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Minutes 
Work Session of the Planning Board 

Village/Town of Mount Kisco 
Tuesday, November 23, 2010  

 
The meeting was called to order at 7:30 P.M. at the Municipal Building 
Mount Kisco, New York by Chairman Cosentino. 
 
Members Present: Chairman Joseph Cosentino 
    Vice Chairman Sturniolo 
    Ralph Vigliotti 
    Sol Gibbons 
    Stanley Bernstein 
    Joseph Morreale 
Members Absent: Doug Hertz  
 
Staff Present:  Anthony Oliveri  
    Whitney Singleton 
 
Staff Absent:  Nanette Bourne 
 
There were no minutes to be accepted.   
 
Chairman Cosentino:  As you know, Dr. Morreale won the village 
election.  This meeting is his last Planning Board meeting he will 
attend.  “The Doc” was an asset to this Board. He crossed his T’s and 
dotted his I’s.  We will miss him as a member and hopefully replace 
him with someone who has as much knowledge and insight as this 
Board needs. I sort of feel responsible for him leaving, as I think I was 
the one who told him he would be an asset to the village if he ran for 
office.  He did and succeeded, and we lose him.  Dr. Morreale, we 
honor you tonight and will miss you.  You have dedicated ten years to 
the Planning Board and you have worked very hard for us. I wish you 
well on the Village Board and hope you stay there for ten years. 
 
Joseph Morreale: Thank you.  Mr. Chairman, it has been a pleasure 
serving with this group of committed individuals.  I have learned 
something from every single one of you; whether it is the 
environment, Stan, or knowing to be very careful about what we’re 
reading from many of the other board members, or just listening the 
way Mr. Gibbons often does, while working with Mr. Vigliotti on various 
issues we seem to agree on, and knowing that Tony is there making 
sure that we are staying on getting the issue straight has been 
extremely important to me, and I think it’s going to help me be on the 
Board of Trustees.  I owe an incredible debt of gratitude to Chairman 
Cosentino, because he runs a terrific Board.  I have learned a lot from 
him.  He is right – he is the one that suggested that I run for the 
Board.  I want to thank you for that, as I am looking forward to the 
opportunity to serve the community.  I also want to thank all of you, 
because we cannot do our job without your support.  We appreciate 
people who come to the meetings and I look forward to seeing more 
people at the meetings.  I have met at least 1,000 people while 
campaigning and am hoping to meet more.  Thank you for all the input 
you’ve given me.  I hope we stay connected in some way and I will 
frankly miss all of you.  You have become my Tuesday night family 
and it will be hard to switch to Monday because it won’t be the same.  
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I have really enjoyed the expertise of the staff and have learned a lot 
from you.  Since I am an academic, I hope my learning will continue.   
 
Chairman Cosentino:  Jean Farber, Dr. Morreale’s running mate also 
won.  She will also be an asset to the Village Board, bringing a breath 
of fresh air.  The village elected two good people that will serve you 
well. 
 
Joseph Morreale: Thank you. 
 
Public Hearing (Continuation): 
 
333 North Bedford Road  
Jim Diamond 
PB2010-10 
GPNY Bowling Alley 
 
Present: Jim Diamond, Property Owner 

Brad Schwartz, Zarin and Steinmetz, representing 
property owner 
John Collins, John Collins Engineers, on behalf of 
property owner 

 
Of counsel:  David H. Stolman, AICP, PP, President, Frederick P.                       

Clark Associates, Inc.  
 
Jim Diamond: We are expecting John Collins, and we can talk about 
the north entryway when he arrives.  We received a copy of the draft 
approval resolution from FP Clarke. 
 
David Stolman: As you know, the total occupancy expected for what is 
now called a Special Event Permit in the current resolution is limited to 
120 persons.  We acknowledge that ought to be 120 during peak hour, 
185 during off-peak hours.  I explained to the Planning Board that in 
January of last year you put forth the idea of having the occupancy 
level being 300 persons on a fairly regular basis.  The proposal 
currently is to have an unlimited number of 300 person events with a 
two-day notification, as opposed to the situation as it exists now with 
anything over 120 would be a special event, only 12 per year, would 
be a limited number of 300 person events and then over that, you 
have 12 per year at over 300 persons.  Essentially the Planning Board 
is not inclined to do that at this point in time, but would rather leave 
the situation as it currently exists but adding 185 to the 120, which is 
sort of a correction, to leave the situation the way it is, where it would 
be 12 large events over the 120/180 volume. 
 
Jim Diamond: From our perspective, we do not think that works.  It 
won’t justify making the investment in the business that is required in 
order to add bowling to the facility.  I think it’s important to keep in 
mind that there are currently three separate restrictions in place on 
this business.  I do not think there is another business in Mount Kisco 
that probably has any of these three in place.  We have a trip 
generation restriction, which, there is no proposal here to change that 
from the original application.  It is still at 65 trips per hour during peak 
business and 100 trips per hour at all other times, which is what was 
approved three years ago.  Traffic trip generation is really the key 
criteria with our property.  That is always the thing we’ve been most 
focused on, and I think this Board has been most focused on with our 
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property.  There is no proposal to change that.  The second restriction 
is that Grand Prix can only occupy 120 parking spaces on the property. 
Again, there is no proposal to change that from the original approval 
either.  The only thing we are talking about is the number of people 
within the facility, which can have an indirect bearing but not 
necessarily a direct bearing on trip generation; because one of the 
things we’ve seen over the past three years is that, particularly with 
larger events, if they are corporate events people tend to come in 
buses, which can be 40-50 people in a bus.  With social events, people 
tend to come two to four people to car, depending upon the type of 
event it is.  Even with 300 people, we believe we still fit within the trip 
generation and the parking restrictions.  This Board made the 
comment in January 2009 that 120 people within the facility is nothing 
– they really just disappear within that 120,000 square foot facility and 
the business can easily support 300 occupants. I do not believe there 
is a logical reason or environmental impact to put a lower restriction in 
place and to restrict how often they can have between 185 and 300 
occupants. 
 
David Stolman: You just said that you are okay with leaving the 120 
and the 185 in place.  You also said at the same time that you would 
like to be able to have an unlimited number of 300 person events, 
which does not jive in my mind.  I cannot see how the ceiling isn’t 
effectively being raised from 120/185 to 300 if you can have that on a 
regular basis every day of the year.   
 
Jim Diamond: The key criterion is trip generation. 
 
David Stolman: Again, the 120/185 comes out of trip generation.  That 
ceiling is now being obliterated by going to 300, and the 300 is not 
related to the original trip generation. 
 
Jim Diamond: I do not think it is being obliterated.  I think the point is 
that under 120/185 it is just an ordinary day of business for Grand 
Prix. 
 
David Stolman: And the traffic analysis was based on that.   
 
Jim Diamond: Between 185 and 300 it is an event and an event form 
is submitted to the village so the village is aware that the event is 
happening.  Over 300 they are restricted to how frequently they can 
do that, which is the 12 times per year. 
 
David Stolman: There is no basis and analysis for the 300.  If your 
normal course of events are the 120/185, but you could have 300 
every day of the year, how are those unrelated and how is it that the 
ceiling has not been changed? 
 
Jim Diamond: I think it is semantics to some extent.  Yes, you could 
have 300 every day of the year, and yes there would have to be 300 
events that happen to be 300 people or less happening one each day 
of the year and the village would be notified.  But the same trip 
generation and parking restrictions remain in place the whole time.  
The only way that can happen is if those people are coming in buses. 
 
David Stolman: Now there is no basis for the 300 and the analysis. 
Now we can effectively saying, “You can have that everyday of the 
year.” 
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Jim Diamond: We are talking about occupancy, not trip generation. 
 
David Stolman: They are very much related. 
 
Jim Diamond: But the trip generation restrictions and the parking 
restrictions remain in effect. 
 
David Stolman: That is how we got to the 120/185. 
 
Jim Diamond: So, while we’re talking about occupancy, and we know 
that the fire code supports approximately 1,500 people in the facility 
are the basis.  We know that the actual occupancy in the facility can 
support 1,500 people.  We are speaking of 20 percent of the maximum 
(whatever the exact percentage is) being in the facility.  The trip 
generation remains the same.   
 
David Stolman: I don’t want to undermine the Planning Board’s 
position if it wants to keep the 120/185, but I think if that is going to 
effectively be replaced by the 300, which I believe it is, there has to be 
some analysis both in terms of parking and traffic to allow that to be 
the normal situation 365 days of the year if that is what you choose to 
do. 
 
Jim Diamond: Obviously, I really see it differently than you do, 
because we are talking about special events as opposed to the 
ordinary course of business.  We have to notify the village in advance 
that we are at 300 versus 185 or 120 (regular business).  So it’s a pre-
planned thing that happens in advance, where a form is submitted to 
the village and reviewed.  That is different than saying that just on a 
day to day basis there are 300 people in the facility and it’s just 
happening.  The village is a partner in that process.  I really do think 
there is a distinction there and I think it’s an important one. 
 
Joseph Morreale: Any way you want to think about this, if you’re going 
from one number like 185 to 300, you’re going to generate more 
parking needs and more traffic.  I don’t care whether it’s a special 
event or not.  Special events would make it worse because everyone 
comes at the same time.  But you are still going to have a volume of 
activity that is going to increase parking requirements and traffic.  You 
cannot deny that.  This is what we are concerned about at this stage, 
because there is an impact here, and it’s an impact before you even 
put Mount Kisco Athletic Club (MKAC) in there, which we are also 
concerned about.  We do not want to stifle your business.  We are 
trying to protect the flow of traffic, which is already getting pretty 
difficult. 
 
Jim Diamond: Traffic along 117 is difficult.  I don’t think traffic from 
our property is difficult.  I do not think we generate that many trips.  
We are way below.  The last time we did a count we were at 
something like 180 trips per hour. 
 
Joseph Morreale: This gets to the core of what is being argued.  We 
need to then see a new analysis that shows trip generation and traffic 
at 300.  If you’re really going to go to that level, then we cannot rely 
on an analysis that talks about 120/185.    
 
David Stolman: The 120/185 derived from the analysis, and the 300 
just sort of showed up in the talking points.  There is no justification 
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for that, other than it is swallowed up by the space. As one of the 
Planning Board members said very well, it is not the internal situation 
we are concerned about, it’s the external situation.  
 
Jim Diamond: If we still have a limit on the number of trips we can 
generate, and we have a limit on the property – the property can 
generate 450 trips an hour – we then have a sub-limit on the 
business.  The business can only generate 65/100 trips per hour 
peak/off peak.  We are talking about two different things – occupancy 
versus trips.  We are okay leaving the trip generation restrictions the 
same as they were three years ago.  We have seen that a lot of times 
on these bigger events you will have four or five buses come, so 300 
people could be six trips in and six trips out. We have this set of 
redundant restrictions where we have parking, trip and occupancy 
restrictions. I do not think any other business in Mount Kisco has to 
work with these types of handcuffs in place, and it has gotten to the 
point where it is not supportable.  If the Planning Board would like the 
business to cease to exist, that can happen. 
 
Chairman Cosentino:  We are not holding up the process on the 
bowling alley, but you need to consider what we are talking about 
tonight.  We are not here to put you out of business.  I think you know 
that.  We are here to help you.  We are here, though to serve the 
village and area residents are concerned.  Their concern is our 
concern.  The bowling alley process is going to continue.   
 
Jim Diamond: Through this whole process there has been no proposed 
change in parking restrictions for this business.  There is no proposed 
change in trip generation restrictions for this business.  We are saying 
that the business can operate within the existing restrictions, but the 
occupancy restriction does not make sense because if 300 people 
come in a bus or 75 vehicles on a Saturday night, that has no negative 
impact.  We know the space can support somewhere between 1,200 
and 1,500.  We are talking about a tiny fraction of that in terms of 
physical occupancy.   
 
Chairman Cosentino:  There again, this Board has no idea what MKAC 
will generate.   
 
Whitney Singleton: You said the parking requirements have not 
changed.  The parking requirements are 1 per 1,000 square feet, but 
the uses within the facility have changed.  You have a parking 
requirement for the restaurant that would normally be 1 per 75 square 
feet.  You have a parking requirement for an arcade that would 
normally be 1 to 200 square feet, and you have a parking requirement 
for the bowling alley that would normally be three or four per lane.  
Going from the track to other uses may not technically be a change in 
the parking requirements, but in reality it is an intensification of the 
parking demand generated by the site.  I believe the Planning Board is 
trying to tell you that the assemblage of uses that you’re looking for 
are something they feel a degree of comfort with.  The lifting of the 
cap is something that is at this point in time something they are a little 
reticent about.  I think they prefer to see how things will operate after 
MKAC is opened, after GPNY has changed over.  Perhaps things can be 
re-examined at a later date.   
 
Chairman Cosentino:  You are more than three-quarters through this.  
We need something that we can study while you’re throwing the ball 
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down the alley.  We are also adamant in asking for the arcade, and I’ll 
let our planner go into that. 
 
David Stolman: With the number that you are proposing, it appears 
that the group of arcade devices would really constitute an arcade 
would reach a critical mass and really become a destination for 
everyone who wants to throw a kiddie party. It is really going to be a 
real generator on its own.  It’s going to be a destination, as opposed to 
having the number of arcades that you would need for people to bide 
their time while waiting to race, which is how you described this – as 
opposed to the upstairs of New Roc City, which is real party place.  It 
appears that the traffic that would be generated by the critical mass 
that you would establish would really impact the situation. The 
Planning Board is inclined not to approve more arcade games than we 
think you may have now.     
 
Jim Diamond: As a point of comparison, Bellizzi has about 32 arcade 
games.  That space is about 5,000 feet or less.  I am not sure how 
many people it accommodates on a daily basis.  At 5,000 feet it is 
around 4% of what Grand Prix is.  Grand Prix is 25 times larger than 
Bellizzi and has a multiple of the number of people at certain peak 
times.  Our proposal was for 75 games, which is 2 ½ times than what 
Bellizzi has, were in 25 times the amount of space they have, and we 
can have probably five or six times the number of people they have.  
It is impossible to say exactly what the right number is and it is 
certainly subjective.  75 was a guess.  I don’t think it is a crazy 
number, in terms of being there to service the patrons who are in 
there to race or bowl.  If you look at the ratio between Grand Prix and 
Bellizzi it is logical. 
 
Ralph Vigliotti: 75 arcade games onto itself is quite a number.  We 
have had exclusive arcade games here in town 20 years ago and it 
became quite the destination for teenagers – not 6-8 year olds that 
you may see at Bellizzi.  I thought you had more than 15 arcade 
games where you are now – closer to 20 or 25.  I think that, as an 
accessory use does the job it is supposed to do, which allows folks 
waiting to play some arcade games.  The arcade onto itself means 
large birthday parties, a party room, teenagers and those that can 
drive working their way to this destination.  I think it will pose a 
problem when you have the number of arcades that you’re talking 
about.  It is not an accessory use anymore.   
 
Jim Diamond: Today I went down to Life: The Place to Be in Ardsley 
and they have 55 games there.  Each game is 2 feet x 2 feet, so 75 
games would take up approximately 300 square feet of space. I have 
not counted the number of games at New Roc City.  If it is what I 
recall I would bet there are 200 to 300 games there.   
 
David Stolman: The point is that once there is a critical mass, it 
becomes a destination.  It is no longer an accessory use for people 
who are waiting.  Some of these uses were considered as accessory 
uses, but it seems like we are getting more and more toward distinctly 
different uses that each become a destination.  When they each 
become destinations it is harder to use a shared parking requirement.  
I know you are saying that you don’t need to go over the 120/185  in 
terms of parking spaces and traffic, but I am not sure this whole thing 
has been analyzed in terms of traffic and parking such that people are 
going down as two separate destination places. 
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Jim Diamond: We really do see it as an integrated whole.  The whole 
idea is linger longer, give people more than one thing to do while they 
are there.  It is a way to give families something to do when they are 
there.   
 
Ralph Vigliotti: Will you do parties associated with the arcade? 
 
Jim Diamond: Yes.  We do birthday parties now.   
 
Ralph Vigliotti: But not based solely on the 15/20/25 arcade machines 
you have? 
 
Jim Diamond: Yes. 
 
Ralph Vigliotti: The concern is 75 machines in a room presents itself as 
a party destination.  That may become too much for the site and it 
may not be something that is a wise move.   
 
Jim Diamond: There is a requirement that every party either bowl or 
race, which is the way this approval resolution is drafted.  If your 
question is “will there be parties of people only playing arcade games, 
“the answer is we would be prohibited from doing that.  Obviously 
people having birthday parties would play arcade games as well. 
 
Ralph Vigliotti: I can see the package, which is an hour of bowling and 
½ hour of arcade and then pizza afterwards.  That is the business plan 
I’ve seen around the county.   
 
Vice Chairman Sturniolo: It sounds to me that we are struggling on an 
ongoing basis with this subject.  It also sounds to me that there are 
two numbers out there, 75 and 300.  If an analysis is going to be 
done, let’s figure out a way to come up with a middle ground on these 
two numbers – something that is comfortable for the Planning Board 
and to Mr. Diamond.  We can then go from there.  We are not here to 
stop, hold up or delay the bowling alley, but the ancillary issues 
associated with the bowling alley need resolution.   
 
Stanley Bernstein: Just throwing out a number is meaningless to me.  
There has to be a basis as to why, and there also has to be an 
explanation as to when this will occur.  What happens if this does 
become a destination?  You have to give some sort of a reason or an 
explanation as to why this is necessary and how it does not affect trip 
generation.  Now you are asking for unlimited programs with a two 
day notice, which to me is ridiculous to have to have a two-day notice 
if you’re going to have five events per week.  You have to explain why 
you need 300, what you’re getting right now and what you anticipate 
that will come in if you have additional arcade games and the bowling 
becomes very successful.  We are all happy to see it.  You can’t throw 
out a number without having some backing.  Trip generation is a very 
nebulous thing. How do you know how many cars are turning into both 
of your entrances, and how will we know, if the arcade becomes a 
destination, who is driving?  Trip generation has to be a solid number.  
It is true what you said about the occupancy and the trip generation.  
If you don’t change the trip generation, your occupancy doesn’t 
matter.  What does matter, though, is if it becomes an arcade 
destination and a primary use, you’re going to have a whole bunch of 
loitering, which can be controlled by police and you.  This is a 
tremendous additional use of the entire space.  The space is going to 
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get a lot more pressure than we are used to now, and I think it 
absolutely changes the character of your entire operation.   
 
Jim Diamond: This is not in this resolution but it is in the site plan 
approval that we are required on an annual basis, unless there has 
been no change in occupancy over the previous year, to put  rubber 
strips out on both Ice House Road and 117 for a full week and report 
to the Planning Board.  John Collins prepares the report with 15-
minute measurements of all those traffic strips.  He takes the highest 
peak trip generation during the 15 minutes over that entire week-long 
period and reports that to the Planning Board.  We also pay someone 
to take physical counts for one day.  This goes on in perpetuity as long 
as there is a change in occupancy each year.  The Planning Board will 
continue to get those updates, which again is probably something that 
does not apply to any other property in town.  In terms of the 300, let 
me flip it around.  The Planning Board is saying that irrespective of 
how many trips you can generate, on only 12 days per year do we 
want you to have more than 185 people in the facility. Even if you can 
bring 185 people in four buses that generate four trips, we only want 
you to be allowed to have that level of business in your facility 12 
times per year, and that is it.  It has no negative impact on the 
roadway system, no negative impact on any other environmental 
considerations in town, but you’re saying we want you to be capped – 
that is all the business you can do. It is like saying you can only sell 50 
slices of pizza per day, and 12 times a year you can go beyond that 
number.  At this point, we are saying that does not make sense.  We 
are okay staying within the trip generation, and we’re okay staying 
within the parking limits, but if we can support 300 people coming in 
buses or three or four people to a vehicle, what is the purpose of the 
Planning Board to tell the business that at only 12 times a year they 
can exceed that number?  In practice, the vast majority events at 
Grand Prix are relatively small, well under 100 people.  What benefit is 
it to anyone to say they can’t do it if it doesn’t have an impact on trip 
generation based upon how they are arriving at the facility?  In terms 
of the arcades being a destination, it is a very amorphous thing.  We 
have a business in town with 32 arcade games, which is not a small 
number.  Would you say those become a destination in and of 
themselves?  It’s hard to say.  It is an integral part of the business in a 
positive way, but I don’t think anyone would say it is a negative or a 
nuisance in the community.  I think it is a positive business within the 
community that adds to the vitality of Mount Kisco.  Of course, Grand 
Prix and Bellizzi are different products, but there are some similarities 
in terms that Bellizzi is a facility with a significant number of games.   
 
Ralph Vigliotti: I differ with you.  I have seen lots of young families at 
parties at Bellizzi using the arcade games with parents working with 
them.  It is not a destination for teenagers to exclusively go there to 
play the arcades.  My concern is that your proposal of 75 games as an 
arcade exclusively onto itself will draw teenagers and those that drive.  
It will be a different clientele.  I’m not sure that is the clientele you 
want to mix with Grand Prix.  As an accessory use, why not?  But as 
an exclusive use of 75 machines, I don’t think you can compare, as it’s 
a different kind of clientele.  New Roc City has been in the paper 
dozens of times with problems with teenagers and the amount of 
security they have.  I’m not sure that would be a good comparison.  I 
can understand you wanting to increase the number as an accessory 
use to what is there.   
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Jim Diamond: I agree. I am not sure what the next step is here. 
 
John Collins: The Board asked us to give a summary as to the 
potential of developing a left turn out of the north driveway to 333 
North Bedford Road.  This is the site.   I wrote a letter summarizing 
what the Department of Transportation’s (DOT) response when we 
first looked at requesting a left turn out of the north driveway.  In 
order to confirm that and to insure that is the current status of their 
thinking with respect to this location, we had a meeting in 
Poughkeepsie with the regional traffic engineer and Mr. Galante of 
Frederick P. Clark Associates yesterday morning at 9 A.M.  We 
discussed the various issues as to the operation of Ice House Road and 
the fact that there had been some indications that off peak hour’s 
people were waiting a long time to get off the site or out of Brookside.  
The State indicated they had heard that.  I requested they go back 
and look at changing the cycle for off-peak hours in order to facilitate 
the movers in and out so people are not waiting a long time.  They 
indicated that they thought they had done it already, but they would 
look at it again.  Mr. Stolman will confirm that conversation.  With 
respect to the north driveway, we went through the pros and cons of 
putting a signalized location on the north side that would be tied in to 
the existing Foxwood Drive.  The DOT is reluctant to permit that.  It 
would be extremely beneficial to the site but a detriment to Route 117.  
Currently there is a left turn lane on 117 for left turns into Foxwood, 
and a thru lane and a northbound lane.  The current signal operates 
using the thru traffic along Route 117, the left turn to go into Foxwood 
to start with the southbound movement, the northbound movement is 
stopped, and then there is a signal that allows exit from Foxwood 
either in the right left lane or in the right lane to turn north or to turn 
south onto 117.  That constitutes what is called a three-phase signal.  
South on 117 is the first phase, the left turn is the second phase and 
the exit from Foxwood is the third phase.  The provision of an exit 
signal from the north driveway would require a fourth phase.  The only 
time that could be taken away from the current operation to give to 
that fourth phase would be green time that is already allocated to 117.  
One could take time away from 117 and give it to the driveway, but 
that would cause a negative impact on 117.    The lay person would 
basically say, “Why can’t you run the left turn out heading north and 
the left turn out heading south simultaneously?  Why do you have to 
have it as a separate phase?”  The reason is when I allow this to exit, 
not only am I allowing the left turn to go, but I’m also allowing the 
right turn to go.  If, at the same time, I give a green ball for a vehicle 
coming out of here to make the left turn, I will have a potential 
accident at that location because I am giving both vehicles the green 
light to go.  Likewise, a vehicle turning right out of Foxwood is also a 
potential accident.  The only way to allow traffic to exit safely is to 
permit left turns under a separate phase, again taking time.  Another 
complication is that, because this is a left turn lane, which has vehicles 
queued in it to make the left turn into Foxwood – in order to allow this 
to be operational under signal control, you would have to move the 
stop bar from this location to this location; thereby clearing this area 
out.  In order to keep the clear distance you need additional clearance 
times on the signal in order to stop this and let this go through.  Also, 
you need additional start-up time to get the vehicles who want to turn 
left into Foxwood to start up, move through and make this left turn.  
For those reasons, the DOT does not see the need, nor would they 
approve this.  This is the sum of the conversation we had with Region 
8 in Poughkeepsie.  That is where the final decision is being made. 
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David Stolman:  That is exactly what I heard as well.  If you recall, at 
one point I asked if there is anything that can be done in this series of 
intersections which are interconnected.  I heard they were optimized.  
Essentially we were told the intersections are interconnected; the 
lights are interconnected.  The engineer thought they were optimized 
and there is nothing further that can be done in this stretch of 
roadway to improve things.   
 
Chairman Cosentino:  I can accept that.  My problem is what is 
causing the back up on 117?  From Guard Hill to the Target and A & P 
light – what is causing the back up?  I’ve never seen that before.   
 
John Collins: I wish I could tell you. I’ve driven that road several 
times.  I am going to have to find out from people who travel it daily 
what it is. 
 
Chairman Cosentino:  You’re talking to one. 
 
John Collins: What time of day does it occur? 
 
Stanley Bernstein: It’s all day long. 
 
Austin Cassidy: Your synchronization that was provided before was 
working, and traffic was flowing.  In better economic times, which 
theoretically mean there are more consumers on the road, there are 
more employees on the road than now. Yet, the evening rush is back 
up that starts just north of the intersection and does not clear itself 
until you can pass the Foxwood CVS light.   
 
John Collins: Then I have to go back and find out what the State is 
using for protocol.   
 
Chairman Cosentino:  Christmas isn’t here yet.  What is going to 
happen to 117 when Christmas comes?  I need to know, as a Planning 
Board member, a reasonable answer from a professional what is 
causing the traffic to back up.  
 
John Collins: That is a separate issue from 333.  Now that we have the 
333 north driveway issue resolved, to close out, there were no left 
turn movement signs either to be installed or were installed.  Jim has 
a permit in DOT to reinstall those signs.  It is now in Poughkeepsie 
being processed.   
 
Chairman Cosentino:  I think it is the signalization of all of those lights. 
 
John Collins: Then I have to go back in to look at the State’s protocol 
to find out what their progression time is.  That is a completely 
different issue than Mr. Diamond’s project.  
 
Chairman Cosentino:  But his light is causing part of it.   
 
John Collins: It was working fine, and then all of a sudden didn’t.  I do 
know last year there was a knockdown of one of the controllers at the 
Burger King area.  I don’t know when that was put back whether the 
protocol was reinstated.  I need to find out what that problem is.  It 
was not because of the Ice House Road signal, because it was working 
before.   
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Austin Cassidy: The traffic seems to be a problem still north of that 
light.   
 
Chairman Cosentino:  I am not saying it is Mr. Diamond’s project that 
is doing it.  I am saying that since the lights were put up this has been 
a nightmare.   
 
John Collins: I will do my best to contact DOT.   
 
Joseph Morreale: Suppose you put two left hand arrows on each light 
and they were synchronized?   
 
John Collins: I would then need a phase that would allow the right 
turns to occur coming out of the driveway, and I have to allocate 
green time for that.  Either way, whether I split the phase or split the 
movement, I’m holding up North Bedford Road. 
 
Joseph Morreale: Not necessarily because there is a lot less traffic 
coming onto North Bedford Road than traveling on North Bedford 
Road.  You can simply synchronize the timing of green coming out of 
those two exits and the North Bedford Road green.   
 
John Collins: This cycle length is most likely running at 90 second 
timing.  Let’s say that 117 gets 60 seconds, Foxwood Drive gets 15, 
this left turn lane gets 15.  If I have to put 15 seconds on this 
driveway, either by means of a combination of the two lefts and then 
the rights or separate phases, I have to take these 15 seconds from 
some place.  It does me no good to just make the cycle go from 90 to 
105 because I still only have 3,600 seconds over the course of an 
hour.   I have to take these 15 seconds from something, and the only 
place I can take it from is the 60.  These are running very tight, as it 
should, because you want to give as much time to 117 as you can 
possibly have.  The issue comes up, if you put this in whether you 
have it as a separate phase or whether you run the lefts and then the 
rights, you still have to take that time away from something.  One of 
the factors I have to look at for DOT is how much time to do they 
allocate to the side road?  Maybe the situation is that the side roads 
are getting too much time, and the back-up should occur in there, just 
like it occurs at Ice House Road.   
 
Joseph Morreale: So basically you are changing the proportion of the 
green and giving more to 117? 
 
John Collins: That is different.  You are taking it from someplace else.  
If you make 117 work, you have to sacrifice the side roads. 
 
Jim Diamond: Left hand turns benefit us, and we are not arguing 
against it.  We also recognize reality.  Exiting from here is not only 
Foxwood but also CVS, Blockbuster, Johnny Rocket’s traffic, etc.  If 
you reduce that time for us to benefit, someone else has to pay. 
 
Joseph Morreale: I don’t often see that backing up, whereas I 
definitely see it backing up on 117.  Maybe it should.  By opening up 
that north exit, allowing people to go north, you would take some 
pressure off the southern exit, which is where all the back-up is 
occurring.   
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John Collins: If it backs up on the driveway coming out of Ice House 
Road, it backs up onto the site.   
 
Joseph Morreale: My point is that you are distributing the traffic 
between the two exits instead of it all coming out of Ice House Road, 
because that is where the light is.   
 
John Collins: I agree.  Your first assumption is that you want to keep 
117 the primary function.  The way to do that in addition to 
coordinating the lights is to reduce the amount of green time allocated 
on the side road.  For example, if a back up does occur, it will back up 
onto Ice House Road or to Brookside or the north exit as opposed to 
backing up on 117.  The State does not want to take the chance of 
putting the signal here, introducing another phase and automatically 
taking time away from this driveway.   
 
Joseph Morreale: It doesn’t have to.  That is why I don’t understand 
the assumption. 
 
John Collins: Because the minute I give a phase to a signal, there is an 
automatic legal requirement that has to be a minimum of eight 
seconds.  Then there has to be a four-second clearance, and then I 
probably need at least four to five seconds to clear this gap because of 
the stacking and the location.  Already I am talking some 15 seconds 
about as a minimum time I need legally. 
 
Joseph Morreale: All you’re doing is changing the number of times the 
light will be green for the side roads to allow more green on 117. 
 
John Collins: Right.  The problem with that is that if I run a cycle of 90 
seconds that means the light is completely cycling 40 times in an hour.  
If I ran a 120-second cycle that means the light is cycling 30 times in 
an hour.  I can add more time to each of the phases by changing the 
cycling.  But the amount of time I run it in any hour is diminishing as 
my cycle length increases.  I am still going to be shortchanging 117.  
That is how the numbers come out. I should be arguing in your case, 
to give us the light because it is to our benefit.   
 
Joseph Morreale: You presented it as DOT would not go with it 
because of the way it was configured.  I was suggesting an alternative 
configuration. 
 
John Collins: We looked at combinations of different configurations. 
 
Joseph Morreale: But you assumed you’d have to subtract from the 
flow of north/south in order to do this without thinking about maybe 
leaving the side roads backing up 117. 
 
John Collins: Right now, I am looking at the side roads being optimized 
– at the minimum. 
 
Joseph Morreale: The other thing about 117 – if you synchronize the 
lights so that as traffic flowed, they turned green as the traffic is 
coming up to it, and then the next one goes green, you would increase 
the flow.  That is not what is happening.  There is something wrong in 
that flow. 
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John Collins: Let me explain.  Most of that occurs in New York City on 
one-way streets, the avenues, where you basically travel north/south, 
you get the sequencing of lights as you’re going down.  When you 
have a roadway like 117, where you have basically equaled demand 
both north and south during most times, you can prioritize your 
progression northbound or southbound.  But, you are going to sacrifice 
the other phase.  For example, on Broadway in the City of White 
Plains, going into the city from 287, progression on that in the 
morning is green as you’re going towards the city. But if you ever 
came out of the city during that same particular time period, you are 
stopping at almost every light. The reason for that is that very few 
people leave the city in the morning – most of them are coming in – so 
you’re giving the priority to the heavy direction.  The reverse is true in 
the evening.  If I did that on this particular location I would be 
sacrificing one-way.  So they try to do in this particular phase is 
optimize the progression both ways along 117, such that you’re giving 
some time to northbound and some time to southbound.  Many times 
it doesn’t work, and it may very well be that the best thing to do on 
117 is to do what is called, “block,” which means you turn an entire 
block of signals green at one time.  For example, if you turn the signal 
green at Preston Way, Burger King and Ice House Road all green at 
once, be it northbound or southbound, if you are on 117, traffic flows.  
Then you may want to move to the north and do that block, so you’re 
taking them through the system in block.  This is another thing I have 
to look at. 
 
Chairman Cosentino:  What does that do to the side streets? 
 
John Collins: For example, if I made a right turn out of Ice House 
Road, since I am given the green light to exit Ice House Road I would 
be stopped at the Burger King signal.  It would almost never be green 
for me.  The same would be for Brookside.  When they would be given 
a green light, they would not have a green light on 117 when they got 
down to Burger King because you are letting the side roads go. That is 
a different type of progression that occurs.  The discussion we have 
been having here is different from Mr. Diamond’s project.   
 
Chairman Cosentino:  Who contacts the state on a problem like this? 
 
John Collins: I can do the initial contact with the state to find out what 
their timing sequence is.   
 
Jim Diamond: I believe Dr. Collins’ point was that this discussion of all 
of North Bedford Road goes beyond us.   
 
David Stolman: I will coordinate all this with Dr. Collins and the Village 
Board. 
 
Chairman Cosentino:  I want you to contact the Village Board to let 
them know what you are doing, so you may get paid. 
 
Marion Halberg: Thank you for letting me speak again this evening. I 
was not planning to come until I realize there were changes to the 
draft resolution since the previous meeting I attended.  I was glad for 
the conversation about the 300 as that was a major change for me 
going from 120 to 185 occupancy to 300.  Grand Prix New York is 
telling the town that they are going to have 300 people there.  In 
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essence, he can have up to 300 people everyday of the week.  So it is 
changing from 120 maximum to 300 maximum. 
 
Chairman Cosentino:  It is not changing. 
 
Marion Halberg: So the Planning Board is not to accept that resolution? 
 
Chairman Cosentino:  As of now, no. 
 
Marion Halberg: So this draft of November 18 is not going to be what 
is finalized?  On page six and seven, that is what is says right now. 
 
Whitney Singleton: That is nothing more than a draft.  Anything that 
the Board potentially entertains will be as marked up as changed by 
them.  That is simply the latest draft that has evolved since a staff 
meeting with the applicant.  Since that point in time, most members of 
this Board are not aware of many of those proposed changes.  That is 
why they are put in as footnotes, not as absolute numbers. 
 
Chairman Cosentino:  We only have the change on the 300 and the 
change on the arcades. 
 
Marion Halberg: What is the process to go from a draft resolution to an 
actual resolution, and is that something that as a community member 
I would be apprised of?  Also, where can I access the Planning Board 
minutes?  In the past, on a regular basis, the Town of Mount Kisco was 
sending alerts notifying of a Planning Board meeting.  Those have not 
been coming recently. 
 
Whitney Singleton: Once minutes of the Planning Board meetings are 
approved, they are available on line. 
 
Marion Halberg: Is the website working now? 
 
Whitney Singleton: Yes.   
 
Marion Halberg: There was no notification there was a new website.  I 
only knew it wasn’t working. 
 
Whitney Singleton: The Planning Board meets on the second and 
fourth Tuesday of every month except for during the summer.  Those 
schedules are also available on line, as are the agenda.   
 
Marion Halberg: It would be wonderful if the town, or whoever is 
responsible, to let community members who have signed up for email 
alerts know there is a new website.   
 
Vice Chairman Sturniolo: One way to help you on the new website is to 
call Paula of the village manager’s office. She will give you the website 
address and there you can sign up for all the current alerts including 
street closures, etc.   
 
Marion Halberg: I am already signed up for alerts. Of late, I have not 
received alerts about Board meetings. 
 
Whitney Singleton: It’s an upgrade of the system that has been going 
on.  You are correct about that. 
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Chairman Cosentino: Be advised I am not going to hold up Mr. 
Diamond’s process with the bowling alley.  We may leave things out of 
the resolution such as the arcade and the 300 number to talk about 
another time.  But I am not going to stop the process. 
 
Marion Halberg: How many accessory uses will Grand Prix have? 
 
David Stolman: A total of two - the restaurants and the arcade games. 
 
Marion Halberg: So what is the bowling alley? 
 
David Stolman: A principal use.   
 
Marion Halberg: I was pleased this evening to hear a lot of the issues I 
am concerned about.  On page 11 of the draft resolution, number six 
was removed about annual review by the Planning Board.  I am 
curious as to why that was removed. 
 
David Stolman: It is not something that is generally required.  It was a 
concept that was floated last summer and was decided that it really 
would not be necessary except for the amusement devices. 
 
Marion Halberg: In terms of the 75 amusement devices, I would like to 
echo what I think I heard the Planning Board sentiment be that it does 
concern me that it would become a destination and not an accessory 
use.  I have been down to Grand Prix, and I have seen the room with 
the arcade machines.  Those machines there did not remind me of the 
machines that are at Bellizzi.  I think they would attract a different 
kind of clientele in a sense that I think it would attract older children or 
young adults who would come that are under drinking age and would 
be hanging out.  I would be concerned what would they do then?  They 
would be there for awhile, and then what would they do?  There is also 
that provision on page nine about no one under age 25 would be 
drinking at certain hours of the club operation.  What if you have 21 to 
24 year-olds there using the arcades or bowling?  How is that 
enforced?   
 
Whitney Singleton:  It is a requirement of the applicant as a condition 
of the Special Use Permit, and if they fail to adhere to that there would 
be a hearing whereby their Special Use Permit could be potentially 
revoked.  Are we going to station the building inspector at the door?  
No.   
 
Marion Halberg: If this becomes a big arcade, I am concerned.  That 
was my concern in 2005 and 2006, when I came here as well.  I do 
not want this to be some sort of New Roc City. 
 
David Friedlander:  Thank you Mr. Chairman and Mr. Singleton for 
forwarding a copy of the draft resolution.  It was very helpful. Also, 
thank you to Mr. Collins for giving us a better understand of how the 
lights are timed.  Mr. Diamond’s proposal goes forward so that he is 
anticipating buses bringing customers to the property, and in the 
event that we are not able to get a left hand turn signal out of the 
north entrance, that means those buses are going to be exiting out of 
the Ice House Road entrance.  If there are heavy, high-occupancy 
vehicles on an uphill slope trying to make that turn on a 15-second 
time, there will be greater problems. 
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Chairman Cosentino:  That is the same if a delivery truck went down 
there, and there has never been a problem. 
 
David Friedlander: I am thinking if the business grows the way Mr. 
Diamond is hoping it will, then there may be a greater volume of bus 
traffic out.  I am concerned with the timing and quickness with which 
the intersection will be cleared for coming out of Ice House Road and 
Brookside on 117. 
 
Chairman Cosentino:  Since Grand Prix has been there, how much bus 
traffic do you see? 
 
Jim Diamond: We have a fair amount of buses, tractor trailers, and 
traffic that is not of our making.  A lot of the auto carriers and new car 
dealerships along 117 use our parking lot to unload the cars, even 
though we have asked them not to.  They had no problem exiting the 
property.   
 
David Friedlander: On page seven of the proposal, the village manager 
does not ever need to refer large event permits to the Planning Board 
for review.  How does this jive with the fact that the Planning Board is 
supposed to retain original jurisdiction over the project? 
 
Chairman Cosentino:  We retain jurisdiction and can pull a site plan 
anytime we feel it should be. 
 
David Friedlander: Thank you very much.   
 
Chairman Cosentino:  Since we have this resolution before us, we 
know what we want in the resolution. We know we are leaving the 
numbers 75 and 300 out.  We would like you to come back again after 
six months and present it again.   
 
Jim Diamond: I appreciate that, but as a business it does not work at 
that point.  I don’t want to mislead the Board and get approval for 
bowling but not arcade games and then just not be able to go forward 
with the bowling.  The bowling requires a multi-million dollar 
investment.  The arcade games are an integral part of the business 
model to make it work.  If we cannot do arcade games, then we 
honestly cannot do the bowling.   Bowling is similar to racing. It takes 
up a lot of space.  It is not a high margin business.  We think it would 
be a great addition to Mount Kisco, but the arcade games are a critical 
part of the model.  We are not necessarily dead set on 75 games; if 
the Board has a different suggestion of a different number that they 
feel is workable.  I would also like to point out that by the village code 
there is an annual renewal process on the arcade games.  Whatever 
number is settled on, if it is determined after the first year of operation 
that there is some sort of problem with operation, which we are 
confidant it would not be, as there has not been one single problem at 
Grand Prix in the last three years of any kind that I am aware of.  
 
Chairman Cosentino:  Are you saying that you are willing to take less 
than 75? 
 
Jim Diamond: Yes. 
 
Vice Chairman Sturniolo: That is my point that I raised awhile ago.  
Let’s find common ground. 
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Jim Diamond: We talked a lot before about the trip generation, parking 
spaces and occupancy and how there is some interrelation but not all 
necessarily directly tied.  The 300 caps occupancy at any one time, but 
people can come over a period of time. In other words, we are allowed 
100 trips in the P.M. hour.  Let’s say there is three people per vehicle, 
some two, some four.  That is 250 people who could be coming in an 
hour.  People very well may typically come to a facility in over more 
than one hour. The point is we can have people arriving and departing 
over two or three hours.  That is part of the calculation here in terms 
of occupancy.  On the 300, I think we can be flexible as well.  I am 
just not sure I see the purpose of the Board imposing artificial 
restrictions that do not serve the purpose.  Again, this is only the 
number of times in a calendar year the facility can have more than 
that number of people. 
 
Joseph Morreale: So you’re saying with the bowling alley you might go 
over 300 quite frequently. 
 
Jim Diamond: No.  Only again, special events.  Our proposal is that we 
would still be limited to only being over 300 twelve times per year.  
The Board is proposing that the business can never have more than 
185 people other than 12 times per year.  We are proposing that the 
business be allowed to have no more than 300 people only 12 times 
per year.   
 
Chairman Cosentino:  This Board is interested in not necessarily what 
is inside, but what impact will Mount Kisco Athletic Club be on the 
property itself.  I do not think we’re asking for that much.  Historically, 
we have worked with you every step of the way, but we need to know 
this.  I want to pass this resolution for the bowling alley.  I want to put 
it on for approval for the next meeting.  We are not closing you out on 
this and saying you cannot come back.  We are saying that we need 
time, and I think you should give us this time that we need.  We may 
turn around and say 50 or 60 are good for the arcade, or 10 are good.  
We don’t know.  Present us with the 300 number again after we find 
out what is happening there.   
 
Jim Diamond: Mr. Chairman, it is not our role.  It’s your decision as to 
whether or not to approve the application.  We cannot do bowling 
without the arcade.   
 
Austin Cassidy: You should better identify your break point.  
“Frequently is the word.” It’s a critical element.   
 
Jim Diamond: I think 60/65 would be great 
 
Austin Cassidy: Based on downward generation related to the 
machines, I presume that it is. 
 
Jim Diamond: Yes, but it is admittedly a point of diminishing returns.  
From our analysis, the number of people in the facility does not 
increase.  It is making the experience more interesting to the people 
who are there.  As we spoke about at the last meeting, these games 
are currently priced at $1.00 per game.  The air hockey is priced at 
$2.00 per game. It’s an expensive experience.  People don’t do this a 
lot.  It’s really to fill time. 
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Brad Schwartz: Can I walk in from the street to play games, or do I 
have to be a member? 
 
Jim Diamond: You need to be a member, but anyone can become a 
member.  A daily membership is $10.00, and $1.00 per game.  At that 
price, it’s pretty expensive.   
 
Chairman Cosentino:  We are not going to negotiate the 300 right 
now.  My question to my fellow Board members is how many machines 
do you think Mr. Diamond should have at Grand Prix? 
 
Stanley Bernstein: There is no way of knowing.  The only thing that we 
should know, and I think it requires a little bit of analysis on your part, 
Jim, is that we do not want it be an attractant in itself.  You say it’s 
expensive, but I guarantee you there are 6,000 teenagers out there 
who won’t think twice about going in with a $50 bill.   
 
Vice Chairman Sturniolo: 50 would be fine with me. 
 
Joseph Morreale: My problem is not so much the number but the 
concept, which is what I have been bothered about from the 
beginning.  You’re moving into an arcade situation which changes the 
character of what you’re offering there.  My problem is that it is going 
to impact the kind of business that is there.  I think you said for the 
first time tonight that the bowling alley is linked to the arcade games.  
I had not heard that before and I thought they were separable.  The 
result is now I am being faced with the fact that I’ve got to not only 
approve the bowling alleys, I have to approve the arcade or the whole 
thing goes as a wash.  You would then say to us that we are harming 
your business.  At this stage, this is a rather strange argument. 
 
Jim Diamond: I think we presented it from the very beginning as 
arcade and bowling being together.   
 
Chairman Cosentino:  You did not link that. 
 
Jim Diamond: The Planning Board was not taking the position that 
they were okay with bowling and not okay with arcade.  But from the 
very beginning we presented them both as part of the same plan on 
the same space plan. 
 
David Stolman: But there was no way of knowing how many arcade 
games you were proposing, and the number really just came up 
between the last meeting and this meeting.   
 
Jim Diamond: You are correct.  I am not disagreeing with you.  We 
showed from the very beginning an area on the plan where we 
intended to put arcade games.  That area is approximately 3,000 feet.  
The area stays the same.  I am not disagreeing that we did not talk 
about quantity until just a month ago. 
 
Joseph Morreale: My position is that I was ready to go with the 
bowling alley.  Now I don’t know what to do because I cannot in good 
conscious say any number that would greatly increase this as an 
arcade because I am worried about the impact on the character of it 
and the traffic, which we have no information on. 
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Sol Gibbons: If we approve the arcades, is there someway that it could 
be prevented from becoming a destination? 
 
Chairman Cosentino:  No.  He is at 50 now, and either you want 
another number or you’re going to go along with the 50, or you cannot 
decide right now. 
 
Jim Diamond: The way in which I think it can be vented over time is 
the arcade license is subject to annual renewal by the Village Manager. 
If that part of the business becomes a nuisance in the community, 
then the village manager can not renew the license.  I think it is 
important to keep in mind that we have a business in town that is very 
similar that I don’t think generates problems for the community.  I 
know there is concern about what this can become, but we have 
arcade games at Grand Prix now, you have a business across the 
street that has more arcade games. 
 
David Stolman: I would like to make a suggestion.  There has been no 
analysis either in terms of parking or traffic regarding the arcades 
because we had not even known what the number was until this draft 
of the resolution became available to the Planning Board last week.  
There has been no analysis with respect to parking or traffic for 75 or 
50 arcade games.  The Planning Board may want that analysis before 
it makes a decision.   
 
Jim Diamond: If we have already determined that it is an accessory 
use. 
 
David Stolman: We are starting not to buy that, in a sense.  
 
Jim Diamond: So then, is it a primary use now so it doesn’t count as 
an accessory use, because we are not analyzing the trip generation for 
the restaurant on a stand alone basis.  Part of the reason I am 
reacting negatively is because after literally 12 months of going 
through this process and $70,000 in professional fees, I am almost 
allergic to the idea of continuing to do more analysis.  I’d almost 
rather the Board vote yes or no, and if it’s a no, so be it.  I am really 
not sure what we would analyze, because I really don’t see it as a 
separate use.   
 
David Stolman: With all due respect, it’s a brand new number. 
 
Sol Gibbons: I do not think I would go along with it. 
 
Chairman Cosentino:  Either it goes down tonight or passes tonight.  
In all fairness, two things were brought out tonight.  Honestly and 
fairly, I know Marion Halberg said Bellizzi works in a different way, I 
said the exact thing you said, Jim, that Bellizzi had 3,000 square feet 
with 32 machines.  Ironically you brought that up, but I said that 
before you came here.  If Bellizzi has that, and it’s approved for the 32 
machines, I would say 32 machines and you have it.  If he didn’t have 
the 32 machines, I would say, “No.” 
 
Stanley Bernstein: I would like to point out a fact.  We are comparing 
apples and oranges.  Bellizzi machines are little kiddie machines. A 
teenager would not be interested in those machines.  There is no 
comparison to what he has here.  Will it be an attractant to teens, 
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older teens and young adults and completely change the character of 
what we have?  That is not what we want.   
 
Jim Diamond: A lot of the games are actually the exact same games.  
What has happened over the past ten years with PlayStation and 
Xbox, no one plays video games anymore.  There are a few games at 
Grand Prix and they are racing games, because it ties into the racing 
theme.   
 
Stanley Bernstein: I was under an entirely different impression.  
 
Brad Schwartz: There are obviously two numbers that are variable 
right now, 300 and 75.  You can agree on a number tonight. 
 
Chairman Cosentino:  300 is out of the ball park and not going to be 
agreed on tonight.  Mr. Diamond is willing to wait and see. 
 
Brad Schwartz: So can we decide on a number tonight for the arcade 
or leave that blank in the resolution to come back in December when 
we can present what number would be acceptable for Mr. Diamond on 
the arcade.  We’ve heard 50, 32, etc.  We can either leave here 
tonight with an understanding from your board as to what will be 
acceptable for us to go back and think about, or we actually reach that 
agreement tonight.   
 
Chairman Cosentino:  Let me put you on the agenda for approval for 
the bowling alley and let us think about the number.  We are at 32 
right now. 
 
Jim Diamond: That is fine.  I’d also ask you to think about the other 
number – the occupancy. Keep in mind, we are currently allowed to 
have 100 trips every night of the week, every hour.  If two people are 
in each of those vehicles that come in one hour, we are at 200 people.  
You are saying that we can only do that if we actually use the trips 
we’re allowed, and there are two people per vehicle, we can only do 
that 12 times per year.  It seems like an unreasonable restriction. 
 
Chairman Cosentino:  I will put this on the agenda for approval for the 
bowling alley. Keep in mind that the Board may come back and not 
give you a number; it may take another month or two.  Accept it and 
work with us.  Let’s get the bowling alley approved so we can start 
working.  We will put this on the agenda for next month for the 
bowling alley only and leave those two blank.  We will discuss them, 
and if we have a number by next meeting, fine. 
 
Jim Diamond: Thank you. 
 
Whitney Singleton: This is an application for a Special Use Permit.  But 
you’re not suggesting that there be eradicated in the reference to 
arcade games, are you? 
 
Chairman Cosentino:   No.  
 
Brad Schwartz: You are leaving the resolution as is, with blanks for 
those two numbers? 
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Chairman Cosentino:  Yes.  We may have a number in two weeks, and 
we may not have a number for two months, but I want him to start 
the construction on the bowling alley.  
 
Whitney Singleton: We will re-draft the resolution in consultation with 
the chairman and share it with the applicant and neighbors and 
interested parties the same way we did in the past. 
 
Joseph Morreale: Is there anything legally in the definition of arcade 
than the machines that would distinguish between the ages of the 
people who would use them? 
 
Austin Cassidy: No. 
 
Whitney Singleton: The difference being that the more arcade games 
you have at Bellizzi, the lower the parking requirement goes. The more 
arcade games you have at GPNY, the higher the parking requirement 
goes.   
 
Joseph Morreale: So we need to know the parking impact there. 
 
Chairman Cosentino:  The first meeting in January will give us more 
time to work this out for you, as we really need to work hard on this 
for you. 
 
Whitney Singleton: I was under the impression that there was some 
impetus on the applicant to make a commitment to Brunswick. 
 
Stanley Bernstein: Hearing all arguments, if we think very hard I think 
we can come up with a number. 
 
At this point, the matter will be placed on the agenda for the 
December 14, 2010 meeting. 
 
Joseph Morreale: Will you be able to give us more information for the 
next meeting? 
 
Jim Diamond: I am not sure, honestly.  We have given a tremendous 
amount of information over the past year.  If the amusement device 
games are an accessory use, which is how they are being defined 
here, I don’t believe they are generating any additional trips.  I don’t 
really know what the Board would like us to analyze.   
 
David Stolman: It would be a matter of analyzing traffic and parking. 
As Whitney was saying the parking requirement would go up because 
of the parking requirement for arcade games. I know that runs counter 
to being an accessory use, but basically I do not want to be back here 
at the next meeting without analysis if the Board wants that.  If the 
Board does not want it, that is well and good as well.  I want to make 
sure that we are all clear in what you want from Mr. Diamond.   
 
John Collins: The parking analysis can be done. 
 
Brad Schwartz: If Mr. Collins could provide a verification of comfort 
level, as your board is looking for, to support both the 300 and the 75.  
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Chairman Cosentino:  We know nothing can be done with 117 right 
now.  We know that the north part will not work, and we are under the 
450 cap on the site. 
 
John Collins: We can give an analysis of the parking requirements 
based upon the village ordinance.  From a traffic standpoint, if the 
arcade generates another 15 vehicles, I will never be able to 
differentiate that because I won’t even know when it occurs.   
 
Chairman Cosentino:  I don’t know what else to ask for. We’ve read 
everything that has been brought here, and the outcome is what we 
heard tonight.  
 
Anthony Oliveri: Unless you would like to have a discussion on the 300 
number and your reasoning with the multiple occupants in a letter 
form. 
 
Jim Diamond: We talked a lot about it tonight and I can certainly 
condense that into letter form and submit that. 
 
Chairman Cosentino:  The public hearing is not closing tonight.  Do Mr. 
Friedlander and Ms. Halberg want to add anything tonight that would 
help us out? 
 
David Friedlander: At what point does the number of arcade machines 
become a primary use as opposed to an accessory use? 
 
Chairman Cosentino:  It is not a primary use. 
 
Austin Cassidy: When it becomes a primary use is not a scientific 
calculation.  You know it when you see it.  It’s accessory when it’s 
incidental and a minor element of an overall operation.  When it has 
equal standing and importance in the operation, I would say that 
would be a fair basis of determination that is part of the principal use.  
Listening to all your dialogue and thinking for want of a better phrase 
“follow the money.”  If the arcade is financially critical to the business 
model, that would translate in my mind to mean that you’re counting 
on X number of those machines to be creating money on a daily basis 
and that creation is coming from the membership clientele as opposed 
to maybe someone walking in off the streets.  Is that a fair statement? 
 
Jim Diamond: Yes. 
 
Austin Cassidy: Let’s say in the business model it’s somewhere in the 
ballpark that 35 machines need to be rolling everyday to meet that 
financial goal.  If you only have 40 machines and you need 35 
everyday, and you’re banking on that coming from your membership, 
then there are no machines for the people on the street to walk in and 
use.  Therefore, rhetorically asking at this point, can it become a 
destination in that scenario with that minimal number of machines?   
 
Jim Diamond: Our perspective is obviously no.  The analogy I would 
use in terms of justifying a higher number of machines would be 
similar to our other accessory use there, the restaurant.  The Board 
could say that the restaurant can only have 30 items on a menu.  
There would not really be a logical rationale for that.  It would just 
restrict the options that people have who go and eat at the restaurant, 
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and people may or may not find what they want.  It’s the same thing 
with the games. You want a certain amount of variety. 
 
Austin Cassidy: Most of the degree of attraction that the element 
offers to the public on the street. If you had a world renowned chef in 
there that ran a fabulous kitchen and all it would cost me is $10 more 
to go eat there, I would become a member for the day and go eat 
there.  It’s how you’re marketing it and packaging it. 
 
Jim Diamond:  I think everyone on the Board would be in agreement 
that we have not made the restaurant a destination.  The restaurant 
on its own cannot support itself. 
 
Austin Cassidy: So take then logic, and how are you going to not make 
the arcade the destination? 
 
Jim Diamond: In the same way we don’t make the restaurant a 
destination.  A, you don’t market it that way; and, B, just as 
importantly I do not think it cannot become a destination in the same 
way the restaurant cannot.  It would not matter if Grand Prix did 
market the restaurant as a destination.  No one is going to make it a 
destination.  That is not what people do, and I think the arcade is the 
same way.  The bowling and racing is the destination – that’s the 
point.  We can market the restaurant all we want as a destination, but 
people are not going to come for the restaurant.  It is not the way 
people think, and it’s the same thing.  I legitimately do understand the 
concern, but I wish the Board was giving us more credit for how well 
things have gone over the last three years.  Three years ago it was 
understandable.  No one knew what Grand Prix was going to be.  Here 
we are, three years later and never had problems.  It would be one 
thing if we had been a public nuisance for the last three years with lots 
of police activity, but nothing has happened. 
 
Chairman Cosentino:  That’s why we’ve been so good to you. 
 
Jim Diamond: To address a comment previously that you made about 
how the Board has worked with us, consider that we have more 
restrictions on us than any other property owner in town.  I think 
we’ve also worked with the Board by being a good corporate citizen.  
We will agree to all of these restrictions on the way we operate our 
whole site.  I appreciate everything the Board has done and I believe 
we have come to step forward as well. 
 
Chairman Cosentino:  We have always said that.  You are a top notch 
developer and good for the village.  So we will put this item on the 
agenda for approval for the December 14th meeting, providing we have 
numbers.   
 
Motion to Close Public Hearing regarding 333 North Bedford 
Road: 
 
Motion:   Vice Chairman Sturniolo 
Second:  Joseph Morreale 
Aye:  Sol Gibbons 
Aye:  Stanley Bernstein 
Aye:  Joseph Morreale 
Aye:  Vice Chairman Sturniolo 
Aye:  Chairman Cosentino 
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David Stolman: The resolution will go out next Wednesday or so with 
blanks in it. Nancy will distribute it. 
 
Special Discussion: 681 Main Street 
 
Anthony Oliveri: I spoke with Mr. Bainlardi today.  The correspondence 
is basically closing out one of the DOT permits, which had to do with 
the water service commitment.  There is another DOT permit still 
open, which has to do with the curb.   
 
Chairman Cosentino:  On the report from Insite, Mr. Bainlardi was 
cc’d.  What was it for? 
 
Anthony Oliveri: He had two DOT permits which were open.  One he is 
closing out because he finished the work on the water service 
connection. 
 
Chairman Cosentino:  Is that why Jeff Econum was out there, because 
of the water? 
 
Anthony Oliveri: Yes.  They are looking to finish next week.  He is not 
sure if he is going to have the “as builts” ready to get the final 
Certificate of Occupancy.  We will know early next week if he is going 
for the Temporary Certificate of Occupancy or not.   
 
Vice Chairman Sturniolo: Has the sidewalk been done? 
 
Austin Cassidy: The corner element was being worked on. 
 
Correspondence: 
 

 Memorandum from Chris Robbins to Nanette Bourne dated 
November 3, 2010 re 2127 Ward Avenue Wetland Investigation. 

 
Whitney Singleton: If your board is going to entertain the application, 
there is a summary assessment and recommendation at the end of 
that memorandum that states, “However, should the town approve the 
proposed application, the plan should include methods to adequately 
manage the circuits and storm water runoff that crosses the project 
site and collects in this depressional area.”  That is going to need to be 
incorporated in the form of an easement on behalf of the village, and 
we are going to need to draft something from an engineering or 
planning perspective. 
 
Anthony Oliveri: We would deal with that once we get an engineering 
plan on the storm water.  They have asked for a pre-submission 
meeting with the staff before they come back to you with the plan for 
all of us to look at.  We are going to try to set something up for next 
week. 

 Letter from Scott Blakely, Insite Engineering, to Frank 
McLaughlin dated October 29, 2010 regarding Northern 
Westchester Hospital Center. 

 
Anthony Oliveri: That was the same type of letter.  They are closing 
out the permit for work they did on the hospital site. 
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 Letter from John Kellerd, P.E. to Austin Cassidy, Building 
Inspector, dated November 1, 2010 re Mount Kisco Country 
Club, 

 Minutes from Mount Kisco Beautification Committee dated 
November 3, 2010. 

 
As there was no further business to be discussed by the Planning 
Board, on a motion by Dr. Morreale, seconded by Sol Gibbons, the 
meeting was adjourned at 9:55 P.M.  
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
Stanley Bernstein, 
Recording Secretary  
 
dm  


