
Minutes of the Regular Meeting of the Planning Board of the Village/Town of Mount Kisco held on 
Tuesday, September 14, 2021 at 7:44 pm in the Frank J. DiMicco Board Room and via Zoom 

Teleconference 

Members Present: John Bainlardi, Acting Chair 
Michael Bonforte 
Ralph Vigliotti 
Crystal Pickard 
William Polese 
Barbara Roppolo 
Michael McGuirk 

Staff Present: Jan K. Johannessen, Village Planner 
William Seegmuller, Assistant Building Inspector 
Peter J. Miley, Building Inspector 
Whitney Singleton, Village Attorney (via Zoom) 

John Bainlardi : Good evening. Welcome to the Mount Kisco Planning Board, Tuesday, September 14th, 
2021. This is the regular planning board meeting. We just came out of work session. We have a number of
matters on the agenda this evening. Just go through them briefly. We have some minutes, which the board 
will adopt. We have four matters listed on the agenda for public hearing, three of which will be adjourned. 
So, actually, we have five matters on the public hearings this evening, three of which will be adjourned. 2 
Morgan Drive is a continuation of public hearing for site plans, deep slopes, and subdivision, that public
hearing will be continued this evening. The Burgler subdivision, 2 1/2 Leonard Street is a subdivision, two 
lot subdivision. That is a continued public hearing, and there's been a request for adjournments, which we
will act on so that there will not be discussion on that matter this evening. The SCS Sarles Street and
Homeland Towers applications are also continued public hearings, which will be adjourned as well and will
be handled by Mike Bonforte. Then the fifth matter is Verizon Wireless facility, 45 Main Street, this is a
matter that's been before the board for site plan and special use permit for some facilities, an existing
building at 45 Main Street that we will be opening the public hearing for that matter this evening. We then
have four matters which are formal applications. The Crecco companies, Bagnato, which is 215, 205 
Lexington Avenue for site plan. There's a draft resolution for consideration by the board this evening. Then 
Captain Lawrence Brewing Company, 369 Lexington Avenue. Again, a site plan application, which has
been before the board in the past. There are some proposed modifications to the previous proposal. And 
that matter will be presented and reviewed this evening. A new application for the board Omar Roth, 59 
Orchard Road. This is a steep slopes permit application in connection with a proposed pool and patio for a
private residence on Orchard Road. And then the last matter is a matter which will be appearing for the first
time as a formal application. It's DH Self Storage, 150 Radio Circle Drive. This is for site plan and 
subdivision. This matter has been before the board previously on a conceptual basis. So, let's start with the
minutes. November 24th, 2020, anyone have any comments as for those minutes that haven't or even
presented to Michelle? Michelle, who's on those minutes? Who is present?

Michelle Russo: don't have that. I believe all of you except for [Indiscernible 0:03:27.2 ] and Barbara. 

John Bainlardi : okay. So that, that does give us a quorum. Okay. All right. So, I'll make a motion that we 
adopt minutes for November 24th, 2020, do I have a second? 

Michael Bonforte : I'll second that motion, Chairman. 

John Bainlardi : Thank you, Mike. On the question, no discussion. Okay. Michelle, can you poll the board? 

UPON ROLL CALL VOTE: 
Mr. Bainlardi -  Aye 
Mr. Bonforte  - Aye 
Mr. Vigliotti  - Aye 
Mr. Polese - Aye 
Ms. Pickard - Aye 
The motion carried by a vote of 5 to 0. 

John Bainlardi : Thank you. Same thing, May11th, I'll make the motion that we adopt the minutes, May 
11th, 2021, do I have a second on the motion? 

Michael Bonforte:  I'll second that motion, Chairman.  

John Bainlardi:  Thanks again, Michael. Michelle, please poll the board. 

UPON ROLL CALL VOTE 
Mr. Bainlardi - Aye 
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Mr. Bonforte - Aye 
Mr. Vigliotti - Aye 
Ms. Pickard - Aye 
Mr. Polese - Aye 
Mr. McGuirk - Aye 
Ms. Roppolo - Aye 
The motion carried by a vote of 7 to 0. 
 
John Bainlardi:  And then the last is June 8th, 2021. I'll make the motion and we adopt the minutes to have 
a second.  

Michael Bonforte:  Before we do that chairman, wasn't there some change? I think you said anything that 
hasn't, there was one submission for one of the meetings. 

John Bainlardi:  That was… 

Crystal Pickard:  Taken care of. 

Michael Bonforte:  That was taken care of? Okay. I second the motion. Thanks.  

John Bainlardi:  Thank you. Okay. Michelle, please poll the board. 

 UPON ROLL CALL VOTE 
Mr. Bainlardi - Aye 
Mr. Bonforte - Aye 
Mr. Vigliotti - Aye  
Ms. Pickard - Aye 
Mr. Polese - Aye 
Mr. McGuirk - Aye 
Ms. Roppolo - Aye 
The motion carried by a vote of 7 to 0 
 
A. Burgler Subdivision – 2 ½ Leonard Street 

PB2021-0409, SBL 80.26-1-18 & 80.26-2-14.1 
Subdivision 
Continued Public Hearing 
 

John Bainlardi:  Okay. So, we'll, let's take care of the procedural adjournments of the three public hearings, 
which, for which the adjournment will be taking place. So, The Burgler Subdivision, 2 1/2 Leonard Street, 
this is a continued public hearing. Their, as part of our submission package, there's a memorandum for 
counsel for neighbors of the 2 1/2 Leonard Street parcel, which are served by common driveway, serving 
both the applicant's property and the neighbor's property. At the request of the council for the applicant's 
name asked for an adjournment of the public hearing so that they would have time to review memorandum 
of law, and provide responses. And then the board's counsel then will be able to take the memorandum as 
well as the responses of the applicants council into consideration, review same and then provide guidance 
to this board. So, with that being said, I will make a motion that we adjourn the public hearing to the next 
meeting, which is September 28th. Do I have a second on the motion? 

William Polese:  I will second the motion. 

John Bainlardi:  Thank you, Bill. Any questions, comments, board members? Michelle, you can poll. 

UPON ROLL VOTE 
Mr. Bainlardi - Aye 
Mr. Polese - Aye 
Mr. Bonforte - Aye 
Mr. Vigliotti - Aye 
Ms. Pickard - Aye 
Mr. McGuirk - Aye 
Ms. Roppolo - Aye 
The motion carried by a vote of 7 to 0. 
 
John Bainlardi:  Thank you. As I am recused from the next two matters, I turn it over to Michael to take 
care of the process. 

Michael Bonforte:  Thank you. 

John Bainlardi:  Thank you. 
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B. SCS Sarles St, LLC II 

PB2021-0395, SBL 80.44-1-1 
Site Plan, Special Use Permit and Steep Slopes 
Continued Public Hearing 
 

Michael Bonforte:  Okay. SCS Sarles Street is a solar field proposed for 180 South Bedford Road, site plan 
special use permit in steep slopes. The continued public hearing, we're going to make a motion to adjourn. 
I'm going to ask for a motion to adjourn to the October 12, 2021 session. Could someone please make that 
motion on the board? 

Michael McGuirk:  I'll make the motion.  

Michael Bonforte:  Thank you, Mike. Do we have a second? 

William Polese:  I'll second that motion. 

Michael Bonforte:  Okay. Good. Michelle, you poll the board. 

UPON ROLL CALL VOTE: 
Mr. McGuirk - Aye 
Mr. Polese - Aye 
Mr. Vigliotti - Aye 
Ms. Pickard - Aye 
Ms. Roppolo - Aye 
Mr. Bonforte - Aye 
The motion carried by a vote of 6 to 0. 
 
C. Homeland Towers – Mount Kisco Wireless Telecommunications Facility –  180 South Bedford 

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

Michael Bonforte: Okay. The second item is Homeland Towers. It's a wireless telecommunications facility, 
South Bedford Road, happens to be the same location, 180 South Bedford Road, site plan, especially use 
permit. We're going to adjourn this continued public hearing to a date certain as Whitney always says. 
Before we do that, I'm just going to mention the shot clock which is a, you know, a federal sort of 
mechanism for evaluating the cell tower applications in every jurisdiction. It's been extended to October 
29th, October 29th, the planning board has a meeting October 26th, three days beforehand. And I just like to 
state probably mostly for the public who's very interested in this application that we, we as a planning 
board can actually, if we need to or decide to, we could vote on this application before the shot clock 
expires three days later. So just to note that we also received another letter from a resident, Mr. Pietrobono. 
I found there was some new information in that letter, so I found that interesting. I don't know if staff got to 
read that yet. Had to do with some parking spaces possibly entering into his property line or close to it. 
Maybe there's another setback issue, but we'll deal with that at the next meeting or the next time they meet. 
The, again, before we make the motion to adjourn, there was another engineering report submitted by the 
applicant on geotechnical of the access driveway and the memorandum was from, from the Snyder & 
Snyder law firm was just indicating that there was a geotechnical engineering report submitted. If anyone 
on the board has any questions on this application. Please go ahead. There's none. Whitney, do you have 
anything to add? I mean, the one question that's always burning in the back of my, in the front of my head 
is that, have they paid their bills yet? 

Whitney Singleton:  The answer to that question is no.  

Michael Bonforte:  That's a deliberate pause. And with that, I'll ask for a motion to adjourn to what's the 
next meeting? I don't have it in front of me, Whitney, our next… 

Michelle Russo:  September 28th is the… 

Michael Bonforte:  Someone could make a motion on the board to adjourn to September 28th for the 
Homeland Towers application, please? 

William Polese:  Mike, I'll make the motion to adjourn the Homeland Towers application to the meeting, 
next meeting dated September 28th.  

Michael Bonforte:  Thank you. Do I have a second on the… 

Whitney Singleton:  You said October 26th, I thought. 
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William Polese:  October 21st is what I have. 

Whitney Singleton:  26. 

William Polese:  26. 

Michelle Russo:  So we adjourn to the next meeting is 28th. 

Michael Bonforte:  Correct. To the next meeting. Sorry. Yeah. The shot clock is a different story with a 
beating right before that. So, the date is September, again, Michelle? 

Michelle Russo:  28th. 

Michael Bonforte:  Do we have a second on that, please? 

Michael McGuirk:  I will second. 

Michael Bonforte:  Thank you, Michael McGuirk. With that, I'd like to turn it back over to Chairman, 
Bainlardi. Sorry, poll the board, please, Michelle. 

UPON ROLL CALL VOTE: 
Mr. Polese - Aye 
Mr. McGuirk - Aye 
Ms. Pickard - Aye 
Ms. Roppolo - Aye 
Mr. Vigliotti - Aye 
Mr. Bonforte - Aye 
The motion carried by a vote of 6 to 0. 
 
Michael Bonforte:  Thank you. 

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

 
Mr. Tyler Sweet from Sterling Environmental was present. 
 
Ms. Lisa Cobb, Special Counsel for the Village of Mount Kisco was present. 
 
John Bainlardi:  Thank you, Michael. Okay. So we'll now continue the public hearing for 2 Morgan Drive, 
site plans, steep slopes, and subdivision. Anyone here this evening for I see Tyler? 

Tyler Sweet:  Yes. I am here. Good evening. 

John Bainlardi:  So, Tyler, I'll start with you if you want to bring the board up to speed on anything that's 
you need to update the board on since then, the last meeting? Last time this this matter has been before the 
board. 

Tyler Sweet:  Yes, of course. So, at our previous meeting we had received a notice of incomplete 
application from the DEP regarding the infiltration testing for our stormwater features. We have since been 
out to the site. We re-conducted the infiltration testing. And that went both good and bad. The front 
infiltration chambers past the flying colors and more than exceeded the design standards. The chambers we 
have proposed in the rear, we had encountered some highly saturated soils. As everybody knows, this has 
been an exceptionally wet, wet summer. So they did not perk as we anticipated them too. So as a result, we 
have modified our sweep slightly. The overall design did not change. We maintained the same design 
features. We just were forced to reclassify the chambers in the rear as just simply retention structures, and 
they are no longer classified as infiltration structures. We still had adequate treatment using other features 
on the site that we already had designed. So that was a minor change. We got that application into the DEP, 
and they have deemed it complete. So, at this stage, we are waiting on the formal comment letter from them 
based on their technical review of the SWPP and at which point, we'll be able to address that. That was the, 
the big change and the big advancement from the previous meeting.  

Michael Bonforte:  Tyler, if you pause for… 

Tyler Sweet:  The other change that you guys noted in the workshop session is the fire access road and the 
apparatus turnaround. At the previous meeting, it was noted the previous design did have the access road 
extending out to Pump House Road. The board, however made it very clear that we would have to perform 
geotechnical investigations, studies, and that there need to be maintenance and access agreements between 
the parcel owners and the town for using Pump House Road. We felt that that was rather cumbersome. And 
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since we do have the room on-site to incorporate a turnaround, we elect to create a turnaround in the rear of 
the site by extending the same reinforced turf structure that we're using for the actual row. This means there 
won't be any additional impervious surface, there's no additional runoff issues by using this feature. So 
those are the big, big changes that we've made to the site plan from our recent application. I also want to 
address a few other issues that have been brought up regarding lot B. So, yes, the owner was approached 
about a potential solar farm that may be developed on lot B that is not even at a conceptual stage at this 
point. That was just a, a potential use for lot B in the future. It does not have any bearing on this application 
or anything we're doing at this stage in the game. Additionally, we've looked at the consent order. The 
structures on lot B are still bound by the consent order with the DEC. The owner and the developer have no 
authorization to touch those structures we cannot raise those structures down to the ground. We can't do 
anything with them. And, frankly, to call them buildings is rather a stretch. Some of them don't have roofs. 
They're barely a frame at this point. So, to really call them the building that would require a variance is, is 
kind of, it's kind of iffy there. And we feel that no variance did and we've made it very abundantly clear 
that we'd be amenable to a condition of the subdivision that those structures have to come down. And they 
will come down. There's no way they're not going to come down. So it's, it's quite clear that they need to 
go. And but we just have no jurisdiction to touch them.  

Michael Bonforte:  Chairman, May I go? I'll just… 

John Bainlardi:  Yes. Go ahead. 

Michael Bonforte:  Tyler, can you hear me? 

Tyler Sweet:  Yes. I can. 

Michael Bonforte:  When you were referring to the front and the rear, you lost me. So, let's, let's go back a 
step and maybe you can zoom in a bit because, you know, we look at site plans all day. You know, we're 
looking at a lot of different site plans and, and you just need to re- familiarize us with your project. You 
could use directions to or… 

Tyler Sweet:  Of course, in fact, let me pull up the storm water plan because this will elaborate much better 
on that. 

Michael Bonforte:  Yeah. I'm, I'm actually very curious on what you did PERT test is that what you were 
referring to? 

Tyler Sweet:  Yes. It's slightly different than a standard PERT test that you would do for, say, a sanitary 
system. These are infiltration tests. That utilize a standpipe. And rather than measuring how long it takes go 
down an inch, you measure how many inches it goes down in an hour. So, it's a slightly different test. Can 
you guys see the, the storm water plan? 

Michael Bonforte:  Yes. 

Tyler Sweet:  Okay. So, by front and rear, this is the front set of chambers at the, at the southwest end of 
the site. The infiltration tests and the deep hole tests in this area indicated sandy soil. It was pretty well 
drained, dry, and the infiltration tests yielded and to look down here, yeah, it was yielding 6 to 20 inches an 
hour. So, the water was disappearing out of there really quick. So, it, it's ideal soils for using infiltration 
structures. 

Michael Bonforte:  And, Tyler, that’s… 

Tyler Sweet:  Once… 

Michael Bonforte:  Tyler… 

Tyler Sweet:  In the east part of the site did not. They actually, one of the tests had a bad seal, so we weren't 
even able to run a test in that installation. The other one yielded less than an inch per hour, which indicates 
that it does not meet sufficient infiltration for an infiltration practice as defined in the stormwater program.  

Michael Bonforte:  Tyler, thanks for all the technical data. I was just curious. You said one side was good, 
the other side was not so good. The side in the front that you described first, is that the side of the building 
structure, filtration that's facing Radio Circle Drive? 

Tyler Sweet:  Yes. 

Michael Bonforte:  And, and therefore, the other side of the building is near the stream and the wetlands. 
And you're saying that did not infiltrate as well. Is that correct? 

Tyler Sweet:  Correct. 
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Michael Bonforte:  Interesting. Okay. You clear it up.  

Tyler Sweet:  That's, that's pretty typical as you'd have a groundwater gradient from one side of the site to 
the other. Groundwater would be moving in this case from generally a southwestern direction to the 
northeast. So, the fact that we encountered slightly higher and more saturated soils in the northeast makes 
sense because of the proximity to the river.  

Michael Bonforte:  Thank you. 

John Bainlardi:  Anyone have any other questions at the moment? 

Michael McGuirk:  Where is the site on development coverage, it sounded like they were choosing an 
option with the turf pavers that would increase development coverage? Is that… 

Anthony Oliveri:  The, the pavements on the turnaround? 

Michael McGuirk:  Yeah. 

Anthony Oliveri:  I think that would be still considered development coverage. Any kind of pavement 
essentially. 

Michael McGuirk:  But pervious, is that right? 

Anthony Oliveri:  Even if it's pervious, yeah. 

Tyler Sweet:  Well, this would be pavement. This is vegetative. You look at it, it's just a grass area. It's just 
that, underneath the grass is a reinforcing material that allows it to be driven up. It would act the same as 
grass. It would look the same as grass. It's going to infiltrate. It, it's, it's, it's, it's grass for all intents and 
purposes.  

Anthony Oliveri:  Right. So that would be something for, for Peter to, to make a determination on it. 

Michael McGuirk:  How, I don't, I don't have the site plan in front me. Do we know generally how close 
they are to their limit on development coverage? 

Anthony Oliveri:  I don't, I don't have it in front of me. 

Mr. Miley:  Tyler, can you bring up the zoning table? 

Tyler Sweet:  So there's the, the zoning table that we prepared for the site. 

Jan Johannessen:  So, the 51.45% on parcel A doesn't include the reinforced turf? 

Tyler Sweet:  Correct. Because we, we would assume that there wouldn't be development because there's 
no, there's nothing there. It's just lawn, and you wouldn't consider lawn to be development. 

Jan Johannessen:  Not lawn, the gravel. 

Tyler Sweet:  It's not just gravel under the lawn. There's gravel under, you know, grass. There's soil. It's, it's 
median at that point. 

Mr. Miley:  How deep, how deep is the, the sub-, subgrade or the supporting material? 

Tyler Sweet:  The supporting material, I believe, is a 16 inch tall geo, geo cell materials. So, it is a fabric 
that when expand-, expanded, it looks like a honeycomb. And the cells are then filled with whatever media 
you want to fill them with, a gravel, sand, coarse gravel, you know, something like that. In this case, we 
would fill them primarily with gravel. The top inch or two would be filled with a fine sand. Actually, 
coarse sand, apologize. And then again, on top of that, would be a sand loam mixture that would be capable 
of growing a vegetative surface. This combination would allow all water to infiltrate right in, get right into 
the stone, it would leave but it would be adequate to maintain a vegetative surface. These systems are used 
all over the country. And in by our access roads, especially to reduce impervious and reduce developmental 
coverage. 

Mr. Miley:  Okay. Chairman, before I comment on whether it's considered development coverage, if you 
could just send me that specific spec, I'll go over it with, you know, our village engineer, and I'll do some 
research on others that have used it for fire department access. I prefer not to comment right now until I 
know more information about it.  

John Bainlardi:  Thank you. Just for my identification, a vegetated storm water basin, would that be 
counted towards development coverage or not? 

Mr. Miley:  Talk about infiltration based and that's landscape with… 
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John Bainlardi:  Yeah. Just the regular… 

Mr. Miley:  I would not count it. 

John Bainlardi:   That would not and I don't differentiate this from that, but we'll, you'll, you’ll come to a 
determination. Thank you. Jan, can you go over any comments that you've had? Anything we touched on in 
work session or otherwise? 

Jan Johannessen:  Sure. As I indicated in the work session, the Board issued a negative declaration under 
SEQR on March 23rd, 2021 which sent the applicant to the DEP and the DEP, DEP has now issued its 
notice, a complete application which signifies the commencement of their technical review of the 
application. The majority of our comment, we did have some substantive comments which I'll get into. But 
the majority of our comments were comments that really are bringing the plan to our, our formal standards. 
The plans that were submitted were substantially similar to those were, that we reviewed for the, the SEQR. 
And we identified what, you know, what was SEQR related, what was going to be pushed off the site plan 
and now here at site plan and we're waiting for the plans to be brought up to that next level. So, I'm not 
going to bore the board with those particular comments. And if Tyler has any questions on those, he can 
reach out to me. And some of the things I think were just not submitted in this iteration we had seen a 
preliminary landscaping plan that didn't make this package. We did talk about some lighting that didn't 
make this package. So they, they had done some background work that I think needs to get folded into the 
plan. But the substantive comments I had and Tyler discussed it and, you know, I defer to the board, but 
and I don't specifically recall requiring or talking about the geo-tech and all the land use controls of 
utilization of Pump House Road. But I think it would make a lot more sense if it was feasible to have the 
connection to Pump House Road for fire access only. And it would be gated, like, a lot of fire access roads, 
and it would just be another avenue for the fire department to get into the site. And if we had to do some 
sort of shuttle or circulation throughout the site. It's, it's a no brainer in my, my opinion being, you know, 
firefighter. If it's practically infeasible, then, you know, or it's difficult for some reason, then, you know, 
that should be discussed. But it makes a lot of sense to have that connect and be gated. And if it's gated, we 
have, the fire department has rights to use Pump House Road right now. We use it all the time. We would 
enter the property like we do any other property at a gate. So, I'd like that to be considered and if there's, 
you know, issues with the engineering of it, then obviously, you know, I defer to those… 

Anthony Oliveri:  Yeah, I think may I might have brought it up that we would need to look at, at least that 
section of Pump House Road just to confirm that it could take truckload.  

Jan Johannessen:  Yeah. But we, we use truck, we use Pump House. 

Anthony Oliveri:  So maybe it's something we could, we could take another look at. 

Jan Johannessen:  The other thing was the, the fire department had asked for a sidewalk on call it, like, the 
east side of the building where that rain filter strip is. I didn't see that incorporated into the plan. And they 
asked for the location of the FTC connection, and they gave you some parameters about how much, you 
know, the distance is and their operational needs around that FTC connection. So, I really wanted to 
highlight those items. The remainder of them will get flushed out and Tyler, if we need a meeting, that's, 
that's fine. That’s it. 

Tyler Sweet:  Yeah. I think at this point, as far as the, the fire access issues go, the FTC connection, that, 
that's, that's an operator. That's easy to, to provide on the site. The access along the south part of the 
building, the south side of the building. I’d like to set up a meeting with a fire inspector regarding that. 
Ideally, we would like, we prefer to use a more of a reinforced turf material, something that can be snow-
blown. Again, that is within the buffer, and that would be impervious surface within buffer. We're trying to 
avoid that. We want, the code says we need to avoid that. So, we want to maintain as minimal impact as we 
can to this site. So, by utilizing a surface like that, it seems much, you know, a much more logical use the 
code seems to be kind of it doesn't actually say, like, hard surface asphalt concrete but it does say that it has 
to be a cleared accessible path. So that's something that I, I'd like to have a meeting with them regarding. 
As far as the access to Pump House Road, we have a turnaround, we can make a turnaround work. If the 
town is adamant about us using Pump House Road for either access or egress of the fire apparatus, we 
would be okay with that, but we need to have something from the town that says, you know, this is going to 
be the stipulations for Pomp House Road because as Anthony mentioned previously, they, you know, there 
was a lot of hurdles that seemed to be placed in front of us for using Pump house Road in terms of analysis 
of the road, maintenance of the road, issues like that were previously brought up that frankly, we, we don't 
want to have to, to deal with what we can make the turnaround on-site. So that, that's, that's where we're at 
with, with those items, and I think we can we can definitely cross those, those hurdles pretty, pretty easily. 
Right now, we are still waiting on our comment letter from the DEP. They have, they have 40 days to 
reply. We're on day 21 now from their issuance of the complete application. So, we do anticipate getting 



Planning Board Meeting Minutes 
September 14, 2021 Minutes Page 8 

 
their comments back and as Jan mentioned, we had preliminary pre-removal plans, landscaping plans, 
lighting plans, we had subdivision plans. We've provided all that before and some things like the 
landscaping plan will need to be tweaked a little bit based on the road alignment and based on any 
potential, you know, minor changes to the, to the storm water plan. So, we want to make sure that those 
issues are completely hashed out before we go making any major changes to the other plans. And I use the 
term major changes kind of lightly because I don't anticipate anything being substantive changes to any of 
the, the plans at this point which is why we were really pushing. We would like the board to close public 
hearing. At this point in time, we've received one comment, unless there are more comments tonight. 
Regarding some of the trees and the tree removal, we've addressed that as best we can. And at this point, 
there's really nothing more that we are going to be able to provide the town and, and the neighborhood, you 
know, regarding this project. It's, it's really, it is what it is at this point. Some of the minor technical 
changes. You know, we can address those and change those. But I think from a public hearing standpoint, I 
think we're at a stage where, you know, we feel it's appropriate to close the hearing.  

John Bainlardi:  Okay. So, do we have any-, anyone from the public who's here to speak on this matter? 

Michelle Russo:  There are no raised hands in the Zoom. 

Mr. Miley:  Just going to check Facebook. 

Michelle Russo:  And there are no comments on the Facebook. 

John Bainlardi:  Thank you. All right. So, some of the items that we've discussed this evening, the sidewalk 
access is really a function of what it's going to be made out of. Right? So that's an easy one to, to come to 
some resolution on. You've made good progress and congratulations on getting to a notice of complete 
application from the DEP. That's a good milestone to hit, which typically indicates that it's an approvable 
application, but there could be some, some changes there. On the access, Tyler, if there were no other 
impediments, if the village were to say or this board were to say, okay, bring the, bring the, the access to, 
right up to, what's it called Pump House? 

Jan Johannessen:  Pump House Road. 

John Bainlardi:  Right up to Pump House and just provide the access with no other strings attached. I'm not 
sure what the village would require or not require in that regard. But I'm assuming for a moment just to talk 
through. If you were able to bring that through and ended at the property line at Pump House Road, and put 
up a gate. Is that, would that be amenable to you? 

Tyler Sweet:  Of course, because that, that would reduce our, you know, it would reduce installation costs 
of the, the geo cell material. It would reduce just our, our operating area within the wetland buffer there. 
So, anything we can reduce our impact in that area would definitely be amenable to us. So that that that 
would certainly be amenable.  

John Bainlardi:  Okay. So clearly… 

Anthony Oliveri:  Chairman… 

John Bainlardi:  Yes. 

Anthony Oliveri:  Just, just maybe as an I'm thinking as an alternate. If it, if it's the sole way of getting out 
of there, then I see, like there has to be some kind of maintenance that goes along with that. Almost the 
village is willing to take that on. 

Jan Johannessen:  But the village maintains Pump House Road. 

Anthony Oliveri:  Okay. But I think that has to be agreed to by the Village Manager, the Village Board. I 
mean… 

John Bainlardi:  Yeah. 

Anthony Oliveri:  They're relying on that. I was just going to say, because maybe is a solution to keep 
enough room for a turnaround and just have that as an alternate way out provided the fire department 
doesn't have an issue with Pump House Road, the way it is now. And it kind of, you know, circumvents, 
you know, dealing with that as you know, an easement or a maintenance thing or, you know, some 
agreement. 

Tyler Sweet:  Most of the area that we're using for the turnaround would be, it's within the setbacks and the 
buffer, so we can't develop over there anyways. So that area would remain, you know, undeveloped. There 
wouldn't be any structures placed there that would impede the turnaround. The only issue then comes in, in 
terms of structurally soundness for, for turning a fire apparatus, apparatus around back there.  
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Jan Johannessen:  I think what Anthony is saying is keep the exact same configuration you have now, but 
just extend in another 10 feet to touch Pump House Road. 

Michael McGuirk:  Yeah. That's what I was suggesting.  

Jan Johannessen:  So, it's the best of both… 

Anthony Oliveri:  So the fight department has that option if they choose to… 

Jan Johannessen:  Because it's right there. 

Anthony Oliveri:  Yeah. 

Jan Johannessen:  It's got to be. It's like 10 feet away. 

Tyler Sweet:  Oh, yeah. It's literally, this little triangle would be all we would have to extend at that point to 
allow… 

Anthony Oliveri:  Does the site plan will stand on its own, though, without relying on Pump House Road. 

Jan Johannessen:  Yep. I agree with that. 

Tyler Sweet:  Right. So, Pump House Road is there as long as we have it. And when it no longer becomes 
viable, we can operate turn around.  

John Bainlardi:  So, then I I just think it's a question for, Whitney, you’re still with us? 

Jan Johannessen:  Whitney is not on, on this, Lisa. 

Tyler Sweet:  Whitney is recused. 

John Bainlardi:  Okay. So I think this is something you guys can discuss offline because I, I think if you 
can get to a place where that could be, you know, relatively simply documented, whether it's in the, 
whether it's in an as a condition of approval. This seems to me to be the path of resistance. It's clean, it's not 
a lot of disturbance. And then… 

Anthony Oliveri:  The site plan stands on its own… 

John Bainlardi:  Yes. 

Anthony Oliveri:  Not relying on that, then it's just… 

John Bainlardi:  Right. 

Anthony Oliveri:  Another opening there.  

John Bainlardi:  Yeah. Okay. 

Anthony Oliveri:  An option. 

John Bainlardi:  All right. 

Mr. Miley:  Chairman, there is only one other item we need to address with respect to zoning.  

John Bainlardi:  What is that Peter? 

Mr. Miley:  If, I guess, it’s a legal question on whether we can approve an application or subdivision with 
what we perceive as structured. I would take a look to see and determine if there, they are structures. And 
the setbacks that's something that can be built into the without giving a, without requiring a variance built 
into the resolution that it later be removed.  

Michael Bonforte:  Yes. The structures in lot B.  

John Bainlardi:  I can see those structures addressed. They've been there for a very long time. And I think 
we're just looking to avoid them being there for, for too much longer but the flip side of that is, I do agree 
that in our really structures and to have to go through a variance process doesn't really seem warranted but 
you'll make a determination on that after… 

Mr. Miley:  Yeah. I'll take well, I'll make, take two steps. One, will be with the fire department and we'll 
discuss the access. And then second, I'll connect with Jan and, and Ms. Cobb and we'll go over our, our 
options. 

Jan Johannessen:  But I think we're also looking for a definitive written response from the DEC that those 
structures can't be taken down. I understand Tyler's response but we're, we're looking for the response from 
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the DEC that says that that they that you don't have the authority to take them down and they can't be taken 
down because of contamination concerns.  

John Bainlardi:  Tyler, can you achieve that? 

Tyler Sweet:  I will see what I can do on that. The best I can do on that is I will, I will contact our 
representative at the DEC and get him basically say something, give us a letter that says we cannot touch 
those buildings because we just simply cannot. We don't have the authority to. 

Lisa Cobb:  They may be amenable to amending the consent order in some way just to allow that for that 
limited extension. And it may not be a crazy lift for the DEC to do that, but we just don't know. So, until 
we ask them, we just like to close that loop and then we can decide what happens.  

Jan Johannessen:  Is it possible for Lisa to have also be part of that conversation? Because it sounds like, I 
mean, you're, you're already telling us that you're going to ask them for a letter that says you can't take 
them down, but the, the planning board has been very clear over the last year that they'd like to see them 
taken down. So, I think that to for the DEC to really understand the planning board's objectives and goals, I 
like, I'd like to recommend that Lisa be part of that conversation.  

Lisa Cobb:  Sure. Or Tyler, if you want to just give me the contact information too, I can communicate 
directly. However, if we want to handle it.  

Tyler Sweet:  We'll, we'll, and we’ll set up something regarding that. But it doesn't, it really doesn't matter 
if we have variance, don't have variance, develop lot A or don't develop lot A. Those buildings on lot B are 
not going to come down any quicker. Unfortunately, that's, it's and we're handcuffed by the radiation, all 
the, the remediation that has to go on that site. 

John Bainlardi:  Okay. All right. So, thank you… 

Tyler Sweet:  Every-, everybody wants those buildings down as quick as possible because the quicker we 
get them down, the quicker we can actually utilize that site for, for something productive. 

John Bainlardi:  Okay. So you'll work with Counsel, and I apologize for Lisa. I forgot Whitney was, was 
not on the phone, so I dragged him back in.  

Lisa Cobb:  Not a problem. 

John Bainlardi:  Okay. So, given where we are with this, I'm in climb to close to, to close the public 
hearing. I, I don't, you know, we have not had but really any public comment on this for the most part, I 
think we have enough information here to be comfortable that nothing is going to change here dramatically. 

Jan Johannessen:  My only concern would be the timeline that comes along with the closing of the hearing. 
I wouldn't be comfortable preparing a resolution for you at this stage of the game because there's, there are 
a lot of outstanding items. If the, if you want to close the hearing and, and get consent that from the 
applicant that they'll extend that time period, I'd, I don't see a problem with that, but… 

John Bainlardi:  And how would that, how would that work? How would that… 

Jan Johannessen:  I think there has to be, if you close the hearing, you have to make a decision within, Lisa, 
was it 62 days or something like that? Unless there's legal agreement… 

Lisa Cobb:  Yes, 62 days. 

Jan Johannessen:  To extend that time frame. But you're not, you're not really ready for a resolution.  

John Bainlardi:  Well, let me put it, let me put it this way to Tyler. I think that and I'll open it up to the 
board if anybody wants to jump in and correct me if I'm, if I'm misstating this. But from my view, I don't 
see this application at this point changing dramatically in any way, in any form. And if your concern is that 
you want the public hearing closed, so you can go forward with, with more of a clear head, I understand it, 
but I think the direction from the board at this point is we're close to the end. And if you can advance your 
drawings and get them submitted to close out some of these, these technical issues, we can then close the 
public hearing and act. I, I'm, I’m okay with, with even considering an approval subject to you achieving 
any approvals that you need from outside agencies at this stage of the game. I mean, I'm pretty comfortable 
with, with the fact that you have a memo from the DEP of a complete application. So now we understand 
that they may come back and they may have some things that require you to make some tweaks. If anything 
is really significant, well, we have to look at it. But, so I'm not sure that you're going to, you're going to 
achieve that much by us closing the public hearing and then asking you to waive the 62-day period 
indefinitely until you get everything we need. So, and since, since our planner is really, would really prefer 
to see you just get a little bit further along here and with this board telling you that, you know, you're, 
you're near the end, nothing, nothing dramatic, we're not anticipating any dramatics going to change here. 
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Anthony Oliveri:  Mr. Chairman… 

John Bainlardi:  Yes. 

Anthony Oliveri:  Just sorry, I'm just looking back at some of the items that weren't addressed yet, and I'm 
not sure we got the steep slopes narrative addressing all the criteria in the steep slopes code. They had 
submitted something… 

Tyler Sweet:  That was submitted. I don't have the date in front of me. 

Anthony Oliveri:  There was something… 

Tyler Sweet:  We, we went through you’re your, one of your comment letters at the end of last year and, 
and completely addressed all the items within that. 

Anthony Oliveri:  There was something submitted, but it wasn't the correct section that [indiscernible 
0:45:16.7] has like, 13 or so.  

John Bainlardi:  Well, so let's you. 

Tyler Sweet:  Yes, no, we, we did address that. That was submitted at a subsequent application, a 
subsequent submittal and, again, I don't have which one that was in front of me, but yeah, we, we did go 
back through it and redo that narrative with all the criteria and we had submitted that. I have to check my 
records to see which submittal that was included in but… 

Anthony Oliveri:  Okay. Maybe… 

Tyler Sweet:  And we could address that again with the next submittal will be obviously a complete 
package that will have all the revised drawings of everything in it. We'll address all the previous notes, the 
memos and the biggest thing right now is any slight details and changes and tweaks that are going to be 
caused by anything with the DEP, which, again, I don't anticipate to be anything significant. But we want to 
make sure we, you know, hit this once and, and get it, you know, 99% of the way in with one shot. 

Anthony Oliveri:  Yeah. I was going to suggest that. In, in my, in my memo, I did suggest an annotated list 
hitting all those previous comments. So, let's do that.  

Tyler Sweet:  Yep. 

John Bainlardi:  I mean, Tyler, it's, you know, it's up to you if you want to wait for more direction and 
comments from the DEP before you, you know, you revise drawings. But I think at this point then, I think 
we're not going to close the public hearing this evening. But I do think that you can leave this meeting 
tonight confident that, you know, you've got a plan that you can advance at, you know, at your project. 

Tyler Sweet:  Okay. Well, the other important thing is we need to advance all the approvals from the other 
boards, and I know it is, we need referrals for the Department of Health subdivision and the Westchester 
County Planning Board. So when can we anticipate having those referrals in and, and how can we advance 
that process along here on a parallel track for what we have left to do? 

John Bainlardi:  Yeah, and that's, there's nothing formal. 

Jan Johannessen:  Yeah, there's no referrals that you need from this board to go to any other agency. 

John Bainlardi:  So, yep, you can go ahead. 

Tyler Sweet:  Okay. I was under the impression that one of those basically, you guys had to send us there, 
which one. 

John Bainlardi:  On the subdivision, do we have that quirky thing? No? 

Anthony Oliveri:  No, I mean, we're handling that. We've, we've learned how to handle that provision, but 
no, they can make application. 

John Bainlardi:  Okay. Great. 

Tyler Sweet:  And then we will advance those right away. 

John Bainlardi:  Okay. So, we have to adjourn then to a date certain. What do you suggest here? 

Jan Johannessen:  It's really up to, I think we should have probably a staff meeting, and then however long 
it's going to take Tyler to develop the full plan set really and… 

Tyler Sweet:  It won't take us too long. However, again, we're waiting on the DEP. They have, I think 19 
days left to provide us with their technical review letter. So, we will have something from them within 
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about 2.5 weeks. And then it would take probably a week to put together the complete package. So that, 
that's about the timeline, you know, the, the, the longest timeline we would anticipate at this point.  

Peter Miley:  Chairman, he also requested a meeting with the foreign spec. It would actually be with the 
Chief myself, Jan and Anthony. 

Tyler Sweet:  Yep. 

John Bainlardi:  So do we want to go out to the, the end of what do we have, September, so the end of 
October, the second meeting in October? 

Michelle Russo:  October 26. 

John Bainlardi:  Okay.  

Tyler Sweet:  I would be confident that at the second meeting in October, we would have a complete design 
set adequate for construction with full comments and responses from the DEB, and we could address 
everything that's set up at this point. That would, that would not be a problem. 

John Bainlardi:  Okay. All right. So, so that meeting is the 26th? 

Michelle Russo:  October 26th. 

John Bainlardi:  All right. Does anybody have any other questions, comments? Nope. All right. So, I will 
make the motion that we adjourn this public hearing to October 26th. Do I have a second? 

William Polese:  I'll second the motion to adjourn to the 26th. 

John Bainlardi:  Thank you, Bill. Michelle? 

UPON ROLL CALL VOTE: 
Mr. Bainlardi - Aye 
Mr. Polese - Aye 
Mr. Vigliotti - Aye 
Mr. Bonforte - Aye 
Ms. Pickard - Aye 
Mr. McGuirk - Aye 
Ms. Roppolo - Aye 
The motion carried by a vote of 7 to 0. 
 
Tyler Sweet:  Okay, thank you. 

John Bainlardi:  Tyler, I think you know what, what's on your list of, your to do list. 

Tyler Sweet:  Yep. 

John Bainlardi:  And we look forward to seeing you on the 26th. You do have a submission deadline of the 
5th of October. So, you try to achieve that date. If not, submit what you, submit, you know, all that you can, 
and then we can make a determination if we have everything we need or if we need to adjourn further. 

Tyler Sweet:  Okay. Sounds good. 

John Bainlardi:  And thank you, Lisa. 

Lisa Cobb:  Thank you, everyone. Good night. 

E. Verizon Wireless Facility – 45 Main Street 
PB2020-0396, SBL 69.81-2-3 
Site Plan and Special Use Permit 

 
Mr. Michael Sheridan of Snyder & Snyder was present. 
 
John Bainlardi:  Okay. Next, public hearing. This is a new public hearing, Verizon Wireless facility, 45 
Main Street, site plan, and special use permit. Do we need to do anything formal to open the public hearing 
or can I just announce that it's opened? Whitney? 

Whitney Singleton:  I'm sorry. What did you say, Chairman? 

John Bainlardi:  Yeah, do we need to formally act to open the public hearing or we can just announce that 
it's open? 

Whitney Singleton:  Yeah. I, I think that you can simply you've already made the motion to have it, so just 
announce that it’s open. 
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John Bainlardi:  Okay. Okay. So the, the public meeting is now officially open.  

Michael Sheridan:  Good evening. 

John Bainlardi:  Good evening. 

Michael Sheridan:  My name is Michael Sheridan, I'm an attorney with Snyder & Snyder, attorney for New 
York Customer Sale Limited Partnership, DBA Verizon Wireless. As you indicated, Verizon Wireless is 
looking to locate a wireless facility at 45 East Main Street in the roof of the building. The building is 
located in the CB-1 zoning district. And it will ensure fast and ubiquitous wireless connectivity to the 
downtown business, to the downtown business district.  

John Bainlardi:  If I could ask you, sorry, just pause for just a second.  

Michael Sheridan:  Sure.  

John Bainlardi:  Peter, could you just announce for the benefit of the public, the ways in which they can 
participate? Anyone who's listening here may want to. 

Mr. Miley:  Yes, Chairman. So, a public could come in and sign on to Zoom. And I will give you that ID 
number or call in rather 646-558-8656. If you are already on Zoom, you could simply raise your hand. And 
if you monitor Facebook, you could make comment and we'll, we'll read it into the record. 

John Bainlardi:  Okay. 

Mr. Miley:  Or you could also attend… 

John Bainlardi:  Physically. 

Mr. Miley:  Yeah. Physically come to town hall. 

John Bainlardi:  Pardon the interruption.  

Michael Sheridan:  If the board remember, we were here on June 22nd and discussed the redesign facility. 
Facility had been redesigned in response to comments from this board and the building inspector. The 
board meets all the requirements of the code with the exception of certain setbacks requirements. We have 
gone to the zoning board of appeals and received the required variances in connection with the facility. 
We're also in receipt of two new memos, one from [indiscernible 0:53:38.8] sessions, which has two minor 
comments, which we think can be addressed as conditions to an approval. And another one from HDR, 
which I know will be discussed shortly. 

John Bainlardi:  And for the benefit of the, the public because this is a public hearing. It's the first time it's 
presented to the public. Can you just kind of give an overview of what the proposal is? 

Michael Sheridan:  Sure. Facility will be on the roof of the building. There'll be three sectors. Two of them 
will be on flush mounted to an existing penthouse, like elevator penthouse in the building. The third sector 
will be in the front corner of the building. Small and small antennas mounted on a steel frame.  

John Bainlardi:  Do you have the ability from there to, to put something up on the… 

Michael Sheridan:  Do not.  

John Bainlardi:   Whitney, do you do you have access? Can you do it from your, your desktop? 

Stacey Calta:  Chairman, I have. This is Stacey, I have the [indiscernible 0:54:46.1] that were in, that were 
submitted readily available.  

John Bainlardi:  Okay. I mean, if you could, if you could maybe put something up here just we've all seen 
this familiar with it. This, this application has been before the board, but this is the first time it's, it's out 
there in the, in the public forum.  

Michael Sheridan:  So that's the building with the existing elevator penthouse. If you go to the next slide 
right on that wall to the left of that upper wall will be one of the antenna sectors, which will be painted to 
match. And it is frankly difficult to see. That's the front of the building as it exists and that is what's 
proposed with the three small [indiscernible  0:55:38.0] mounted, actually steel frame mounted antennas in 
the corner of the building.  

John Bainlardi:  Okay. So those three antennas in the corner of the building, that's, that's what we were 
discussing during a work session about some sort of screening or stealth, what we're going to call it to, to 
hide those? 

Michael Sheridan:  That is an option… 
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Stacey Calta:  Correct. 

Michael Sheridan:  I would, I would say what you'd be doing by stealthing them is you you'd be adding 
bulk to the building which is one of the reasons why the site was redesigned from what was previously 
proposed. You can see the existing penthouse on the building from other angles, you can already see 
existing equipment on the roof of the building. This is small antennas. They'll be on the roof of the 
building. They're not very large, and they can be painted a different color. Is that something that you're 
interested in? 

Michael Bonforte:  I, I would say yes, interested in [indiscernible  0:56:36.7], painting, covering, and I 
think you can do that without adding a weight bearing load to it, I believe. 

Michael Sheridan:  I'm not even talking about a weight bearing load necessarily, which if you add some 
framing or some stealthing, it would certainly be something, but I'm just talking about the visual bulk that 
you would be adding to the building.  

William Polese:  Michael Musso’s memo was concerned with was the possible precedent setting of not 
stealthing for co-location in the future. 

Crystal Pickard:  Just competitively adding the potentially adding visual wall to the building might be 
preferable to seeing antennas just sitting there. So I, I, because I do want to see those options.  

Michael Sheridan:  I think, I think with this, I, I mean, that's something that can be done with this type of 
and Mr. Musso's memo, he provided I think some examples. Those examples are for buildings, and I think 
that some of them were discussed at the at the, at… 

Michael Bonforte:  The work session.  

Michael Sheridan:  At the work session. Thank you. Those buildings have design features that they were 
able to incorporate those stealthing into. This building certainly, you can add something, but there's no 
design features that lend themselves to this. What you'd be adding, you'd be creating an additional design 
feature. 

Michael Bonforte:  Oh you, but you're saying that in isolation, what if you put both design, you put a 
design feature on both ends of the building, then it becomes symmetrical and or not isolated and, and, and 
unusual. 

Michael Sheridan:  We're only proposing antennas in this corner. I mean, now, now, now we're, did you be 
asking us to redesign the roof of the building?  

Michael Bonforte:  Well, what, what's the dimensions? It looks like about three, four feet to me, by several 
feet long. So, we're not talking about a dramatic either, either reshaping architecturally or otherwise 
structurally. That's my opinion.  

Mr. Miley:  Chairman, can I just interject one second?  

John Bainlardi:  Sure, go, go ahead. 

Peter Miley:  I, all I like to take a look at the zoning board minutes. I, I believe they represented painted the 
same color as the building. We don't have them with us, but as part of zoning variance, I believe the 
representation was they were going to paint them the color of the side of the building. 

John Bainlardi:  I recall that with respect to the installations that we're going to be on that bulkhead on the 
other side. I mean, to me, the path of least resistance is at a minimum is to paint them and at least, you 
know, to then I'll stand out as much. If, if we're talking about an architectural solution, that's kind of the 
extreme in my view. If you're talking about putting some sort of panel fencing around it, I'm not sure what 
we're really achieving. I mean, you know, there was to say that the panel fence is an more attractive or less 
attractive than, you know, a couple of, a couple of antennas which, you know, honestly, most people were 
never going to look up at the top of that building and see them. So, yeah, I, I understand, you know, the, the 
push and pull here, and, and I, I do understand the precedent issue. So, you know, suggesting with some 
alternatives and let's see where we can get to that's reasonable.  

Jan Johannessen:  Is it possible, would it make sense mount them to the building and then paint them to 
match the color of the building.  

John Bainlardi:  Are they, are they mounted to the parapet?  

Jan Johannessen:  They're mounted on a structure on this roof.  

John Bainlardi:  Mountain as, as… 
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Mr. Miley:  I believe the mounted to the inside of the parapet.  

Michael Sheridan:  Correct. There is a steel frame that goes across and they're mounted to that steel frame.  

Jan Johannessen:  There's, they're can you mount it to the, the top of the building to the facade and then just 
paint them.  

Michael Sheridan:  My understanding is that it's not possible because that facade is not tall enough for the 
antennas to be mounted on it.  

John Bainlardi:  Do they have to be all the way to the corner? Can they be moved more towards the center 
of the building?  

Michael Sheridan:  The problem is with moving towards the center of the building, you get what's called 
shadowing and the antenna… 

John Bainlardi:  Okay. 

Michael Sheridan:  The area the antenna covers gets reduced significantly because the building is blocking 
the, the, the frequency.  

Michael Bonforte:  It's Michael. Right? 

Michael Sheridan:  Correct.  

Michael Bonforte:  Yeah. I just wanted to say Michael. I the last time I saw this application, it, it was 
several meetings ago, and I might have missed one in between. But that meeting and the one prior when 
this first came to us. We talked about you know, how was going to be presented visually and, and, and or 
covered or camouflage the whole time. So, I didn't, I didn't want you, I didn't want to feel I felt as though 
you feel this is a new information. It's, it's not, at least, from my recollection. So.  

Michael Sheridan:  Well, I understand. I certainly understand there's an HDR memo that came along which 
had suggestions. Our opinion is that, this is, the least bulky, the least intrusive means of having it on the on 
this building. Again, this is a tall building. It's not low in the ground. These antennas are not going to be if 
anybody's walking down Main Street, you're not really going to be able to see them. You have to look up 
and you have to be at a distance, the further you get away, the smaller these antennas are going to be. If you 
put something larger in bulkier than the cover of these antennas, it's just going to make it more visible from 
further distances.  

Ralph Vigliotti:  John, I have a comment.  

John Bainlardi:  Yes Ralph.  

Ralph Vigliotti:  One question was, I, I, I think the board should see the visuals of the intenders painted, as 
well as a couple of board members mentioned possibly moving a power pit up or the stealth covering, 
camouflage covering. And also, what decision was made not to put it on the west corner? Is that more 
visual to the village or less visual to the village? I'm just or is does that not produced what, what you need 
as far as the intent or working at a 100 percent?  

Michael Sheridan:  No. It's just a matter of where the coverage is going to be. There is already a, a sector 
proposed on the existing parapet on the building facing that direction. So, there doesn't need to be another, 
you're talking. I think you're talking about them.  

Ralph Vigliotti:  So, you're saying there's another and tenor that may be proposed for the other side of the 
building?  

Michael Sheridan:  There's 3 sectors. Two of them are proposed on the existing elevator penthouse. They'll 
be flush mounted to that penthouse and painted a match. 

Ralph Vigliotti:  Oh, okay. I wasn't, okay. I'm glad you brought that forward. I, I as one board member, I, 
I'd like to see all the visuals as several board members had mentioned this, this way, we, in our minds eye, 
we can see what, what they look like.  

Barbara Roppolo:  how tall are they? 

Michael Sheridan:  I'm sorry. Go ahead.  

Barbara Ropplo:  How, how, how many feet are they above the, the roof?  

Michael Sheridan:  That's good.  
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Barbara Roppolo:  And I have to say that I, I believe driving west, you can more easily see the roof of the 
building.  

Crystal Pickard:  Yeah.  

Barbara Roppolo:  Maybe not walking on the ground, but definitely driving my eyes always go off there.  

Michael Bonforte:  Oh, yeah. And we have residential homes that Barbara to the west, we have a residential 
neighborhood that looks almost down on that property.  

Barbara Roppolo:  Right. That too. Yep.  

Michael Bonforte:  And, and it is a, is it a landmark historic property? I'm just curious. It's been there 
forever that I know of.  

Michael Sheridan:  I don't, I don't believe it is.  

John Bainlardi: Oh, that we had visuals in the package originally on the bulkhead, the equipment was 
originally higher up and we asked it to move down… 

Michael McGuirk:  Correct.  

John Bainlardi:  And that's been accomplished, and that, and that would be painted to, to blend.  

Michael Sheridan:  Correct.  

John Bainlardi:  These other antenna are, you know, above the parapet and they clearly, you know, stand 
out more. So, I mean, you already have a visual impact of the bulkhead. It is there. It exists and you're 
blending into it. 

Michael Sheridan:  Correct.  

John Bainlardi:  That's the other I personally have no issue with that. I could probably get myself 
comfortable potentially with even what's, what's presented here. But I do think that there is some solution 
to this beyond what you presented that's better. So, I think we just need to see what the alternatives are. 
And, you know, make it better.  

Michael Sheridan: And just, just to be clear, I mean, I think the alternatives are to try and put some sort of 
wall up in front of it, which is going to be larger and bulkier and more visible or to paint them a different 
color, which is going to leave them the same size, but depending on what color you want to paint them, you 
could paint them the color of the building makes it seem like the building's sticking up more, you could 
paint them a dark a slightly darker gray, which may blend in with the sky a little better on blue, dark blue 
sky in cloudy days.  

Jan Johannessen:  We've got one, it's about five feet according to this drawing the... 

Barbara Roppolo:  Thank you, Jan,  

Jan Johannessen:  That dimension. Not at the intent of the dimension from that ledge to the top of the 
parapet, and the, the antennas are what?  

Anthony Oliveri:  Three feet.  

Jan Johannessen:  Three feet. So, can you just confirm that that can't be done? Because that would, that 
would seem to be like simplest solution would be to mount them on the building itself and then paint them. 
Right?  

Michael McGuirk:  That's what you're talking about outside of the parapet?  

Jan Johannessen:  Well, like, you see that, like, little ledge. 

Michael McGuirk:  Yeah. 

Jan Johannessen:  You know, if you mounted them right there and then painted them and… 

Michael Bonforte:  And this was what the cityscape analysis and report that the village paid for was all 
about. It was about small cell installations and, and, and controlling the design and placement and not 
having this type of just purely, you know, metal on the top of the building. So, I, I just think, yeah, if you 
want to refer to that report, that's another source of where some of these comments are coming from.  

Michael Sheridan:  No, we understand the comments. It's just one can answer beyond. My understanding is 
that, that cannot be done due to the size of building. It was something that was discussed at one point 
internally, and was not feasible to do that. Secondly, again, with regard to making this as least visible as 
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possible, and certainly, there are there's other equipment on the buil-, the roof of the building already. You 
look all over the village, there's air conditioners and condensers on roofs of all buildings. This is a, these 
are minor pieces of equipment that would be on the roof of the building, providing services.  

Crystal Pickard:  I mean, this is, this is one of the tallest buildings in town. You, you can see this. You can 
when you're driving up to the town. They are physically small pieces of equipment, but they're certainly not 
invisible. And there's despite many conversations as we discussed about screening these things, there's no 
effort made here at all just creating them. I mean, you haven't even suggested paint in this, in this proposal 
here. So, we just we just need to have the design team throw out some screening options for us to opine on.  

Jan Johannessen: If you could put in writing, just explain why they can't be installed on the building.  

Anthony Oliveri:  It doesn't seem to be the height of the parapet because according to the drawing of the 
parapet, is five feet if I'm reading it right from that ledge to the top of the parapet and the antenna is five 
feet above the parapet, so, may be the equivalent night. 

Crystal Pickard:  That, that should be looked at in, in the...  

Stacey Calta:  Yeah. Because that way… 

Crystal Pickard:  I would and again, like, the you know, you said, these are small, these are small… These 
are small units. But, you know, the ski safes that said they're, they're coming to town and there's going to be 
more and I've seen these things just actually take over neighborhoods. We need to be very careful about 
how we treat every single one of them.  

Michael Bonforte:   Thank you, Crystal.  

John Bainlardi:  Stacey, do you have a… 

Stacey Calta:  Yeah. I think I mean, if there's an issue with them fitting on here on the parapet above this 
ledge. I wouldn't even think it it would be a little less visible even if they stuck out only a foot above, you 
know, the top of the roof instead of the 5 feet above or 6 feet or however they're mounted even if they can't 
fit totally in the parapet, you know, sticking up a little bit would be better than the whole, the whole 
antenna.  

Michael McGuirk:  If you change to mounting them to the outside of the building like we're talking about, 
would that require another RF study, and… 

Ralph Vigliotti:  Yeah, I don't think that. 

Michael McGuirk:  All those that I mean, it's changing the height slightly. It's changing the projection from 
the building and I don't know how significant that would be to the safety numbers that you've already 
shown us.  

Michael Sheridan:  I, I, I, I don't think that would have a major impact on… 

Michael McGuirk:  Okay. 

Michael Sheridan:  On that. This is a, this is a very tall building. So, because everything's well above the 
ground. I'm not, not an RF engineer… 

Michael McGuirk:  Sure, sure, sure. 

Michael Sheridan:  But I, I don't think it would impact.  

Michael McGuirk:  I know that it seemed like the greatest danger from, from RF was for people working 
on them on the roof. Right? 

Michael Bonforte:  Correct. That's, that's the only that's… 

Michael McGuirk:  [1:10:38] [indiscernible].  

Michael Bonforte:  Because the building is so tall. There's, there's according to the RF report, there's really 
not any impact at ground level. 

Anthony Oliveri:  You may actually have less shadowing effect if you're on the face of the building. 
Slightly. 

Michael Sheridan:  So I, I will show one thing to, to the board. So, we, we did have which is this was just 
sort of the preliminary thing where we had the engineer just sort of cut and paste. What would be a, a what 
would be a like a good but if you if you think that's a good option, you can see that as far as putting the 
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antennas on the outside of the building, I think one of the issues that, then that would be is that the property 
line is basically building.  

Jan Johannessen:  But that ledge is looks like that ledge sticks out quite a bit.  

Crystal Pickard:  Yeah.  

Jan Johannessen:  It's almost like a shelf.  

Bill Polese: Maybe it's a symmetry issue then.  

Anthony Oliver:  Because parapet might be slightly back.  

Jan Johannessen:  Yeah.  

Michael McGuirk:  And, and we can't see the equipment that it's… 

Anthony Oliveri:   Yeah.  

Michael McGuirk:  That are holding those up. I mean… 

Jan Johannessen:  Right.  

Michael McGuirk:  They might have to project out.  

Michael Sheridan:  It's, it's, it's definitely going to have to project out a little bit because you're going to 
have to have the mounts there. The mounts on the side of the building, the, the antennas on the mounts. So, 
it's going to stick out off of that pirate pit on the outside if you did it there. I mean, something we can find 
out. Unfortunately, it looks like the building is at, the at the property line. So, anything that really sticks out 
is. 

John Bainlardi:  I mean, you're going to have hardware, going to have to be drilled into that brick and, you 
know, I'm not you know, I don't know what we're, what we're what we're accomplishing. I mean, I, I do 
think that if you were able to just get those squares, those wipes, those rectangles up onto the facade of the 
building, without a lot of other attachments and you could paint them, then maybe we achieve something. 
But I'm curious if those antennas have to be on that corner, could they be opposite the bulkhead? 

Michael Sheridan:  Not really. The, the problem with that is they're, they're facing… 

Anthony Oliveri: Yeah, kind of a stick out slightly.  

Michael Sheridan: And if they're if, they're on the other side and, and the way they're they are, it's kind of 
hard to tell from this. But if, if you look at the plan, they're, they're angled So they're coming from -- Let's 
see. -- front left, going to the back right they're at an angle. So, to be on the other side of the building, you 
can't achieve that same angle because the roof would be in the way, and you can't my understanding, again, 
I'm not an RF engineer, but you can't turn them to shoot through each other. You need sort of that setback. 
Thank you. Yes. So, in the top left corner, you can see there, they're not straight across as they sort of 
appear in the simulation there actually sit back from each other.  

John Bainlardi:  Let's pause for a second. Do we have, do you have anyone who's wanting to be heard on 
this this evening?  

Mr. Miley:  Nobody on Facebook.  

Michelle Russo:  Yes. An audience member. There are no raised hands in the Zoom. 

John Bainlardi:  Okay.  

Mr. Miley:  You want me to read in the call number one more time?  

John Bainlardi:  Sure.  

Mr. Miley:  You join us by calling in at 646-558-8656 or if you're already on Zoom, raise your hand. 
Comment on Facebook or come downtown hall.  

John Bainlardi:  Thank you. Sir, if you'd like to be heard, you can come up to the mic and identify yourself 
for the record.  

John Piazza:  Good evening, Chairman, members of the board. My name is John Piazza. I'm a lifelong 
resident of the village, and I live at 23 Carpenter Avenue. I believe, I'm actually the nearest neighbor to the 
Verizon building. Something of a throwback, I've lived at that residence since 1961, so 60 years I've been 
there my entire life. I remember when it was the we used to call it the phone company when I was a kid, 
and we went through all the iterations of Nextel and 9x and Bell Atlantic and Verizon, and they said we've 
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been neighbors and I, I hope good neighbors to Verizon and they've been good neighbors, I believe, to us. 
The one thing that I would just ask the board to consider as you're reviewing the application and I'm not 
hearing anything about it is the effect of potential radiation. I understand the thrust of this project is to add 
capacity and coverage for the business district. However, this building is something of an oddity in that in 
front it is in the business district, but it backs up to a rather a significant residential district. As I said, I'm 
right across the street. I have the townhouses at 29 Carpenter next to me, the Ridgecrest Apartments, the 
Tower Close Apartments, you have North Mosher Avenue, you have, I believe, a facility for brain 
rehabilitation at 38 Carpenter, which is the white building, which actually butts, I believe, Verizon's 
property. And I'm just very, very concerned I'm old enough to remember when cell service began, there 
were -- and I think there are still some significant concerns about the safety of cell towers. And now you're 
putting this right in the midst of a residential neighborhood. Frankly, I know that the, the, the board has 
been concerned about the aesthetics. I, I'm going to say something silly here. I don't care if they were to put 
a, a ferrous wheel on the top of the building, as long as there's the safety concerns are being addressed, I'm 
not hearing that done. And I'm very, very concerned about that. I have a 16-year old daughter. I hope she 
can be there if she wants with her family and raise her children there for many, many years to come as well 
as all the other people in that neighborhood. And I, I, I am concerned. I know we had a regulation because I 
was noticed for the zoning board of appeals variance that there was not supposed to be a cell facility within 
500 feet of a residential dwelling. Unfortunately, I was not able to appear was noticed on July 19th, the 
meeting was on the 20th. I did watch subsequently the replay of that meeting, and while, what was 
discussed were setbacks and the size of the building and things like that, I didn't hear that particular issue 
addressed at the 500 feet. And again, these are just concerns that I have. We're living in a world I know 
that's I sadly, I think bereft of common sense in many, many ways. We choose comfort and convenience 
over safety, and then we come, live to regret it. And I hope we don't regret this. I recently watched a a 
replay of a village board meeting. The cityscapes individual was there and was talking about the future 
where we're going to be having even more cell towers. To the point where she was saying that because of 
the topography of Mount Kisco that we could actually have towers interfering with each other because of 
narrowness. So, we have to be very, very careful in what we're doing over here. And again, well, I 
understand the world goes on. We want to have cell service in town. I have to say, frankly, here at 23 
Carpenter, I have no issues with that. Have we explored other options that are somewhat less intrusive to 
the residential developments that we have here. We have a tower in town. I don't know if, if that could be 
utilized in a different way. But again, I'm just asking that the board take these matters into consideration. I 
don't know if there are others that will reach out. But again, I've been a neighbor of Verizon for 60 years. 
They've been a good neighbor. I hope they always will continue to be, but I am very, very concerned about 
an issue that's just not, not being discussed. And that is the potential health risk is what we have. Again, 
we're living in a world where consequences are being felt on a daily basis. We have a global health 
pandemic. We have wildfires. We have climate change, all of which came about by decisions. And, and 
people make conscious decisions to do certain things. And I, I understand what Verizon is doing. I know 
that they'll probably minimize the health issues and tell you about the studies. But industry has long gone 
down that road, and we've lived very great. So, I, I don't want to run over my time, but I thank you very, 
very much for your consideration, and thank you for all the, the hard work that you do, and just ask that 
you keep what I'm saying in mind, as you go forward with your deliberations and review of this 
application. Thank you. 

Michael Bonforte:  Thank you.  

John Bainlardi:  Thank you for your comments. And just so you're aware, the applicant has presented you 
know, full set of submission documents that are required in connection with, with the application they've 
presented. And this board has its own consultant who's here with us this evening, who has done a, a full 
review of everything that's been submitted by the applicants. So, this board does not just simply accept 
what the applicant presents. But we do a peer review… 

John Piazza:  Thank you.  

John Bainlardi:  With an expert, that those documents are available to you if you're interested. You know, 
there's a fair amount of documents. It's quite voluminous, but it's complete. And it addresses pretty much, 
not pretty much everything that you've raised as concerns. So, and the Board is taking all that into 
consideration. 

John Piazza:  I appreciate. 

John Bainlardi:  Thoroughly. 

John Piazza:  And again, I did mention I think it's been added. Folks were having some, I think, very, very 
valuable colloquy with me among yourselves. You know, this may be the first salve, other things may be 
coming. And we know with that, I guess there's all sorts of proposals where it's coming down the road for 
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things lower to ground level and whatever I would hate to see us. And I know they had some very elaborate 
maps and diagrams of coverage and capacity ranges. I would hate to see some day that we're looking at 
those things, sadly, for health and oncology effects of what's, what's with our effects. So, I know you're all 
aware of that, but I'm really immediately affected by this. I'm very close. I'm only a few feet really away 
from the building. So anyway, but I thank you for your… 

John Bainlardi:  Thank you . 

John Piazza:  You letting me know that. Thank you, Chairman. 

John Bainlardi:  Anyone else?  

Mr. Miley:  We just double checked. Nobody else.   

John Bainlardi:  All right. So, Stacey, do you have -- what are your thoughts about how to proceed here? 
What do you think next steps are to help us move this forward?  

Stacey Calta:  As some of the board members have mentioned if the applicant can discuss any of the either 
developing or you know, the options that we've talked about and on the, the parapet, even the colored 
options of the existing independents for that alpha sector. I think that would give the board some more 
information to be able to make a decision on, if they would require any stealthing, and then what, what that 
may look like.  

John Bainlardi:  And Stacey, could you also just briefly respond if you could to the concerns that you've 
just heard expressed Mr. Piazza, primarily with respect to the distances and the health concerns.  

Stacey Calta:  Yeah. The, the emissions, and we reviewed the calculations that the applicant submitted 
based on the federal regulations that exist, and everything is well within the limits that the federal 
government has set for any of those emission lists. So, I mean, that's we reviewed, you know, the way that 
the analysis was done and agreed that the, the application is below the limits that are allowed.  

Michael McGuirk:  And would you say they're significantly below? I, I feel like I saw a number of 12 
percent of what's allowed. 

Stacey Calta:  Yes. They're 12 percent of what is allowed. So, they are significantly below what is allowed.  

Michael McGuirk:  And in some of, I, I can't remember if I just looked at these or we discussed them here. 
There were actual studies of were they individual residents that are behind there on the hill or just areas of, 
of residences? Do you remember? 

Stacey Calta:  I mean, it's based off of distances. So the way the calculations are done, I mean, I can have 
Mike Musso, provide additional information on I mean, he is the, the person that's reviewing all of the 
emissions and the calculations. But I can certainly have him provide a little more information to the board 
if requested.  

Michael McGuirk:  Okay.  

John Bainlardi:  And these documents, they're available if you're so inclined. Okay. Jan, next steps, how do 
we move? 

Jan Johannessen:  Well, you’re in the middle of public hearing. The board can make its determination 
whether to keep it open or close it. And I think the board's given the affluent direction that it would like to 
see, as Stacey mentioned, various options for stealth or camouflage. I think we'd wait to receive and review 
those.  

John Bainlardi:  And I'm in, I'm in clients at this point to close the public here and keep it open for a period 
of time for public for a written comment. And we're going to have to come to some resolution on what 
we're going to do with these antennas on the corner of the building. And we've come to some resolution on 
how to try to achieve some, some camouflage or some other alternative. But I'd like to see what you, what 
you can propose. 

Michael Sheridan:  I think I think the, the two options my understanding, the two options that are available 
are one painting the intent is a different color, which is I think easy enough to do. Also, you can cover the 
antennas in in something to make it look like bricks if that's what you're looking as far as like not 
wallpaper, but a wallpaper's type idea where you're not actually painting them, you're just putting a big 
sticker on them to make it look like however you want. I don't know if that's the option that the board is 
looking for. I don't know if this, which again, I apologize for the rest of the board members who are under 
the room, which I was just able to get today from the engineer showing, you know, a stealth wall in the 
corner of the building. If that's something, you know, in our opinion, looks much bulkier. If that's 
something this board is interested in, I don't, I don't know.  
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John Bainlardi:  Why I think… I think if you, if you can show the proposals in the, in the exhibition, you 
know, the, the options. And then this, this board can go through them and, and we'll pick a pass. I mean, 
you know, this is to me, when you get into the aesthetics of stuff, if those were 3 weather veins, I'm not so 
sure we would be having this conversation. And if you were to ask me personally, do I have a preference 
overseeing those 3 antennas the way they're the, the way they're proposed or even if they were painted as 
opposed to, you know, a kind of fence, you know, solid paneled fence restructuring on them. I would to me, 
it's 6 of 1 half a dozen the other, but others have, have their thoughts, you know, on this. So, and I'm not, 
I'm not the sole you know, determine her here and nor do I want to be. So, you know, III think that, you 
know, it's how far do we want to know? How, how objectionable do we find that to be? It's, you know, I 
think you've, you've got several members board. There's, there's a chance you might get 7 different 
answers. So… 

Michael Sheridan:  Yeah. 

John Bainlardi:  I don't know if that helps.  

Michael Sheridan:  No. 

John Bainlardi:  There's anything.  

Michael Sheridan:  Well, that's, that's, that's my concern. I guess he's coming back having said something  

John Bainlardi:  We've got to come to some… 

Michael Sheridan:  Right. 

John Bainlardi:  We've got to come to some, you know, so and I, I think the other way we're going to do is 
if you if you present 2 or 3 options, and then we can, we can we'll make a decision.  

Bill Polese:  I think I think 3 is the option. So, 3 is the number. Right? There's that there's one we haven't 
seen yet. Right? There's two that we discussed sort of today. There's got to be something because this can't 
be a unique problem too. The village Mount Kisco and… 

Crystal Pickard:  Yeah.  

Bill Polese:  You know, to, to, to one of my colleagues, you know, the comment about, you know, the 
proliferation of, of these micro cells or, or just sort of the, the hardware you know, we want to set the right 
precedent. So, if I imagine it's not going to be too difficult to next size to figure out what the substitutes are 
given that? 

Michael Sheridan:  I think unfortunately, and I understand they were I think, unfortunately, the options are, 
are slightly limited just because of the way the way it can be addressed. I mean, some of the, some of the 
HDR, what they, what they presented the photo that they have of now looks great because it works with the 
building again. This is a, this is a, you know, a square building, rectangle building. There's not existing 
features that can be added to or embellished. So, really, what what's, what's going to happen is a gain, 
you're going to have the antennas painted or a screen wall as an option.  

Jan Johannessen:  Are we, are we in…  

Bill Polese:  Or something more creative?  

Jan Johannessen:  Are we not I just want to be clear when we receive the information to make sure they've 
provided what the board wants. Does the board want them to look at mounting it on the building to see if 
that's an option or not? Or is that an option that you don't want to see?  

Michael McGuirk:  I'd be interested in an answer to if it can be done and if it can to see a representation of 
what that would look like.  

Michael Sheridan:  And that and I can, I can check on that, and maybe that's the third option, which was 
mentioned by somebody else, that even if the antennas can't be completely below the parapet so that they 
don't stick up. Maybe that's the third option. We can explore again I, I don't think flesh mounting them was 
feasible option, but I, I will explore if that changes that, that answer. 

Michael McGuirk:  And, I know we had asked for different looks. Are we saying maybe pick one with the 
color of the brick, one with the color of the sky. Is – can we be – is there any more guidance we can give? I 
don't, I don’t have a strong feeling on the way it looks. But I want to be supportive of other board members 
and what they want to see.  

John Bainlardi:  I, I, I think the applicant has heard from the various members. And I think you need to give 
us options. Then you need to try to give us options that are creative, I, understand. On this building, you 
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could do something architecturally. You absolutely could. It's a matter it's a question of money. Right? It's 
always you can do anything with money. So, you know, if this board has to be cognizant of the fact that we 
could make it do lots of things, but there's a cost implication to it. And what are we trying to achieve in the 
end? No. It would be nice if at some point, if these things if the manufacturers of, of these things may just 
made them more artistic looking or made them sculpt sure on in, in in in some level. I mean, you could 
argue that they are. But yeah. So only I, I have to be holding. Right? So… 

Crystal Pickard:  Right.  

John Bainlardi:  Right. So Right. Yeah. Right. So I, you know, I think you've heard you've heard is 
anybody else want to say anything else? Before we, we,  we send them off. All right.  

Michael Sheridan:  So one more point again, which I think sometimes gets lost in the shuffle. Is that these 
are providing a service to the to your downtown areas. So, although, you know, some of you may think 
they don't look artistic. Others may think they do. Some may think they're, they're too bulky now. Others 
may think they're too bulky. This is providing a service to, to the village. This is going to provide people in 
downtown shopping at stores, going in, being able to go online, connect with friends, bring friends 
downtown, order services online. This is, this is something for the village. It's not something that is merely 
just being stuck up there, for somebody to look at.  

John Bainlardi:  No. Your point is, is well taken. We, we're cognizant of that of that fact. We're also 
cognizant of the fact that we're trying to try to do this where we can, so we avoid, you know, additional cell 
towers. And we've looked at a number of cell tower applications, one that's controversial now, another one 
that's right up the hill neighborhood that that, you know, I reside in, where it was raised recently, and, and 
we made that decision to avoid having another, another tower, you know, happened, happened to be 
constructed. So, we're not looking at this in the vacuum by any structure. So right now, we're on the 
margin. We're on the margins of -- is there something more we can do to make it better? So, I think you 
understand what we're trying to accomplish. With that being said, I'll make the motion that we close the 
public hearing and keep it open for, for 30 days written comment. Do I have a second on the motion?  

Crystal Pickard:  Are we sure it's appropriate to close the public hearing if we're expecting major aesthetic 
changes to the court proposal? 

John Bainlardi:   I think what we're expecting here is an improvement. So, when I come backwards… 

Crystal Pickard:  Well, you've already determined that, that's subjective.  

John Bainlardi:  Sure.  

Jan Johannessen:  But you're going to be in the same boat with the time line.  

Michael Bonforte:   What does that, what does that mean, Jan?  

Jan Johannessen:  But you're going to, you're going to have to make a decision. Right? Two different 
certain time periods?  

Michael Bonforte:  So, there's shot clock associated with this application? 

Whitney Singleton:  No. No. No. No. It's not a shot clock. It's, it's by it's by state law for a special permit, 
which you're going to have 62 days within which to act?  

Michael Sheridan:  There's a shot clock associated with this.  

Whitney Singleton:  Oh, there, there, there is a shot clock, but that's not what the, I don't think that's what 
Jan’s referring. Right?  

Jan Johannessen:  Yeah. Because what we just in the prior application, we decided not to close the hearing 
because there was a timeline associated when you would have to make an approval. You probably are 
going to get there a lot quicker in this case than you were in the last case. So I'm not as worried about it. 
And so long as you get consent to extend the 62 days in the event that you don't have a, a resolution 
prepared then I'm okay, but I'd prefer to wait me on it.  

Michael Bonforte:  Chairman, I'll just suggest that given that Mr. Piazza wasn't noticed maybe properly, I 
won't say that because I think we follow all rules and they and it is verified. But that maybe there needs to 
be the, the public human to be left open because just with the summer hours and the notification that came 
about in summertime, maybe that allows more people to come in. Because we've only had 1 person come 
in. So I say leave it open.  

Michael Sheridan:  Can I, can I make I don't think he was saying he was noticed for this meeting. I, I think 
he could certainly. No. It was the ZBA mutant. It wasn't the ZBA meeting. It wasn't this meeting 
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Michael Bonforte:  There's a, there's a strict procedure that's filed and verified.  

John Bainlardi:  I'm not going to – listen, I'm not – if the rest of the board is inclined to keep it open for 
another meeting, I think we're going to – we're close to the end. So, I think we've down to one issue. If we 
can resolve that issue at, at a subsequent meeting, we can close the public hearing and act, you know, or at 
least direct our plan is to go ahead and, and draft it in a resolution.  

Michael Sheridan:  If that's the case, can, can then I ask if we keep the public hearing open to the next 
meeting, whatever that meeting is, we'll move to get this. As you can see, there's already one we have. 
We'll get you a couple other options. If you could keep it open to the next meeting and direct the planner to 
draft the resolution. So, when we come to the next meeting, if everybody's happy, you close the public 
hearing, adopt the resolution, and be done with this.  

John Bainlardi:  Right.  

Jan Johannessen:  But we know what, what we're what we're, right, the resolution forward going to have 
three options.  

Mr. Miley:  And yeah, Chairman, if any of these require relocation, they have distance variances. 

John Bainlardi:  Right.  

Mr. Miley:  So it may affect I don't know. I'm just I like to see I like to review it first to make sure it doesn't 
affect the variances or increase.  

Michael Sheridan:  Right. I think the distance is from the back. Right? 

Mr. Miley:  I, I don't know what's going to be proposed. I like to see it before I'd comment on. 

John Bainlardi: Jan, once we've, once we've received the additional information we made a decision, you're 
going to be able to turn around a resolution for the following meeting.  

Jan Johannesen: yeah 

John Bainlardi: Let's do that. Are you going to be able to – well, were they missed, right?  

Michelle Russo:  So the next deadline is going to be September 21st, which is next week from today for the 
October 12th meeting 

John Bainlardi: for the October 12th.  

Michelle Russo: to give everybody an opportunity to review whatever it is they submit.  

Jan Johannessen:  Unless you allows some flexibility in the submission deadline just for these few items. 
We can, it's just visibility stuff. It's not going to be an arduous review process.  

John Bainlardi:  How quickly do you think you could you could get the information that's requested into the 
board? I'd like to have we'd like at least have a week, you know, to in advance of the meeting in order to be 
able to could you have it in for a week from,  I'm trying to I'm just trying to say I'm trying to save us all 
some time. Right? You're going to try to move things forward. So.. 

Michael Sheridan: Can I have it by what date?  

John Bainlardi:  What's, when's the next meeting?  

Michelle Russo:  The next meeting is the 28th. That's 2 weeks from tonight.  

John Bainlardi:  So… 

The Secretary:  It would have to be in at least on Monday and give any of the opportunity to review. 

Michael Sheridan:  I could add something to you on Monday. Okay.  

John Bainlardi:  So let's put it on, let's put it on let's continue the public hearing to the to the next meeting, 
September 28.  And have something submitted by Monday. If for any reason that it turns out you can't 
achieve that, we can always adjourn to the following meeting? Okay. So this gives you an opportunity to 
try to, to try to save, save some time here. We can and we can try to get something accomplished.  

Michael Sheridan:  I appreciate that. Thank you.  

Jan Johannessen:  You could also address the tree comment in that submission to yourself to work.  

Michael Sheridan:  Okay.  

John Bainlardi:  Okay. Anybody anything else? All right. Thank you. 
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Michael Sheridan:  Thank you.  

John Bainlardi:  Oh, we need a motion to, so we're going to make the motion that we adjourn the public 
hearing to September 28th.  

Crystal Pickard:  I second. 

UPON ROLL CALL VOTE: 
John Bainlardi - Aye  
Crystal Pickard - Aye  
Michael McGuirk - Aye 
Ralph Vigliotti - Aye 
Michael Bonforte - Aye 
Bill Polese  - Aye 
Michael McGuirk - Aye 
Barbara Roppolo - Aye 
The motion carried by a vote of 7 to 0. 
 
F. The Crecco Companies (Bagnato) – 215 (205) Lexington Avenue  

PB2016-0328, SBL 80-32-4-6  
Site Plan 

 
Mr. Ralph AlAlfonzetti, Engineer and Mr. Anthony Crecco, owner, were present. 
 

John Bainlardi:  So that's the end of the public hearings for this evening. Next matter on the agenda is the 
Crackle Companies, Bagnato 215, 205 Lexington Avenue. Good evening.  

Ralph Alfonzetti:  Evening. For the record, Ralph Alfonzetti , I’m the engineer for the project. I don't know 
if you want me to pull the plans up. Or 

John Bainlardi:  No, I think we left things off at the last meeting was we had a resolution for consideration. 
You heard some comments from a couple of board members regarding concerns about lack of some 
outdoor space. We asked you and the applicants to consider trying to address those concerns. So, what do 
you have for us?  

Ralph Alfonzetti:  So, the architect and I looked at the plans and there's really no area that we can gain any 
green space. You know, again, the green space that we are counting on our site is not does not include the 
large concrete apron that we're turning into green space that is off our property. So, I'm, we're at the limit of 
green space.  

John Bainlardi:  Right. So we went through the resolution at the last meeting. I think we're at a place where 
it's time to bring this to a vote. I know there are members of the board who want to speak on the record one 
last time before we do so. So, I'm going to give everyone who wants to take the opportunity to speak to do 
so. Michael will start with you if you're. 

Michael McGuirk:  Okay. I don't have to go through all the whole discussion we had last time. I thought 
that we had a, you know, substantive discussion and I just want to kind of recap why I am not supportive. 
You know, nothing has changed since the last time. So, first on the development coverage, what's allowed 
is 65 where we're at is almost 81, I just I feel like as we get past 65 for me, the way to evaluate that is, are 
we able to achieve the goals that I think we would have for the residents, for our neighbors, and also the, 
the goals that the, the village has laid out. So, you know, just as, as one board member, I've determined that 
I, I feel like on a site that currently has four families with plenty of space outside to be, to turn that into 
seven families that have what I, you know, in my opinion, would argue was no put space to be it's, it's not 
what I think, it's not what I want for my neighbors. So the issue of the goals of the village they created a 
zoning in 2019 that said that sites with townhomes should have 65 percent coverage. The underlying 
zoning is 70 percent coverage. To me, as the excess development coverage approached 70 percent and then 
went beyond it. Now we're kind of exceeding what the intent of the village board was and, and to the 
degree that we exceed that, that just kind of increases my need to be protective of the village's goals and 
also, you know, the what I see is the basic needs of those residents. You know, can they move? Yes. Can I, 
maybe find another place with more green space? Yeah. Maybe. I don't think that this is you know, the 
result of any intent from the applicant or from anyone on this board. I just, you know, I'm, I arrived here at 
a, at a certain, I guess, you would say, unfortunate time for the applicant because he had already achieved 
his approval from this board, but then it got sent back and now I have to weigh in. So that's a lot to say, you 
know, I just I think with the buffer issues that Ralph raised with the, the front yard setback variants that 
they're going to require, the development coverage variance they're going to require and not being able to 
achieve a space for the residents to be on that site. It's too much for me. And then just one last new thing 
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that, I, the flooding event we saw 2 weeks ago, you know, where so many of our neighbors experienced, 
you know, flooding that they had never experienced even in hurricane's past and so many business owners 
in the center of town are, are still out of business, you know, because of what they experienced. I, it 
definitely strengthens for me my resolve that for development coverage that 16 percent in excess of what 
the, the village board allows, I, I, I need to consider what impact that has on the climate crisis that we're in. 
So, I think that says it you know, I like I said, I don't attribute any motives or any intent. It's just I'm just 
bringing my, my perspective to the board. So, thank you for that time. And, you know, if someone wants to 
engage and, and talk to anybody about this out, that's fine. But I do agree that, you know, I'm ready to vote.  

John Bainlardi:  Thank you, Michael. Bill?  

Bill Polese: Look, I think the application, I too am ready to vote. I think the process has been thoughtful. 
It's been iterative. We've asked the applicant to exert time, effort, and money to, to comply or, or to respond 
to our, you know, our probing being and our making this the best application we could. So, look, I'm 
mindful of everyone's personal investment in this process. And I think, with that said, I'm ready to vote. 

Michael Bonforte:  I'm in favor of the application. Hello. You know, I take into account everything that's 
been said so far and probably will be said by other members as we go along. It's not ideal, but it's good. So, 
it's been a long time. I have one comment besides my vote in favor is very concerned about the traffic on 
the side street. And when I say traffic, there's cars that park that created that, that cause that street to 
become a one-way street, not a two-way street. So, I think it's maybe more for enforcement and Peter, but 
just knowing that side street, I think this development went completed, and there's more cars and more 
people and more children, you know, that it could be a problem. So, nothing that you can do outwardly. So, 
I'm going to just pass that on to Peter for the future.  

Mr. Miley:  Yeah. Depending on the outcome, we could make a referral to parking police.  

Michael Bonforte:  We appreciate that from my position.  

John Bainlardi:  Yeah. Thank you Michael.  

Crystal Pickard:  Sure. Why not? So I don't disagree with, with any of the other board members overall. 
Feelings about the coverage. I don't, I don't love it. And it is certainly an issue that is going to keep coming 
up. But that said, I'm, I'm also familiar with the site, and I think that in, all in all, it is a net positive for the 
village, which is why I am for it was thoughtfully designed. It's an it's an appropriate use for that part of 
town, then I look forward to it coming to the neighborhood.  

John Bainlardi:  Ralph?  

Ralph Vigliotti:  I agree with Crystal. It is an appropriate use. Townhouse is in that section of town. What's 
not appropriate is that the zoning for that tower cell is 10 foot buffers all the way around. We're not even 
close to those buffers. We know that the buffer is on the west, on the east side parking lot is 2 feet. I agree 
with Mike. We have seven families that we should be concerned about, not the physical plant of 3 
townhouses. At the end of the day, we have three families that will have children who will have absolutely 
no place to play, they can't walk across the street into the green space. Lexington Avenue is very busy. 
Maple, the Maplewood Drive let's be honest, it's very difficult for the village to control and maintain streets 
that are overcrowded with cars. We can't even control detracted trailers that are readying out on, on North 
117 that are delivering cars and packages and so on. So, the control is very limited. We know that. What's 
going on to property? It's just a bit too big. We're squeezing way, way too much on about 10000 square 
feet. A little more. We're squeezing way too much. Something needed to give, either these one-story and 
retail store or two, one of the two townhouse apartments needed to go. So, they could extend the width 
rather than the length, create some green space in the back get back to two and a half feet frontage that we 
gave them, the applicant, and the 8 foot buffer, we gave the applicant to help the applicant meet with the 
ZBA wanted, which was more parking. Not even going to talk about the parking. That's another whole 
issue. So, at the end of the day, just trying to separate families, two commercial buildings, two commercial 
locations, their retail. We'll never ever know how successful those retail stores will be and maybe they may 
change into other types of retail that will require a very different strategy for parking. We can't count the 
parking on the street. That's public parking. Anyone in that area can park there all day long. So, we have 12 
parking spaces. So, Mike's point, well taken, absolute unequivocally no play area for children at all, that's 
war approving. We could have asked the applicant to shrink from three to two. We chose not to. We pretty 
much gave away, and it's my personal opinion. Okay, as one board member. We gave away the store. We 
gave away Verizon. We gave away way too much for this application. I've said my piece, I've said all 
along, so I'm ready to vote.  

John Bainlardi:  Okay. And the record on this matter is we've, we've gone over this a number of times. 
We've had this conversation a number of times. But I do think it's productive for a number of reasons. One, 
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we've, as a board have had this struggle with existing site plans in some cases where there is no site plan of 
record where there are uses and problems on sites that have been in existence for a long period of time 
where money has not been invested in properties. This property in particular has four or five parking spaces 
that with a large curb cut on Lexington Avenue in which cars have to back out into the, into the roadway. 
That's something that we would never approve as a, as a, as a board in in today's environment. There are 
things that along the way were trade-offs. Yes, there is coverage that exceeds the permissible coverage, but 
there have been tradeoffs for that. One, more green space was added -- is being added to the site. There's 
buildings that were on the site that have been demolished. The parking is going to go in the rear of the 
property and alleviate this, this parking issue and access on, on Lexington. There's going to be new 
structure, new investment in the village, which is important. There's going to be an improvement to the 
existing building as part of this redevelopment. And there has been trade-offs. And we went through this. 
We voted in favor of the application. The only reason why it's back before us is because another board in 
this village, the zoning board of appeals, looked at it and had some considerations that they wanted this 
board to take into account. And, you know, we're trying collectively as various boards in this village, as 
citizens of this village to try to achieve a compromise really that will allow investments, that will make 
some improvements to underutilized properties, under invested in properties and try to achieve some of the 
things that the master plan as is been updated, is trying to achieve. So, yes, it's not perfect. But as the saying 
goes, sometimes, you know, perfection is the enemy of, of the good. So, I, I do believe that on the whole 
we've taken the hard look that was necessary. I think we've made some concessions. We've also held the 
applicant's feet to the fire on certain items and insisted on certain things. And with that being said, I'm 
prepared to vote. So, Jan, I think we went through the resolution. Is there anything you want to point out 
here at this point before we… 

Jan Johannessen:  The, the only change to the resolutions to date, I will point out that there is a, a recreation 
fee for the additional units in lieu of recreation on-site. Other than that, it's, you know, it's the same 
resolution that, that you've seen before. It's very similar to the resolution that was once approved with the, 
obviously, the changes that have been made reflected.  

John Bainlardi:  Any other comments or any other requested modifications to the resolution as drafted? No, 
okay. All right. So, I get my computer out of sleep mode. All right. So, I will make the motion then, that 
we approve the resolution for site plan approval for the Crecco Companies Bagnato 215, 205 
Lexington Avenue. Do I have a second on the motion?  

Michael Bonforte:  I will second that, Chairman.  

John Bainlardi:  Well, thank you, Mike. Any last comment or discussion? Nope. Crystal? 

UPON ROLL CALL VOTE: 
Mr. Bainlardi - Aye 
Mr. Bonforte - Aye  
Mr. Vigliotti - Nay 
Ms.  Pickard - Aye 
Mr. Polese - Aye 
Mr. McGuirk - Nay 
Ms. Roppolo - Aye 
The motion carried by a vote of 5 to 2. 
 
G. Captain Lawrence Brewing Co. - 369 Lexington Avenue 

PB2021-0412, SBL 80.48-4-17 
Site Plan 

 
Mr. Scott Vaccaro of Captain Lawrence, Mr. David Cooper of Zarin & Steinmetz, Mr Carlito Holt of 
Provident Engineering, and Mr. James Coleman, Architect were present. 
 
John Bainlardi:  Thank you. Good luck to you. Okay. Thank you. Okay. Next matter on the agenda, 
Captain Lawrence Brewing company, 369 Lexington Avenue site plan.  

Michelle Russo:  403 5400. 

David Cooper:  Which one is the, yeah. So one's here for you. Okay.  

Jan Johannessen:  Which one is the… 

David Cooper:  Okay. It's good. We'll deal with it. Sorry. Could you be Mr., Mr. Chairman and members of 
the board, my name is David Cooper. I'm a partner over the law from Zarin &Steinmetz here representing 
the Captain Lawrence Brewing Company. Good to see you tonight. We're here in relation to the application 
to permit the barrel house restaurant at 369 Lexington Avenue. With me tonight is Scott Vaccaro, the out 
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pit. As well as James Coleman, the project architect to, to, to my left. And on the screen with us tonight is 
also Carlito Holt's from Provident Engineering who performed the parking utilization study and traffic 
analysis around access analysis. Is that on the screen with you? Got you. All right. Actually, James, where's 
the site information? So no. Sorry. I'm, I'm, I'm distracting you there, but I just want to get to the site then 
something else. Okay. Gotcha. It's funny. It's, it's almost easier to, to still be on, on Zoom. I could've done I 
could've done that on easier. It was actually my, my views. So the applicant is seeking three actions from, 
from your board one is an amended site plan approval, which would include as part of that amended site 
plan approval allowance for shared parking. The, the site right now would as 48 spaces. There's two uses at 
the, at the site, Ferguson, Kitchen and Bath, as well as, as the Barrel House. And we'll, we'll get into it in a 
second. But one of the, one of the requests we're asking is for the board to allow shared parking because 
ultimately the, the peak hours for each use don't coincide. And so and as this clearly that can take you 
through, we have performed a study demonstrating that the 48 spaces that are proposed would be sufficient 
to accommodate both peak demands for, for both uses. Also, as part of the cycling and approval, we'd be 
we're seeking a waiver of the 10 foot buffer for the outside seating area, the seasonal seating area. I think 
the, the when the application was before you before, there was only it was, it was about five  to six or, or 
even further into the, the buffer. They've moved it back to only encroach two feet into the buffer. The, the, 
the main reason for that is because if you push the, the tables any further outside of the buffer, the tables 
themselves are going to get allergic to clothes. It's not going to be very convenient, safe, particularly with 
these, with these phase of COVID, but just in terms of access and getting around, that two feet really does 
make a big difference. As well as one other piece of the amended site plan we're, we're seeking is your 
board back in 2016 when you approve the site plan for the prior uses at the site, including Ferguson, but 
also two minute a truck, included a condition on the northern parking lot that employees only can use that, 
that, that parking lot. Now that condition was respectively, assume it was tailored to the prior use, which 
was the two, in and a truck moving company, which was seeking to park a fleet of 10 trucks in that, in that 
area, as well as the driveway right now, at is narrows to about 13.5 feet. The proposal is to widening the 
driveway to 18 feet. And so we submit that, that, that condition, which was tailored to that prior use with a, 
with a different driveway, really isn't, isn't necessary. As far as the barrel house goes, limiting that area to 
employee parking only would really keep a lot of these parking spaces empty because they're just, they're 
not going to be employees always using the spaces, and a lot of patrons would be looking for spaces 
elsewhere. So in addition to the amended site plan approval, we are asking for a change of use permit. 
Obviously, we're going to a restaurant use. There was previously a storage and, and warehouse use, as well 
as a special permit to allow the outdoor seating. In addition to those approvals, the, the applicant does 
require a variance from the zoning board for the proposed trashing closure. It's sort of in, in a nook area. It's 
a nice, nice location for the trash, trash enclosure on the site because it doesn't interfere with parking or 
access. But, unfortunately, the way the, the, the lot lines lay out, it's technically in a side yard. And so it's an 
accessory structure that's closer to the side yard. And the principal building as well as, in the, in the side 
yard setback. So we're, we're sort of dual boarding the, the process here before your board, we are going to 
ask for referral over to the zoning board to, to obtain those variances. I hope we're able to do that 
simultaneously. So the board, this board could, could set us a, a public hearing later in October. In the 
interim, we can get to the zoning board and, and deal with that. I can go through the modifications or any 
questions about the approvals. I know a lot has changed since we were last before you certainly have, have 
Jim take you quickly through the, the changes if, if you'd like just to, to highlight what, what’s been done.  

John Bainlardi:  If you could just really hit the, hit the highlights. I think we're, we're in a pretty good place 
as to, you know what's changing and why. And as we discussed briefly in the work session, I think the, the 
biggest upshot of what you're doing here is you're, you're dealing with the zoning and the permitted use in 
the way that it really needs to be dealt with, which is if it's going to be a restaurant, then let's get it 
approved, there's a restaurant, and let's go through the process. So because, currently, the prior application 
was leaving us in a place where we really weren't sure what was being proposed that.  

David Cooper:  Well, we certainly took note at the, at the last meeting of your comments and also saw that, 
that putting together exactly what, what we, we need from an approval perspective is probably going to 
help the process along. So, Jim, do you want to just quickly take them through?  

James Coleman:  Okay. I'll go back one and the blow up of the site plan. So here's the blow up of the site 
plan are just going from left to right top the, of the site, you can see the existing drive, and there is we, we 
seek to all the comments from the consultants. And thank you. And I think we can for our next submission. 
We respond affirmatively to all the questions. We will, we have an existing survey from 2015 that will 
show a demo plan and a new construction plan. So it's very clear the extent of curbing and, and new 
construction. But at the driveway, it's 27 feet at the entrance. We're proposing no work in the Lexington 
Avenue right of way. And then removal of this existing curb and planted area up to an existing two foot 
retaining walls, less than two feet it's a timber retaining wall. So we have the, the, the driver will be 18 feet, 
over 18 feet for the full length.  
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Michael Bonforte:  Jim, where is this?  

James Coleman:  So this is the… 

Michael Bonforte:  I can't see where you're pointing to on the structure on the map.  

James Coleman:  Sorry. 

Michael McGuirk:  Because I have it right now.  

James Coleman:  Yeah.  

Michael Bonforte:  Okay. Can you zoom in a little bit more? Should you do this?  

James Coleman:  Yeah.  

Michael Bonforte:  So thank you. That's much better.  

James Coleman:  So here's the, here's the existing curve cut. We're not proposing any work in the right of 
way. Here is the existing curve line and there's retaining wall, which is from, you know, a few inches to 
about a foot and a half, that we're, we, we'll be paving up to that retaining wall and up to this garage. And 
this is the pinch point here at the garage, but it is just over 18 feet. And there's some an old gate here that 
we'll, we'll be, be removing. And then moving over into the main parking lot, this was an area that we are 
restoring the buffer, the 10 foot buffer. They had extended into the buffer to create parking spaces for 
trucks, which we don't need anymore. So the balance of, of new pavement and then restoration of, of a 
green space where we have a zero increase in, in previous area on the site. This so I'll move anymore?  

Michael Bonforte:  It's not exactly the same as what's in the submission. Is it?  

James Coleman:  Well, I've the, the only information I've added just for discussion to show where we're 
going is I've added the dimensions for the parking space, and I think I may have moved the text a little bit.  

Michael Bonforte:  So at the very top of the graphic, remove pavement at the, what because that's not on 
here. So what does it say up there? And if that's the most current site plan proposed. 

James Coleman:   That note should have been there. So was remove pavement at 20 foot parking spaces, 
we store a 10 foot landscape buffer, and that was a net increase of 695 square feet.  

Michael Bonforte:  Yeah. It may be on the Yeah. 

David Cooper: there were two pages of plans  

Michael Bonforte:  I only have one but I'm in the traffic parking letter for a whole August 20th.  

James Coleman:  that’s from consultants. 

Michael Bonforte: Okay.  

James Coleman:  Yeah.  

Michael Bonforte:  Thank you. Okay. I know what to do. Yeah. Sorry everybody  

James Coleman:  And then we're, we're doing minor modification. It's basically the same parking layout 
that was approved in 16 but we are adding a handicap parking space at the entrance. We're creating a 
loading zone in the aisle here. We've restored, Scott's already gone ahead and put in more of our varieties 
across the back of the parking lot. And on the north side, and then in, in this area right here, close him in. 
This is where the existing seating was and the trailer had been located. We had asked for a five foot 
encroachment into the buffer here. We reduced that to two feet encroachment. This is where there had been 
tall fence. This will be tall a, a variety. And then moving into the restaurant, so this is where we're 
proposing a new commercial kitchen. And then I know the billing inspector had a question. We've tried to 
clarify the, the seating. We had shown 17 picnic tables inside the restaurant area. And we also had included 
in our occupancy seating in the bar area. So we clarified that. We're showing high tops, and, and tables. 
And so we are keeping six, six tables out in the outdoor dining area, which should be less than a third of the 
total occupancy for the, for the restaurant. And then the… 

Mr. Miley:   Yeah. We it's predicated on number of tables. Once they're a number of tables, not the 
occupancy level.  

James Coleman:  Okay. We could, we could… 

Mr. Miley:  Add a table inside. 

James Coleman:  Yeah, yeah. 
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Mr. Miley:  To make it work, one of the options.  

James Coleman: That's when we work to make that clear.  

Mr. Miley: Yeah. We could, we could do it offline. We'll make it work. 

James Coleman:  Okay. and then let's see. And then the other area where we're proposing because of the 
restrictions on gas service, there isn't enough gas for a new commercial kitchen. So we're proposing 402 
hundred and 20 pound tanks to the, the tall tanks. And, it's a state code requirement that they be 10 feet 
from the property line. So this dash line here, they're sitting right at that as close as they can be to the 
property. And then there's a requirement that those be protected by bottlers. So we're showing those as well. 
And then this is there at the back of that parking lot behind the, behind the parking. So I think those are the 
main, the main issues. Happy to answer any questions.  

Jan Johannessen:  Jim, is there a separation distance between the propane tanks and the structure itself?  

James Coleman:  There isn't because of their the, if they're under a 125 pounds, you can be right up against 
the structure, but you have to be three feet from any windows at least.  

Mr. Miley:  It's actually five foot, but it's the aggregate of the total gas as well. So we need to look at that 
code together. 

James Coleman:  Okay. 

Mr. Miley:   Perhaps relocate or even consider going underground. Okay, again, it's something we could 
do. It's a code, it's… 

James Coleman:  Okay.  

Mr. Miley:  We'll look at the fire code together and we'll figure it out.  

James Coleman:  Great.  

Jan Johannessen:  If they were above ground though, I was just wondering if they would present better up 
against the building in that little planter, then taking up that parking space with bollard's and everything 
else. It's just not.  

Mr. Miley:  Yeah. There's, there's limitations between 250 gallons and 500, there's limitations between 125 
and 250, so we have to consider all those measurements.  

James Coleman:  Right. I have the chart. We can, we can go through it.  

Mr. Miley:  Again, I, I think the, the, the idea, I'm not speaking for the board, but the comment came up 
that take it out of the space, reserve the space and find different location, perhaps, you know, underground 
might be an alternative location.  

James Coleman:  Okay. Yeah. I'd be happy to work with you on that. Thanks.  

John Bainlardi:  So safety is paramount, and then then the aesthetics follows. And then the fire connection, 
I guess, that was relocated. So that's… 

James Coleman:  Right. I show you that. That had been at the back of the, that had been located, that had 
been located right here. And we're relocating it right here to the edge of the parking lot.  

John Bainlardi:  Right. Yeah.  

James Coleman:  I'm sorry. 

Speaker 1:   It's nice for you. Yep. Yeah. Right. Yeah. Right there.  

John Bainlardi:  Someone, someone had a good idea. Yeah.  

Michael Bonforte:  Well, the wooden casks, were they, where the kitchen's going to be? So now where did 
the wooden casts go the, you know, you… 

Scott Vaccaro:   They'll go into the, the lower storage space.  

Michael Bonforte:  Okay. Which you're not showing on here, but it's not, there's no issues.  

Scott Vaccaro:  Just the storage. Right? But this is showing there.  

Michael Bonforte:  Yeah. But that's the, if you just point to that Jim, I just that would be… 

James Coleman:  They’re going into, this area, Scott, that's the plan.  
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Scott Vaccaro:  Yeah. That’s the plan. 

Michael Bonforte: Okay. They were very attractive.  

James Coleman:  Close the window right here.  

Michael Bonforte:  Yeah. Okay.  

John Bainlardi:  All right, great. Jan, can you, it seems like it's been such a long time since we had the work 
session. So can you, can you remind us where we, where we're going here and, and, and raise any 
comments that you may have at the moment? 

Jan Johannessen:  Yeah, our memo really addressed a lot of the, you know, identified the major changes of 
the plan, which were highlighted tonight, evaluated a, a bit or just regurgitated the, the track, the parking 
study that was done in support of the shared parking based on the two study periods, which was one of 
Thursday afternoon into the evening, and then a Saturday afternoon into the evening, there was available 
parking, a peak demand to support the uses on the property. From a process standpoint, need a public 
hearing to be scheduled, because it's especially just permit on the outdoor seating area.  

John Bainlardi:  SEQRA?  

Jan Johannessen:  SEQRA, I, I had as it almost or as a type to action, the, the change uses now, the new this 
new seeker have change of uses and those Type 2. And the outside modifications are really insignificant 
from a SEQRA perspective.  

John Bainlardi:  So just remind the board for type 2 actions with that. 

Jan Johannessen: Type 2 action is, you know, your exempt from, from, from SEQRA. So you don't need to 
submit an EAF. There's no you have no responsibilities to evaluate the project under SEQRA.  

John Bainlardi:  And the variance, would that, what would they require from a SEQRA standpoint? I mean, 
that's going to be a different board and you can go do that simultaneously or at your privacy.  

Jan Johannessen:  It's a setback variance.  

David Cooper: I believe it's also a Type II.  

Jan Johannessen:  But I defer I don't look at those often.  

David Cooper: Yeah. If at the, at the end of the day, I mean, we, we if I believe it is I do. But even if it's 
not, we would do an uncoordinated review and, and there's no trouble. Yeah. We've found before. 

Jan Johannessen: And Anthony pointed out that even though there's an even wash on impervious area, there 
is portions of the site that are going from landscaping to pavement, and that it's in the designated main 
street area. So that there's, that's a check on what the pick.  

David Cooper:  Which we're aware of.  

John Bainlardi:  We can, we, we we can't help you there. Yeah.  

David Cooper:  Hopefully, they'll, they'll like the fact that it's a zero. It's a net gain or net loss, I think, 
actually. But so, so from a for procedurally, what we'd like to do if the board is amenable to it is, is if we 
could schedule the public hearing out in towards the end of October so that we can get to the zoning board 
in, I guess, in mid-October. I'd hopefully come back to you with variances in place, hopefully. So that by 
the time we're, we're before you with, with a public hearing is, is ready, you'll have a nice neat package in 
front of you. The only other procedural step that I think is necessary is county referral because we're within 
500 feet of County Road.  

Jan Johannessen:  Yeah. It's a notification only for all those. 

David Cooper:  Right. 

Michelle Russo:  I’ll take care of it tomorrow. 

David Cooper:  Cool.  

John Bainlardi:  Okay. That's under what's that? That's 230 did you just say 239 m?  

David Cooper:  Yeah. Yep, yep.  

Jan Johannessen:  Okay. County Road. 

David Cooper:   Yeah. It's a special apartment in within 500 feet of County Road. Yeah.  
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John Bainlardi:  Yeah, because there's no, there's no exterior improvements on this building because there's 
another, there’s another county requirement. Is it L? For any work that's done on a county road, you have to 
get a… 

Jan Johannessen:  Yeah. If there was work in the county right of way, they would need to go to them.  

Anthony Oliveri:  Yeah. They would need a...  

Jan Johannessen: Separate from the referral. I forgot which one l is. I'm not sure.  

David Cooper:  But, but there's none proposals. Right?  

James Coleman:  We're not right. Are imposing the affordable fence on that property line so we can start on 
our side.  

Jan Johannessen:  Yeah, yeah. Is that going to end? I couldn't that was one of my questions. I couldn't tell 
where that fence was ending near Lex. I just wanted to make sure plenty of room for, you know, so here's 
it's dimension.  

David Cooper:  Yeah. They took us off the site.  

James Coleman: Basically, just lines up with the building. 

Jan Johannessen: Okay. Okay. The end of the building. So you're still, you got a car length in the, in the 
driveway before you're hitting… 

James Coleman:  Correct. 

Jan Johannessen :  Lexington. Right? So… 

James Coleman:  Okay. And I'll confirm what that setback is, but I think this is the buffer setback right 
here. Right of away is right this line here.  

Jan Johannessen: The fence is… 

James Coleman:  We would be starting right there.  

Jan Johannessen:  Okay. Got you. Yeah.  

Michael Bonforte: Well, there was talk at one time of a, a tent or maybe an awning. I think it was a tent for 
special events. Is that no longer part of the business plan right now?  

Scott Vaccaro:  Inaudible. 

Michael Bonforte:  I'm just curious. I just recall that, and I have other question. There was a picture. Do 
you have a picture of the driveway?  

James Coleman:  Yes.  

Michael Bonforte:  Again, if you could just put that back up. I just remember you're, you're looking to get 
as much room, you know, for cars to ingress, egress. 

James Coleman:   Yes. Yeah. No. Sorry. No.  

Michael Bonforte:  And I, and I thought maybe the picture will show it along that brick wall. Yeah. There 
were three, there were I don't want to call a map you know, there were just things sticking off of that brick 
wall from the prior use to the prior business and, yeah. Things like that. You'll just, you'll remove… 

James Coleman:  Right, right. Yeah. That's same.  

Michael Bonforte:  You should say things. I've seen structures.  

James Coleman:  Those gates are going to remove first. You know, there is some conduit at the very 
beginning in settings for… 

 Michael Bonforte:  Yeah. No, no need to go there. Do you just, just again, just confirming my recollection 
of being on-site.  

James Coleman:  So that they have the tenants to remove that or at least have the 18 feet.  

Michael Bonforte:  So the net result is you're going to be able to get how many feet through there with five 
feet. Right? 

 James Coleman: 18 feet 
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Michael Bonforte:  And so the retaining wall stays. 

Michelle Russo: just hold on one second, we lost our entire feed. 

Mr. Miley:  There's no Internet.  

Indistinct discussion while correcting internet issue. 

Michelle Russo: you can keep going, we have no zoom and no Facebook feed. 

Michael Bonforte:  So the net result of the widening of the driveway is two cars could pass in opposite 
directions. Right. 

James Coleman:  And that's the 18 feet is the minimal improvement. Yeah.  

Jan Johannessen:  When you have 20 or more parking spaces, the code requires you to eight, 18 feet wide, 
18 feet wide.  

David Cooper:  And Carlito, who just dropped off, unfortunately, that was, that was probably his cue to, to, 
to, to but I did do an analysis using a truck.  

Michael Bonforte:  I so anyway, that's, that's a big improvement. 

David Cooper:  Yeah. 

Michael Bonforte:  And a net benefit. And I just wanted to make sure I confirm that.  

John Bainlardi:  Thank you, Michael. Peter, anything you want to add to?  

Mr. Miley:  Yes, Chairman. I want to add two things. So if you referring on to zoning board, this board 
needs to make two decisions whether they'll consider the buffer so they don't need a variance to waive that 
pursuant to a waiver of buffers. And the second would be considering the shared use of parking. Otherwise, 
they would need a parking variance.  

John Bainlardi:  Yeah. I, I think that both I mean, my view on this is the, I think the compromise on the 
buffer was a good one. We did we were able to, to, to recapture a bunch of that buffer on that backside. 
And since we can handle it as, you know, we have the authority to handle it as, it was a waiver? 

Mr. Miley:  Yeah. It's a waiver. Yeah.  

John Bainlardi:  The I, I'm fine with us handling that and that adding that to, to the ZBA.  

Mr. Miley:  Yes. The reason I mentioned that's, he's going to go through zoning board. He's seeking two 
other variances for the trash and accessory use, excuse me, accessory structure and, and the side door at 
setback. But if you didn't, I’m sorry. If you didn't agree with the shared use of parking, you would also need 
a parking variance as well.  

John Bainlardi:  I mean, we've, we've, we've considered shared use parking, you know, a number of times. 
And I think it from what's been presented, it, it, it appears to work. So… 

Jan Johannessen:  Based on the study that was presented, yep. It works.  

John Bainlardi:  So I'm inclined to, to utilize that that option as well. That was it on the zoning. Thank you. 
No. I don't think we have to vote. I mean, we're that, that would be addressed in that resolution when we 
get there.  

Mr. Miley:  We're back online.  

John Bainlardi:  We're back online, great. Thank you. All right. So then I guess the action then is to, is to 
let's schedule the public hearing for the second meeting in October. All right. 

Michelle Russo:  October 26th.  

John Bainlardi:  October 26th. All right. I'm, I'll make the motion that we scheduled a public hearing 
for Captain Lawrence Brewing Company 369 Lexington Avenue site plan. And this is, this is the 
public hearing on the special use then?  

Jan Johannessen:  That's really just the special… 

David Cooper:  It's on the special use front. Do I do you need one for the changes?  

Jan Johannessen:  No.  

John Bainlardi:  Okay. Right.  
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Jan Johannessen:  Well, it's, it's the, the outdoor dining area that triggers the special use permit. The site 
plan and the change of use which is resulting from the restaurant. Technically, don't need public hearings. 
So however you want to usually, once you have a public or just throw it all on there. It's all in.  

John Bainlardi:  Yeah. That's just and maybe just you should notice accordingly then. Yeah. All right. Do I 
have a, and, and we're going to set that for October 26. Do I have a second on the motion? 

Crystal Pickard:  I'll second that.  

John Bainlardi:  Thank you. Michelle?  

UPON ROLL CALL VOTE: 

Mr. Bainlardi - Aye 
Ms. Pickard - Aye 
Mr. Bonforte - Aye 
Mr. Polese - Aye 
Mr. McGuirk - Aye 
Ms. Roppolo - Aye 
Mr. Vigliotti - Aye 
 
The motion carried by a vote of 7 to 0. 

John Bainlardi:  Okay. So I think that's all we have got to do as far as actions are concerned, right? Do 
referral to the county will take place or… 

Michelle Russo:  For sure. 

John Bainlardi:  Okay. You work with Michelle, and staff on making sure this gets noticed properly.  

David Cooper:  Yes. Yep. And then the only other question is… 

John Bainlardi:  Right.  

David Cooper:  Mechanically, how to get, get us in front of the zoning board? You need us to to apply… 

Mr. Miley:  Or, or you have you have the memo?  

David Cooper:  Yes.  

Mr. Miley:  You use the section. So there's four references to zoning or, or relief needed. You're just going 
take out the two use the memo and, and make out the cash. Perfect.  

David Cooper:  Okay. Great. Good. Thank you very much.  

John Bainlardi:  You're welcome. Good to you. See you.  

David Cooper:  Thank you. Okay. I'll take this out, sir. It's beautiful.  

H. Omar Roth – 59 Orchard Road  
PB2021-0418, SBL69.71-2-4  
Steep Slopes 

Ubaduh of Hudson Engineering and Brian Fiacco were present. 

John Bainlardi:  Okay. Next application, Omar Ross, 59 Orchard Road, steep slopes, permit application in 
connection with the swimming pool and patio plan. Okay.  

Ubaduh:  Evening. This is Ubaduh from Hudson Engineering. Could everyone hear me?  

John Bainlardi:  Yep, yep.  

Ubaduh:  Great. Wonderful. All right. This is a pretty straightforward project. I saw you guys discussed it 
in the pre submission meeting. They're proposing a new pool and patio. In the rear, there's an existing patio 
in this area here. In essence, you're adding the pull in, extending the wall in this area, and then adding the 
full patio in. We have the storm water design completed for the 25 year storm event. We're in front of you 
because of the steep slope disturbance, which I'm pulling up now. So in summary, this is essentially the 
disturbance that we're doing, which is essentially the disturbance here for some of the audio area, the 
retaining wall and then the pull equipment pad. This area here isn't really being disturbed much as far as it's 
being disturbed for the sake of installation. We're not actually messing with the slopes. And this area here, 
it's limited to installing a wall, which is basically at the bottom of the slope. Just to get that full length patio 
in.  
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John Bainlardi:  Peter, why don't you, let us know… 

Mr. Miley:  Sure. So the applicant's before you to install an in ground pool patio and a retained wall, which 
I believe is shooting from hip maximum height is about two foot eight inches. The retaining wall will 
connect with the existing retaining wall, which will make it exceed the 60 foot requirement, therefore, 
require a waiver from your board. As part of the steep slopes permitted if voted in favor of, it's insignificant 
with regard to the steep slopes it affects, but it is above the 100 square foot allotment, allowed without 
coming to your board. And that's essentially the application if this didn't affect the steep slopes. It would 
not be before your border would be a simple billet permit application. And last, it does meet the zoning 
setback requirements.  

John Bainlardi:  Good. I think as part of the application, if this was already, I apologize, but the, the 
driveway that if you're facing the houses to the right of the house, that driveway will be abandoned, I guess, 
and, and planted upon the… 

Ubaduh: Correct. Yes. The driveway will be completely removed in the area seeded. 

John Bainlardi:  Anthony, anything up?  

Anthony Oliveri:  No. As Peter said, the only item under the steep slope cranks here is the length of the 
wall walls, two and a half feet high. And we just had some notes on restoration of the, the curb cut in the 
right of way. It should be brought up to a standard height curve with a match existing. And just you know, 
all the restoration within the right of way needs to occur. That was it.  

John Bainlardi:  Great. Jan?  

Jan Johannessen:  We didn't review it because it's just as steep slopes permit, we deferred to Anthony and 
Peter.  

John Bainlardi:  Right. So procedurally here, this is just scheduled public hearing and get on with it?  

Jan Johannessen:  Scheduled public hearing. And, yeah, we could draft a resolution.  

John Bainlardi:  Okay. Is there, is there procedural? Is there's nothing else to do?  

Jan Johannessen: No. It's exempt from seeker.  

John Bainlardi:  Okay. 

Jan Johannessen:  All residential projects, single family residential projects or some? So I don't think you 
have any other procedural items.  

John Bainlardi:  Michelle, what's the earliest we could get this on to the… 

Michelle Russo:  October 12. 

John Bainlardi:  October 12, all right. I'm in unless anybody has any objection, Michael? 

Michael Bonforte:  I, I just had a question.  

John Bainlardi:  Sure.  

Michael Bonforte:  For staff, the pool equipment is 20 feet or 20 and a half feet away from the property 
line, and it's you know, there's a residential home right next to that, although it's a driveway. Is there any 
noise I mean, so it meets this, the measurement or the, you know, the setback. But is there any noise 
condition that gets imposed on that equipment? You know, what if it's like some super-duper pump and it's 
louder than what we think it would be and our, and the neighbor would, therefore, be very upset.  

Anthony Oliveri:  I mean, they, they usually you'll, you'll hear the of a a pump. It's normally not, not very I 
don’t know what it is left hand. DB, DB level or you know, but I, I can't imagine it's going to exceed any, 
any levels that would really be disturbing. But if it's something you were concerned about, you could ask 
for, for I don't know if they even give you noise levels on these pumps? They, they might in the 
specifications. 

Michael Bonforte:   Well, is there a code? Is it just fall under the general noise… 

Anthony Oliveri: I don’t know if there’s noise levels in the code that is specified.  

Mr. Miley: There's no decimal level. The 20 foot setback requirements is necessary considering, it's 
specific to pool equipment. It's not only the pool, but it also incorporates pool equipment.  

John Bainlardi:  Where is the pool equipment on the, on the, on the plan? I've not seen. 
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Ubaduh:  Sure. Yeah. It's a box right there.  

Michael Bonforte:  Okay. Yeah, yeah. So, yeah. And there's a shed all of this. There's a frame. What does it 
say frame shed that's blocking it? There's landscaping, And, I think the neighbor and, and actually, Bill, you 
might know, is the neighbor also have a pool? I think the neighbor has pools at one house in between. 

Bill Polese:  They don't invite me over. So maybe not.  

Michael Bonforte: So maybe they have competing pool pumps, but anyways.  

Anthony Oliveri: Yeah. I mean, the one the one good thing. The, the, the shed is kind of maybe blocking. 
It's slightly, you know.  

John Bainlardi:  The other thing to keep in mind is once you get to the end of that green area, that's the saw 
mill.  

Bill Polese:  There is other ambient noise.  

Anthony Oliveri: it’s likely the, the decibel level from the saw mill is at a much higher level.  

John Bainlardi:  Okay. 

Anthony Oliveri:  That's the background.  

Whitney Singleton:  Mike is right. There is the, the property to the north does have a full background. I 
grew up there.  

Bill Polese: Whitney knows it intimately. Okay.  

Anthony Oliveri: So he said they have a pool.  

Michael Bonforte: thank you Whitney. 

John Bainlardi:  Thank you. All right. So, October12th? Right. 

Michelle Russo: Yeah. 

John Bainlardi:  All right. I'll make the motion that we schedule the public hearing for Omar Roth 59 
Orchard Road, for steep slopes permit for October 12. Do I have a second on the motion?  

Bill Polese:  I'll second the motion.  

John Bainlardi:  Thank you. Michelle? 

UPON ROLL CALL VOTE: 

Mr. Bainlardi - Aye 
Mr. Polese - Aye 
Mr. Bonforte - Aye 
Mr. Vigliotti - Aye 
Ms. Pickard - Aye 
Mr. McGuirk - Aye 
Ms. Roppolo - Aye 
 
The motion carried by a vote of 7 to 0. 
 
Jan Johannessen:  Chairman, would you like me to prepare draft for that meeting? 

John Bainlardi:   Yes, please.  And do, do take the, the noise comment into consideration, please, if there's 
you know, anything you want to weigh in on that at the, at the meeting this week. If it comes up, you're, 
you're prepared to answer it.  

Ubaduh:  All right. Thank you.  

John Bainlardi:  Thank you. Okay. All right. We'll see you on the 12th.  

Ubaduh:  Let's see then. Thank you.  

I. DH Self Storage, LLC – 150 Radio Circle Drive 
 PB2021-0416, SBL 80.55-1-3 
 Site Plan and Subdivision 
 
Ms. Margaret McManus of Badey & Watson was present. 
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John Bainlardi:  All right. That brings us to the last matter of this evening, DHL's storage, 150 Radio Circle 
Drive, site plan and subdivision. This is formal application. This application has been before the Board on a 
conceptual basis. Good evening.  

Margaret McManus:  Hello? How do I get to the, in here?  

Jan Johannessen:  I don't know. 

Margaret McManus:  Thank you. Good evening. Margaret McManus, engineer for the app. As you 
remember, we came and presented with a conceptual plan and we've submitted for subdivision and site plan 
for a self-storage unit located on 150 Radio Circle Drive in the village. And we received the comment 
letters from the consultants. We understand that we need to provide some additional information such as a 
lighting plan and a landscaping plan. I do want to let you know that between the application to the middle 
and this meeting, we have met with the DEC at the site and have had the deep test holes and the park test 
witness for the storm water. Actually, everything came out better than I even expected, and we'll be able to 
use the infiltrators, and it'll you know, as, as, as, as, you know, anticipated. There were a couple of other 
comments that we'll address in moving forward with the, with the application. And we do know that we 
have to reach out to the DEC for wetlands permit and because we have some encroachment in on the 
buffer. We did provide a conceptual plan from the architect. Okay. I'm sure we'll find it. Okay. Sorry. This 
is the original concept. We've spoken with the architect since then and believe that visually, it'll look better 
if the walls of the front of the building come down over on in the front and don't create such an open space 
where the overhang is, but more of like a driveway entrance. The other thing is this is showing a major 
entrance in the front, which is probably going to be moved to the side underneath the overhang. The 
parking is, parking is located on the side of the building, so it's more intuitive that the entrance would be 
along that, along that side of the building.  

Jan Johannessen:  Will you have an entrance in the front or just, just not going to be a major entrance? 

Margaret McManus: I don't know if there'll be a full entrance in the front because… 

Jan Johannessen:  Okay. 

Margaret McManus:  It doesn't you know, it's, it's not like people will park in front of the building and then 
walk into the entrance. It's really that, that cars will come in underneath and they'll go into an entrance here.  

Jan Johannessen:  So the, the sidewalk in the front might, and they'll get eliminated too or… 

Margaret McManus:  That make it a normal too, that would reduce the amount of impervious cover. I know 
that we have to find a place for the, for the garbage. So… 

Jan Johannessen:  The rendering seemed like it had an overhang on the left hand side too. Is that… 

Margaret McManus:  Yep. There is a well, there's a, there’s a slight overhang on the left hand side, which 
was more exaggerated in the rendering. 

Jan Johannessen:  Okay. 

John Bainlardi:  While you're pulling that up, Peter, what do you have on in your, if you can hit the 
highlights on which you want us to know based upon your memorandum for this application.  

Peter:  Yeah. Just reiterate what we talked about the work sessions. Myself and the fire chief got together, 
we reviewed, we reviewed the plans and talked about the access aisle being 26 foot for aerial access 
because it's only being provided on one side. However, it was a comment. It was actually by myself or if I, 
if I can't recall, but the height requirement of 13.6 which complies with our code and it also will allow the 
fire truck to get in on the right side of the building. And as far as that, we don't have any formal comments 
yet from the fire chief, but, you know, preliminary review, he indicated that it was adequate. So the other 
there was one of two other comments, FTC locations, some of the minor building code requirement with 
our code, code requirements that we'll address, at the application stage. That's pretty much all I have here. 
The one other thing I'd want recall was parking, myself and did review it a little bit further back about 
parking requirements. We indicated well, I indicated that was a storage use, and then kind of look that a 
little bit closer. And this type of use is really not indicated in our parking code calculation table. So this 
would be on the board to make that determination as to the accuracy of the parking.  

John Bainlardi:  Okay.  

Margaret McManus:  And we did make submittal. It wasn't in, in time for this, so we did submit that. We 
did some research on standards for the industry, for what's existing in certain facilities locally on did some 
research on local codes, including the Yorktown, and it looks like Carmel's is almost identical to 
Yorktown's as far as requiring that even though it's only, like, one per 7000 parking spaces required that in 
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anticipation that a use may change in the future that you have to provide one per 1000, which is more in 
line with the standards, say warehouse use. And during our review of it, if you, if we eliminate the storage 
units on the first floor, that can be, it can all be parking under the building. So it's, I think, the last page of 
that document.  

Jan Johannessen:  Is this just, like, showing the feasibility of it if you needed it? Or is this… 

Margaret McManus:  Yeah, just that's just the feasibility if we needed it. So, again, it would be if the if self-
storage is a very… 

Jan Johannessen:  Yeah. 

Margaret McManus:  Lucrative business. It's not anticipated that the use would change in foreseeable 
future. But if you're planning that someday it may not be a self-storage facility, and you wanted to assure 
that there was enough parking for a different use, the, the first floor of the building could be converted to 
indoor parking.  

John Bainlardi:  I think that's, that's a prudent thing to do, but it's really more for the applicants benefit. I 
mean, from our standpoint, if we were approved to self-storage with less parking, then the users would 
were to change. You'd have to come back to the board. You'd have to depending on what the user is, you'd 
have to read the parking requirements. So if you've given yourself kind of a backdoor, great. But it's not 
something that I think that… 

Margaret McManus:  All right.  

John Bainlardi:  Would require.  

Margaret McManus:  I was, I was just looking at it from the point of view of what other town codes had 
required.  

John Bainlardi:  All right. So this is something that should be reviewed by staff and, and the Board will 
review as well. And then we can we can reach a determination on what the, what the adequate parking 
counts should be for the use as proposed. All right. Anthony, do you have anything at this time?  

Anthony Oliveri:  We had a memo about 10 comments. Stormwater details need to be done. SWPPP hasn't 
been completed yet. DEC wet lands permit. It is in a flood plain, so those portions that might affect the 
flood plain at the show compliance with the code there, some questions on water and sewer service, how 
those are connecting.  

Margaret McManus:  Yeah.  

Anthony:  You know, some, some details just need to be to added to the plan.  

John Bainlardi:  Okay. And Jan, take us through procedurally next steps.  

Jan Johannessen:  At the work session, we talked about declaring intangibility, lead agency this evening 
given the number of outside agencies. I view it as an unlisted action. I think that the short form EAF would 
be appropriate. The appropriate form to use to evaluate the project under seeker. I have asked the applicant 
to submit the, the part two of the short form EAF, but if you take that action tonight, then I could prepare 
the notices and circulate to the involved and interested agencies. Get that ball, ball rolling.  

John Bainlardi:  Okay. Great. So formally, we've got a vote. Right? Whitney on intent to declare? 

Whitney Singleton:  Yes.  

John Bainlardi:  Okay. So I'll, I'll make the motion that we, that we, we filed the notice of intent to 
declare this board is lead agency pursuant to a SEQRA. Do I have a second on motion?  

Crystal Pickard:  I second. 

John Bainlardi:  Thank you. Michelle?  

UPON ROLL CALL VOTE: 
Mr. Bainlardi - Aye 
Ms. Pickard - Aye 
Mr. Vigliotti - Aye 
Mr. Bonforte - Aye 
Mr. Polese - Aye 
Mr. McGuirk - Aye 
Ms. Roppolo - Aye 
The motion carried by a vote of 7 to 0. 
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John Bainlardi:  Yeah. And then I guess next steps would be in response to the comments, advance the 
plans, get us enough into, into the next submission so that when the 30 days are up, presumably this board 
will then be lead agency, we can then consider scheduling the required public hearing. 

Margaret McManus:  Okay. Thank you very much. 

John Bainlardi:  You're welcome. Before just before I let you know, any, any there may be some other 
questions. Anybody? No. Go ahead. 

Michael Bonforte:  So I have a couple of quick questions or notes for next time, don't have to be answered 
tonight. In the narrative, the business plan, a third party will operate the facility. I guess, I'm going to throw 
this back to staff. Do we have any due diligence on that eventual party because you're just essentially 
building it. Is this correct?  

Margaret McManus:  No. My applicant will own the building. They just use, like, cube smart or life, you 
know, they just hire them to come in and run the facility. So but they will own the building and own. 

Michael Bonforte:  Thank you. 

Margaret McManus:   The franchise. It's just a third party. 

Michael Bonforte:  Thank you. Security, I just didn't see any mention of security. I think that's an important 
component to a successful project like this. And the reason I'm really the reason I'm bringing it up is I've, 
I've probably been to three different facilities, two in town, one outside for myself. And the ones that don't 
have good security, have problems, squatters, retail activities going on type retail type activities, you know, 
just people selling out of their things. And so if you could put that in there because I'd like to see this to be 
just as good as some of the other facilities I've been to… 

Margaret McManus:  Yeah. 

Michael Bonforte:  That would be ideal. I guess you're Mr. Fisher.  

Margaret McManus:  Yes.  

Michael Bonforte:  Yeah, yeah. So you could just put a little bit in there on that on that element. And then 
you already mentioned the dumpster, the, the, you know, you said it was minimal. I actually find that 
there's a lot of, and have you done these before? Sorry. Have you done these before? Meaning, built storage 
facilities or not?  

Margaret McManus:  They, so my clients have not actually built storage facilities, but they do own other 
storage facilities. 

Michael Bonforte:  So, they're well aware of the issues.  

Margaret McManus:  Yeah.  

Michael Bonforte:  And, and in fact that garbage compile up really quickly, not inadvertently, but just due 
to ventilators. Right? They're not supposed to dump, but they do anyway. So I'd hate to see that overflow 
and be a detriment to your project. So just I don't know. You need to size it accordingly and do what you 
know what to do. That's all.  

Margaret McManus:  Yep. Yeah.  

John Bainlardi:  I mean, it, it's, it's great service to be located in the correct place in accordance with the 
zoning and be accessible so that the trucks can get in there and pick up what they need to pick up.  

Margaret McManus:  Correct. Yep. And… 

John Bainlardi:  Right. 

Margaret McManus:  Here, it will be gated, and you can only get in with the a code.  

Jan Johannessen:  Is the side of the building that you drive into is that side of the building going to be 
open? Like, where… 

Margaret McManus:  I am anticipating that, that side that the, side will be open, but the front will look like 
a side, but we're going to work out the details with the architect.  

Jan Johannessen:  Okay. So that, that lower parking area, it's, it's open air. Right? You got if there's not 
going to be a foundation wall on, on the… 

Margaret McManus:  No. But don't want to be able to look at them.  
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Jan Johannessen:  Right, right.  

Margaret McManus:  Yeah.  

Jan Johannessen:  Okay. I got you.  

Margaret McManus:  Floating buildings.  

John Bainlardi:  Yeah. But Peter, they'd be on that side, it's, it's a on the right hand side, it's anticipated that 
a fire truck needs to get underneath there.  

Margaret McManus:  Yes. 

John Bainlardi:  So, they can't, you can't close off the front. Right, because that can be… 

Margaret McManus:  It would still have an opening enough… 

Mr. Miley:  Yet is a 26 foot wide opening a very cool. Yeah, more, more, than adequate.  

John Bainlardi: Anything more. No? 

Peter:  No. 

John Bainlardi:  Okay.  

Margaret McManus:  Thank you.  

John Bainlardi:  Thank you. All right. With that, that brings this meeting to its conclusion. 

The meeting adjourned at 10:38 pm. 

This meeting was transcribed by Transcription Hub.  Only names have been corrected by Michelle Russo. 

The audio and video for this meeting can be found by following the below link: 
https://vimeo.com/607773723 
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