
Minutes of the Regular Meeting of the Planning Board of the Village/Town of Mount Kisco held on 
Tuesday, May 25, 2021 at 7:43 pm via Zoom Teleconference 

 
Members Present: John Bainlardi, Acting Chair 
    Ralph Vigliotti 
    Michael Bonforte 
    William Polese  

Crystal Pickard 
    John Hochstein 
    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 okay, so welcome to Mount Kisco Planning Board for Tuesday May 25, 2021.  We 
just completed our work session and this is the regular Planning Board meeting.  We have some minutes 
from April 13th, does anyone have any questions or comments on the minutes that they haven’t already 
provided to Michelle?  No?  Okay, so I’ll make a motion that we adopt or approve the minutes for 
April 13, 2021.  Do I have a second? 
 
Mr. Vigliotti stated I’ll second that. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated thanks Ralph.  Okay, Michelle? 
 
UPON ROLL CALL VOTE: 
 Mr. Bainlardi  - aye 
 Mr. Vigliotti  - aye 
 Mr. Bonforte  - aye 
 Ms. Pickard  - aye 
 Mr. Polese  - aye 
 Ms. Roppolo  - aye 
 Mr. Hochstein - aye 
 
The motion carried by a vote of 7 to 0. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated okay, thank you.  So on tonight’s agenda, there are four matters, we have a public 
hearing for Homeland Towers, Mike Bonforte will act as Chair on that as I’m recused from that.  We then 
have a formal application, CJ Developers, 461 Lexington Avenue, that’s been before the Board in the past.  
We had NexAmp Oakwood solar project, a request for an extension of their approval, the project was 
approved back in 2019, they havne’t completed construction in the time frame required by the resolution.  
And then last, there’s a prior matter which is retunring as a new application, SCS Sarles Street LLC, for site 
plan, special use permit, and steep slopes for a solar farm on the Sarles Street property, I will be recused 
from that matter as well and Mike Bonforte will act as Chair.  So Mike, I turn it over to you for the public 
hearing, the continuation on Homeland Towers. I’m going to recuse myself. 
 

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

Mr. Bonforte stated okay, thank you John and Jan Johannessen our Planner, just recused himself on this 
particular application and okay, so Homeland Towers, 180 South Bedford Road is an active application, 
there is an active ongoing public hearing which we’re going to have to adjourn, take a vote on.  Before we 
do that, we spent some time in the work session talking about the extension of the tolling letter or the 
extension of the Shot Clock, there’s dates, specific dates that were put out there in the work session, that 
letter hasn’t been signed yet but it’s about to be signed, we thank the applicant for that extension but at the 
same time we wish they’d pay their bill or at least partially paying their bill, that would help a lot.  So we 
could actually analyze the information that’s been presented and updated and so forth.  Was there anything 
else?  Anyone else on the Board have any comments, want to say anything with regard to this application 
before we adjourn the public hearing? Okay, there’s not comments.  I’d like to make the motion that we 
adjourn the Homeland Towers at 180 South Bedford Road to our next meeting which is June 8, 2021.  
Do I have a second? 
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Mr. Polese stated I’ll second that motion. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated thank you Mr. Polese.  Can you poll the Board, please Michelle. 
 
UPON ROLL CALL VOTE: 
 
 Mr. Bonforte  - aye 
 Mr. Polese  - aye 
 Mr. Vigliotti  - aye 
 Ms. Pickard  - aye 
 Ms. Roppolo  - aye 
 Mr. Hochstein - aye 
 Mr. McGuirk  - aye 
 
The motion carried by a vote of 7 to 0. 
 
The Secretary stated all aye. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated thank you Michelle.  Whitney? 
 
Whitney Singleton stated yes? 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated do we need to review the dates that we reviewed in the work session?  Would that be 
helpful for everyone, I mean that was… 
 
Whitney Singleton stated I, maybe, do you have any objection if I share my screen?  I can provide the 
Board with a copy of the letter. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated not at all, please do. 
 
Whitney Singleton stated here is a copy of the letter that has been executed by the applicant.  It is extending 
the Shot Clock which is currently May 28, 2021 to August 13, 2021.  The applicant will use that time to 
pursue the feasibility of alternative sites and to collect and submit drive testing data to the Planning Board 
for its review.  With all, with any new materials being submitted on or before July 15, 2021 to afford Staff 
sufficient time and the Planning Board sufficient time to review the material and any comments that Staff 
has.  Any subsequent meeting of the Planning Board would be three days before the extended Shot Clock 
expiration date which would mean that it would be August 10, 2021.  And this is something that is, even 
though this is just a draft of the letter, it’s already been executed by Homeland and is awaiting your Board’s 
authorization for Acting Chairman Bonforte to sign.  And just as long as I kind of have the floor, I can stop 
sharing, as long as I have the floor a little bit, I’ll just state again on the record, at least on the public 
portion of the meeting, the non-work session.  That the Planning Board continues to receive comments 
from the public, I believe there were several submissions for this meeting and we appreciate those 
submissions and I just wanted to reiterate that those documents should be forwarded to the applicant just so 
that we have a complete record.  Other than that, just a motion and a second authorizing you to sign the 
tolling letter. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated yeah, I’d like to make a motion to the Board to authorize myself as Acting 
Chairman to sign the, what I would like to call the extension of the Shot Clock to August 13th. Do I 
have a second? 
 
Mr. Vigliotti stated I’ll second that. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated is that you, Ralph? 
 
Mr. Vigliotti stated yes. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated and Michelle, please poll the Board? 
 
UPON ROLL CALL VOTE: 
 
 Mr. Bonforte  - aye 
 Mr. Vigliotti  - aye 
 Ms. Pickard  - aye 
 Ms. Roppolo  - aye 
 Mr. Hochstein - aye 
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 Mr. McGuirk  - aye 
 
The motion carried by a vote of 6 to 0. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated and before we move on, on Homeland, we received a few pieces of correspondence 
that I think are important and one is from Harold McCartney, who is our Village Historian and he 
contributes and participates with the CAC, John Rhodes organization and other probably, I can’t remember 
them all.  And I know you’re on, Harry, on this meeting, so please speak up at the next public hearing.  I 
appreciate the email or letter that you submitted. The same thing from Skip, apologies, Beitzel or Betzil… 
 
Whitney Singleton stated Beitzel. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated thank you Whitney.  Please don’t hesitate to follow the agenda for the next public 
hearing and if Homeland pays their bill, we’ll be able to meet your, not only your written but your verbal 
comments, that would be helpful.  And also, Laurie Kimsal, thank you, if I pronounced that correct, thank 
you Laurie.  And there is actually another from Rex Pietrobono.  So thank you for those, they were just, I 
think, submitted, let me just see here, they were stamped May 21st, I haven’t had a chance to read them yet 
but I will.  If nobody else has any comments or statements on the Board, we’ll move on to the next 
application with John Bainlardi.  Anybody?  Nobody, okay.  John, come back, you’re up. 
 

B. CJ Developers - 461 Lexington Avenue 
PB2020-0407, SBL 80.64-2-15 
Site Plan 

 
Mr. Rich Williams of Insite Engineering and Mr. Jamie Scoli, property owner, were present. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated thank you, Michael.  So the next matter on the agenda is CJ Developers, 461 
Lexington Avenue for site plan, this is a proposed townhouse development which has been before the 
Board in the past as both a conceptual application and a formal application.  There is some action that the 
Board can deal with right off the bat and get it behind us.  The Board did declare, back in April, it’s intent 
to be lead agency pursuant to SEQRA, the notices were sent out to all involved and interested agencies.  I 
believe that a number of them have responded including the DEP, did not object to this Board acting as 
lead agency, as well as Westchester County Department of Planning.  There are comments in those letters 
which we’ll get to in a moment and there were a number of other interested and involved agencies that did 
acknowledge receipt of our intent to be lead agency and with no objections.  So this Board can take the 
formal measure tonight to formally declare ourselves lead agency and there is a resolution to that effect in 
our package.  Jan, do you want to just take us through it very briefly, I don’t think we need to hit too much 
here, we know we want to be lead agency and no one objects. 
 
Jan Johannessen stated yeah, I think you said it all, John.  The Board declared intent to be lead agency, 
made the circulation, no agency objected, more than 30 days has passed, so I think the Board can 
appropriately make that decision and declaration this evening. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated okay, alright, so with that, any questions or comments from the Board or Staff?  Okay, 
great.  So I’ll make the motion that we adopt the resolution declaring that the Planning Board lead 
agency status pursuant to SEQRA. 
 
Mr. Hochstein stated I’ll second that. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated thank you, John.  Michelle, if you’ll poll the Board? 
 
UPON ROLL CALL VOTE: 
 
 Mr. Bainlardi  - aye 
 Mr. Hochstein - aye 
 Mr. Bonforte  - aye 
 Mr. Vigliotti  - aye 
 Mr. Polese  - aye 
 Ms. Roppolo  - aye 
 
The motion carried by a vote of 6 to 0. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated thank you. Okay, who’s here for the applicant tonight? 
 
Mr. Williams stated so good evening, Rich Williams with Insite and Jamie Scoli who is the owner of the 
property. 
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Mr. Bainlardi stated good evening.  You have received the comment letters from the DEP and Westchester 
County Department of Planning? 
 
Mr. Williams stated yes, so where we believe we’re in the process right now is when we were before you 
last time, we had discussed our next step was to really go to the Board of Trustees, relative to the land swap 
associated with this property, the Board of Trustees, did meet, I believe at their work session last night.  My 
understanding is we have a little bit more homework to do with the DEP in order to make sure the swap is 
permissible and have some restrictions potentially lifted from the Village property.  Other than that, the one 
thing I just wanted to touch base on was some comments I heard during the work session, if I can share my 
screen? 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated sure. 
 
Mr. Williams stated I heard it discussed that it was a surprise that we had a stormwater feature which is 
right here, shown on what will be the Village property.  So just to remind the Board, this property line here 
is the current property line and what we were proposing to do is acquire this portion of what is now Village 
property and convey this portion of our property to the Village, which allows the Village to have a more 
regular buffer alongside the Kisco River and also as part of that, we’re going to provide access to the 
Village land which it doesn’t currently have.  Consistent with the previous approval for the Polaner project, 
we still have our stormwater discharge point here and we have an easement to allow some grading to do 
that, that is before of the elevations of the property, we physically don’t have a way to daylight and 
stormwater on this land and even consistent with the Polaner application, the Polaner application was going 
to get an easement from the Village for this area of current Village property, to allow regrading to happen, 
so that the pipes can daylight.  All stormwater treatment will be on, what will be our property, so there is no 
stormwater treatment proposed, there is no stormwater management proposed on what will be Village 
property, it is just the discharge point.  I know I’ve presented this to the Board before, this is not new to the 
application, we’ve had it on our plans since we’ve started, so hopefully its not a surprised, I was surprised 
to hear that. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated I think, thanks Rich, I think the bottom line there is you’ll need to work through the 
appropriate legal documentation with the Village Board to secure your rights to do that and deal with the 
insurance questions and indemnification and whatever counsel is looking for there but assuming for the 
moment the Village is amendable to that practice, I personally don’t see an issue with it but you’ll need to 
work through that with the Village Board. 
 
Mr. Williams stated and we plan on responding to all the comments we received from both DEP and 
Westchester County Department of Planning with our next resubmission.  There may be a little bit of time 
between now and next resubmission as we want to continue to work with the Village Board to resolve some 
of the bigger issues with regard to the land swap. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated okay, great.  Jan or Peter or Whitney, I’ll start with Jan.  Jan, do you see anything from 
the comment letters from either the DEP or the County that we should touch upon tonight? There is one 
item that I note, I’m familiar with but I don’t believe we’ve ever done anything with INI, with infiltration 
and inflows with the County.  Do we have a policy in this Village? 
 
Jan Johannessen stated yeah, I think that we have.  Anthony’s not here to speak to it but I don’t think its an 
unusual comment.  It’s a comment that we typically we see with larger projects so maybe this is kind of just 
approaching that but we’ve seen it before, for sure. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated its something that if you and Anthony and Peter and Whitney can think about.  I’ve 
seen this in projects that I’ve been involved with personally throughout both Westchester County and 
possibly in Putnam County and typically, you can satisfy it in one of two ways, there’s a dollar figure 
which is based upon your flow, it’s a little bit higher if it’s a market rate development, it’s a little bit lower 
if its an affordable development or you can pick a project and if the applicant is aware of, being considered 
in the Village and that’s another way it could be satisfied.  I don’t recall, personally, having been, having 
this come up in the past.  So if we could do a little homework there as to what we may or may not require, I 
know the County… 
 
Jan Johannessen stated typically have not seen it addressed through a financial contribution towards INI in 
general that the Village is dealing with and I’m sure there’s, like you said, a couple ways to skin the cat.  
And we can, I’m sure the applicant will reach out to the County and the players there to see what needs to 
be done.  But it is a typical comment of theirs on development projects. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated and just for the rest of the Board who may not be aware, the issue with the sewer 
system throughout the County, is that there’s a lot of holes, problems with pipes and water getting into the 
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systems which creates more flow going down to the wastewater treatment plants, so that’s the impious for 
this, is to, as new development comes up to try to create some funds for some projects to [inaudible].  Other 
than that, the County Road, there is a 239-F application, Rich, I know you’re familiar with that, any new 
construction on a County roadway, requires approval from under 239-F with the County and if there’s 
going to be any actual curb cuts or any work in the right of way, there will also be a highway work permit 
after that 239 approval is granted.  I know you know what to do with that.  Anybody have any questions or 
concerns at this point?  Anything they saw in the comments they want to touch on? 
 
Whitney Singleton stated I do. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated who is that? 
 
Whitney Singleton stated Whitney. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated Whitney, yes, Whitney. 
 
Whitney Singleton stated I’m not suggesting what the answer should be but I think the applicant should 
also give your Board some feedback as to what they intend to do with the comments that were raised by the 
County as to one, the possibility of lessening the number of parking spaces on-site and two, whether or not 
any portion of this development is going to be made affordable. 
 
Mr. Williams stated sure, a couple things to touch on with the County but we are very familiar with the 
County INI comment, it was previously discussed and Whitney, I’ll touch on your points as well.  I 
generally start out with the fact that it is unfair to make an applicant address existing problems within an 
existing sewer system, it is often a discussion we have with the Village or municipality.  The County’s INI 
comment comes to you as the lead agency under SEQRA, the County doesn’t actually make the Village or 
any municipality do anything.  I have some municipalities that don’t make us do INI, I have some 
municipalities where we get into a long discussion about the fairness of what is our responsibility to fix 
existing sewer problems, versus not.  And then I have municipalities where the [inaudible] it is a financial 
contribution that’s made based on a set formula.  And then I have municipalities where it’s an off-site 
project undertaken to remedy your impact to the system based on your increase in flow.  One of the things 
that I think is important for us to remember as we enter this discussion, that there’s different ways to 
calculate flow, a lot of the standards use a design maximum, versus and average daily flow and the 
treatment plants don’t measure things in terms of maximum, they measure in terms of a 30 day average.  
And I also think its important to remember that this was an existing developed site, so when we look at any 
increase or impact to the marsh site, we really have to compare the original use to what we’re going to 
increase.  But we’ll obviously have to have those discussions with the Village.  With respect to parking, 
based on how we believe this site is going to be purchased and use, we think it would be a mistake to 
reduce the amount of parking.  In fact, if we had more room, we’d probably seek to add more parking, right 
now we’ll have a garage, one space in a driveway and six extra spaces, so that’s two spaces per unit with 
six extra spaces.  While we don’t expect those extra spaces to be full all the time, we also do note that it’s 
nice to have visitor spaces and not congest parking, leads to congested parking on the streets, people tend to 
start parking illegally at that point at neighboring properties.  So we are not seeking to reduce the number 
of spaces, even though I understand the County’s intent to limit pavement.  We are proposing porous 
pavement for the site, which I think helps with the objective of reducing the amount of pavement, as 
opposed to traditional pavement, we’ll be using porous for stormwater treatment. And then with respect 
affordability and affordable units, Jamie can tell you better than I but I’m pretty sure his pro forma for this 
project does not work if any of the units have to become affordable.  If you remember where we started, 
we’re already down a unit from where he was originally anticipating being when he purchased the property, 
we’re in a slightly different configuration than he was originally hoping for, which I know [inaudible] 
adjusted his price points.  So I think to make any of these units affordable, will impact this projects ability 
to and viability. 
 
Whitney Singleton stated and Rich, not to put you on the spot but can you make sure whatever your 
ultimate position is on those, I’m not saying I have any issue with any of them I always like to see off-street 
parking.  That they be submitted in a written format. 
 
Mr. Williams stated absolutely. 
 
Whitney Singleton stated thanks. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated thank and I, go ahead Michael. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated I have a question for the applicant.  What’s the distance from the curb to the front of 
the building? 
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Whitney Singleton stated 20 feet. 
 
Mr. Williams stated from the property line to the front of the building, we are at 20 feet and it is slightly 
more, if you’ll bear with me, I’ll scale the drawing… 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated I guess I’m asking in regards to the business next door, is that corner, it’s the pastry 
shop.  Is the corner of your building in front of the stairwell of that pastry shop or is it the actual building?  
It wasn’t clear from the diagram that shows a little bit of that pastry shop footprint. 
 
Mr. Williams stated we, the last time we were before you, I don’t have a good answer for you.  We’re 30 
feet to the curb to answer the first question.  To answer your second question, we had discussed when we 
make our next submissions that we would expand our view on our plans on either side of the site.  Since we 
haven’t made a resubmission yet, so I think it will be clear when we resubmit the drawings where the 
buildings line up with respective neighboring building.  So I don’t have a great answer for you tonight. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated yeah and I’m sensitive to whatever you do in the front is going to impact the back and 
hopefully it works out for both sides.  I mean, whatever it is, we’ll see.  Thank you. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated I think it was close but you know, when we see it on the plan we’ll know for certain.  
Does anybody have any other questions or comments? 
 
Mr. McGuirk stated I do.  When you said it didn’t seem like it would be feasible on the affordable unit 
aspect of the development, does the and maybe this is a question for Staff and maybe its for the applicant.  
Does the Village, when a comment comes in like that from the County, does the Village offer the 
applicants assistance finding incentives or outside organizations or County level organizations that could 
make that more feasible?  Is there any process to that or is kind of suggested and then moved on from? 
 
Mr. Miley stated Mike, the Building Department doesn’t do that but I’m not sure if Legal goes or the 
Village Board. 
 
Mr. McGuirk stated okay. 
 
Whitney singleton stated I think it’s more of a question as to whether or not there is a requirement to 
provide, not whether they choose to.  That’s why I’m posing the question and why I’m requiring a written 
response. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated correct me if I’m wrong but I believe that our Code does not require that a percentage 
of any units in a multi-family development, be set aside as affordable. 
 
Jan Johannessen stated that’s my understanding… 
 
Mr. McGuirk stated there’s not carrot, but is there… 
 
Whitney Singleton stated that’s what our Code requires but that’s not per se the way the County views it 
and that’s not what the stipulation says in our settlement with HUD. 
 
Mr. McGuirk stated and what I was asking was more specifically, not so much the stick part of it but the 
carrot part, are you offering incentives? 
 
Whitney Singleton stated [inaudible]. 
 
Mr. McGuirk stated yeah, does anybody know if there’s a part of the Village that engages with applicants 
in that way? 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated not that I’m aware of, I can tell you that I work for, I run development for a 
development company where we do a tremendous amount of affordable housing, very familiar with the 
funding sources that are out there and available.  I’ve not done anything this small and you know typically 
when you’re dealing with smaller developments, it does have a much bigger impact on the feasibility, you 
know the financial feasibility.  Especially without money coming in either from the County or from the 
State, where there’s private, there’s also private organizations out there that will subsidize units to allow it 
to be affordable.  I don’t know if the owner here intends to sell these units or to hold and rent them, that’s 
another factor in determining what makes sense.  So I think we probably need the applicant to respond to 
the comment and I think we probably need some clear guidance as to whether or not the comment form the 
County is, rises to anything more than the level of any more than a suggestion. 
 
Mr. Miley stated John, the applicant is there, it’s my understanding he’s selling those units. 
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Mr. Bainlardi stated Jan, there’s also different levels of affordable.  You can have affordable units at 30% 
of the AMI and you can have affordable units at 110% of the AMI.  It’s something that could be looked at 
but for something this small and I don’t think we’ve required this in the past but it’s something we should 
take a little closer look at and then also look for the response of the applicant here and we can pick it up at 
the next meeting. 
 
Mr. McGuirk stated thank you. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated anybody have anything else?  Jan, next steps here? 
 
Jan Johannessen stated next steps would be, as far as I can see is a resubmission of the applicant, response 
to comments of staff and comments received from DEP and County Planning. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated so Rich, I don’t think we’re putting you on an agenda until you’re ready to submit. 
 
Mr. Williams stated that’s fair. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated okay, so the ball’s in your court.  Do you have any questions for us before we move 
on? 
 
Mr. Williams stated thank you for your time this evening. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated thank you, have a good night. Okay, next application, NexAmp Oakwood Solar 
Project, 204 Lexington Avenue.  This is for a request of an extension of an approval for site plan, special 
use permit and wetland permit, originally approved in 2019.  Jan, can you take us through this? 
 

C. Nexamp/Oakwood Solar Project – 304 Lexington Avenue 
PB2018-0362, SBL 80.39-1-1 
Site Plan, Special Use Permit, and Wetland Permit 

 
Ms. Dawn McKenzie of Insite Engineering was present. 
 
Jan Johannessen stated it’s a request for an extension as you mentioned the project was approved by the 
Planning Board, it’s under construction and they need additional time to complete the project and satisfy 
the conditions of approval.  I have a meeting scheduled with the solar developer next Thursday to inspect 
the landscaping which has been installed and also there was a condition in the resolution that indicated that 
additional landscaping could be installed to view certain views from, to screen certain views from St. 
Francis Cemetery and that was kind of written that I would go out with the applicant’s team and identify 
locations where additional evergreen screening could be located to screen certain views, so I plan on doing 
that on Thursday and I’ll take a close look at all, everything that’s been installed and see where they stand.  
But I think this is simply a matter of an extension to complete the project and to satisfy the conditions of 
the resolution. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated right, I’m sure some of you have been out to the site, they’ve done quite a bit of work 
out there.  I know the electrical trench was completed coming out to the street on Lexington, if not all of the 
panels, the majority of the panels are installed on the site. 
 
Jan Johannessen stated I think there’s a hold up on Con Ed, frankly.  So I think that is some of the delay 
from what I understand but there’s certainly some close out paperwork that needs to happen. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated so in your mind, is there any reason, any objection to granting the requested extension 
tonight? 
 
Jan Johannessen stated not in my mind, no. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated Peter? 
 
Mr. Miley stated no. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated any members of the Board have any questions, comments? 
 
Mr. McGuirk stated I think Whitney had asked for a PILOT payment, was that on this project? 
 
Whitney Singleton stated I think my comment was more generalized, I think there should just be a review 
to make sure there are not requirements that are outstanding, that’s all I was saying.  The PILOT payment 
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was simply indicative of one item that should be a box that’s checked off.  I’d hate to find out that we 
renewed something and find out that we haven’t been paid in a year and half. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated can we review it subject to any payments being made being paid within a certain time 
frame. 
 
Whitney Singleton stated I would just to say, maybe we should review it subject to, what about other items 
that were supposed to be done, I’m not in a position to comment on those. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated I’m no, typically they wouldn’t be getting a CO until they’ve completed everything 
anyway and confirmed that they’ve satisfied all of their obligations under the site plan. 
 
Mr. Miley stated that’s correct, yeah. 
 
Whitney Singleton stated but we have a different linear timeline with regard to what needs to be done 
before a building permit, what needs to be done before the signing of a plat, what needs to be done.  I just 
don’t know where we are on those things, has there been inspections?  Has there been… there’s a laundry 
list of items in here and I don’t know if they are, if those things have all been done.  I’m not suggesting that 
they haven’t, I just hate to find out that we extend something to find out that there’s problems with it.  You 
want to extend it subject to confirmation that the taxes have been paid or payment in lieu of has been made, 
that’s fine with me. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated I’m okay with that, is, does anyone have any objection to that?  I’m not sure…  
 
Ms. McKenzie stated excuse me, John.  Dawn McKenzie, I’m sorry my video’s not working for some 
reason, so I apologize that you can’t see me but I’m here representing the applicant on this tonight and you 
know, we can certainly run through the conditions of approval, any of the conditions that were required 
prior to Chairman’s signature, obviously were met.  Any of the conditions that needed to be satisfied prior 
to and during construction, have been met.  Inspections have been done, I know that inspectors from 
Anthony Oliveri’s office have been stopping out there and Insite Engineering has been doing twice weekly 
erosion control inspections as required by the SWPPP and DEC coverage for the project.  And as far as the 
PILOT, that is actually a condition to be satisfied prior to issuance of certificate of Occupancy but I did 
reach out to the applicant and that was completed a long time ago, so that’s been done.  If there’s any, and 
we are working with them, the surveyors are scheduled to go out and do the field work to put together the 
as-built survey and as Jan said, we’ve already scheduled a meeting for him to come out and meet condition 
17 of the approval and you know, and the CO, we won’t be able to close out the project until its completely 
stabilized.  In addition to that, they have completed all of their seeding and as Jan said, the landscaping has 
been done, it just needs to be verified by our office, as well as his office.  I think that so far we’re pretty up 
to date and so the two things that they’re going to need aside from the requirements of close-out, they’ve 
got to get their, the seeding has to fill in so that we can close out the DEC general permit and they’re going 
to need some time to do that, that’s part of the reason they’re requesting the extension and they are waiting 
for some component from Con Ed, which is going to be delayed for another month, I believe the letter they 
sent me said end of June, beginning of July before they’ll get that, so.  And six months will make sure all 
the grass is filled in, just in case it gets hot and dry and it doesn’t get there until fall, so. 
 
Jan Johannessen stated John, I had reviewed this today and from my perspective, they’re on target with 
everything, I can’t speak to the PILOT, I wasn’t a part of that but in terms of the site plan approval and 
where should be in terms of inspections and compliance, I think they’re right on schedule. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated okay, great. 
 
Ms. McKenzie stated and if you need us to provide anything for you relative to the pilot, we can certainly 
submit that. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated I think given the representations you just on the record and a condition that the 
extension that we’re going to grant is conditioned upon that payment having been made, I think we can 
move ahead and act on this tonight.  The notice of termination on the stormwater will be coordinated with 
the Village and your office, so that’s pretty pro forma stuff… 
 
Ms. McKenzie stated yes. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated okay. Does anybody have any other questions, comments, concerns?  No?  Then with 
that being the case I’ll make a motion that we grant an extension of the site plan, special use permit 
and wetland permit for NexAmp Oakwood Solar Project. What is the duration of the extension? 
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Ms. McKenzie stated we’re looking for six months, please and I believe it’s noted in the resolution of 
approval that we are within out rights to request and the Board could vote to grant that. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated that’s pretty straightforward as well and that’s consistent with what we’ve granted in 
the past, so I make that motion.  Do I have a second? 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated I’ll second that, John. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated thank you Michael.  Michelle, please poll the Board. 
 
UPON ROLL CALL VOTE: 
 
  Mr. Bainlardi  - aye 
  Mr. Bonforte  - aye 
  Mr. Vigliotti  - aye 
  Ms. Pickard  - aye 
  Mr. Polese  - aye 
  Ms. Roppolo  - aye 
  Mr. Hochstein - aye 
 
The motion carried by a vote of 7 to 0. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated okay, great. 
 
Ms. McKenzie stated okay, thank you. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated thank you, you’re welcome.  Okay, so then that brings us to the last matter on the 
agenda this evening, which I will be recusing myself, I have recused myself on prior application for the 
reasons stated at that time, so I’ll leave, the reasons are the same.  So consider myself recused.  Michael, 
I’ll turn it over to you, thanks everyone for your work tonight and John, good luck on your new endeavors. 
 
Mr. Hochstein stated thank you. 
 
Mr. Bainlardi stated take care. 
 
Jan Johannessen stated I’m also going to sign off, as I’m recused on this matter. 
 

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

 
Mr. William Null of Cuddy & Feder and Mr. Rich Williams of Insite Engineering were present. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated thank you, John and Jan. And John Hochstein of course.  Okay, SCS Sarles Street is a 
solar field, I’d like to call it.  It’s a community solar project which means the residents benefit from the 
energy produced.  Who do we have here from the applicant tonight? 
 
Mr. Null stated good evening Mr. Chairman, my name is William Null, I’m a partner in the firm of Cuddy 
& Feder.  I’m here tonight with Rich Williams from Insite Engineering.  And we are pleased to be here on 
behalf of SCS Sarles Street, the applicant.  As has been noted, this is a new application with modest 
modifications from the earlier application on the same site.  Important to note that there are no principals or 
people associated with the project that are members of any Village board and the application has been 
modified so we are fully conforming to the… 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated hold on, John, John, Chairman, you need to put your computer on mute. 
 
Mr. Miley stated Michelle muted him. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated go ahead Mr. Null. 
 
Mr. Null stated so the site design for this 25 plus acre site has been modified so that we are full conforming 
to the 200 foot buffer along Sarles Street, as Mr. Kates noted along the eastern edge of the site.  And the 
only arguably nonconforming component is the height of the fence, which although it conforms to National 
Electric standards, there’s an inconsistency in the ordinance and at 7 feet, it exceeds the 6 ½ foot maximum 
height of the fence by 6 inches.  This is a 2.6 megawatt tier three solar energy system, it preserves 13.47 
acres or 53.9% of the site during the 25 year lease term and any extensions thereof.  So it fully conforms 
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with the provisions with regard to preservation of open space.  I was happy to hear that the Fire Chief 
indicated that the design is adequate and we’ll continue to coordinate with the fire department, all of the 
comments that have been previously provided on the earlier application, were addressed and were 
consistent in the plan that was submitted, so we had the benefit of earlier review.  And I will let Rich 
Williams walk you through where the application submission documents are new and where they may be 
similar or somewhat different.  Rich, can you go through the plans please for the Planning Board. 
 
Mr. Williams stated sure, and good evening everybody, Rich Williams with Insite Engineering.  As you 
noticed, we submitted over 500 pages of material, so I’m going to do my best to be brief but I do want to be 
comprehensive and make sure we review what we submitted and how it’s changed.  So as Bill mentioned, 
we submitted a new application, checklist, FEAF, full environmental assessment forms, parts 1, 2, 3, we 
updated our coverage worksheets and the supporting plans and reports because we have modified our 
application in a couple ways.  The biggest and most notable is we have moved the solar array and I’ll share 
my screen in a minute, so that we are 200 feet from Sarles Street, no long necessitating a variance that was 
a comment we heard repeatedly.  In doing so, we had to update pretty much all of the documents and that’s 
really the changes you see throughout the entire book of all the documents that were previously submitted 
is we felt that it was important to update them because the aggregate of those documents were months and 
months and months of generating work responding to the public comments and we believe we’ve addressed 
all the comments that have been asked of us to date.  We believe that this resubmission, we’re responding 
to one of the larger concerns we’ve heard loud and clear, which is preserve the 200 buffer to Sarles Street.  
In doing so, we did reduce the size of the system by a couple of hundred panels and I’ll go through those 
numbers shortly.  What we did resubmit, just to go through the list, was we updated the site plan drawing 
set, the vehicle maneuvering plan, the development coverage plan, we provided the site line cross sections 
which are now updated to show the solar farm farther away from the residents who live on Sarles Street 
because again we moved the system farther to the west, we submitted updated electrical wiring diagram.  
We also updated the steep slopes permit narrative, I’ll go through the numbers with you, we’ve resubmitted 
the Office of Parks, Recreation, and Historic Preservation letter of not impact.  We updated the stormwater 
pollution prevention plan because in relocating the solar farm, we also did try and slide, for the stormwater 
basins along Sarles Street farther from Sarles Street as well.  We submitted the wildlife habitat assessment 
for New York State for federally listed threatened or endangered species and species of special concern, 
again as Simon mentioned that as a comprehensive or seasonally comprehensive report.  The updates to 
that were mostly just based on the updating the size of the panels, so its consistent on all the documents.  
We updated the tree assessment and removal summary and as Bill mentioned, we’re going to provide a 
conservation easement to the approximate area of 13.7 acres but in reality, we’re proposing based on our 
limit of disturbance, preserving approximately 17 acres of the 25 acres and just to talk about how we’ve 
sited the solar farm and as we previously mentioned, we have focused the farm on the previously developed 
areas on the site to limit the amount of intrusion into the forest.  As a result of that, the 17 acres we’re 
preserving are forested area.  So we have 17 acres of the 25 and in total we are reducing the forested area 
by only about 3 acres.  So when you look at the site as an aggregate, it’s a 25 acre parcel, we’re preserving 
17 acres of forest and we’re removing just over 3 acres of forest on a 25 acre site.  We’ve provided updated 
noise analysis and just to mention why we did that and I’ll get into a little more of this detail later, as part 
of reducing the size of the system and at the urging of Con Ed, we are proposing to add two Tesla mega 
packs into the equipment area.  This is the area that’s farthest away and I’ll show you where it is in the 
driveway from the adjacent residences as far as our mechanical area, we sited it as far as we could.  We’ve 
also included this impact in our noise analysis and as you review the noise analysis which looks at the 
surrounding properties and includes all of the equipment associated with the solar farm, you’ll note that our 
noise experts show that we will not have any impacts at the surrounding property lines, that analysis was 
updated to include the new proposed mega packs.  We provided a historic illustration of the previous 
disturbance on the property just to help support the areas respected in trying to locate the solar farm, to try 
to minimize forest removal.  We’ve updated the carbon analysis, we updated the decommissioning and O & 
M plan, we provided a comparison of previous alternatives, which I’m going to scroll through in a little bit 
because I think it just provides that helpful comparison and we submitted the Con Ed CESRI Study, results 
in contract.  Sharing my screen, looking at the site plan, you can see that this is the area where we shifted 
everything farther to the west.  This line here is that 200 foot setback, the building setback, we also took 
this basin which extended farther down to this existing tree line and we pushed it back and then we pulled 
some of the landscaping in and around it. 
 
Mr. Null stated Rich, could you make it just slightly larger, please. 
 
Mr. Williams stated of course. 
 
Mr. Null stated thank you. 
 
Mr. Williams stated so what we did was we pulled the entire solar farm and fence line back to the 200 foot 
setback line, we took this basin and pushed it farther to the west, we continued to leave the supplemental 
landscaping that we’d previously been talking about, in front of the fencing, thinking that was an important 
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aspect to preserve and maintain.  You can see this area here is where the, we were pushing the old basin 
into, we also took our driveway in order to make sure that the entire fenced area stay within the 200 foot 
setback, so we don’t need a variance and pushed that farther to the west.  That was a minor shift, it was less 
than 10 feet.  We did reorient the equipment staging a little bit, we now have our equipment storage pad 
here, switch gear pad here and a transformer pad here, again all of these components are including in our 
noise analysis to make sure that we’re no affecting surrounding properties, it is on this equipment pad that 
we’re going to have our Tesla mega packs.  So just to talk a little bit about what a Tesla mega pack is and 
what it does, why they’re being provided and why Con Ed is starting to require them.  As Indian Point 
closes and is now closed and New York State is relying more and more on renewable energy.  The utility 
service providers are losing control of when power is being generated, so take solar for instance, solar 
generates its most of amount energy between 10 and 2, however the peak demand on the grid according to 
Con Ed is between 2 pm and 6 pm, not on weekends and not on holidays, it’s typically during this time 
when people are home and at business and AC units are running.  So what Con Ed is urging green energy 
developers to do is to provide storage packs on-site, they can harness the energy during peak demands, 
store it and then release it back to the grid when the grid sees the highest demand.  And that helps them 
buffer and control, you know the power supply and make sure its there when they need it.  To talk a little 
bit more about them, they only operate between March and September, I have to confirm the start date but 
its really the summer and spring months but I know you’re not allowed to operate them past September 
15th, weekdays and non-holidays.  As far as safety, the mega packs, when they aren’t, they’re off the 
majority of the time and the majority of the year, every unit is fully fire tested and goes through a series of 
safety tests.  The units are designed so that they’re segmented, think of it kind of like a boat or a submarine, 
so if one area gets a breach, you can segment it off.  They also have cooling, internal systems designed to 
help and breakdown the system in the event there ever was a fire.  Each of these units are regularly 
monitored by Tesla at a 24 hour facility, so they have 24/7 monitoring to make sure that nothing goes 
wrong with them, that’s something that the applicant has to pay for and I think covers everything on the 
mega packs. 
 
Mr. Null stated Rich, I think that it’s June 24th to September 15th, are the dates. 
 
Mr. Williams stated thanks Bill. 
 
Mr. Null stated and 2 to 6 pm and it’s weekdays and non-holidays. 
 
Mr. Williams stated thank you.  One of the things I just do want to mention that we will be adding into our 
next submission is Con Ed is going to require us to put a small utility pad down in the driveway area by this 
pole, we haven’t sited it yet, it’s going to be a small pad, similar in size to a transformer pad but I do want 
to let the Board know that’s coming.  As far as just overall numbers for the project, we have 3.59 acres of 
development coverage but one of the other numbers we reported throughout the document is just the area 
within the fenced in area and that is 5.44 acres, so I believe in Mr. Kates’ memo, he asked what the 
discrepancies in the number were.  What you’re looking at is one of the comparison plans that we’ve 
provided, this is our current proposal and just to start talking about how this current proposal complies with 
what we’ve previously presented and how the plans have changed.  You can see on our current proposal, 
we slid our limit of disturbance back as far to the west as possible, the entire solar farm is now outside of 
the 200 foot setback, so with the exception of the fence height, we have a zoning compliant plan.  In order 
to do that, we did push slightly to the west in this area, we tried to focus on an area looking at the density of 
trees just to minimize again the amount of tree removal.  We did reduce the number of panels, we are now 
at I believe 5,764 [panels], we were previously over 6,000.  We did have to increase the amount of steep 
slopes disturbance in order to accomplish this shift to the west, we previously have 3.5 acres of steep slopes 
disturbance, we now have 3.7, so it’s a very minor increase of 2/10 of an acre.  There were areas adjacent to 
where we were previously disturbing, as you review the steep slopes permit narrative, we’ve gone through 
a host of measures both temporary and permanent, that will be used to control during construction and after 
all steep slopes disturbance to make sure it’s stabilized responsibly and safely so that we don’t have any 
slope issues occurring later on.  With respect to tree removal, we did have an increase in trees to be 
removed but I also want to point that in our previous tree assessment, we had made a mistake and as much 
as we under reported the trees to be removed in our last application, there were 29 trees that were missed in 
this area, so that you have a fair comparison, our last application have 648 live trees being removed, we 
now have 684 trees being removed and that’s live only, not including the dead trees.  As I mentioned 
though of the 25 acres, about 20, 20 ½ are forested, we’re preserving 17 of those acres, we did focus the 
solar farm development to align with the existing wire areas or metal areas from the previous estate that 
was developed decades ago.  With respect to the tree removal, 41% of the trees being removed at less than 
8 inches and 55% are less than 10 inches.  We are respecting the setbacks around the property and if you 
look at the area where we focused the solar farm, you know the 17 acres that we’re preserving of the 25 are 
all around the perimeter of the property, which is opposed to having a fractured type development which 
was an alternative that we looked at and I’ll show you in a few minutes.  We did provide a simple table, 
just going through three of the alternatives.  I’ll show you these in a second but alternate A was 5,664 
panels, our lowest panel count, just short of 8 acres of disturbance, if you look all three alternatives have 
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close limits of disturbance, less than a 1/10 of an acre.  The steep slopes disturbance, we didn’t have the 
numbers prepared at the time of the submission but I did just review them with you, the 2/19/21 and three 
and a half acres of steep slopes disturbance and we currently have 3.7.  As far as trees to be removed, 
alternate A had 819, this was the typo, the mistake I referenced, this is actually 648 trees based on 2/19 
proposal, and currently we’re at 684.  Our development coverage is currently 3.59 acres and with respect to 
the setbacks or buffers, we don’t require variances.  Graphically, just to show you those alternatives, this 
was alternative A which had part of the solar farm extended to the southwest corner of the property, again, 
this had the lowest panel count but some of the highest disturbance and tree removal numbers.  This also 
respect the 200 foot setback along Sarles Street, although we did have larger disturbance associated with 
stormwater basins.  We’ve, we obviously, we then moved into a plan where we pushed towards Sarles 
Street thinking it was better and focusing on tree removal.  So our 2/19 proposal crossed at 200 foot setback 
with the solar farm, we did have stormwater located in this area which is permitted but we removed the 
development form this portion.  And then looking at the table that allowed us to reduce a substantial 
number of trees, again it went form 819, this should be 648.  Then hearing the last round of comments 
which were focused mainly on the buffer along Sarles Street and maintaining that, this resulted in our 
current plan where we slid everything farther to the west, again, we’re still preserving about 17 acres of the 
25 acres, 17 acres of the 20 acres of forested area, we are zoning compliant and we didn’t push as far west 
as previously shown in the first alternative but we did go a little farther to the west, still reducing the panels 
from what was previously proposed. As we discussed at the last meeting, any shift out of this buffer, we 
would need to move slightly farther to the west, the viability of the solar farm, we were able to reduce it 
slightly but we believe this draws the best balance out of respecting the buffer, creating a zoning compliant 
plan, addressing all the comments previously raised and trying to meet in the middle so that we have an 
approvable plan. 
 
Mr. Null stated Rich, during the comments from the Planning Board, the acting chair had asked about the 
EAF part III, in particular questions 17, 18 and 21, could you just walk through that slightly for us please. 
 
Mr. Williams stated the EAF was previously submitted and I think the question really had was there any 
substantial changes? 
 
Mr. Null stated right. 
 
Mr. Williams stated there weren’t, basically those documents were just updated to reflect the new panel 
counts, the new limits of disturbance, the new steep slopes and tree removals.  At the end of the day, based 
on this application, and I believe, you know our experience with other applications, we’re not producing 
any significant adverse environmental impacts and I can open that EAF up, if you’ll give me a couple 
minutes just to pull it up. 
 
Mr. Null stated yeah, what I want to mention also because they’re going to come up is that the documents 
that we submitted particularly focused as had been requested, on cumulative impacts including Homeland, 
if Homeland were to be on the same site.  So we were consistent with what had been asked of us by the 
Planning Board previously which is to make sure for SEQRA purposes, we address cumulative impacts.  
And as Mr. Kates said, the fact that cumulative impacts are explored and considered and evaluated, is 
consistent with SEQRA, there is nothing requiring however, that decisions be made linked together as if 
they’re the same action.  Cumulative impacts may be considered and should be considered even when 
they’re similar actions on different properties or on the same property.  These are distinct actions and we 
would respectfully request that the Planning Board treat them as distinct actions, both required to consider 
what if they were both on the same site, as we’ve done but look towards having independent findings and 
independent decisions for each of them. We did by the way share these plans and this submission with 
Homeland Towers so that they have the most up to date documentation as well. 
 
Mr. Williams stated I think one of the, I just pulled up the EAF, I think one of the questions was impact on 
noise… 
 
Mr. Null stated yes. 
 
Mr. Williams stated just want to reiterate we did provide an updated audio report, it includes all of the 
features on the solar farm, the inverters, the mega pack, the transformer, the switch gears and that report 
conclusively prove that there is not going to impact at the surrounding property lines. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated yeah, thank you for that that was something in particular that I was focused on and I 
thought it was an excellent piece of work.  So thanks for submitting that, having that done. 
 
Mr. Null stated we don’t have anything further Mr. Chairman, members of the Board.  We’re here to 
answer any questions, we respectfully request that for SEQRA purposes, the Board declare its intention to 
act as lead agency.  We have not formally filed an application to the Zoning Board for the variance, as 
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we’re waiting for clear direction from the Village with regard to whether a variance actually is needed.  As 
you know the Oakwood Cemetery did get a variance for the same 7 foot fence and as we said, the National 
Electrical Standards require the 7 foot fence.  It may be, just in reflecting on it that with the 6 inch gap that 
we’re proposing on this fence that’s been discussed, we may be at 7 ½ feet and for that I could file within 
the next few days, an application to the Zoning Board.  So we think coordinated review would be 
appropriate to consider declaring intention to act as lead agency but I don’t mean to impose on other, Mr. 
Singleton or Mr. Kates on make that recommendation. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated well actually, we need to know a couple of administrative steps here, so you bring up a 
good point with that.  So it’s either for Simon or Whitney or both.  Whitney, I don’t know, we’re calling 
this a resubmission or it effectively is, do we need to have another public hearing? 
 
Mr. Null stated Mr. Chairman, we would respectfully ask that this be treated as a new application.  We 
submitted it as such, we submitted all the documentation that way, we aggregated all the documentation so 
it was easier to review, as had been the comments of several other members of the Board, as well as 
members of the public and particularly with their now being no member of any Village Board as an 
applicant in this matter, we would prefer for this to be treated as a new applications and for a new notice of 
intent to act as lead agency to be issued. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated understood.  So Simon, can you comment on this SEQRA and then ask Whitney if you 
can comment on public hearing, please, for the Board in terms of an administrative process. 
 
Mr. Kates stated yeah, I think what Mr. Null said is correct, obviously there is some institutional 
knowledge that we all have right, of the general conditions here but it is effectively a new application, 
requires the Board to declare its intent to be lead agency and then declare ourselves lead agency after 
hearing from interested and involved agencies, it requires a new public hearing.  So it is as though it’s a 
new application. 
 
Mr. Null stated we would suggest if acceptable, if public comments into this record from prior records so 
that people don’t need to repeat them and we can then sort through what may be relevant.  We certainly 
addressed those comments by modifications that were made in this application and submissions that were 
made including the audio report and the comparisons that this Board had asked previously. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated I think that’s acceptable, is there anyone on the Board that feels differently?  Or is it 
technically not allowed Whitney, is there concerns there?  You’re on mute, Whitney. 
 
Whitney Singleton stated I think its perfectly fine to incorporate those but they were for a different 
application and I don’t mean different in the sense of form over substance, I mean different in the sense that 
it’s a different application.  A lot of the concerns that were espoused previously had been addressed by the 
applicant in this particular submission, so I would, you are going to, you to have a public hearing, I don’t 
think that Mr. Null’s suggesting that he doesn’t and I’m sure the public is going to want to participate and I 
agree that this should be considered a new application, not a reiteration, resubmission or anything else is 
completely independent of the prior submission. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated do we need to make a motion to formally put the public comments, the written public 
comments into this record? 
 
Whitney Singleton stated I think the applicant has already asked that incorporated by reference, I think 
that’s perfectly fine.  It makes your record on appeal appear a lot longer but that’s a different issue.  So, I 
think that, I don’t know that that’s personally needed but it’s part of the history of the application for this 
site, it is a prior iteration and a prior version of an application for this site and [inaudible] as we’re currently 
in litigation on this, the two are not completely independent of one another.  Not to avoid this topic, I just 
want to transition back to something else that was previously set forth by Rich with regard to the site plan 
itself.  You made a reference as to the percentage of the site that is steep slopes, correct?  Rich? 
 
Mr. Williams stated I discussed… 
 
Whitney Singleton stated 3.8 acres. 
 
Mr. Williams stated [inaudible]. 
 
Whitney Singleton stated I think it would probably be helpful for the Board because it is an issue we’ve had 
on this site now, not necessarily this application but we have had an issue on this site as to impacts to very 
steep slopes.  As I look at the map of steep slopes and very steep slopes, it appears as though you made a 
conscious effort to avoid very steep slopes or to minimize them.  If you can reflect those on your 
application, that would be helpful as well. 
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Mr. Williams stated okay. 
 
Whitney Singleton stated beyond that I don’t have any objection to the applicant’s request for this Board to 
circulate its notice of intent to be lead agent, the lead agency.  And I suggest, as far as the timing with this 
stuff, I would defer to Simon in that regard, we have had some preliminary discussions as to where things, 
just of mapping things out on a calendar.  So I’ll just, since a lot of that has to do with Simon, I’ll defer to 
him and perhaps even Peter may want to weigh in because it is going to effect the calendar going forward, 
as far as summer schedule and everything else. 
 
Mr. Kates stated yeah, you know, I think if the Board is ready, you know you could start the process you 
know, sooner rather than later.  You’re ultimately going to be lead agency as you were before, you know 
you could kick that off now and we could get notices out.  You know, I think Rich mentioned a couple of 
minor changes to the plans that are coming, if you all have other initial comments or question, then I think 
we should get them out tonight and certainly go forward as well but just to make sure there are, you know 
certainly, if there are any major comments that we get them before the applicant, if you have any.  Peter, 
anything to that as well? 
 
Mr. Miley stated the only thing I would is, today, they would need to seek a variance until we make our 
own correction within the Village [inaudible]… 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated Peter, why are you calling that a SEQRA variance? 
 
Mr. Miley stated I didn’t say SEQRA variance. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated I’m sorry, what did you say? 
 
Mr. Miley stated I said it requires a variance today until you know, we clean up our Code later to and I’m 
not sure what direction its going to go in, perhaps it will always be a variance but today the applicant 
requires a variance… 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated sorry, you’re talking about the fence, not the environmental. 
 
Mr. Miley stated, yes, correct. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated okay, anyway, yeah and then I wanted to add, I asked Anthony Oliveri in an e-mail to 
the Board and our staff, just to review the new submission the applicant has provided.  It’s a lot of 
information and I just wanted to make sure, like I asked Simon in the work session, the same, it looks fairly 
consistent but it’s a lot of information and you know, please take a closer look Simon, on specifically those 
items that I mentioned and you’ve already kind of have a feeling for what they are and what they represent. 
 
Mr. Kates stated and Chairman Bonforte, I think that’s a good point just to mention to the Board as well, is 
that Anthony Oliveri, the Village Engineer is going to be reviewing the stormwater plan, it’s, I think as Mr. 
Null and Mr. Williams said, it’s similar but it appears as Rich said and it appears to me that they’ve tried to 
move the detention pond further into the fenced area and I will defer to the Engineer what impact that has 
had on the stormwater. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated but we can do that, meaning Anthony on staff can do that, while you also take a look at 
your sections, while the lead agency process moved forward, is that correct?  And who would initiate that?  
Whitney, is that you, you would prepare the lead agency? 
 
Whitney Singleton stated no, Simon would take care of that. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated okay, so Simon, if the timing makes sense to you, please go ahead and that would suit 
the applicant. 
 
Whitney Singleton stated you have to make a motion, Acting Chairman Bonforte, you’d have to make a 
motion of your notice of intent but I would, just two things I want to bring up.  Rich, is any new submission 
that you make going to substantially alter what’s being proposed here? 
 
Mr. Williams stated other than possibly, as Bill mentioned, the fence height going to 7 feet and the 
transformer pad, those are the two revisions. 
 
Whitney Singleton stated so that should not affect the notice of intent to be lead agency but one of the other 
things, as I glace to the right side of my screen and I see the participants on this list.  We want to make sure 
our Board, we’d like to make sure that everyone has an opportunity to review the 600 pages, even if it’s 
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duplicative and that they have an opportunity to participate in this at an early stage.  While I think it would 
be appropriate to have the circulation of the notice of intent to be lead agency, I don’t know that we should 
be back on an agenda at the next meeting, I think that would be too, you know, I don’t know what the 
thoughts are of the Board or staff or anything else.  I don’t know if we can do anything in that regard at the 
next meeting because you presumably would be on in the second meeting June and then the July meeting 
and the August meeting.  Unless the Board, at some point in time, we’re going to have to discuss the public 
hearing as well but you know, I just want to make sure that things, people are not in a position where 
they’re saying it’s too much to digest, too quickly.  Certainly, I agree with Simon that opening up the 
SEQRA process early is to everybody’s benefit.  Circulating the notice of intent is to everybody’s benefit.  
As to when the Board actually declares itself lead agency, I don’t, that could be the second meeting. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated to be determined, okay, good. 
 
Mr. Null stated may I comment Mr. Chairman? 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated sure. 
 
Mr. Null stated we know that if a prior application is any example and as the names that are familiar to me 
on the screen are going to suggest, providing an opportunity for the public to comment at the earliest 
possible time is better than waiting and while I respect Mr. Singleton’s comment that this is a large 
application.  It’s significantly different than the prior application, it complies with the zoning ordinance 
requirements and we have the data submitted that addresses the noise, tree removal, all the issues that had 
come up during the prior application that was for the same site.  So, I understand that the hearing once 
opened, will not be closed in one or two sessions but I think its better for it to be done earlier and give 
people the opportunity to comment and for us to be able to respond and then to wait, that’s respectfully my 
suggestion, thank you. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated okay, well taking all that into account, I’d like to make a motion that we declare our 
notice of intent to be lead agency and to start that process and then to make sure that we evaluate this new 
package for this submission in the next few weeks as we go forward.  Now, Simon, if you’re good with 
that, as to already are, I make that motion, do I have a second from the Board? 
 
Mr. Polese stated I’ll second that motion, Mr. Chairman. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated thank you Mr. Polese.  Michelle, will you poll the Board please? 
 
UPON ROLL CALL VOTE: 
 
  Mr. Bonforte  - aye 
  Mr. Polese  - aye 
  Mr. Vigliotti  - aye 
  Ms. Pickard  - aye 
  Ms. Roppolo  - aye 
  Mr. Hochstein - aye 
  Mr. McGuirk  - aye 
 
The motion carried by a vote of 7 to 0. 
 
Mr. Null stated Mr. Chairman, would it be possible for the Board to consider a motion to schedule the 
public hearing as well, for late in June? 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated yeah, I think we need to open it up, as you suggested in your prior comments to get that 
information before not only the other public, other residents but the Board itself.  We’re reading this and 
they should read the public record too, so yes.  Whitney, again, administratively, or Simon, that’s a motion 
and a vote by the Board… 
 
Whitney Singleton stated but you might as well, to not go through a series of different motions, my point 
was that there would be no reason to have a meeting scheduled for the first meeting June, as they can’t 
meet the public notice requirement anyway.  So I just want to make sure, are we going through a series of 
motions of the Board, I just want to make sure that next meeting, if you open the public hearing on the 
second meeting June, would be the next time that this on an agenda. 
 
Simon Kates stated in other words, the public hearing would be set for the second meeting in June, not the 
first. 
 
Whitney Singleton stated correct. 
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Simon Kates stated [inaudible] and Whitney is saying that there would be no need for this application to be 
on the agenda for the first meeting, it wouldn’t be on the agenda for the second… 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated and in between that time, they’d have to meet the 10 day and 15 day notification time 
table.  So we won’t make the motion now but we’ll wait for, can we open the public… 
 
Whitney Singleton stated no, no, no, you can’t make the motion at your next meeting because it will not 
allow sufficient time, you have to make the motion now to schedule the public hearing in order to open it 
on the 22nd of June. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated okay, so then I’ll make a motion to open a public hearing for SCS Sarles Street… 
 
Mr. Polese stated before that, Whitney, anything else we need to motion perhaps, for order of 
completeness. 
 
Whitney Singleton stated no, I can’t think of anything. 
 
Mr. Polese stated no compound motion? 
 
Whitney Singleton stated no, I’m fine with scheduling for June 22nd, provided they’re not going to appear 
on the next agenda for anything.  It just seems, it seems like an unnecessary step to put them on the next 
agenda if there’s nothing that can be [inaudible]. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated and we can accomplish it now with a motion for June 22nd.  Mr. Null, you’re fine with 
that and you can start the process of notification… 
 
Mr. Null stated that would be very much appreciated Mr. Chairman, members of the Board, thank you. 
 
Mr. Vigliotti stated can I weigh-in on this please? 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated absolutely. 
 
Mr. Vigliotti stated I guess my question is, I don’t know if each and every member of the Planning Board is 
comfortable with the new presentation, the binder that has six or seven hundred pages of documents that we 
are ready to present to the public.  Are we ready?  Or are we going to be ready during the public hearing 
when we don’t have enough time to speak.  So I just kind of bring that forward.  I’m not sure I’m ready to 
present this to the public because I have several questions that I want to ask, either tonight or the next time 
we meet with regard to what was presented this evening, so I just, it kind of begs the question, are we ready 
as a Planning Board to push this, this is a new application now, as we ready as a Planning Board to go in a 
public hearing at the second meeting in June and not have a meeting with the applicant the first meeting in 
June.  I would think we would need one more meeting to kind of sift through all of this and discuss it at 
length to prepare for that public hearing.  So, that’s just my comment. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated anybody else want to weigh-in on the Board?  I personally think we could do it all at 
the same time, you know pass the resolution for lead agency, open the public hearing June 22nd and in that 
time frame be able to read portions of this submission and come up to speed and then on June 22nd, ask the 
applicant to a lot of questions or whatever questions we have.  That’s my outlook. 
 
Ms. Pickard stated I’m going to go ahead and agree with Ralph, on at least the point that we do want to be 
careful that we as a Board have a chance to speak which doesn’t always happen during public hearings.  
And I’m not necessarily suggesting we postpone the public hearing but I do think it will need to be well 
moderated to make sure that we get a chance to, after reviewing this 600 pages to speak our peace. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated so are you referring to the amount of time the public gets to speak, so that that’s 
moderated and then also, that will allow enough time for the Board to… 
 
Ms. Pickard stated either, I’m not necessarily suggesting a particular method, we can do that, we reserve a 
certain time before opening the hearing each meeting to have our comments, it might be really staying on 
top of the limits that we have set forth for public comment, encouraging letter that are read in and hold the 
public to a you know, a focus, [inaudible] meetings.  And I think it’s a combination of things. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated no, I agree, my feeling on that and your comment is that we’ll take as much time as we 
need with the applicant over the course of the next two, three, four, whatever meetings to do that, if that’s 
acceptable or it makes sense to agree with what you’re saying, so we’ll make time, is what we’re saying.  
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We’re here to vote, I wouldn’t want anyone to vote unless they felt they had the whole project in mind or 
you know understood. 
 
Mr. Miley stated Chairman, could, I’m not sure, maybe Whitney could answer this.  Can we even act on 
lead agency, you need 30 days after a mailing. 
 
Whitney Singleton stated correct. You need, yeah, once… yeah, we wouldn’t be able to act on that at that 
point in time anyway. 
 
Mr. Miley stated that might push it another meeting. 
 
Mr. Null stated unless the Zoning Board responded that it had, that it consented and that would enable you 
to do that.  That has happened previously in other situations, not just before Mount Kisco. 
 
Whitney Singleton stated that’s an excellent point Peter, I did not do the math on the calendar. 
 
Mr. Miley stated that’s actually, that’s all Michelle, I’ll give her the thumbs up. 
 
Whitney Singleton stated okay. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated so you’re saying we can’t, then the motion we made to declare our intent… 
 
Whitney Singleton stated we have to give the other involved agencies 30 days and that wouldn’t give them 
sufficient time.  But Bill is correct, if the Zoning Board acknowledge receipt and said that they have no 
objection within that 30 day period, you wouldn’t have to wait it out.  They are the only other involved 
agency?  Bill… that’s for you? 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated as far as I know, yeah. 
 
Mr. Null stated that’s my understanding. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated well, we don’t have to vote on the lead agency resolution if that condition isn’t met yet 
on June 22nd. 
 
Mr. Williams stated I do want to jump in, we do also need a DEP SWPPP approval. 
 
Whitney Singleton stated okay, so I’m fine with the scheduling, with the notice of intent to declare 
yourselves lead agency but perhaps we want to put off, given the comments of Crystal and Ralph, you want 
to put it off to the July meeting for purposes of the public hearing, or I might even, not to make more work 
for anybody or the possibility of having a public hearing solely for this application, whether it be later in 
June, whether it be in July. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated I’m all for that to give members, any member, even if it’s just one member, whoever 
that is, let’s allow that time for whatever is… 
 
Whitney Singleton stated if it’s a single item, a single application agenda, that might afford, these people 
won’t have to sit here all night waiting for it to come up on an agenda. 
 
Mr. Vigliotti stated good point. 
 
Whitney Singleton stated other people won’t have to sit around waiting for their item to come up. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated but now you’re throwing another option into this whole scenario.  I’d rather just, let’s 
hold off on that public hearing, allow all the members to be thoroughly comfortable, and then we’ll go 
forward. Mr. Null, you’re getting something but not everything and still moving forward. 
 
Mr. Null stated if you were able to set the public hearing for the first meeting in July, then we wouldn’t be 
in a situation of being unable to, being tight on notice times, it would address the comments that were just 
made and it would give us the 30 days from now until that first meeting in July to be able to comply with 
the lead agency designation. 
 
Whitney Singleton stated but to be fair Bill, the problem with that, from your perspective, not necessarily 
from our perspective or the Planning Board’s perspective, is that once you get to July, we’re in the summer 
meeting schedule and there’s only one meeting in July and one meeting August. 
 
Mr. Null stated and you’re saying that’s a problem for setting the hearing now? 
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Mr. Bonforte stated just general continuity. 
 
Mr. Null stated it also underscores the importance of getting public input before September on an 
application was submitted in May. 
 
Whitney Singleton stated that’s true too. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated sorry Mr. Null, Whitney, I’m sorry, I spoke over you and then maybe Mr. Null did.  
Could you just repeat what you said? 
 
Whitney Singleton stated hold on, I’m trying to get our tolling agreement up.  I’m trying to figure out the 
dates for meetings, Michelle, if you know what those are off the top of your head… 
 
The Secretary stated July 13th is your single meeting in July and August 10th, is your only meeting in 
August.  And then there won’t be another meeting until September 14th as we enter into summer schedule 
very soon. 
 
Whitney Singleton stated so July 13th would be your public hearing date. 
 
Mr. Williams stated at least its not a Friday. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated yeah, thanks Rich.  So, does anybody have an objection to making a motion about the, 
making the motion for a public hearing to be opened on July 13th for this application?  And that gives us 
another, May, June, another two weeks… 
 
Simon Kates stated can I just piggyback on that, in response to Ralph and Crystals comments, does it make 
sense, Whitney, disagree with me please, if you do.  Does it make sense to have the application on an 
agenda between now and July 13, so that the Board can ask questions or does it make sense to wait until the 
public hearing to see the applicant again?  I think that’s up to all of you. 
 
Whitney Singleton stated I agree with you, it’s up to the Board. 
 
Mr. Vigliotti stated yeah, in my opinion, I would think it would make sense to have one more meeting with 
the applicant prior to the public hearing so we can kind of vet out some of the information and feel 
comfortable with the new application as its being proposed.  Just my opinion. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated and I think that’s valid, I think that’s what Crystal was alluding to, that you know, what 
if we do July 13th and then there’s 10 applicant’s besides SCS Sarles, then we’ve defeated ourselves, so 
thank you.  Let’s wait… 
 
Mr. Null stated Mr. Chairman? 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated yes? 
 
Mr. Null stated could, if we appeared on the June 22nd agenda, you’d have the opportunity to talk to us and 
ask questions and have us provide responses.  And if you schedule the public hearing now for July 13th, we 
wouldn’t lose the summer.  We’re very tight on time, on June 22nd, if we were to send out notices, we’re 
just tight on time to get everything done.  So it seems to me that with the intention expressed by the Board 
members, absent a special meeting earlier in July, which with July 4th may be difficult.  We would 
respectfully ask that you schedule the public hearing for July 13th and put us on the agenda for June 22nd. 
 
Mr. Williams stated or June 8th, you have two agendas in June. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated I think June 8th, based upon what we’re hearing would be too soon and you know 
you’re not the only applicant, so apologies, we’re reviewing others as you know. So I think that’s really too 
soon… 
 
Simon Kates stated I think the more important point, whether it’s the 8th or the 22nd, is to set the public, is 
to take the act tonight to set the public hearing for July 13th. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated okay, anybody, Ralph or Crystal, do you want to have a further comment on that?  
Otherwise I’d like to make the motion… Again, we’re just opening… 
 
Mr. Polese stated not closing. 
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Mr. Bonforte stated we’re just opening the public hearing, to me means… 
 
Mr. Polese stated when the fun starts… 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated well you know, we’ve seen the project before, it’s just really absorbing all the 
information that’s come before us. 
 
Mr. Vigliotti stated so Mike, I think the public hearing for the 13th of July works but I as one member, 
would like to have the opportunity to meet with the applicant before that meeting to go over the binder of 
800 pages. 
 
Mr. Polese stated Mike, I agree with Ralph. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated yeah, Crystal, is that acceptable to you? 
 
Ms. Pickard stated yeah. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated and john you’re okay and Barbara? 
 
Mr. McGuirk stated it’s good. 
 
Mr. Hochstein stated it won’t affect me. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated oh I’m sorry, Mike, I’m still not used to.  And John you won’t be with us but anyway, 
John Hochstein. Alright, then I’ll go back to the step of making a motion on behalf of the Board for a 
July 13th to open the public hearing for SCS Sarles on July 13th.  Do I have a second? 
 
Mr. Polese stated second. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated Bill, was that you? 
 
Mr. Polese stated yes. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated okay, Michelle, please poll the Board. 
 
UPON ROLL CALL VOTE: 
 
  Mr. Bonforte  - aye 
  Mr. Polese  - aye 
  Mr. Vigliotti  - aye 
  Ms. Pickard  - aye 
  Ms. Roppolo  - aye 
  Mr. Hochstein - aye 
  Mr. McGuirk  - aye 
 
The motion carried by a vote of 7 to 0. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated thanks Michelle.  So Mr. Null and Rich Williams, you know we’re going to do our best 
but again, it is a lot to take in and you know, some of the numbers were, you know, you just have to look at 
that comparison chart, I thought that was very helpful.  Looked at it once, need to look at it again.  Anthony 
Oliveri was not able to join us tonight and I wanted him to review all the drainage and runoff and other 
items that was in a separate e-mail to him earlier today, for the Board.  You certainly have the fence, 
you’ve got the DEP SWPPP, so a lot of things need to come before us, not just the package you’ve 
submitted so far.  And of course, we always have the cumulative impacts which I saw you make note of a 
couple of times in this submission. So… 
 
The Secretary stated Mr. Bonforte, what agenda should this appear on next? 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated June 22nd, is that acceptable Mr. Null and Rich Williams? 
 
Mr. Null stated yes and thank you very much.  And the cumulative impacts are addressed in the package 
that we have submitted.  We appreciate the courtesy and consideration of putting us on June 22nd and 
setting the public hearing, thank you. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated yeah, and realize that I’ve actually mentioned in the work session that the public should 
be able to, since there’s been a gap in the submission and there’s new information, not a lot but there is new 
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and more that we don’t know about right now, to allow some of our regular public hearing participants a 
little bit more time than just limiting to them you know, three minutes, five minutes, per some recent 
procedure or protocol that we established.  So they can all get reoriented and familiar again with the 
specifics of this project, so and there’s some residents too besides say, our interested agencies like the CAC 
run by John Rhodes, et cetera, John Stockbridge with the Marsh sanctuary, et cetera.  So I wanted the 
public to know that you know, they’ll definitely have the opportunity to speak a little more, a little longer 
next time.  Anybody else on the Board want to bring up any issues for the applicant so they can make a list 
and you know, have it as a to-do item for the next meeting that would be June 22nd. 
 
Mr. Polese stated I don’t know if it’s in the packet but I think Con Ed was introduced as, this time around I 
don’t recall hearing, I don’t think the interaction was as much in a prior application but I was curious, with 
Con Ed, talking about the mega packs, did they give an opinion on infrastructure or transmission lines or 
anything systemic with the closing of Indian Point and yeah, does that, just more of a general plan with that 
power station coming off line last month, is there any systemic or future issues, I guess specifically with 
hydro or other plans coming into fulfill that capacity, so that’s more a plan, if there is anything they’ve 
given formal opinion on, I’d be interested in knowing it, it sort of gives validation to community solar as 
something filling in the gaps. 
 
Mr. Null stated just to be clear, this application has been approved by Con Ed and is moving forward with 
Con Ed.  So, are you asking us to provide information on alternatives to solar energy given Indian Point 
closure? 
 
Mr. Polese stated I’m looking for color on the state of play in the region, with your, let’s call it the single 
largest power supply on the grid, this ISO, you know [inaudible] energy closing down, I’ll say keep one say 
Three Mile Island.  With closing down Indian Point, you’re losing capacity that capacity needs to be 
supplemented through a variety of means, you know the gas place up on 22, hydro, there’s upstate New 
York and Canada.  You know, other sources Bill, so it’s more like an education for me and for the Board 
and for the community on any and it could be supplemental to the packet, not that I have enough reading to 
do but supplemental on, is there an issue, could be there be an issue with this large system operator coming 
offline last month.  That’s all, more of a… 
 
Mr. Null stated we will submit something that addresses why solar facilities such as this are more important 
now than ever with Indian Point closing. 
 
Mr. Polese stated thank you. 
 
Mr. Null stated thank you. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated anybody else on the Board? 
 
Mr. McGuirk stated I actually, basically what Bill was saying, I am interested, if you could give an maybe 
overview the next time we meet, the specific benefits of this solar field to the surrounding community and 
how that will work, you know, the benefits I guess, maybe of, you’re going to have some energy storage 
and have some ability to send energy to the community at particular times of need, just general you know, 
how it’s going to benefit Mount Kisco, I guess. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated okay, great.  I’m going to jump in on one item I was thinking about, was the fence.  I 
read that you’re going to enclose the solar panels in a chain link fence, is that right Rich? 
 
Mr. Williams stated yes, a chain link fence with privacy slats and on the side buffering Sarles Street, on the 
outside of the fence we have sufficient, you know we have substantial landscape screening.  That is not a 
change from the previous application. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated understood and that’s good.  Is the chain link fence going to be that galvanized color or 
can it be that green, you know like when I go to certain parks, it’s like a green color, either it’s painted, the 
poles and the chain link, can you make it green? 
 
Mr. Williams stated I will check our fence detail and see if we can accommodate that and talk to the owner. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated I guess that would just be a softer look, if you ask me. 
 
Mr. Williams stated we have a 9 gauge green vinyl coated, so it matches our privacy screening. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated with green slats, right which will also cover, okay, great. 
 
Mr. Williams stated I’ll confirm the slats. 
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Mr. Null stated we have no problem specifying that. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated thank you. 
 
Mr. Vigliotti stated Mike, I have a question, I have a number but I’m going to save them because I might be 
able to pull the answers out of the binder.  The conservation easement, we keep mentioning it but I don’t 
know the specifics of the easement and the advantages of that to the community at large and Marsh 
sanctuary and so on.  So, I don’t need an answer tonight but I think the community would like to know 
what a conservation easement entails for the specifically the southern, actually all of the buffer of course, 
excuse me, but there’s 10 or so acres to the west that abuts Marsh Sanctuary.  I’m just curious about what 
that easement will say and the strength of that easement asking Whitney to protect those lands for the 
duration of the lease.  So I don’t need an answer tonight but at some point, I think we should have that 
reviewed by Whitney and presented to the public.  I think it could be a wonderful benefit to the public.  The 
language is important. 
 
Mr. Null stated with due respect, just so its clear, the ordinance requires open space to be preserved and it 
does not require public access to open space.  What we’re proposing is that this public space be preserved.  
We’re more than willing to work with Marsh Sanctuary as we previously have but there is nothing in the 
ordinance that requires open space to be made publicly accessible. 
 
Mr. Vigliotti stated so I guess we’ll talk about it, I don’t want to delay anything tonight.  Whatever the 
conservation easement is, I’m not sure you’ve detailed it totally in your conversation but I would like to 
know if it is a conservation easement, can anything be built on that land in the future. 
 
Mr. Null stated it had a limited term coincident with the lease period itself and during the lease period, 
nothing can be built on that land. 
 
Mr. Vigliotti stated okay and is that, do we have the specifics on that in any document? 
 
Mr. Null stated we have not drafted a conservation easement, it’s not typically done, its typically a 
condition of any approval. 
 
Mr. Vigliotti stated okay. 
 
Mr. Null stated but what it would say is what I just described. 
 
Mr. Vigliotti stated okay. 
 
Mr. Null stated thank you. 
 
Mr. Vigliotti stated thank you. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated anybody else on the Board have sort of items right now as they just…  alright, since its 
quiet, I think we’ve really reached the end of this session with this applicant and also for the night but any 
last, Mr. Null or Richard, anything else, you have the dates. 
 
Mr. Null stated no, we thank you very much, we look forward to seeing you on the 22nd and I’m sure if any 
of your consultants have any questions, we hope that they’ll feel free to reach out to us to clarify or explain 
or describe whatever it is, so we can all be in sync with one another. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated okay, alright, thanks for coming tonight. 
 
Mr. Null stated thank you, stay healthy. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated and with that I’ll make the motion to end this Planning Board session of May 25th? 
 
Whitney Singleton stated wait, wait… 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated what do we have to do Whitney? 
 
Whitney Singleton stated can’t you let John Hochstein make one motion on his last meeting. 
 
Mr. Hochstein stated I make the motion to close. 
 
Mr. Bonforte stated I guess we all second that.  John, good luck. 
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The meeting adjourn at 9:30 pm. 


