board, they basically 
asked to kind of put our best foot forward as to how we see the future of the site and so that center space, I 
just want to make clear, we’re currently in talks with the landlord to take over and you know us expand our 
business into.  However, it is not currently available to us and we’re hoping to get it some time to mid- to 
late 2022, so if you think its appropriate now to amend the application because of that space, then 
obviously we’ll comply.  I just wanted to make it clear that that is not something we’ll be applying for a 
building for, you know, if approved immediately. 
 
Jan Johannessen stated okay, thanks for clarifying. 
 
Mr. Coleman stated and hash to the different direction. 
 
Mr. Roppolo stated so then your kitchen would still be in the trailer outside for…? 
 
Mr. Vaccaro stated well so the goal is to get the kitchen out of the trailer right, so that I guess in the long 
run, you know, the kitchen in the trailer is a very temporary situation.  The goal is to takeover that central 
space, it’s about 4,800 square feet, give us access to the other side of the building and put our permanent 
kitchen in there.  So again, we kind of wanted to show you our vision for the site, the trash enclosures 
obviously is something that need to do in order to comply for a special use permit for the rear of the 
building for the outdoor seating, we wanted to propose a wall or some kind of shading, if you looked at the 
site today you can’t even see that building because the trees as all green.  I think when this picture was 
taken, its obviously the fall or the winter and its in plain view and obviously the reason we have people 
sitting outside in the dead of winter is because of Covid, so you know, we don’t envision the outdoor beer 
garden being used full time our full year.  And so that’s kind of we wanted to just show you how we, 
hopefully long term with a short term solution with the kitchen obviously in the trailer. 
 
Mr. Vigliotti stated Ralph Vigliotti, the temporary use of the kitchen, I’m not opposed to that through this 
season, September, October. But at some point we have to reach that point where that extension ends. 
 
Mr. Vaccaro stated I agree. 
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Mr. Vigliotti stated the kitchen also, from what I’ve read is where the service people would pick up the 
food and bring the food to the tables and so on and I guess bring back the discarded wares, dishes and 
utensils and so on, unless they’re recyclable.  So little concerned about that and that one item, I’m happy to 
hear that you’re agreeable to arborvitaes as a natural screening rather than 16 foot screen that you’re 
putting, I think 10 foot, 10-12 foot arborvitaes may feel a little expensive early on but I think it’s a 
wonderful screening for the neighbors there and I applaud you for moving in that direction.  Just one las 
thought, I’m looking forward to sitting down and having lunch there once the application is fully approved 
but until that time, I’ll have to wait.  The south parking lot has ingress/egress but the north parking lot does 
not and I’m a little concerned about, it’s been busy, I’ve noticed that you’re doing quite nicely and it’s a 
little bit busy and there’s really no overflow parking, I did see some overflow on Columbus Avenue and 
some people walking across the street but at some point, I think engineering wise, we need to talk about 
that driveway and maybe not this evening, it should be two ways for the kind of activity… 
 
Mr. Vaccaro stated yeah, I’d be happy to discuss that at some point, I mean my goal in the long run is to 
purchase this building from Mr. Pasquale, we’ve already discussed that and you know in the survey that he 
provided me for the building, the building to the north is clearly encroaching on the property line and you 
know, disallowing the use of that second lane.  That building which you see that we’d like to put our trash 
enclosures up against, if you looked at the actual real property line, it is actually about a foot and half into 
that shed, if you will.  I’ve spoken to my lawyer about it obviously and I know there’s a lot of moving part 
to that piece of the puzzle but without that rectification, I don’t believe there’s a way to get that second lane 
in there to comply with Code. 
 
Mr. Vigliotti stated okay.  Thank you. 
 
Mr. Vaccaro stated yeah, you’re welcome.  Trust me, I’d love two ways. And yeah, as far as the arborvitaes 
go, let me just touch on that really quickly.  We would be much more happy to put in arborvitaes than a 
wall.  That wall would be much more expensive than 12 foot arborvitaes and would not be nearly as nice 
looking.  And you know, when we do put in the arborvitaes, if that is what is approved, the trees that are 
currently overgrowing the site from the other side of the fence which I’m assuming belong to the other 
property owner, will have to be trimmed in order for those trees not to die, so obviously we can cover that 
when we get there as well. 
 
Mr. McGuirk stated I have a question about the outdoor eating area. 
 
Mr. Vaccaro stated yes, sir. 
 
Mr. McGuirk stated does that still work without the variance you’re asking for or the waiver for the buffer 
if the tables get tight? 
 
Mr. Vaccaro stated it would be pretty tricky for the seating arrangement, you know even without Covid 
rules, obviously you know, those rules are slowly slackening.  Just to, people would be right on top of each 
other, I mean that extra five feet really goes a long way.  We feel like we can get some pretty healthy, full 
arborvitaes in there, we have some in there now already to make it just look nicer and we feel like we can 
have a solid green wall within five feet along with some planters, to really shade the property next door, 
just to give us that little bit of extra, you know space to move around really.  And I believe there’s 
something in the Code too that there must be somewhere, a six foot, six foot space to move around, I 
remember something like that in one of the previous notes, six foot of access or in between et cetera. We’re 
trying to use that space to the best of our ability, I mean it’s a pretty tight little spot back there but it gets 
sun all day and you know, it’s a unique feature to the site. 
 
Mr. McGuirk stated and what’s the plan for live music, volume, sound suppression. 
 
Mr. Vaccaro stated yeah, I guess we ask you, whatever is allowed we’ll comply with.  Like I said last time, 
I’m in the business of compliance being in the alcohol industry.  If live music, I don’t anticipate live music 
outside, it’s not nearly big enough for that but if we could have some kind of amplified music through 
sonos speakers or something like that, we would comply with whatever the local code is. 
 
Mr. McGuirk stated are the properties that are on West Street, across from that fence, those are vacant lots? 
 
Mr. Vaccaro stated there are two large vacant lots that are completely overgrown with every kind of weed 
you can imagine and some pretty not so nice looking trees/shrubs/weeds growing over the fence. 
 
Mr. Miley stated they’re two single-family lots. 
 
Jan Johannessen stated they are two single-family residential lots that were purchased by the owner of the 
building that’s on the other side of the fence. 
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Mr. Miley stated 255 West. 
 
Jan Johannessen stated on the other side of the proposed fence, the 16 foot fence.  That residential multi-
family apartment building, they bought the two residential lots. 
 
Mr. Coleman stated those are the proposed, that’s the approved site plan from 2016. That is the building 
you can see in the photographs. 
 
Mr. Vigliotti stated so the infringing of the buffers, and I can certainly appreciate why you need to go into 
the buffers and it doesn’t seem so bad now because the lots are vacant but at some point if they are 
residential homes, then your buffer which becomes part of the eating area becomes much closer to that 
property line.  Worthy of discussion at some point. 
 
Mr. Vaccaro stated yeah, I certainly don’t disagree with that.  The extra five feet obviously makes a big 
difference for us and the ability to you know put in our seating.  Obviously putting a wall of arborvitaes up 
against that buffer would, whether it be five foot or ten foot, we could also, we could obviously argue as to 
how much sound is going to get through those, that extra five feet but I certainly can you know, agree with 
you that we would be closer to said family homes. 
 
Jan Johannessen stated I wonder if Scott, if you ended up removing that fence, you would have more room 
to have the trees mature because you’re going to have, you the fence right up against them and then you 
have the parking lot on the other side, it’s a tight little space, if you ended up removing the chain link fence 
which was really there to just define the edge of this commercial space when we’re looking at subdividing 
the properties, if you remove that fence and installed your larger arborvitae right on the property line, they 
might have, they might do better.  You might be able to give yourself a little bit of a buffer to maintain the 
other side, if you get you know, weed growth and stuff that’s effecting the arborvitaes. 
 
Mr. Vaccaro stated yeah, that sounds reasonable, I mean I will be honest with you, being that we are a 
commercial use and that we are licensed by the State liquor authority, having actual solid fence around the 
site makes me feel a lot better, you know.  As part of our application to the New York State Liquor 
Authority, obviously we have to show them the site that we have and how we are actually maintaining a 
physical barrier between ourselves and any other potential people that may make their way in that aren’t 
supposed to and a physical fence is obviously a better deterrent than just a shrub row. 
 
Mr. Miley stated Chairman, can I make a comment. 
 
Chairman Bainlardi stated yes, please. 
 
Mr. Miley stated I may have a solution, I’m not sure if… 
 
Chairman Bainlardi stated we like solutions. 
 
Mr. Miley stated I’m not sure if Mr. Vaccaro will entertain.  The whole purpose of the six foot width is 
predicated on the discussion with the Fire Department to allow them to access the Fire Department 
connection that’s located in the rear, right corner of the building.  Would they be willing to relocate it to the 
front of the building?  Then we can shift all of those tables closer to the building. 
 
Mr. Vigliotti stated good point. 
 
Mr. Vaccaro stated when you say the front of the building, do you mean Lexington Avenue? 
 
Mr. Miley stated no, no, to the opposite corner. 
 
Mr. Coleman stated here. 
 
Mr. Miley stated yeah, exactly.  That would alleviate all of those issues. 
 
Mr. Vaccaro stated we’d certainly be willing to entertain it, I have not, I have no concept of the cost or the 
engineering involved in that but if its something that doable without you know, costing more than the rest 
of the project, I’d be happy to do it. 
 
Mr. Coleman stated it would probably just be piping from this location where the sprinkler system is, the 
sprinkler pump to here. 
 
Mr. Vaccaro stated it’s just a dry pipe, right? 
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Mr. Coleman stated a dry pipe, right. 
 
Mr. Miley stated and you would have to remove the other FDC, you’d just have to T into the existing and 
then I think that solves a lot of these issues. 
 
Mr. Vigliotti stated absolutely. 
 
Mr. Vaccaro stated and what you mean by solve those issues means we could… 
 
Mr. Miley stated you could restore the buffer, shift the, the whole space, the 6 foot space was, excuse me, 
requested by the Fire Department in order to you know, make that connection if needed.  Without having 
that connection, it’s no longer required to be six foot. 
 
Mr. Vaccaro stated oh, got it, understood. 
 
Mr. Coleman stated we wouldn’t need this access anymore. 
 
Mr. Miley stated now you’re talking three feet. 
 
Mr. Vaccaro stated got it, got, well I’d be happy to do both, relocate and give us the extra space.  We’re 
always happy for extra space.  But yes, if that is the solution that makes the most sense to the Town, then so 
be it.  But obviously you know, we love that space back there, so the more space we can fit, the better. 
 
Mr. McGuirk stated what’s the distance in that aisle, between the two rows of tables, what are you 
representing there? 
 
Mr. Vaccaro stated I believe it’s more than 6 feet now to be honest with you but Jim, I’m not sure what 
you’re showing… 
 
Mr. Coleman stated we also had barrels in here for standing. 
 
Mr. Vaccaro stated those are not there now, those were proposed, so… 
 
Mr. Coleman stated yeah, so there’s probably 10 feet right now between the tables, maybe 11 feet. 
 
Mr. Vaccaro stated those are also 6 foot tables you’re showing in there Jim and I believe they are 8 foot 
tables. 
 
Mr. Coleman stated correct, okay. 
 
Mr. McGuirk stated so if you could move the pipe and if that’s feasible, we can be talking about reducing 
at least what you’re asking for as a variance, if not eliminating.  Something to think about. 
 
Mr. Vaccaro stated based on the, yes, based on the minimum space in between the tables, absolutely. 
 
Chairman Bainlardi stated okay, so what is, I guess what I’m trying to figure out at the moment is, what is 
the application?  Is the application just for site plan and for special permit? 
 
Mr. Coleman stated yes. 
 
Chairman Bainlardi stated okay. 
 
Mr. Coleman stated and then with a recommendation to the Zoning Board of Appeals for the variances 
we’d need. 
 
Mr. Vaccaro stated and a question.  If we were to go with arborvitaes, 12 foot arborvitaes or what have you, 
would we need a zoning variance for that? 
 
Mr. Miley stated well the buffer, if the Board decides they want to grant a waiver, would be at this Board, if 
they decide not to, you would go to the Zoning Board. 
 
Jan Johannessen stated I’ll just chime in, I don’t think that you can plant that size arborvitae between the 
fence and where the existing edge of pavement is.  If you reduce the width between the tables and you 
restore the buffer, then you can but to say you’re going to plant a tree of that size up against a fence, it’s not 
going to happen. 
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Mr. Vigliotti stated yeah, I thought it was the 12 footers would be where the proposed screen is to be 
installed. 
 
Jan Johannessen stated oh okay, that would certainly work. 
 
Mr. Vaccaro stated correct.  We currently have 7 footers planted along the, what is that, the easterly fence.  
Jim, I don’t know if you have those pictures I sent you, able to bring up. 
 
Mr. Miley stated and then the only variance after that, if you make those two corrections, would be for the 
dumpster, the location of the dumpster in the side yard setback. 
 
Mr. Vaccaro stated yeah and when I moved into the building, the dumpsters are where they are now, I was 
unaware that that was not the approve space, we obviously found our early on that we needed more 
dumpster space and obviously we’re here now to ask for variance to put it in the space that we think makes 
the most sense.  But where they currently are, we did not change. 
 
Chairman Bainlardi stated what’s the use of the building that’s up against the property line there? 
 
Mr. Vaccaro stated that is filled with all sorts of plastic piping and tubing and commercial plumbing 
supplies you can imagine. 
 
Mr. Miley stated its owned by Thuesen Mechanical. 
 
Chairman Bainlardi stated so it’s a storage garage. 
 
Mr. Miley stated it’s a combination residential/storage.  There’s not residences immediately behind the 
dumpsters but if you see the apartment to the right, or furthest north, I believe that is a three-family 
residence but don’t quote me on that. 
 
Mr. Vaccaro stated yeah, it should be noted too that the space between our, the property fence currently and 
that shed or whatever garage, whatever you have it, has been filled in within at least three feet of dirt and it 
is significantly above grade.  So those are, so there’s now, today, I took this picture yesterday I think, so 
you really can’t see that building anymore.  Where are you going Jim? 
 
Mr. Coleman stated am I still there? 
 
Mr. Vaccaro stated so you can’t see, obviously you can’t see the other building but we would be happy to 
replace what are 8 footers with 12 footers and there’s currently 6 footers on the left along with some 
planters filled with flowers and some other stuff hanging on the fence.  So that’s what it looked like today.  
And then on the other side, oh there’s a better picture too.  And then across the way was just an empty spot, 
we filled that in last year with about 16 arborvitaes that re growing nicely, there used to just be a child 
playset back there, some swings and some other random things, so we tried to fill it in as best we could so 
that our customers and the residents across the way didn’t have to look at our cars and vice versa.  We like 
arborvitaes, they grow quick and they look nice. 
 
Chairman Bainlardi stated I don’t have  strong opinion one way or the other but if you were to do a solid 
panel fence on the other side there where you’re currently proposing that 16 foot high, I think the same 
fence at 8 feet would also be pretty effective but… 
 
Mr. Vaccaro stated ah yes, honestly, I don’t want to do a 16 foot fence or an 18 foot fence, I just thought 
from the last meeting that we had that proposing something that would completely screen the neighbors 
from any light, noise or you know bothersome activity would be the best option or would be, the Board 
would be happy with.  Again, I am more than happy to do planting, I would be much happier to do green 
planting and you know, I think it looks nicer and is a better long term solution.  So that was the only reason 
we proposed something so large, I wanted to just give the Board, show the Board that we’re willing to do 
what we thought they wanted, to screen the neighbors and give the residential neighbors, you know, as 
quiet a life as possible. 
 
Chairman Bainlardi stated okay, what do we do to move this forward, Jan?  The special permit is going to 
require a public hearing? 
 
Jan Johannessen stated yes. 
 
Chairman Bainlardi stated alright, so, and I’m not sure that we’re ready to public hearing yet, if are we 
going to look for some modifications to the site plan based upon the conversations we just had, can we 
walk and chew gum at the same time?  Can we schedule a public hearing out far enough so that they can 
make the changes we’re asking for?  What do you suggest? Yeah, you. 
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Jan Johannessen stated I think that as long as you can give Staff some direction and the applicant some 
direction this evening that it can be scheduled so that there’s enough time to make the modifications.  I 
think that since the eventual taking over of that other space is so far out, I’m thinking that shouldn’t be 
included in the instant application. 
 
Chairman Bainlardi stated agreed. 
 
Jan Johannessen stated and I would just, you know to get some direction on the landscaping and the fencing 
and just kind of the treatments around the perimeter of the outdoor seating area and the parking lot would 
be all that we’d to make this come together for them. 
 
Chairman Bainlardi stated okay so to try to summarize here, the direction I believe that the Board is giving 
is with respect to the buffer in the back, we’d like to try to see any effort to restore that buffer to its 5 foot 
depth.  A suggestion, a good suggestion was made by Peter, to consider trying to relocate the fire 
connection which would help to allow, to eliminate that 6 foot, maintenance of the 6 foot requirement 
between the tables.  We’re going to abandon the 18 foot or 16 foot high wall in favor of planting of various 
sizes of arborvitaes where the larger ones in the area, as shown in that photograph in the upper right hand 
corner and other along the back line there, to supplement what’s already planted. With respect to the 
garbage enclosure, we’re, are we okay with where it’s located?  I mean it’s going to require a variance but I 
don’t see a lot other choices that are palatable.  
 
Anthony Oliveri stated one thing that we noted was that the parking was directly in front, there’s a space 
right in front of it, so I’m not sure how that’s going to work. 
 
Mr. Vaccaro stated that is correct, we are closed Monday’s and Tuesday’s, our trash pickup day is Monday 
and our recycling pickup day is on Tuesday.  We are also not open until 2 o’clock in the afternoon, when 
we do open.  And so trash pickup is at 10 am, so it really doesn’t cause an issue with parking, there’s no 
one in those spots when trash is actually picked and that’s as per Suburban Carting. 
 
Chairman Bainlardi stated now those carts that are proposed, the garbage containers, are those going to be 
roll outs or are they going to look to pick them up by simply opening those gates and then using either a 
front loaded truck or a rear load truck to pick them up? 
 
Mr. Vaccaro stated they are currently using a front loaded truck to pick up dumpsters with wheels and 
dumpsters without wheels, so we would anticipate putting in a concrete slab and using, you know both to 
be honest with you but front loaded, you know with the big pickup arm and dumping it over the top. 
 
Chairman Bainlardi stated how, what are they doing, are they backing into the driveway to because they’re 
not turning around back there. 
 
Mr. Vaccaro stated they’re turning around, there’s plenty of room.  Because again, when they come, there’s 
nobody there, it’s a wide open parking lot and it’s you know, two spaces, there’s loading zone and there’s 
space, there’s a significant amount space. 
 
Chairman Bainlardi stated I think it’s the same consideration no matter where you put I back there, you 
know the trucks have to be able to get in and out and they have to be able to pull straight in, unless they’re 
rolling those containers out which I know they hate to do because nobody wants to get out of the truck. 
 
Mr. Vaccaro stated no, they don’t like getting out of the truck and moving them. 
 
Chairman Bainlardi stated okay, alright.  And we’re punting for the moment on the change of use because 
you don’t have, to you don’t actually have that space tied up.  And then the last… 
 
Mr. Vaccaro stated yeah, I’m sorry, go on. 
 
Chairman Bainlardi stated and then the last item is how we’re going to deal with the temporary outdoor 
kitchen, right?  This, I don’t know what we’re calling it now, if it’s a structure or not a structure, trailer, 
okay. Alright, so then I think then that you’ve got some work to do, if we’re going to look to schedule a 
public hearing, we’ve got a lot going on right now on the August agenda, do we want to put that out to the 
first meeting in September, okay.  So that will give you time… 
 
Whitney Singleton stated Chairman? 
 
Chairman Bainlardi stated yes? 
 
Whitney Singleton stated what about lead agency? 
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Jan Johannessen stated this is, on the Planning Board side is a Type II action. 
 
Whitney Singleton stated on the Zoning Board side it’s not. 
 
Jan Johannessen stated they’ll have to have their own EAF and handle SEQRA themselves. 
 
Whitney Singleton stated right but I guess what I’m saying is are you going to schedule a public hearing 
without a determination of the Zoning issues and knowing what they are because we still don’t know what 
they are if they’re changing the application. 
 
Jan Johannessen stated it sounds like the dumpster enclosure is the only variance, correct? 
 
Whitney Singleton stated I’m not so certain about that. 
 
Mr. Coleman stated the additional variance if the trailer, if the food trailer is an accessory structure, the 
building, the existing site is over on building coverage, and so that… 
 
Mr. Vaccaro stated we would prefer not to have that trailer be considered an accessory structure and we 
would seek to have the Planning Board grant us temporary waiver to use it until we can finalize the site to 
its permanence. 
 
Whitney Singleton stated so you’re going to propose a restaurant use without cooking facilities. 
 
Mr. Vaccaro stated well I mean, currently as it stands, we operate kind of in a grey area is that we’re a 
brewery with a tasting room and you know we have the ability to serve food to people, if we want to 
consider a restaurant, yet, we would need to consider the food trailer as our kitchen.  And we would just 
seek to ask the Board to grant us a temporary waiver of using the trailer. 
 
Whitney Singleton stated it’s up to the Board but the trailer is a prohibited use, under the Zoning, it’s 
prohibited. And the outdoor dining is not permitted right now either, so and the dumpsters are in a location 
that they’re not authorized and the parking is supposed to be limited to employees only.  So I’m a little 
unclear as to scheduling a public hearing. 
 
Mr. Coleman stated yeah I think the… 
 
Whitney Singleton stated and the gate and the stop sign are not currently there, are they? 
 
Mr. Vaccaro stated yeah, they’re still there. 
 
Mr. Coleman stated at this location? 
 
Whitney Singleton stated the gate and the stop sign, are you proposing taking them down? 
 
Mr. Vaccaro stated no, no, certainly not. 
 
Whitney Singleton stated they’re not shown on the plan. 
 
Mr. Vaccaro stated right. 
 
Mr. Coleman stated got it. 
 
Whitney Singleton stated and the Board should also know that this plan is considering a substantial amount 
of joint counting of parking which hasn’t been discussed tonight.  It’s going to be substantially underserved 
with parking under our code requirements and I believe they’re asking you to double count about 40 
spaces, 30 spaces. 
 
Mr. Coleman stated correct, so there would be a shared parking analysis because the other businesses are 
not open when the brewery is open.  There is, there are 50 spaces on the site or there were 50 spaces and 
there are now 49 and we’re meeting that parking requirement by limiting the occupancy which is limited by 
the number of plumbing fixtures to 147 people.  Considering this a restaurant use, not a retail use.  If you 
count all of the businesses being operating at the same time, we need 84 spaces which then we are, you 
know, there aren’t that many spaces on the site. 
 
Jan Johannessen stated there was a joint use of parking analysis completed for the site, it’s built into the 
prior site plan approval and this application isn’t proposing a change of use.  It’s just an amendment to the 
site plan and outdoor seating. 
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Whitney Singleton stated Jan, the filed subdivision plat has a notation restriction parking in the north 
parking solely to employees of the warehouse, which they’ve taken off of the plan. 
 
Jan Johannessen stated is it on the site plan?  But they are here for amended site plan, it was part of the site 
plan approval which they’re seeking amendment. 
 
Whitney Singleton stated I’m talking about the subdivision plat.  There is a subdivision plat requirement in 
the County Clerk’s office. 
 
Mr. Coleman stated which is this site plan here.  So this was parking… 
 
Mr. Vaccaro stated that’s certainly something I didn’t know. 
 
Mr. Coleman stated I wasn’t aware of that either. 
 
Whitney Singleton stated the restriction on it because it’s only a single lane of traffic, was the Planning 
Board looked at traffic lights, traffic arms, everything else and the Planning Board was concerned about 
traffic safety.  The applicant said he would only have his employees park in the north parking lot and it was 
made a condition of the subdivision approval. 
 
Mr. Vaccaro stated I was not the applicant for that, that was the previous applicant. 
 
Mr. Coleman stated here’s that note here, this is not our drawing but the previous drawing.  And then you 
mentioned also dining, my understanding was per special permit, outdoor seating was permitted as long as 
it wasn’t more than a third of the indoor seating. 
 
Whitney Singleton stated well right now you don’t have any approval for outdoor dining. 
 
Mr. Miley stated no, I think they have the Covid permit, I think there was some Board resolution… 
 
Whitney Singleton stated how do they have any indoor dining permit, that can’t be issued to them.  They 
got a change of use permit to allow a restaurant in this space requires them to go to the Planning Board, it 
can’t be handled administratively. 
 
Mr. Miley stated they are, the original application was for retail/warehouse. Go ahead… 
 
Whitney Singleton stated no, nothing but I mean they’re serving food and alcohol in a place that was 
supposed to be warehouse of stored items by Three Men and a Truck. 
 
Chairman Bainlardi stated here is my suggestion because we’re not going to resolve this tonight now.  Here 
is my suggestion, the applicant works on the revisions that have been discussed and you have a meeting to 
go through these legal issues because listen, I’m a real estate attorney, I’ve been doing this for a long time, 
I’m having a hard time right now figuring out what we’re being asked to do and what’s permitted and 
what’s not permitted.  I think we need clarity and before we get too much further down the road here, the, 
what’s on a subdivision map or is not on a subdivision map has some legal import, who can enforce it, who 
can’t, those are different types of questions.  But at a minimum what we need to establish first is and I 
thought that that we had established that the use that’s currently proposed and that’s undergoing there and 
is a permitted use under the zone but not, has not other than under this Covid situation, has not actually 
been formally approved, correct? 
 
Mr. Miley stated correct. 
 
Mr. Coleman stated it common for breweries, you know they’re regulated not by the Westchester Health 
Department, it’s the Department of Agriculture.  So other projects fall under this retail category and food 
service is a requirement in serving alcohol and is an accessory use.  We are not arguing that now and are 
happy to talk with Peter and Jan and submit a change of use because we have a path forward for that with a 
shared parking analysis et cetera. 
 
Chairman Bainlardi stated alright, so I think you should meet with Staff, meet with peter and Whitney and 
Jan and come to some determination as to exactly what it is the application is and what you’re asking for 
and what the pathway, best pathway forward is after you’ve had guidance and some determination from 
Counsel and from the Building Inspector. 
 
Mr. Coleman stated and I believe that will be a change of use to a restaurant use with the outdoor dining 
component. 
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Chairman Bainlardi stated than if that’s the application, then that’s the application that needs to be 
submitted. 
 
Mr. Coleman stated because that’s, we’ve met the fixture requirements and done the building code analysis 
for this uses. 
 
Chairman Bainlardi stated fair enough but, so before we schedule a public hearing, I’m going to suggest 
that you do that, we, if you can get that accomplished before the August meeting, we can come back, let’s 
put you down on the agenda for the August meeting to, for an update, if at that time we’re far enough along 
and we have some of these issues addressed, we can schedule a public hearing at that time. 
 
Mr. Coleman stated sounds great. 
 
Mr. Vaccaro stated appreciate that, thank you. 
 
Chairman Bainlardi stated okay, anything else? No?  Okay, thank you, have a good night. 
 
Mr. Coleman stated you too, thank you.  See you next month. 
 
Mr. Vaccaro stated thank you. 
 
Chairman Bainlardi stated let’s keep pushing forward here, I’m losing energy.  Okay, yes, Cost to Coast 
Industries, 134 Main Street.  Who is here this evening for the applicant? 
 

J. Coast to Coast Industries - 134 Main Street  
PB2021-0410, SBL 80.25-2-5 & 6 
Site Plan 

 
Mr. Rich Williams of Insite Engineering, Mr. Isi Albanese, Mr. George Gaspar and Mr. Greg DeAngelis. 
 
Mr. DeAngelis stated this is Greg DeAngelis, Mr. Chairman. 
 
Chairman Bainlardi stated hello. 
 
Mr. DeAngelis stated Isi Albanese is with us, as is George Gaspar, our other part of the architect team and 
Richard Williams.  So we are back since our last Planning Board meeting on May 11th where we introduced 
the project, well we’ve had a conceptual meeting before that but that was our first formal application. And 
since that time we’ve met with Staff on May 18th with Peter and Jan and Anthony, respond to their 
comments, Insite Engineering is now engaged in the project and they add their drawings, their site civil 
drawings to the packaged, we addressed some of the comments and provided additional drawings to the 
architecturals.  So… 
 
Chairman Bainlardi stated that, fi you would, why don’t you present what’s changed anything you want the 
Board to be aware of at this point, bring us up to speed on what’s happened since we, since you were last 
before use. 
 
Mr. DeAngelis stated I’ll do quickly the architecturals and the bulk of it is going to be Richard with the 
engineering.  You know, we had and just to clarify for the record, because in some of the comments that 
we’ve read, I’ve noticed that not, if I can share the screen, I guess I should do that first. I noticed that it 
doesn’t seem to reflect that our first formal application was on May 11th and that the, here we go, okay, and 
that these renderings were part of that application and with that application, we went over those renderings 
as you all recall, I’m sure.  We have since added some elevations and Jan’s made some good comments to 
ask us to add some context to those elevations which we can certainly do.  We updated some of the setback 
lines and dimensions based on request, you know and determinations with Peter and really then worked 
with Insite to kind of develop the parking and whatever.  So I think I’m just going to let, we updated the 
EAF form and also, prepared the notice and was, which was mailed out.  So I guess one of our primary 
objectives this evening is to, is for the Planning Board to declare themselves lead agency.  We also are 
anxious to get to a public hearing but we recognize with all the comments that we may need another 
meeting with Staff.  So with that, let me let Richard take over, I know it’s been a long evening with you, so 
I will stop the share, where am I here, there it is. 
 
Mr. Williams stated thanks Greg. Good evening, Rich Williams, Insite and I’m sure this is the one of the 
first meetings back, everyone is tired since it’s 10 so I am going to brief.  But I think our next step is really 
to sit down with Peter and Staff and work through some of these zoning issues.  We added a site civil set 
into the package, obviously we have East Main Street, the existing building, existing 19 car parking lot.  
Right now, the sewer service for the existing commercial building comes out of the southern corner here 
out to Main Street, water connections, there are separate domestic water and fire water service, 4 inch fire 
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water service, 2 inch [inaudible] copper, they come down, around the back side of the building and into this 
northern corner of the building here.  This property and I’ll talk about why I’m talking about this in a 
second but this property was redeveloped circa 2007/2008 into its current configuration.  As part of that 
application, the stormwater system was put in which consists of hydrodynamic separator, a catch basin in 
the parking lot connects to the separator, it then discharges to a manhole and then out the rear of the 
property to Blackeby Place where it ties into the Village stormwater collection system.  What we’re 
proposing to do as far as utility connections, we want to run a separate sewer service for this building, Mr. 
Oliveri correctly pointed out, the Health Department has a standard for any sewer service connection over 
2,500 gallons day, not being a deemed sewer service but being deemed a sewer main, requiring your 
approval.  That’s why we are keeping this building separate, if we do lump them together, one, it creates 
some issues for us in trying to tie our connections together, two, also, we don’t need to go to the Health 
Department for a separate sewer service.  I think Mr. Oliveri has asked that we go to the Health Department 
just to talk to them, it would be this connection, we certainly don’t have a problem doing that and we’ll 
arrange those meetings.  Also, we do have to provide additional water calcs and we need to coordinate with 
the DPW on the water service but our hope is with a 4 inch fire and a 2 inch copper, they may be large 
enough for us to tap into the existing lines that will run under our building footprint and utilize them, we 
obviously do have to provide those calculations in support of it.  With respect to stormwater, we have 2/10 
of an acre disturbance, so we’re between 5,000 square feet and an acre, under Village Code, that puts us as 
erosion control only, under State DEC stormwater requirements that puts us as erosion control only.  We do 
recognize that the Village has a policy for treating stormwater quality and quantity anyway and I’ll touch 
on that in a minute but as far as DEP, we’re also in a designated Main Street Area and will require a 
SWPPP from them.  In total, we have very small increase in impervious surface from our current condition 
to what we’re proposing and that’s 596 square feet but when we compare that to the original development 
on the site, we actually have a slight increase.  And the reason we bring that up is mainly because of DEP, 
our goal here is we ran the quantity and quality analysis back here at Blackeby Place as a design point and 
this existing hydrodynamic separator is sufficient in size to handle that minimal increase in impervious 
surface, so I think its best when we have our staff meeting Mr. Oliveri and I discuss our stormwater plan.  
What our hope is that since we’re not increasing the peak flows with the limited increase in impervious 
surface that we can continue to use this hydrodynamic separator for water quality treatment and we’re 
hopeful the DEP will agree and let us do the same. That is water, sewer, stormwater for the site civil 
package, I’m going to stop my share.  I ran through that kind of quickly based on the time of night but I 
think you know, we’re going to gain the most value by sitting down with staff and working through zoning 
as the next step.  If you have any questions, we’re here. 
 
Chairman Bainlardi stated no, that’s, it’s pretty straight forward and these are not overly technical stuff but 
it’s technical stuff that the Board does not need to get involved with at the moment, so alright, so, 
procedurally, then I think we’re in a position where we can declare our intent to be lead agency. 
 
Jan Johannessen stated declare lead agency. 
 
Chairman Bainlardi stated we already declared intent? 
 
Jan Johannessen stated the mailings went out June 2nd, I believe, there were no objections. 
 
Chairman Bainlardi stated okay, good, so we can take that formal step this evening and get that behind us.  
So, in, is there a resolution drafted for that or we just need to make a motion? 
 
Jan Johannessen stated a motion. 
 
Chairman Bainlardi stated so having gone through the prerequisite process, I make the motion that this 
Board declare itself lead agency for purposes of SEQRA for this application.  Do I have a second on 
the motion? 
 
Mr. Polese stated I’ll second that motion. 
 
Chairman Bainlardi stated thank you Bill.  Any discussion on the motion? Michelle? 
 
UPON ROLL CALL VOTE: 
 
Chairman Bainlardi  - aye 
Mr. Polese   - aye 
Ms. Pickard   - aye 
Mr. Vigliotti   - aye 
Mr. McGuirk   - aye 
Ms. Roppolo   - aye 
 
The motion carried by a vote of 6 to 0. 
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Chairman Bainlardi stated and as we discussed in work session, you’ve alluded to several times here.  The 
next step here is really for you to get into a room with staff and work through the zoning questions that we 
were kind of struggling with a little bit to come to a determination as to what’s the path forward 
determining what variances are necessary, what’s permitted, what’s not permitted, so on and so forth, is 
that correct? 
 
Mr. Miley stated correct.  Chairman, I think we have a pretty good handle on the zoning and know the 
variances but I think its imperative that we sit down and go line by line and make sure we’re all on the 
same page.  This is a little bit unique with the respect to the downtown overlay and the positioning of the 
building that Blakeby is not a designated A or B street, so there is a lot to go through and I think it would 
prudent for all of us to get together and just go line by line and figure it out, whatever other variances that 
are needed. 
 
Chairman Bainlardi stated okay, so is that something that could be accomplished, you believe so that we 
can, I guess, when would you expect, this question is for the applicant, when would you expect to be in a 
position once you’ve completed that meeting to come back to this Board? 
 
Mr. Williams stated I’ll start by saying I think you’re August 10th submission is July 20th, in all reality, I 
think that would be a stretch. 
 
Mr. DeAngelis stated I have to agree.  We’re going to need to time, there’s additional supporting 
documents that are requested in the comments and we’ll need a little bit of time after the meeting, we’ll 
have the meeting as soon as possible and sort out what we need to put together. 
 
Mr. Gaspar stated and also since we received Jan’s comments, we need to go through that as well. 
 
Chairman Bainlardi stated alright so probably responding to a number of, starting your work and 
responding to a number of those comments, some of it you’ll be able to do now, some of it, it may prudent 
to just wait until you have your meeting with staff before you really dig in. 
 
Mr. Gaspar stated yes. 
 
Mr. DeAngelis stated correct. 
 
Chairman Bainlardi stated okay, alright great, is there anything we can accomplish tonight or is that’s about 
it? 
 
Mr. Miley stated I would just ask that he contact Michelle tomorrow, Michelle can coordinate the meeting 
with all of us.  I don’t think he needs many changes, I think he’s pretty close with the plan that was 
presented with respect to the variances.  But I think that’s the next step on our end. 
 
Chairman Bainlardi stated alright.  Alright, thanks gentlemen, appreciate it. 
 
Mr. Gaspar stated thank you. 
 
Mr. DeAngelis stated thank you all. 
 
Chairman Bainlardi stated have a good night. 
 
Mr. DeAngelis stated you too. 
 
Chairman Bainlardi stated okay. Alright, that brings I believe to our last item on the agenda.  Conceptual 
application DH Self Storage, LLC, let me put my glasses on, 150 Radio Circle Drive, site plan and 
subdivision. 
 

K. DH Self Storage, LLC – 150 Radio Circle Drive 
PB2021-0416, SBL 80.55-1-3 
Site Plan and Subdivision 

 
Ms. Margaret McManus of Badey & Watson, Mr. Tim Fisher and Mr. Greg O’Brien of DH Self-Storage 
were present. 
 
Chairman Bainlardi stated we have a live presenter. 
 
Ms. McManus stated good evening, Margaret McManus, the engineer from Badey & Watson, representing 
the applicants for this parcel at 150 Radio Circle [inaudible].  It’s an existing 6 acre parcel that will provide 
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for a two-lot subdivision for some oddly shaped lots on, okay, better.  There’s two existing radios tower 
and a couple of dishes on the site with this existing nonconforming building that will divided out and leave 
about a four acre parcel for the new use.  There is State wetlands and hundred year flood plain on the site, 
that’s mostly back here and we are proposing a three store self-storage facility in the front of this area. The 
lowest floor would have about 22,750 square foot footprint with the upper stories cantilevering over the 
parking lot on this side and a little bit on this side to allow for cars to come in and access garage door 
openings on the main floor.  The main entrance and lobby would be in this corner of the building with 
elevators to the upper floors.  We believe that the site is compliant with zoning with the exception of 
parking except it seems as if there isn’t a self-storage item for parking and that is something we would like 
to discuss about how many parking spaces are actually required for self-storage as opposed to a warehouse 
which is the closest thing we could find in the Code.  There was a question as to why the configuration of 
the site, why we would take on the additional lands, there’s, the existing owners actually want to get rid of 
as much property as they can, keeping their use intact and the clients are amenable to that and you know, in 
the future they may want do something on the site that would not have any impact on the ground because 
its all wetland but that is not part of this application, so we don’t want to muddy the waters with any of that 
and that’s basically the intent and we’ll take any questions that you have. 
 
Chairman Bainlardi stated thank you. Why don’t we start with Jan, I’ll start with you, you have, why don’t 
you just take us through any comments that you may have on what you’ve reviewed to this point. 
 
Jan Johannessen stated sure, we reviewed the full package, what we thought the required approvals would 
be, which include preliminary and final subdivision plat approval, ARB, approvals for work with in the 
Village right of way and connecting to Village water and sewer services, so DPW approval.  The property 
is within the 100 year FEMA flood plain, so a flood development permit.  Realty subdivision approval from 
the Health Department, SWPPP approval from the DEP, the property is within the designated Main Street 
Area, Article 24, Freshwater wetland permit from the DEC, SPDES general permit from the DEC and 
referral to County Planning.  So given those extensive outside agency approvals, the fact that this is an 
unlisted action under SEQRA we would recommend a coordinated review under SEQRA at the time of 
filing the formal application.  The parcel is quite large, both parcels will be over 40,000 square feet and 
there is a section of the Village Code that requires a net lot area calculation where you subtract out 
percentages of steep slopes and wetlands and such, so we’ve asked for that calculation to be completed.  
There is no, the use is permitted in the underlying zone, it’s actually one of the uses that were added to the 
RDX zone after the comp plan process and the subsequent rezoning but it does not, it is not listed in the 
off-street parking regulations, specifically.  The closest thing is a warehouse, which is one space per 1,000, 
I think that typically self-storages is a sue that should have its own parking requirement, the Zoning Code 
does allow in cases where this is unlisted uses, that the Board can establish the parking requirement. 
 
Mr. Miley stated I’m not sure if that’s the case. 
 
Jan Johannessen stated oh no? 
 
Mr. Miley stated no. 
 
Jan Johannessen stated I defer to Peter on that.  So we, they have a wetland delineation, it is a DEC 
wetland, so the DEC will need to validate the wetland boundary.  Tim Miller Associates did the wetland 
delineation, we’d ask that they submit a wetland report.  Yeah, I mean, the guess the main, my main 
questions were you know, the configuration of the parcel is unique, if there’s any known uses for any other 
portions of the property, we’d like to know them.  And at some point, they’ll in some fashion have to deal 
with the parking.  For my own two cents, it looks like there was sufficient parking for the use when we had 
seen this in a previous concept plan, I think there was less but they’ve incorporated some parking 
underneath the building, so I think it would probably be wise to look at some other uses or similar uses and 
see what type of parking requirement other municipalities use or if we can get some data as to the number 
of trips that tend to come to these type of facilities.  So we had some zoning questions, requesting some 
additional information but those are the highlights. 
 
Chairman Bainlardi stated thank you.  Anthony, do you have anything? 
 
Anthony Oliveri stated since it’s conceptual, it’s limited to planning and zoning, we don’t do engineering 
yet. 
 
Chairman Bainlardi stated but I mean big picture… 
 
Anthony Oliveri stated the permitting that’s required, I would suggest a staff meeting to go over all that, 
there’s a lot to consider you know, maybe before the formal application. 
 
Chairman Bainlardi stated probably, I mean from an engineering standpoint it’s the stormwater that’s 
probably going to be the most significant. 
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Anthony Oliveri stated its stormwater, it’s wetlands, it’s a lot of things. 
 
Jan Johannessen stated also, I just forgot to mention, it didn’t appear that there was a driveway proposed to 
the lot that’s going to continue to contain the towers, there’s a little building on that property, I don’t know, 
I can’t imagine it gets a lot of use but there probably should be some… 
 
Chairman Bainlardi stated access… 
 
Jan Johannessen stated access there.  The tower height should be identified, I believe there are some 
radiuses on the plan that demonstrate, I would think the fall zone of the towers so that should be 
considered.  We had also just asked if there’s been any recent kind of structural evaluation of the towers 
and are they in fact in use and kind of what’s the store of that sue of the property. 
 
Chairman Bainlardi stated thank you.  Peter? 
 
Mr. Miley stated yeah, it’s a permitted use, Jan talked about the parking.  Unfortunately, this use doesn’t 
have an asterisk which would allow the Planning Board to reduce the parking in this zone or for that 
specific use which is not indicated, its going to need a parking variance.  They’ll need to establish to the 
Board, the Zoning Board why that variance is viable and we talked about doing a parking study, I thought it 
would be good information for the Board to demonstrate other uses similar, exactly uses throughout the 
County, throughout the State, what their parking demand is just to make a valid argument. 
 
Chairman Bainlardi stated right. 
 
Mr. Miley stated so because the cars, they’re parked for 10 minutes, they unload and they’re gone and I 
don’t think, if you utilize the count which requires you know, I think 85 or 95 spaces, I don’t think 85 
people are all going to come to their little box to put storage at the same time, it seems excessive but I think 
there’s some more work to do on that. 
 
Chairman Bainlardi stated Peter, just before, I’m sorry to interrupt you but since its fresh in my mind… 
 
Mr. Miley stated sure. 
 
Chairman Bainlardi stated we have at least one self-storage facility currently, although it’s in the Grand 
Prix, its in that center down there but also that center also, I think together with that particular business, 
seems to have a lot of the moving trucks as well, so you know, that comes into the questions about fleet 
storage and where those things are and I guess we’ll need to understand more about how the business is 
going to be operating and what they’re proposing. 
 
Mr. Miley stated we also have a self-storage down near Saw Mill Club, which is just a self-storage. 
 
Chairman Bainlardi stated and I would think the industry has probably got a pretty good sense of what the 
parking requirement is, so you know with the, it shouldn’t be too hard to determine what the needs are. 
 
Mr. Miley stated I mean its conceptual, I guess they’re looking for feedback, trying to take the temperature 
of the Board, see if it’s a use that you guys would like to see there. 
 
Chairman Bainlardi stated it’s a permitted use. 
 
Mr. Miley stated it’s a permitted use, absolutely. 
 
Chairman Bainlardi stated okay and I guess similar to the car storage facility that we’ve just gone through 
in Radio Circle, there will be some of the same considerations about being able to fire access… 
 
Mr. Miley stated yes, that was one of the comments I made, I did not review this yet with the fire 
department, that’s one of our next steps.  I have to provide them with turning templates for the new truck 
that’s being delivered, is it delivered yet, Jan? 
 
Jan Johannessen stated one of the engines were delivered but… 
 
Mr. Miley stated not the new ladder truck. 
 
Jan Johannessen stated [inaudible]. 
 
Mr. Miley stated so I have the template, I was provided with the template but I didn’t provide it to the 
engineer yet but that would be my next step, we made some comments with FDC connections and 
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locations, so there’s a lot of work to do.  They want to present what their ideas are and get some feedback, 
if its something you guys want to provide to them. 
 
Chairman Bainlardi stated I didn’t notice in the application package, do you have an elevation yet for the 
building? 
 
Ms. McManus stated we do not have elevation yet, the client wanted to get a little bit of feedback from the 
Board before they made that investment. 
 
Chairman Bainlardi stated is this, is your client, is the applicant in this business? 
 
Ms. McManus stated yes, they are in this business but they typically buy buildings that are already built, so 
this is their first venture into actual site development. 
 
Chairman Bainlardi stated and so the buildings that they typically purchase are done on, how does that 
normally work?  Is it done on spec and then they buy it or do they kind of work with… 
 
Mr. Fisher stated we typically buy buildings that are already in use [inaudible]… 
 
Chairman Bainlardi stated okay and buildings that are built for that purpose, you’re not converting other 
buildings typically? 
 
Mr. Fisher stated we are currently in self-storage. 
 
Mr. Vigliotti stated Peter, what is the required setback for this building? 
 
Mr. Miley stated oh, off the top of my head Ralph? 
 
Mr. Vigliotti stated no, not off the top but you can provide that next time, Peter. 
 
Mr. Miley stated absolutely, I don’t think I made an objection to it. 
 
Ms. McManus stated the setbacks, the front yard setbacks are 30 feet, the rear yards at 20 and the sides are 
20. 
 
Mr. Vigliotti stated okay, 30 feet.  The question would be is does the setback of the proposed building kind 
of conform to the other setbacks along Radio Circle, we can discuss that at some point. 
 
Ms. McManus stated right, I drove down Radio Circle today, it seems like the buildings were set back a 
little bit farther than fronting.  Our problem is we cannot push back into the lot because that’s where the 
wetland and wetland buffer are.  We are also almost at the end of the cul-de-sac, there’s not, I don’t think 
there’s anything beyond this. 
 
Chairman Bainlardi stated I think a number of those buildings too, I’m going from member now, but I think 
a number of them have parking lots in front of the buildings… 
 
Mr. Vigliotti stated yeah, sure. 
 
Chairman Bainlardi stated some of them the parking is on the side.  Alright, I think it would be important at 
some point to see an elevation of the building.  Listen, this is, I’m one member speaking here and you’re 
starting off in the right place and it’s a permitted use in the zone, right. 
 
Ms. McManus stated right. 
 
Chairman Bainlardi stated so you know, to the extent that you can reduce variances is always a positive to 
the extent that you can meet the, you know the setback requirements and the buffers, you’ve been listening 
to a lot of what you, the other applications that have been before you, get a sense of the things that the 
Board is typically looking for and they want to, we want to see greenspace as much as possible while still 
be able to achieve what you’re trying to achieve within the constraints of the zoning. 
 
Ms. McManus stated correct, so the… 
 
Chairman Bainlardi stated the fact that you have wetlands and you’ve got a bunch of other things going on 
here, you’ve got a lot of agencies you’re going to have to deal with, it’s just the nature of the beast. 
 
Ms. McManus stated yup. 
 



Planning Board Meeting Minutes 
July 13, 2021 Minutes Page 29 

Chairman Bainlardi stated there’s nothing that, in the final analysis I don’t think you can get through.  
You’ve been doing this, you know the path.  Can’t tell you every issue that’s going to come up along the 
way, there are going to be issues but I think you’re in a good start.  Anybody else have anything they want 
to, this is the time for feedback, right?  So do we want to go around the table, does anybody have anything 
they want to add? 
 
Mr. Polese stated I was just curious, is the building or is it, not prepackaged but is it engineered to be 
similar, I’ve seen some of the modular units out there, it all seems cookie cutter, not to be pejorative, is this 
one of those types, is this a model… 
 
Mr. Fisher stated yeah there’s all these, there’s some modifications but that’s [inaudible] a lot of the stuff is 
prepackaged, the steel, it comes and it’s… 
 
Mr. Polese stated I’m just curious, its mainly individuals for you know, self-storage, right?  But how do 
you semis and larger trucks in turning radiuses and things of that nature. 
 
Mr. Fisher stated [inaudible]. 
 
Ms. McManus stated sure, so on, usually it’s box trucks, it’s not semi trucks, large trucks don’t usually 
come to the self-storage, a lot of times contractors will get a unit and they prefer one where they have 
access similar to a garage door, so we planned for that along this edge of the building, cars can come in, 
pull up or back into by their unit, be able to unload directly into their unit.  Over here we envision a few 
more of those and then additionally you come into the buildings, the upper units, you take an elevator, 
those are typically smaller, they vary in size.  Right now, box trucks could come in and back up, or they can 
pull into a spot and turn around.  We did include back here a spot for a fire truck to turn around and this we 
envision as turf with the plastic turf builds underneath because really it doesn’t need to be accessed all the 
time, it would be only in case of emergency and that is the encroachment into the wetland buffer and not 
the wetland itself.  And over here again, its very similar in nature to this, you can come in, pull into a spot 
and turn around. 
 
Mr. Fisher stated typically we have people coming in with dollies, loading and unloading a box truck 
making as few moves as possible.  And again, we included the parking [inaudible – no microphone] and 
discussed with the planners. 
 
Chairman Bainlardi stated and how are the upper floors, is that through some sort of freight elevator or 
how…? 
 
Mr. Fisher stated we’ll have two elevators. 
 
Chairman Bainlardi stated and it just opens up into a corridor? 
 
Mr. Fisher stated [inaudible]. 
 
Chairman Bainlardi stated and this would be subject to ARB? 
 
Ms. McManus stated yes. 
 
Mr. Miley stated I apologize, we were discussing parking.  Can you repeat the question? 
 
Chairman Bainlardi stated yeah, just confirming its subject to ARB. 
 
Mr. Miley stated oh yes. 
 
Chairman Bainlardi stated alright, Crystal, anything? 
 
Ms. McManus stated we did receive the comment letters, we’re going to setup some meetings with 
probably the DEC or the DEP because they seem to have a lot of input. 
 
Chairman Bainlardi stated that’s the longest probably, the longest process. Anybody else have questions or 
comments?  No?  I think it’s pretty, relatively straight forward, you have some site constraints that you’re 
going to have to deal with… 
 
Ms. McManus stated right. 
 
Chairman Bainlardi stated but you know what they are.  I have nothing else. 
 
Ms. McManus stated thank you for your time. 
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Mr. Vigliotti stated thank you. 
 
Chairman Bainlardi stated thank you.  Alright, with that, that’s the end of our agenda.  Bring this meeting 
to a formal close.   
 
The meeting adjourned at 10:20pm. 


