
Minutes of the Regular Meeting of the Planning Board of the Village/Town of Mount Kisco held on 
Tuesday, June 8, 2021 at 7:31 pm via Zoom Teleconference 

 
Members Present: John Bainlardi, Acting Chairman 

Michael Bonforte 
Ralph Vigliotti    

   William Polese  
Crystal Pickard 

   Barbara Roppolo 
   Michael McGuirk 
 
Staff Present:   Jan K. Johannessen, Village Planner 
   Peter J. Miley, Building Inspector 
   Whitney Singleton, Village Attorney 
 
Staff Absent:  Anthony Oliveri, Village Engineer 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated good evening, welcome to the Mount Kisco Planning Board, regular Planning Board 
meeting for Tuesday, June 8th.  We just came out of our work session, we have three matters on the agenda 
tonight, we will be putting some minutes to address from the November 10th and April 27th.  The first 
matter on tonight’s agenda is the public hearing, it is a continuation of a public hearing for site plan and 
special use permit for Homeland Towers, Mount Kisco Wireless Telecommunications Facility at 180 South 
Bedford Road.  We have a new matter, a conceptual application, Spencmorg LLC, Richard Stumbo, this is 
333 Lexington Avenue, Site Plan and Change of Use.  And then the third matter is a formal application 
back before the Board for 151-155 Lexington Avenue, this is Fortunato Cambareri and we have a draft 
resolution for consideration for approval tonight for site plan.  So let’s start with the minutes. 
 
Minutes: 
 
November 10, 2020 Approved: Motion introduced by Mr. Bainlardi, seconded by Mr. Bonforte.  The 
motion carried by a vote of 5 to 0. 
 
April 27, 2021 Approved: Motion introduced by Mr. Bainlardi, seconded by Mr. Polese.  The motion 
carried by a vote of 7 to 0. 
 

A. Homeland Towers – Mount Kisco Wireless Telecommunications Facility – 180 South Bedford 
Road 
PB2020-0399, SBL 80.44-1-1 
Site Plan and Special Use Permit 
Continued Public Hearing 

 
Mr. Bainlardi stated alright, so we’re going to move to the public hearing, the continuation of public 
hearing for Homeland Towers.  I am recused from this matter, as is Jan, so we will step out and Mike 
Bonforte will act as Chair for this matter.  We’ll see you in a few. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated thank you, John. Okay, Homeland Towers, it’s a continuation of a public hearing, we’ll 
adjourn it to the next available date which is… 
 
Mr. Miley stated June 22nd but Chairman, Whitney had indicated the August meeting, that came up earlier. 
 
Whitney Singleton stated we’re going to continue to adjourn it to each and every meeting… 
 
Mr. Miley stated got it. 
 
Whitney Singleton stated simply in case something comes up and I’ve made the applicant aware of that as 
we’ve done in the past but we don’t intend on having them on an agenda until August 5th. 
 
Mr. Miley stated so that would be June 22nd meeting, excuse me… 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated August 10th is the next… 
 
Whitney Singleton stated I’m sorry, is it August 10th? 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated so just to reiterate, yeah that’s three days before the expiration of the current shot 
clock/tolling agreement.  Again, that’s August 13th but the next, the meeting before that is August 10th and 
right now, yes, Whitney? 
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Whitney Singleton stated yeah, no, that’s fine. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated good, just want to state it for the record clearly and then you know, they still haven’t 
paid their fees to the Village, it’s been 9 meetings now in a row, also as I remarked in the work session, 
they have not been, in my research and information flow, they have not been looking at the alternative sites.  
Whitney, you may know more about the Guard Hill Preserve but the Linden Lane has not been looked at.  
So we need this applicant to not only pay their fees but to look diligently at the alternative site, which to 
this Board, at least in this member on the Board is a clearly superior site for what the coverage gap that 
they want to fill for the co-locators, Verizon, AT&T and whoever else, in that area.  Anyway, let’s do the, 
let’s make a motion, I’ll make a motion for a adjournment of the public hearing to June 22nd, please. 
Do I have a second? 
 
Mr. Vigliotti stated I’ll second that. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated and Michelle, please poll the Board on the question, on the motion. 
 
UPON ROLL CALL VOTE: 
 
  Mr. Bonforte  - aye 
  Mr. Vigliotti  - aye 
  Mr. Polese  - aye 
  Ms. Pickard  - aye 
  Ms. Roppolo  - aye 
  Mr. McGuirk  - aye 
 
The motion carried by a vote of 6 to 0. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated sorry, I was on mute.  Before we move forward on the agenda, does anyone on the 
Board want to ask any questions or make any comments about Homeland Towers, you know again, its been 
9 meetings, we know where its at but anybody?  Whitney certainly has information he might want to share 
it or I should say respond to. 
 
Mr. McGuirk stated I’ll go ahead and bite.  Just as a procedural matter, is it possible at the August meeting 
we would get a big dump of information that I think you all have been waiting for, for quite a while and 
then have to vote up or down? 
 
Whitney Singleton stated I think if you look at, if you take a look at the letter, we specifically coordinated, 
not only the date that they would be on the next agenda but we coordinated the date by which they would 
have to make a submission, of any material in this regard so we don’t have a big dump.  I mean, based upon 
passed practices, everything is a big dump by them but we’ve made sure so that we’re not faced with that 
scenario this time that there’s sufficient lead time in their submission for our consultants to give you 
feedback. 
 
Mr. McGuirk stated okay, great. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated which is July 15th, Mike, great questions, great point.  July 15th is in the letter as the 
date they need to submit by, that gives us… 
 
Mr. Miley stated July 20th is the deadline Mike. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated the letter says July 15th unless I’m misreading this, Peter. 
 
Whitney Singleton stated we had the submission date prior to the submission date that would otherwise be 
required by the Planning Board rules. Knowing the potential for a big dump. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated Peter, we’re both correct.  Exactly to my comment and question and concern.  We 
don’t want them coming back to us and then expecting your decision or I should say or a lack of time to 
review a significant amount of data.  So anyway, great question, thanks. 
 
Mr. Polese stated sorry Mike… 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated go ahead, you’re on mute Bill. 
 
Mr. Polese stated I presume the remittance of any outstanding fees would proceed or maybe be by July 15th, 
what’s the timing of that?  So, we’re not looking at any of this until the funds are deposited in escrow. 
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Mr. Bonforte stated Peter, you’re on mute… 
 
Mr. Polese stated that’s academic. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated well Peter has, I guess in Town Hall you’re having trouble with mute, Peter, did you 
want to comment on Mr. Polese’s comment? 
 
Mr. Miley stated it is my understand that the consultants, the Building Department can review whatever 
they send and obviously the Board members, I have to confirm with Mr. Brancati that he’s willing to pay 
the consultants to review because obviously we need additional funds.  I don’t have the answer but I can 
get it. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated and before this point in time, Bill and everyone, any review or analysis done by the 
consultants on Homeland Towers has been specifically approved by [inaudible] Ed Brancati, et cetera, 
when I say the Board I mean the Village Board.  So and they’ll continue to do that on a piecemeal or item 
by item basis, whatever that might be.  It’s been minimal since that cut off, the cut off was March 13th when 
we said no further review unless specifically approved, meaning that Mount Kisco would pay those fees 
independent of Homeland.  So, yeah, again, disappointed they’re not allowing us to review the information 
at hand and we certainly don’t want to be dumped on just on just prior to the expiry of the tolling shot clock 
letter, right.  Great, Bill, thank you. John, why don’t you come back and we’ll move on with tonight’s 
agenda, please. 
 

B. Spencmorg, LLC (Richard Stumbo) – 333 Lexington Avenue 
PB2021-0415, SBL 80.48-4-1 
Site Plan and Change of Use 

 
Mr. Steven Helmes of the Helmes Group, LLP and Mr. Richard Stumbo were present. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated okay, thank you Mike. Okay, so the next matter on the agenda is a conceptual 
application Spencmorg, LLC (Richard Stumbo) 333 Lexington Avenue, this is a site plan and change of use 
conceptual application. We have some memoranda from staff, we’re going to hold off on those and let the 
applicant make a presentation to the Board, so we can understand what they’re trying to achieve.  Who is 
here this evening for the applicant? 
 
Mr. Helmes stated good evening Chairman and members of the Planning Board, Steven Helmes, an 
architect with the Helmes Group in Katonah, representing Richard Stumbo with Spencmorg, LLC on this 
application.  I believe Richard is on this Zoom call as well. If I may, this application is for a change of use 
permit for a change of use permit and we understand we do need to seek some variances to allow the 
second story to be built which was discussed in your work session.  Basically, we’re adding a second story 
to an existing one story building at the corner or Lexington and Locust.  The footprint is about 1,500 square 
feet and we’re going to create about a little under 1,200 square feet on the second floor.  We went in with a 
gambrel roof design with a shed roof to keep the scale down to some degree, we don’t want to put a big two 
and half, three-story building there with the context of the neighborhood and we’re changing the use from I 
guess it was retail to business use.  Currently, Richard Stumbo, EMC has their office in Golden’s Bridge 
and they’re moving to Mount Kisco, he’s an end user, he owns the property and he would like to go 
forward with the improvements on this project, understanding that we need variances, ARB approval and 
your approval.  We did get the survey updated back in January, a complete up to date survey from H. 
Stanley Johnson that was prepared in January and we did go ahead and prepare the photometric plan which 
is on drawing number two.  We are going to take the sign down, there’s a street sign and a sign on the 
building down, which was discussed with the Building Inspector and Jan several months ago, my client has 
no need to put any signage on the property we’re building. And he would like to put a fence in on the 
property line that borders Locust and off the east side, just to screen his property, we are going to… 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated Mr. Helmes, if I could interrupt you for a second… 
 
Mr. Helmes stated yes, sir. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated could I ask you to, for the benefit of the Board and also for the public who hasn’t seen 
this yet, could you put up your site plan and just orient us to where exactly, most of us on this Board know 
where it’s at but if you could… 
 
Mr. Helmes stated absolutely. Having a little difficulty, bear with me.  There we do, let me just enlarge 
that.  Okay, can you all see the screen? 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated yes. 
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Mr. Helmes stated yes, so this application consisted of five drawings, this is the site here, it’s a rectangular 
site, it is nonconforming with respect to width off Lexington, that’s one of the variances that we’re going to 
need to seek.  This area here is the, that you can see my cursor, we’re encroaching into the front yard 
setback off Locust and the side yard setback off the back there.  Again we want to use, it’s a concrete block 
building, we want to take off the roofline which is kind of a contemporary dated look at this point and come 
in with a  clean line on this and maximize the second floor, we’re using the footprint but not the full, we’re 
not going to double the building per se.  We do comply with our parking, there’s parking both on the front 
and in the rear and there is a space to accommodate a vehicle in here, there’s an existing garage… 
 
Mr. Miley stated Steven, can I interrupt for a second? 
 
Mr. Helmes stated yes sir… 
 
Mr. Miley stated can you turn up your, we’re recording in Village Hall and we’re losing your audio, can 
you turn it up somehow or stay closer to the mic please.  Thank you. 
 
Mr. Helmes stated thank you.  So the, this is our ADA parking space here with the proposed, with the 
proposed square feet we need 7 parking spaces, let me just double check my parking spaces.  We require 6 
and we’re providing 7 and that includes an ADA parking space which is in conformance with the Village of 
Mount Kisco parking requirements and we have that illustrated here on our drawings.  Just to give you a 
flavor of this project, this is our second drawing which is the photometric plan down here, we’re going to 
go with some bollard lightings, low level lighting at the front and off the back and have one wall mounted 
light in the front and one in the back of the building, LED type light fixtures.  This is the existing first floor, 
actually on the bottom, I’m sorry, is the existing conditions as the building sits today, the top drawing is 
what we’re proposing, maintaining a vehicle bay here, storage, created a new stair to get us vertical access 
and second floor is going to consist of pretty much an open office with one private office in the front.  
These are dormers here, this is the front elevation, how it sits today, off Lexington, this is the new front 
façade here, the side, the back of the building and the other side.  So we, again want to keep the scale down 
and work with the building and that’s pretty much my presentation and I would like to invite Rich Stumbo 
in on the call, if you want to add anything to this application.  I’m not sure if he’s, Rich?  Is he unmute? 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated I think we may have lost him, he was on the screen a moment ago. 
 
Mr. Helmes stated the building coverage and the impervious does comply with the Zoning for this property. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated there he is. 
 
Mr. Helmes stated and that’s pretty much, I’d be happy to answer any questions… 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated okay, thank you.  Why don’t we, Jan why don’t you just go through your initial memo, 
any comments you may have anything you want to point out for the Board and for the applicant. 
 
Jan Johannessen stated we reviewed the conceptual application for site plan and change of use permit, as I 
indicated in the work session, reviewed this as a Type II action under SEQRA.  The Board has my notes, 
SEQRA obligations, new environmental assessment forms or determinations that need to be completed as 
part of the project but there are some variances as Peter alluded to, in addition to ARB and a referral to the 
County Planning Board because of the proximity to the County roadway, Michelle typically handles those 
referrals.  So nothing [inaudible] there.  We referred or deferred to Peter, any parking or zoning matters, I 
did have a comment about the parking spaces, the dimensions of the spaces, the aisle widths in the drive 
aisles just to make sure they comply with the regs, it looked like there could be some noncompliance there 
but it is an existing site so perhaps they’re grandfathered.  They are showing 7 parking spaces where 6 are 
required, they are showing a 14 foot job trailer in one of the 7 spaces, so a comment of ours was if that’s 
going to have any sort of permanent setting on the site, I don’t think you can count that parking space if it’s 
going to be there on any sort of frequent basis, we also asked for a picture of the job trailer just to get an 
idea of what the view would be from Locust.  The lighting plan, typically we don’t see those with 
conceptuals, I appreciate it being submitted at an early date, there are some minimum parking or lighting 
requirements that the Village has, Steve, so you might just want to check in with those. 
 
Mr. Helmes stated okay. 
 
Jan Johannessen stated lighting tables, demonstrate, that you’ll need to provide on the plan to demonstrate 
compliance of the Village’s lighting standards but I really, I thought that maybe the bollards might be a 
little close to the parking area, maybe could interfere with like the overhanging of a front end of a car, 
maybe you want to push it back a couple feet or something but other than the, the approach looked fine to 
us.  The fence that’s along Locust, is shown three feet off the edge of pavement, the fence is determined to 
be required or something that’s necessary, we recommend it get pushed back a couple of feet just to allow 
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for some snow storage for when the Village plows the road, to prevent any damage to the fence.  They’re 
also proposing a gate, a rolling gate along I guess, would be the eastern, the most eastern driveway on 
Locust, so we ask for a detail of that.  You’re proposing a three rail, PVC type fence, black with, a nice 
looking fence with a rolling gate, you know a little bit, probably some more detail on that would be 
necessary with the formal application.  And it doesn’t completed cordon off the site, it doesn’t provide 
security, so I’m guessing it’s mainly for aesthetics. 
 
Mr. Helmes stated aesthetics and to keep people from parking on the property. 
 
Jan Johannessen stated gotcha.  There wasn’t a dumpster location shown, I couldn’t remember if you said 
you’re going to keep the containers in the building but if you can just specify that on the plan. 
 
Mr. Helmes stated I think we’d probably keep them inside the building but we can note that on our 
drawings as requested, so its clear. 
 
Jan Johannessen stated the only other thing I’d mention, there’s some landscape buffer setback 
requirements that I don’t think appeared on the plan but you know, the rest of the comments, I won’t bore 
the Board with, those were kind of the substantive ones.  As indicated, the large pylon sign along Lexington 
Avenue is proposed to be removed, so that’s a good thing.  I thought the building was attractive. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated thank you Jan.  Peter, anything you want to add that Jan hasn’t already hit? 
 
Mr. Miley stated no, we’ll work with the applicant to identify the variances that are required, the one side 
yard that actually looks like rear yard from Locust that will have to be modified to reflect the 30 foot 
requirement.  Other than that, I mean, as Jan indicated, the pervious surface is [inaudible], we’ll have to 
review the fences and you know, this is a conceptual application and I think the next step is if they decide 
to do a formal, we’ll see their drawings and make comments before they get on an agenda. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated alright, so just an observation, correct me if I’m not correct, Peter.  With respect to the 
variances, it’s primarily the variances are necessary because of the preexisting condition which they’re 
expanding by going up to the second floor, the second floor is permitted in the zone, so that’s not an issue.  
It’s just the fact that the building currently sits inside some side yards or a front yard and we’re expanding 
that nonconforming.  When you’re facing the building, the building to the right is, that’s a multi-family 
structure?  I know it’s two stories, the white building. 
 
Mr. Helmes stated to the south of the property? 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated yes. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated on Lexington, John?  Are you talking on Lexington? 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated yes, on Lexington. 
 
Mr. Miley stated they’re all multiple dwellings there, John. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated and you’re on the corner, so you’re on Locust, so your front yards there are up against 
the streetscape, you’ve got the building on the other side of Locust on Lexington is in the setback, so I 
don’t see that as being problematic.  The only place where it seems there would be any impact at all would 
be on the southern side when you’re going to a second story in close proximity to the side yard but it seems 
as though most of those buildings along there are relatively close together, at least from the streetscape 
view.  This will require a public hearing, right?  I mean, the variances, well they’ll be going for variances, 
there will be a public hearing the variances. 
 
Jan Johannessen stated there’s no public hearing requirement for the Planning Board for site plan and 
change of use. 
 
Mr. Helmes stated the client just called, his audio is out, I don’t know if its on his end but we apologizes for 
that, so.  I wanted to share that. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated and then Jan, there’s not public hearing required for this Board and this Board can act 
independently of the Zoning Board.  So if we wanted to act, we could and if the applicant so desired, when 
we get there they could go and seek their variances after this Board acts.  Or they could let this Board 
pause, go to the ZBA get whatever variances are required and then return to this Board for action, those are 
the choices more or less. 
 
Jan Johannessen stated I believe that’s correct. 
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Mr. Bainlardi stated okay, open up to the Board members, anybody have comments, please, this is the time, 
if you have any concerns, anything you wanted to share, try to be as open as you can. Anyone want to start?  
Ralph? 
 
Mr. Vigliotti stated well yeah, I think it’s a nice redevelopment of the site considering all, even though 
there are several variances.  I think the concept of a residential building with the office above, I think it will 
enhance that neighborhood.  I’m anxious to see the landscaping that the landscaping really enhance the 
residential look as opposed to the commercial look of what’s being proposed but otherwise, we’re 
developing something that’s been there, I think it will end up being an improvement and I think the 
neighbors may like the design and the look of the project. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated thank you.  Anyone else? No?  My feelings are the same as what was voiced by ralph, 
I think it’s an attractive looking proposal.  There’s no objection for the change of use from retail to office, I 
think it’s relatively innocuous, parking’s really not changing significantly, the site isn’t really changing 
significantly other than the addition of a second story.  Two-story buildings are not unusual in the Village 
of Mount Kisco, so I have no objections to this application as presented.  I’m sure there will be a few 
tweaks here or there but for the most part, it looks to already be in good shape.  If no one else has anything 
to add at this point, then I would say to Jan, why don’t you just confirm, let’s confirm next steps, I think it’s 
probably going back to the applicant to advance drawings and make a formal application but if there’s 
anything else that can be accomplished before that. 
 
Jan Johannessen stated no, I think that’s correct and we’d always afford the opportunity for the applicant to 
meet with Staff and including the Village Engineer who hadn’t had an opportunity to review this yet, go 
through the comments from the Building Inspector’s memo and my memo and help put together a formal 
application. 
 
Mr. Helmes stated can we proceed into for variances without doing the formal at this point just to make 
sure that we do get the variances and their input?  If for some reason something changes? 
 
Jan Johannessen stated I think that’s okay but I defer to Whitney but I don’t see a problem with that. 
 
Whitney Singleton stated it’s fine so long as you’re not going to have coordinated review under SEQRA 
because the Zoning Board is not going to be able to issue the variances until the lead agency has made their 
determination. 
 
Jan Johannessen stated the Planning Board, I think this is a Type II action for the Planning Board, it’s under 
4,000 square feet commercial. 
 
Whitney Singleton stated so you’re still going to need to submit a, submit the EAF to the Zoning Board. 
 
Mr. Helmes stated okay. 
 
Whitney Singleton stated its perfectly okay with me. 
 
Mr. Helmes stated then the ARB Board as well, is that something we can get, we can present before their 
Board or should we… 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated I don’t see why not, I think it’s the same.  I mean its possible you could go to those 
Boards and they’re going to want feedback from this Board but it’s also possible that they’re going, that 
this is pretty straight forward, you may have no need to secure any approval or any comment from… 
 
Whitney Singleton stated there’s a provision though in our Code that prohibits the ARB from acting until 
the Planning Board has acted. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated okay. 
 
Mr. Helmes stated now would your Board require full construction documents or just get through with the 
site and then address all of your concerns, the things that were brought up tonight, i.e. the bollards, lighting, 
landscaping, if we can address all of those things… 
 
Jan Johannessen stated I think your building drawings are at a level that we would typically see for the 
Planning Board.  I don’t know that you have to… 
 
Mr. Helmes stated okay. 
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Jan Johannessen stated revise your building drawings any, the site plan will need to be progressed but those 
are… 
 
Mr. Helmes stated but this vision for your Board’s approval for the floor plan schematics and then 
elevations but we’ll concentrate on our lighting, landscaping and site plan items. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated not to put Anthony on the spot but Anthony do you see anything that jumps out at you? 
 
Anthony Oliveri stated yeah, I mean it looks like there’s not, that there’s a decrease to impervious area and 
as long as the building in in the same footprint, I would just say when you develop the site plan maybe note 
you know, what you’re, how you’re dealing with the roof drainage routing, it looks like there’s a couple of 
drain inlets on the site, you know how that might be handled or being dealt with or if it’s just going to an 
existing connection, maybe identify that. 
 
Mr. Helmes stated yeah, most likely we’ll tie into existing, there’s not net increase in roof runoff but we’ll 
isolate that and make sure that’s noted on our drawings. 
 
Anthony Oliveri stated and add a, it looks like, you know you’re showing concrete curbs around the 
parking areas, I don’t know if that’s existing or its new, just you know, make that clear, I guess.  If there’s 
any feature, just add you know, if you’re redoing the pavement you should indicate that as part of the work 
and any details associated with that, any erosion control that might be needed for whatever disturbance 
there could be, if you have any. 
 
Mr. Helmes stated okay, understood. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated okay, I think you have some direction, you have some choices, I think at a minimum 
you can get started with the other Boards. 
 
Mr. Helmes stated thank you Chairman and members of the Board, appreciate it. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated okay, look forward to seeing you back. 
 
Mr. Helmes stated thank you. 
 

C. VKS Architects for Fortunato Cambareri – 151-155 (147) Lexington Avenue 
PB2019-0387, SBL 80.32-2-10 
Site Plan 

 
Mr. Bainlardi stated okay, next and final matter, Fortunato Cambareri, 151-155 Lexington Avenue site 
plan. Is anybody here this evening for the applicant?  Nope, we do have a letter in our, that we received 
today from Viktor Solarik, VKS Architect on behalf of the applicant, confirming that they’ve received the 
resolution and have no objection to the resolution as drafted.  They’ve asked if we are so incline that we 
could act this evening.  In a moment I’m going to ask Jan to just take us through the resolution, there are a 
number of items that are addressed in that resolution that have to do with some revisions that are necessary 
on the plans and Jan, if you’ll point those out when you get to those in your review of the resolution. 
 
Jan Johannessen stated sure. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated so I think the point here is just let’s go through the resolution and see if it’s in a form 
where we can act. 
 
Jan Johannessen stated sure.  This is a site plan and change of use permit application that was made by the 
owner, Fortunato Cambareri.  The property is 147 Lexington Avenue, it’s .3 acres located in the 
Neighborhood Commercial zoning district.  The property consists of four buildings on one parcel that are, 
been referred to on the site plans as buildings A through D and with the exception of building A, which 
contains an existing restaurant known as Thai Angels, the remaining buildings contain residential dwelling 
units of which there are six.  You have six units, rental units and one restaurant.  The applicant has 
submitted a change of use permit application and site plan application to legalize an existing apartment 
located on the second floor of building C and is also proposing some modifications to the site to the site 
plan, physical improvements to the site, mainly in terms of hardscaping, landscaping, lighting, parking, 
parking circulation et cetera.  And really, there was during the review process there was kind of a 
discussion between the applicant and the Board trying to reduce actually the number of parking spaces in 
order to have sufficient parking for the uses on the property but also in mind of reducing the amount asphalt 
and kind of increasing the greenspace and the landscaping on the property. Some of the parking and 
circulation patterns that were shown didn’t really work and the applicant worked with the Board to make 
those changes and ultimately went to the ZBA to obtain variances and the number of parking spaces 
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required.  In addition to the parking space variance, they got variances from the ZBA to allow an apartment 
above a garage with no direct street or sidewalk access for exceeding the allowable development coverage, 
although it was reduced from the existing condition and the previously proposed plan.  And also, with the 
regards to the width of the off-street parking spaces and drive aisles.  So the Zoning Board resolution, dated 
December 18, 2020, is referenced in this resolution.  The applicant did get an updated survey from H. 
Stanley Johnson, which you know assisted in the development of the site plan.  We classified this as a Type 
II action under SEQRA and the resolution references the drawings that were prepared by VKS Architects, 
including a landscaping plan and there’s a number of conditions to be satisfied by the applicant.  The first 
series is conditions to be satisfied prior to the signing of the site plan as was alluded to earlier, there are a 
couple of modifications that are required as result of Staff comments and I know Anthony has just issued a 
comment memo, so that’s incorporated in here, his outstanding comments along with the few that we had 
with some notes on the site plan, the Board talked about the existing stockade fence along the northern 
property line, that’s in such bad shape, be removed, so that’s condition number 4. There is a dumpster 
enclosure on the plan but they didn’t spec the gate, so we asked for a detail of the gate, identified you 
know, the Village’s standard for that.  That’s really it, the rest of the conditions are pretty pro forma.  If you 
have any questions, I’ll be happy to answer them. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated just, this application was before this Board, I believe initially as a conceptual 
application and then proceeded through several meetings.  The applicant was responsive to this Board’s 
direction to you know create the green areas particular along the Lexington side of the building.  There was 
kind of a courtyard in the back was being used for garbage enclosures, we had them reposition that and 
really to create a little courtyard back behind those buildings for the residential uses as opposed to kind of 
back of house uses and that cleaned up nicely.  And I think overall its an improved site plan which resulted 
in the reduction of impervious surfaces which was a goal stated by this Board at the outset and the 
improved you know greenery which we wanted to see from Lexington Avenue.  I’ll open it up to any other 
comments or any other questions from other Board members. 
 
Mr. McGuirk stated I had a comment… 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated sure. 
 
Mr. McGuirk stated it looks like the accessible parking spot there at the bottom of the parking lot, may 
become partially screened from the street with the plantings they’ve got there.  It also looks like the route 
that would go from that spot would go through the shared driveway with the automobile driveway.  So I’m 
just, I don’t know what the plan is on those junipers that they’re planting, how high they’re going to let 
them get, I don’t know if there could be a note just to keep them low enough so that anybody you know 
with a mobility device that would be coming through that driveway can be seen by right turners coming off 
of Lexington.  It was just something that concerned me. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated okay, Anthony, do you have any thoughts about that, the lines of sight there, how that 
spot is… 
 
Jan Johannessen stated I can try to share my screen, I’m trying to bring up the drawing. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated yeah, that would be helpful. 
 
Anthony Oliveri stated I guess it depends on the height of those junipers, so if there’s some height 
restriction, usually about three feet. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated you can or one of us can. 
 
Jan Johannessen stated I’m getting there, hang on. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated there you go. 
 
Jan Johannessen stated can you see it? 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated now we can, just blow it up with… 
 
Jan Johannessen stated so was it this space that was…? 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated number one. 
 
Jan Johannessen stated number one. 
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Mr. McGuirk stated and it looks to me, the only path for say someone in a mobility device or wheelchair 
would have to be through that driveway.  So I’m just concerned about someone turning right off of 
Lexington, not having a complete view of someone that’s going to be a little bit lower.  Just a note to keep 
the junipers under a certain height would be great. 
 
Anthony Oliveri stated does it make it sense for that plant or should there be a different plant there, I’d say 
we want to limit to three foot or something if that’s the thought. 
 
Jan Johannessen stated yeah, I don’t think they’re going to, they’re three gallons, Japanese garden juniper, 
I’d have to look into that particular one to see how high it gets.  Junipers usually, wouldn’t get more than 
two feet off the ground but I can check that particular variety, there’s certainly options for lower lying 
junipers that would never be a concern from a visibility standpoint.  I’d be happy to look into that and work 
with the applicant to make sure there’s something that’s not going to ever get tall. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated thank you.  Thanks for the comment, Mike. Does anybody else have anything?  No? 
 
Jan Johannessen stated this was [inaudible] the condition in the approval, it’s just fallen down. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated can you say that again?  What was that Jan? 
 
Jan Johannessen stated there was a condition in the resolution to remove this stockade fence, so that’s the 
fence that’s being referred to in that condition. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated okay. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated Chairman, I’ll just say, I remember going on site with other Board members once or 
twice but at least once we walked around with Viktor and maybe even Mr. Cambareri and I just think 
whatever they’re doing, you know when I say whatever, what they’re doing is a great improvement and I’m 
all for it and I think it’s a great investment for that area of Town so, appreciate it. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated thanks Michael.  Alright, so with that, I’ll make a motion that we adopt the 
resolution for Fortunato Cambareri, 151-155, also known as 147 Lexington Avenue for site plan 
approval. Do I have a second? 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated I will second that, Mr. Chairman.  
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated okay, any questions? Any comments?  Nope? Alright, Michelle, please poll the Board. 
 
UPON ROLL CALL VOTE: 
 
  Mr. Bonforte  - aye 
  Mr. McGuirk  - aye 
  Mr. Vigliotti  - aye 
  Ms. Pickard  - aye 
  Mr. Polese  - aye 
  Ms. Roppolo  - aye 
  Mr. Bainlardi  - aye 
 
The motion carried by a vote of 7 to 0. 
 
Off-topic conversation. 
 
Whitney Singleton stated before you cancel, before you adjourn the meeting John. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated yes? 
 
Whitney Singleton stated there is one administrative item that we need to discuss and I apologize for not 
bringing it up earlier. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated okay. 
 
Whitney Singleton stated okay, so we’re done with… 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated yes. 
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Whitney Singleton stated and I invite Michelle and/or Peter to jump in on this just in case my recollections 
not correct.  The Zoning Board last month had an application before it, that your Board already approved.  
They were very concerned with the extent of the variance that was being sought for the elimination of 
parking spaces on the project on the corner of Maplewood and Lexington Avenue, I don’t recall the exact 
address.  This popped into my mind during this meeting. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated what address?  Whitney, what address? 
 
Mr. Miley stated 205/215 Lexington, Crecco. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated Crecco, okay. 
 
Whitney Singleton stated and they were hoping to have at either their next meeting or one your next 
meetings, some degree of a joint meeting, not for the entire meeting but for a portion of it so they can better 
understand basically the need to waive so many parking spaces.  Am I articulating accurately Peter?  I don’t 
want to overstate or understate or misstate it. 
 
Mr. Miley stated just say that again, we’re having some issues here. 
 
Whitney Singleton stated the Zoning Board was curious as to why given the fact that there’s so little on-
street parking available why the Planning Board would have approved a project which waives so many 
parking spaces.  And they’re not saying that there’s per se something wrong with it or right with it, they 
just thought it was very curious that so many parking, that over half the parking spaces would be waived 
when there’s no on-street parking and they were hoping that by virtue of having a joint meeting, perhaps 
that can be better addressed. 
 
Mr. Miley stated yeah, that’s accurate. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated was there a, what do we call it, not land banking but a purchase of parking spaces by 
that applicant? 
 
Whitney Singleton stated no… 
 
Mr. Vigliotti stated no. 
 
Whitney Singleton stated it’s not in a zone that provides for buying parking. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated no, that’s the application where a few new spaces were created… 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated in front. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated on Lexington, in front because of the closure of the curb cut and so do they want, are 
they okay with us having a joint meeting or would they like for us just to respond to them in writing? 
 
Whitney Singleton stated I think they were of the mindset that having a joint meeting either before their 
next meeting or your next meeting would be advantageous. 
 
Jan Johannessen stated Whitney, isn’t some of this on the applicant to present the materials? 
 
Whitney Singleton stated yeah. 
 
Jan Johannessen stated what are they looking for the Planning Board, its their decision right, based on the 
applicant’s articulation of need. 
 
Whitney Singleton stated as you recall, I think it was actually you Jan, that specifically told them they’re 
proceeding at their own risk because usually they would go to the Zoning Board and get relief first.  And 
they were told that they were proceeding at their own risk and it was relayed to the Zoning Board that that 
was the case and the Zoning Board didn’t want to act yay or nay without having some better 
communication with the Planning Board.  I don’t know that it was relayed by the Zoning Board, I don’t 
recall exactly what the applicant stated that this is what the Planning Board wanted or its not what the 
Planning Board wanted or its what the site allowed.  I can’t recall the specifics of that happening.  The only 
thing I can recall with certainty and I do invite Michelle and/or Peter to contribute here… 
 
Mr. Miley stated yeah. 
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Whitney Singleton stated I just remember them having concern as to the magnitude of the variance given 
the limited on-street parking. 
 
Mr. Miley stated the understanding was… 
 
Whitney Singleton stated and they were aware of the on-street parking on Lexington. 
 
Mr. Miley stated okay, the understanding was the balance between the open space and the necessary 
variances.  The Planning Board indicated they wanted more open space, less parking space because of the 
needs of his tenants, they only have 5 spaces now for the entire structure, including the commercial.  The 
commercial would be using street parking for their, you know because the store is open until I think 8 
o’clock at night and there would not be any overnight parking for the res, excuse me, for the retail use and 
that the balance of the parking spaces would be specifically utilized for the tenants.  They just recently 
submitted a plan that now increases the number of parking spaces, however they’re probably going to need 
to see an additional variance for more development coverage.  So, the last time that we spoke we indicated 
that the balancing act of the open space and number of parking spaces I believe that the Board came up 
with that right number but the Zoning Board disagreed. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated and my recollection of all this is as a Board, we weighed the pros and cons of the 
application, there was an elimination of a substantial curb cut on Lexington Avenue which this Board 
preferred.  There was the, by the elimination of that curb the addition of some parking spaces on Lexington 
Avenue.  There was a modification of the plan at one point in time to create some additional setback from 
the adjoining property to get the parking in the rear and to have some additional buffer, you know green 
along the front of the building.  The bottom line is whether or not, I won’t say this Board was unanimous in 
its decision but its clearly the majority of the Board’s position that that balance was… So that’s how I’m 
going to present my position, my individual position but also how, my belief is how this Board came to this 
determination.  The Zoning Board can, is free then to accept that and grant the variance or not. 
 
Whitney Singleton stated there was one more, just let me paint the full picture because its coming back to 
me.  There was one more point that I left out.  The adjoining neighbor expressed some objection to what 
was being sought because Mr. Reber came in and said that you know, that they had to provide on-site 
parking, off-street parking on their site, why does this applicant not have to do that, why does the burden 
get discharged to the public and in particular, he pointed out that there’s not going to be any on-street 
parking there, it’s going to come up to Smith Avenue. 
 
Jan Johannessen stated but they are providing off-street parking. 
 
Whitney Singleton stated no, no, what he’s saying is they’re not going to be parking on Lexington Avenue, 
they’re going to be parking up on Smith Avenue, the on-street parking. 
 
Jan Johannessen stated but they’re providing off-street parking. 
 
Mr. Vigliotti stated yes, they are. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated they are but… 
 
Mr. Vigliotti stated I’d like to weigh-in because I voiced my opinion at the last meeting and I was the sole 
nay vote on this.  There is really not overflow of parking for this site.  Maplewood doesn’t allow any 
overflow because every space they have is pretty much taken.  I noticed that the retail building is becoming 
for popular as the weeks go on and I honestly believe those two or three street spaces, they’re, there’s too 
much bulk on the site.  The retail building should have been taken down in order to accommodate the 
apartment buildings that they wanted to put in, I think it’s a shame that all of this happening and I can fully 
understand what Mr. Reber is saying.  I remember when we worked with Mr. Reber to make sure all the 
parking that was needed for that business was on-site.  I think we were remiss in moving this project along 
without actually taking a very, very close look at the real parking issues that will surface there.  So I will 
just leave that, I think the ZBA, it’s a little bit refreshing to see that the ZBA sees this.  That’s my 
comment. 
 
Ms. Roppolo stated just a quick interjection here, isn’t that business, don’t they have mostly, don’t they 
have a lot of foot traffic, I don’t think that’s a destination type of store. 
 
Mr. Vigliotti stated we’ll never know Barbara, at some point in time that may become a destination store or 
there may be a change in that retail and it will be something completely different than what’s there now.  
We think about what may happen to that store, it may become something else two years down the road.  
And I agree with you, there is some foot traffic there, absolutely. 
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Mr. McGuirk stated I’m wondering if there’s any guidance in the Comprehensive Plan, what I remember, 
generally one of the goals of the Comprehensive Plan of the Village is to kind of lessen the burden on 
developers of parking, I don’t know if that’s limited to particular zones in the Village but I know there were 
recommendations on reducing the ratio of parking to apartments to dwelling units.  Does anybody have 
any…? 
 
Whitney Singleton stated that’s in the CB-1 and the CB-2. 
 
Mr. McGuirk stated okay. 
 
Whitney Singleton stated that’s for the Central Business District. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated as a Board, we have over the last five years, six years undoubtedly on a number of 
applications, on the whole when we balanced the benefits to the improvements that are being proposed to 
the site plan, so in some cases site plans were not conforming, that had to come to this Board to get 
legalized essentially.  And on a number of occasions we have reduced the number of parking spaces as a 
tradeoff to larger areas of greenspace to better circulation throughout the site and for other purposes.  
Listen, this Board came out on the determination it came out on, I don’t want to go backwards.  Ralph, 
you’ve voiced your opinion, you voiced your opinion at the time of the application, at the time of the 
decision and you voted no accordingly.  So, the Zoning Board is now asking us why we came to the 
determination we came to, I think if you read the record, its clear.  I’m more than willing to have a joint 
meeting with them if that’s what they’re asking for to go through it again and you know, and then they can 
then act accordingly.  So, and if in fact the applicant is adding another space that might change things a 
little bit and in the end, you know is one space or two spaces going to make a difference if a particular retail 
tenant becomes more or less popular?  Probably not but I think when we were looking at this application 
big picture and we were weighing the benefits that the application was going to present against any 
potential detriment, we reached the determination we reached and was, it wasn’t unanimous but it was 
close. So, okay.  Whitney, if you want to let them know, if we’re happy to talk with them any time, talk it 
through and maybe they’ll have some other things that they can present to us that we didn’t think about or 
want to reconsider but we’re happy to speak with them and talk it through. 
 
Whitney Singleton stated Peter, can you chime in a little bit, are you saying that you received a modified 
application? 
 
Mr. Miley stated no. 
 
Whitney Singleton stated okay. 
 
Mr. Miley stated what I said was he sent over a drawing which increased the parking count and some other 
modifications but it has not formally been submitted. 
 
Whitney Singleton stated is it something he’s planning on doing or is it something h’s just going through an 
exercise? 
 
Mr. Miley stated he’s planning on submitting it to the Zoning Board at their request for increasing the 
parking but it changes the site plan so they’ll have to… 
 
Whitney Singleton stated this is, um… 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated the risk that they took. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated yeah, listen, if they come back to us and the Zoning Board says we want you to add 
one more parking space and their calculus is they’d rather have the one more parking space than the 
greenspace, then you know, I’m going to accept that.  I mean, I’m telling you right now, I will accept that if 
that’s the where it comes back.  This is part of the given and take between the Boards and the viewpoint 
and it certainly not going to be at a place where we tell the applicant sorry, no dice.  So, that’s my position, 
I’ll just state right for the record now.  
 
Whitney Singleton stated okay, so… 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated everyone else can weigh in however they feel, you know but that would be my 
position. 
 
Whitney Singleton stated so Peter, just thinking out loud and I’m just spit balling here, if they come into the 
Zoning Board at the next meeting with a revised plan showing an additional spot or two and the Zoning 
Board is amenable to that or says you know, run it up the flagpole with the Planning Board but that the 
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ZBA is okay with that.  Is that something that we can pursue, I just don’t want to get into a game of ping 
pong.  Or the applicant to get into a game of ping pong. 
 
Mr. Miley stated right. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated yeah we just need to be as efficient as we can and as you know, clear to the applicant 
so we don’t have them running around in circles. 
 
Whitney Singleton stated and Peter if that doesn’t work with the applicant, then perhaps we would setup a 
joint meeting between the two. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated yup and that might be the most efficient way to just resolve it once and for all. 
 
Whitney Singleton stated and I apologize, I probably should have brought this up with you at the last 
meeting and I don’t know why, I think it just escaped my mind. 
 
Jan Johannessen stated any future, if there was a joint meeting, the applicant would be in attendance to 
answer questions? 
 
Whitney Singleton stated oh, absolutely. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated okay, that’s fine.  Let’s put it back to the ZBA if you send the message and we’re 
happy to accommodate the request. 
 
Whitney Singleton stated alright guys. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated agreed, great.  I second your motion John. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated okay, with that, this meeting has some to its conclusion.  I appreciate everyone’s 
participation this evening and we’ll see you at the next meeting. 
 
The meeting adjourned at 8:35 pm. 


