Village/Town of Mount Kisco Building Department
104 Main Street
Mount Kisco, New York 10549
Ph. (914) 864-0019-fax (914) 864-1085

December 7, 2020

Joe Palumbo (“Architect™)
414 Elizabeth Road
Yorktown Heights, New York 10598

Sarah Berger (“Home Owner”)

55 Washburn Road

Mount Kisco, New York 10549
Tax No. Sec. 69.51, Block 4, Lot 4

Re: Building permit application to amend drawings in connection
with a previously granted side-yard setback variance. Request is to
renew and amend to further encroach into the side-yard setback.

Dear Applicant:

The building permit application to the Mount Kisco Building Department to install a set of
exterior stairs and retaining wall that is attached to the newly constructed garage located at 55
Washburn Road, Mount Kisco, New York 10549, Tax No. Sec. 69.51, Block 4, Lot 4 located in

the RS-12 Residential Zoning District “is hereby denied.”

Pursuant to Chapter § 110-8 RS-12 Low-Density One-Family Zoning District C. Development
Regulations (1) (f) [3] the minimum building side-yard setback is 15ft. On September 27¢ 2015,
the applicant was granted a side-yard setback variance of 6.25 ft.

The site plan (S-2 page 4 of 15) and drawings (A-1 thru A-9) originally submitted to the Zoning
Board (stamped received on July 7, 2015) did not include a set of exterior stairs that are
attached to garage which further encroaches into the (north) side-yard property line.

Additionally, as set forth in the Zoning Board Approval, there are (6) “conditions of approval,”
three of which have an effect on the previously granted variance, they are as follows:

1. The variance is solely for the single story plans presented and approved by the Zoning
Board.

2. There shall be no future increase in the existing nonconforming side-yard setback other
than that proposed by the approved plan.



3. The approval shall not constitute any authorization for any further encroachments in the
side-yard or other impacts on adjoining properties.

A re-approval of the original variance including the stair/wall modifications is required.

Should you have any questions, please feel free to contact me.
Sincerely yours,
Vo

Peter J. Miley
Building Inspector



Zoning Board of Appeals

of the Village/Town of Mount Kisco
___________________________ X
In the Matter of the Application of
Joseph Palumbo, Sarah Berger
__________________________ X

1. Location of Property:
55 Washburn Road

2. Description of Request;

~ RECEIVED
SEP - 2 2015

MOUNT KisCU
OFFICE OF THE VILLAGE
MANAGER

Case No.: ZBA 15-9

Property ID: 69.56-4-4

The application proposes to construct an addition to the existing garage attached to the single
family residence. Village Code Section 110-8(C)(1)(f)[3] requires a minimum side yard setback
of 15 feet. The proposed addition will fail to meet the minimum left side yard setback
requirement (8.75 feet from the left side property line where 15 feet is the required).

3. Zoning of Property:

RS-12 — Low Density Single Family Zoning District.

4, Variance Requested:

A 6.25 ft. variance from the required 15 ft. rear yard setback requirement as set forth in Village

Code Section 110-8(CY(1)(H)[3].

Minimum Side Yard Setback Requirement

5. Date of Public Hearing: July 28, 2015
Date of Action: July 28, 2015

6. Comments Received at the Public Hearing,

Mr. J. Michael Cindrich, 63 Washburn Road

Variance
Required Proposed Needed
15 ft. 8.75 ft. 6.25 ft.
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7.

10.

Documents Submitted with the Application:

o Building Permit Application, received 5/26/15

Copy of Notice of Denial, from John H. Landi, Building Inspector, to Joseph Palumbo,
dated 6/30/15

Letter of Intent to Appeal, from Joseph Palumbo, to the ZBA, dated 7/6/15

Principal Points, from Joseph Palumbo, received 7/7/15

Zoning Board of Appeals Application, dated 7/7/15

Letter Appointing Joseph Palumbo to Act as Agent, from Sarah Berger, received 7/7/15
Full list of names for mailing, received 7/8/15

Copy of map of properties within 300 Feet, received 7/7/15

Notarized Affidavit of Mailing, dated 7/8/15

Affidavit of Publication from the Journal News, received 7/21/15

Affidavit of Posting, received 7/20/15

Public Notice, received 7/7/15

Copy of Deed, received 7/7/15

Fees Paid

SEQRA Determination:

The subject application constitutes a Type II action pursuant to NYCRR 617.5(c) (12)
(“granting of an individual setback for a lot line variance(s)”) and 617.5(c) (13) (“granting of
an area variance(s) for a single-family, two-family or three-family residence™). Accordingly,
the action has been statutorily determined to not have a significant affect on the environment
and is not subject to review under Environmental Conservation Law, Article VIII.

Decision: CONDITIONALLY APPROVED

Basis for Decision of ZBA:

Under the statutorily enumerated criteria and based upon a review of the entire record,
including testimony, submissions, maps, records and all other documentary proof, the ZBA has
determined that the benefit to the applicant outweighed any detriments to the community or
neighborhood. Specifically, the Board determined (1) that the granted variance will not
produce an undesirable change in the character of the neighborhood, as mitigating conditions
were proposed by the applicant, endorsed by the neighbor and incorporated by this Board; (2)
that the benefits sought by the applicants could not be achieved by a feasible method other than
a variance based upon the existing configuration of the house, topography and internal
circulation within the residence; (3) that the variance is substantial, but ultimately not fatal to
the application with re articulation of the garage and proper installation of landscaping,
plantings and maintenance of same to screen addition from adjacent property owners; (4) that
will be no adverse impact on the environment; and (5) that while the alleged difficulty was self-
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11.

created, it is not fatal to the application as it does not outweigh the other factors favoring the
variances as set forth above.

Conditions of Approvals.

1y

2)

3)

4)

5)

6)

The variance is solely for the single story plans presented, reviewed and approved by the
Zoning Board.

There shall be no future increase in the existing non-conforming side yard setback other
than that proposed by the approved plan.

The approval shall not constitute any authorization for any further encroachments in the
side yard or other impacts on adjoining properties.

Prior to the issuance of a final certificate of occupancy, the property owner shall be required
to install and maintain a minimum landscape buffer of five (5°) feet along the northerly
property line from the street landscape buffer, in accordance with the planting plan prepared
by Frank Giuliano, a copy of which is attached hereto and made part hereof. The owner,
her successors and/or assigns shall be required to be maintained the minimum planting plan
in perpetuity to the satisfaction of the Village Arborist. Said landscaping shall, at a
minimum, include the following:

Nine (9) eight (8) foot Aristocrat arborvitae;

Five (5) pear trees;

Removal of one (1) existing pine tree; and,

Relocation or replacement of an existing dogwood tree.

e o

No lighting shall be installed which will cause light spillage or visibility of the lighting
element any adjoining properties.

No drainage or run off shall be discharged onto any adjoining properties.

[NO FURTHER TEXT ON THIS PAGE]
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12. Vote: BY ORDER OF THE BOARD OF APPEALS

Motion to approve by: Ms. Simon Vote: Mr. Boxer Aye
Ms. Richards Aye
Seconded by: Ms. Richards Mr. Guyder Aye
Ms. Simon Aye
Chairman Rose Aye
Oeplemper
RESOLUTION EXECUTED: Aaﬁg 272015 ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS
Mount Kisco, New York - Village/Town of Mount Kisco

By: 3 <

. ALD W. ROSE, CHAIRMAN
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Harold Boxer, Chair December 10, 2020

Zoning Board of Appeals
Village/Town of Mount Kisco

Sarah Berger
55 Washburn Road
Mount Kisco, NY 10549

Re: Appeal of Letter of Denial dated 12/07/20 from Peter Miley

Dear Harold Boxer,

On behalf of Sarah Berger, | am writing to inform the Village/Town of Mount Kisco that she is
appealing the decision of the Building Inspector, Peter Miley, to deny the construction of a
stone wall and stairs at the side yard of 55 Washburn Road.

We will present our case to the Village/Town of Mt. Kisco’s Zoning Board of Appeals at the

January 19*, 2021 meeting.

palumbo.joe87@gmail.com
914-319-8089



Date: Case No.:

Fee: Date Filed:

Village/Town of Mount Kisco
Municipal Building
104 Main Street, Mt. Kisco, NY 10549

Zoning Board of Appeals
Application
< ' 4
Appellant: XNt ah Be ENds ‘
Address: 55 Washborn LY ME Gsco Ny
Address of subject property (if different):
Appellant’s relationship to subject property: v’ Owner Lessee Other
Property owner (if different):
Address:
TO THE CHAIRMAN, ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS: An appeal is hereby taken
from the decision of the Building Inspector, Paf ec M, | 5
dated \2|71 ’[ 42 . Application is hereby made for the following:
¥
v Variation or Interpretation of Section
of the Code of the Village/Town of Mount Kisco,
to permit the: '/Erection; Alteration; __Conversion; Maintenance‘
of Stoar s dnd wall it stone onstuch M) .

‘ in accordance with plans filed on (date) T EZ kT2
for Property ID # located in the Ry~ 12 Zo'f]ing District.
The subje&(\:t premises is situated on the _Nipv441 _side of (street)  Washbuv in

in the Village/Town of Mount Kisco, County of Westchester, NY.
Does property face on two different public streets? Yes/o )
(If on two streets, give both street names)

— 7 A
Jse v~ Area

=3

ype of Variance sought:

I ZBA Application



Is the appellant before the Planning Board of the Village of Mount Kisco with regard to
this property? 0

Is there an approved sité plan for this property? j% in connection with a

Proposed or Existing building; erected (yr.) MC
Size of Lot: [00.  feet wide | 7D, 92 feet deep Area | 7', DLOS;& P—J

Size of Building: at street level 58 feet wide B0 feet deep

Height of building: ,,7,7. S H Present use of building: reo |'J¢ nee

Does this building contain a nonconforming use? Nb Please identify and explain;

Is this building classified as a non-complying use? No Please identify and explain:

Has any previous application or appeal been filed with this Board for these premises?
Yes/No?

Was a varigce ever granted for this property? j@ If so, please identify and explain:
SI1OFE YO SEVAAN -
! \

Are there any violations pending against this property? Np_ If so, please identify and
explain:

Has a Work Stgp Order or Appearance Ticket been served relative to this matter?
~ Yesor No Date of Issue:

Have you inquired of the Village Clerk whether there is a petition pending to change the
subject zoning district or regulations? (J)

2 ZBA Application



I hereby depose & say that all the above statements the s at%oitained in the
papers submitted herewith are true. /

Appellant to sign here)
Sworn to before me this day of; ((_) Qi\ , 20 pom

MIRJANA MARDJONOVIC
Notary Public - State of New York
NO. 01MA6209508

Qualified in Westchester

My Cominission Expirgi.(z?ig‘g@! |

. , / B { e
Notary Public, {))( LLL}@LV(D\ (}/U".ﬂu// jﬁh@ﬁiﬁm; ]L\I]/‘é :

Dl

[TO BE COMPLETED IF APPELLANT IS NOT THE PROPERTY OWNER IN FEE]

State of New York }
County of Westchester }ss

Being duly sworn, deposes and say that he resides at in the
County of Westchester, in the State of New York, that he is the owner in fee of all that
certain lot, piece or parcel of land situated, lying and being in the Village of Mount
Kisco, County of Westchester aforesaid and known and designated as number

and that he hereby authorized to make
the annexed application in his behalf and that the statements contained in said application

are true.

(sign here)

4 ZBA Application



Mount Kisco Zoning Board of Appeals Statement of Principle Points

Mount Kisco Zoning Board of Appeals October 26, 2020
Village of Mount Kisco NY

Sarah Berger
55 Washburn Road
Mount Kisco, NY 10549

Request a variance for RS-12 zoning district, zoning code 110-8 for side yard setback for the
property at, 55 Washburn Road, Mount Kisco NY

A variance was permitted on 09/2015, for the new garage and side yard landscaping at the
Berger Residence, 55 Washburn Road, Mount Kisco. Upon completion of the garage and
landscaping it was clear access to the rear yard and retainage was necessary for the rear yard
access. Because of the elevation difference between the side yard and rear yard, a masonry set
of stairs with 5 risers, wall, and wrought rail was built. The wall and set of stairs are required to
retain the back-yard elevation and gain access to the rear yard from the side yard.

1) The granting of the variance will comply of keeping within the character of the
neighborhood because of the stonework ties into the character of the house and

driveway.
2) Building a set of masonry stairs and wall is the only way to retain the rear yard elevation

and be incompliance to the character of the neighborhood.

3) If granted, the variance is substantial. No additional variance is required for the stairs
and retaining wall.

4) The proposed variance will protect the property from erosion, as well as protect the

approved landscaping for screening the side yard.
5) This variance is required to complete the work for the approved garage setback and

evergreen screening for the north side neighbor.



PUBLIC NOTICE

PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that the Zoning Board of Appeals of the Village/town of Mt.
Kisco, New York will hold a Public Hearing on the 19* of January 2021 at the
Municipal Building, Mount Kisco NY beginning at 7:00 pm pursuant to the Zoning

Ordinance on the Appeal of
Sarah Berger
55 Washburn Road, Mt. Kisco, NY 10549

From the decision of Peter J. Miley, Building Inspector, dated December 7, 2020
denying the application dated to permit the construction of a stone wall and stairs
at the side yard. The property involved is known as 55 Washburn Road and
described on the Village Tax Map as Section 69.56 Block 4 Lot 4

And is located on the west side of Washburn Road in a RS-12 Zoning District. Said
Appeal is being made to obtain a variance from Section 110-8 of the Conde of the
Village/Town of Mount Kisco, which requires a 15-foot side set back.

Harold Boxer, Chair
Zoning Board of Appeals
Village/Town of Mt. Kisco



e Samh BeY .
55 Washown R4, Mf. [Geeo

Village/Town of Mount Kisco
Building Department
AFFIDAVIT OF MAILING "
JAN 11 2091
STATE OF NEW YORK } R E C
jss. EIVED
COUNTY OF WESTCHESTER }
J OL 'Pa \U\W\w being duly sworn, deposes and

Ires;de at 6"’0 (Jﬂjbn %&303 EQL/; >/D)( }dﬁi)ﬂ Hﬁjs Ny

On D eC . Z?’ 20 2D 1served a notice of hearing, a copy of which is

attached hereto and labeled Exhibit A, upon persons whose names are listed in a schedule
of property owners within 300 feet of the subject property identified in this notice. A
copy of this schedule of property owners’ names is attached hereto and labeled Exhibit B.
I placed a true copy of such notice in a postage paid property addressed wrapper
addressed to the addresses set forth in Exhibit B, in a post office or official depository
under the exclusive care and custody of the United States Post Office, within the County

.
Yonad ”\N\Oﬁﬁ*}/ |
95 |

of Westchester.

Sworn to before me on this

;0#&\ day of D/aémlzﬂq .20 2-°

7 -~
/ é:’/k,?fg/ / — éuﬁz&\;”f
4 (Notary Public)

Robert A. Wheetin
Notary Public, §tate f NE!.‘IW York
hug,évﬂ?%ﬂﬁoﬁd432

Qualified in Oray
Sion Erom Orange County = .
Commissiop Expires June 16, MZ:S’

6 ZBA Application
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Preservation Dislricl
Cottage Office District

Conservation Davelopment Disirict

Low-Density One-Family Residence Districl Genaral Office Dislrcl

Moderate-Density One-Family Residence District Hospilal District

Recreallon Dislrict

Medium-Density One-Famly Residence District
One- and Two-Family Residence District
Moderals-Density Multifamily Dislricl
Medlum-Density Mullifanuly Districl
High-Densily Multifamlly Residenca Dislricl

Planned Residential Development District

Central Business District - 1
Cenlral Business Dislricl - 2
General Retail Districl
Neighborhood Commercial District

Limlted Commercial District
Mixed Use Residential and Commercial Di

General Commercial Dislrict

$Service Commercial Dislricl

paedd

ADOPTED BY THE BOARD OF TRUSTEES OM AUGUST 5, 2018
BY LOCAL LAWNO 3 DF 2019
Feo w08 Q.

EDWARD W. BRANCATI, VILLAGE MANAGER

Research and Development District
Light Manufacturing District

Personal Wireless Service Facility
Overlay Districl

Downtown Overlay District
See Saclion 110-27.4 of Ihe Zoning Code
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ZONING DISTRICT MAP

NOTE:

MUNICIPAL BOUNDARIES, PARCEL BOUNDARIES, ZONING AND OVERLAY
DISTRICT BOUNDARIES, AND ROADS SHOWN HEREON HAVE BEEN PROVIDED
BY THE VILLAGE/TOWN OF MOUNT KISCO OR BY THE WESTCHESTER COUNTY

GEOGRAPHIC INFORMATION SYSTEMS (GIS).

VILLAGE/TOWN OF MOUNT KISCO
PREPARED BY KELLARD SESSIONS CONSULTING
500 MAIN STREET, ARMONK, N,Y,
(914) 273-2323

JANUARY 8, 2018
REV, AUGUST 5, 2018




Journal News

AGANN T COMPANY lohud.COrn

AFFIDAVIT OF PUBLICATION
FROM

State of Wisconsin
County of Brown, ss.:

On the 2 day ’of Jani in the year 2021, before me, the undersigned, a Notary Public in and for said State, personally appeared
iche ) E:‘};"Nh , personally known to me or proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to

be the individual(s) whose name(s) is (are) subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he/she/they executed the
same in his/her/their capacity(ies), and that by his/her/their signature(s) on the instrument, the individual(s), or the person upon behalf
of which the individual(s) acted, executed, the instrument.

Vit he
Mit 'm [é ""r}"h being duly sworn says that he/she is the principal clerk of THE JOURNAL NEWS, a

newspaper published in the County of Westchester and the State of New York, and the notice of which the annexed is a printed copy,

was published in the newspaper area(s) on the date (s) below:

Zone: Run Dates:
‘Westchester 01/02/2021
—

Si gnaturc”

Sworn to before me, this 2 day of Januagy, 2021

(\ 8(4 VICKY FELTY

Notary Public. State-6f Wisconkin. County @ Brown Notary Public

q/mg/’ State of Wisconsin

My commission expires
Legend:

WESTCHESTER:
Amawalk, Ardsley, Ardsley on Hudson, Armonk, Baldwin Place, Bedford, Bedford Hills, Brewster, Briarcliff Manor,Bronxville, Buchanan, Carmel, Chappaqua, Cold Spring,

Crompond, Cross River, Croton Falls, Croton on Hudson, Dobbs Farry, Eastchester, Elmsford, Garrison, Goldens Bridge, Granite Springs, Greenburg, Harrison, Harisdale,
Haslings, Hastings on Hudson, Hawthorne, Irvington, Jefferson Valley, Katonah, Lake Peekskill, Larchmont, Lincolndale, Mahopac, Mahopac Falls, Mamaroneck, Millwood,
Mohegan Lake, Montrose, Mount Kisco,Mount Vemon, New Rochelle, North Salem, Ossining, Patterson, Peekskilt, Pelham, Pleasantville, Port Chester, Pound Ridge, Purchase,
Purdys, Putnam Valley, Rye, Scarsdale, Shenorock, Shrub Oak, Somers, South Salem, Tarrytown, Thornwood, Tuckahoe, Valhalla, Verplanck, Waccabuc, White Plains,

Yorktown Heights, Yonkers

ROCKLAND:
Blauvelt, Congers, Garnerville, Haverstraw, Hillburn, Monsey, Nanuet, New City, Nyack, Orangeburg, Palisades, Pearl River, Piermont, Pomona, Sloatsburg, Sparkill, Spring

Valley, Stony Polnt, Suffem, Tallman, Tappan, Thiells, Tomkins Cove, Valley Cottage, West Haverstraw, West Nyack

Ad Number: 0004530490




Ad Number: 0004530490 Run Dates: 01/02/2021

Public Notice

Please take notice that the Zoning Board of Appeals of the Village/Town of Mount Kisco, NY will
hold a Public Hearing on the 19th day of January 2021 at the Minicipal Building in Mount Kisco,
New York, beginning at 7:00pm pursuant to the Zoning Ordinance of the Appeal of Sarah Berger,
55 Washbum Road, Mount Kisco, NY 10549 for the decision of Peter J. Miley Building Inspector,
dated December 7, 2020 denying the application dated to permit the building of a stone wall and
stairs along the side yard.

The property involved is known as: 55 Washburn Road and desaribed on the Village Tax Map as
Section 69.56, Block 4, Lot 4, and is located on the west side of Washbumn Road in a RS-12 Zoning
District, Said Appeal is being made to obtain a variance from Section 110-8 of the Code of the
Village/Town of Mount Kisco, which requires a 15-foot side yard sethack.

Harold Boxer, Chair

Zoning Board of Appeals
Village/Town of Mount Kisco
($102.00)



State of New York )
) ss:
County of Westchester)

35 VQQJ_’,\/\\;U/ )

AFFIDAVIT OF POSTING

Guillermo Gomez, being duly sworn, says that on the ' >  day of January 2021, he
conspicuously fastened up and posted in seven public places, in the Village/Town of
Mount Kisco, County of Westchester, a printed notice of which the annexed is a true

copy, to Wit: ---
Municipal Building —
104 Main Street

Public Library
100 Main Street

Fox Center

Justice Court — Green Street
40 Green Street

Mt. Kisco Ambulance Corp
310 Lexington Ave

Carpenter Avenue Community House
200 Carpenter Avenue

Leonard Park Multi Purpose Bldg

G~

Sworn to before me this RBicy dayof J anun o

C
~>f’~\ Mo O v PO
\

( /4%//4//41 O\

Gurl]e: mo Gomez

oS00\

Notary Public

PATRICIA A TIPA

NOTARY PUBLIC-STATE OF NEW YORK

No.01TI6170206
Qualified in Westchester County

My Commission Expires 07-02-2023
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JOSEPH M. PALUMBO

340 CROTON HEIGHTS ROAD
YORKTOWN HEIGHTS, NY 10598

palumbo.joe87 @gmail.com

914-319-8089

Addition & Renovation to the
Berger Residence

55 Washburn Road
Mount Kisco, N.Y.
SEC. xxx, BLOCK x, LOT xx Tleevizgy ey /¢g/¢o
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445 Hamilton Avenue, 14th Floor

’ CU DDY White Plains, New York 10601
T 914 7611300
+FEDER F 914 7615372
LLP A cuddyfeder.com

William S. Null, Esq,
wnull@cuddyfeder.com

12/30/2020

Mr. Harold Boxer, Chair, and

Members of the Zoning Board of Appeals
Village/Town of Mount Kisco

104 Main Street

Mount Kisco, New York 10549

Re: Application of SCS Sarles St. Community Solar Farm (180 S. Bedford Road)
Dear Chair Boxer and Members of the Zoning Board of Appeals:

On behalf of Sunrise Community Solar, LLC, we respectfully submit this letter requesting that this
Board adjourn the Public Hearing on this Application from its January 19, 2021 meeting to the
February 2021 regularly scheduled meeting. At this time, the Planning Board is continuing its SEQRA
review of the project and our client is coordinating submission of supplemental information.

We look forward to appearing before this Board to address any questions and thank you for your
consideration.

Respectfully yours,
William S. Null

William S. Null

cc: Doug Hertz, Sunrise Community Solar, LLC; Richard Williams, Jr., InSite Engineering; Peter
Miley, Building Inspector; Whitney Singleton, Esq., Village Attorney; and Simon Kates, Buckhurst
Fish & Jacquemart, Inc.

WESTCHESTER | NEW YORK CITY | HUDSON VALLEY | CONNECTICUT

4572836.v1



LAW OFFICES OF

SNYDER & SNYDER, LLP
924 WHITE PLAINS ROAD

NEW YORK OFFICE TARRYTOWN, NEwW YORK 10591
445 PARK AVENUE, 9TH FLOOR

NEW YORK, NEW YORK 10022 (914) 333-0700
(212) 749-1448 FAX (914) 333-0743
FAX (212) 932-2693 _

WRITER’S E-MAIL ADDRESS

LESLIE J. SNYDER rgaudioso@snyderlaw.net
ROBERT D. GAUDIOSO

NEW JERSEY OFFICE

ONE GATEWAY CENTER, SUITE 2600
NEWARK, NEW JERSEY 07102

(273) 824-9772

FAX (973) 824-9774

REPLY TO:
TARRYTOWN OFFICE

DAVID L. SNYDER
(1986-2012)

December 1, 2020

Honorable Chairman Harold Boxer

and Members of the Zoning Board of Appeals
Village of Mount Kisco

104 Main Street

Mount Kisco, New York 10549

Re: 180 S. Bedford Road
Public Utility Wireless Telecommunications Facility
Homeland Towers. LLC

Honorable Chairman and
Members of the Zoning Board of Appeals:

As you are aware, we are the attorneys for Homeland Towers, LLC (“Homeland

Towers”) and Verizon Wireless (together “Applicants”) in connection with their enclosed
application to place a public utility wireless telecommunications facility (“Facility”) at the above
referenced property (“Property”).

1)

2)

3)

Enclosed, please find 10 copies of the following materials:

Property Valuation Report prepared by Lane Appraisals, Inc. dated November 19,
2020 which certifies that “the installation, presence, and/or operation of the
proposed Facility will not result in diminution of property values or reduce the
marketability of properties in the immediate area.”;

Supplemental RF Report from V-COMM, L.L.C. responding to public comments
received to date; and

Affidavit of Manuel Vicente, President of Homeland Towers, attesting to rights
Homeland Towers has pursuant to its lease with Skull Island Partners, confirming
that the only location permitted by Skull Island Partners for the location of the
Facility on the Property is the location of the Facility that is the subject of the
application, and efforts made to investigate alternative tower locations including
properties owned by the Village/Town of Mount Kisco.

Please also find enclosed herewith proof that the public notice requirements for

the Zoning Board public hearing have been completed in accordance with the Village Code.



We thank you for your consideration, and look forward to discussing this matter
with the Zoning Board of Appeals at the public hearing on December 15, 2020. If you have any
questions or require any additional documentation, please do not hesitate to contact me at
914-333-0700.

Snyder & Snyder, LLP

,2 ji A
By: \

Robert D. Gaudioso

RDG/djk
Enclosures

cc: Applicants
ZASSDATA\WPDATA\SS3\RDG\Homelandtowers\Mount Kisco\NY172\ZBA Letter 12.1.20.rtf



LANE APPRAISALS, INC.

Real Estate Valuation Consultants

EDWARD J. FERRARONE, MAI 178 MYRTLE BOULEVARD
PAUL A. ALFIERI], I, MAT LARCHMONT, NEW YORK 10538
STEVEN BAMBACE 914-834-1400
JOSEPH P. SIMINSKY FAX 914-834-1380
LORI COADY

E Mail : lane.app@verizon.net

JOHN W. LANE, MAIT (1907-1993)
November 19, 2020
Honorable Chairman and
Members of the Planning Board
Town/Village of Mount Kisco
104 East Main Street
Mount Kisco, NY 10549
Re:  Proposed Wireless Telecommunications Facility
180 South Bedford Road, Mount Kisco, NY

Dear Chairman and
Members of the Planning Board:

In accordance with the request of Homeland
Towers, LLC (“Homeland”), I have inspected the above site and have completed an analysis of
the potential impact of the proposed public utility wireless telecommunications facility including
a 145 foot tower (“Facility”,) which is to be located on the property at 180 South Bedford Road,
in the Town/Village of Mount Kisco, NY (“Property”). Homeland Towers, LLC (the
“Applicant”), is requesting permission to erect the Facility at the Property. This analysis is to be
used in connection with the application for approval which is being presented to the appropriate
municipal board.

The Property is known and designated as Section
80.44, Block 1, Lot 1 on the Assessment Maps of Mount Kisco, NY. The site is located in a
“CD - Conservation Development District” where the Facility is permitted by Special Use
Permit. This site has 25.00 acres of land area to the south of South Bedford Road, in the
Town/Village of Mount Kisco, NY. No changes in the lot size are contemplated.

The proposed Facility will be located on the
undeveloped property, south of South Bedford Road and west of Sarles Street, and will consist of
a 145 foot high, “monopine” with panel antennae mounted on the pole. All cables will be run
within the monopine. The compound will have a protective fence and gate. Additionally the
compound will contain Verizon’s equipment on a concrete pad, with room reserved within the
compound area for additional carriers and public safety equipment in the future. Future
installations may include prefabricated shelters or outdoor equipment on pads provided, however,
the compound is well screened from surrounding residential homes and public roads.

At the request of Homeland, the subject property
was inspected on November 19, 2020 to consider the effect of the proposed Facility upon the
value of the surrounding properties. In connection therewith, I have made use of an ongoing
study of sales of homes within a close proximity of similar communications facilities in
Rockland, Orange, Putnam and Westchester Counties. I offer the following comments regarding
the locations and value trends noted in areas which have similar communications facilities.
There are sixteen separate studies, covering various time periods ranging from 2012 to the



present.

We have completed more than a dozen other such
studies in additional, nearby counties in New York State. In every instance, the results have been
consistent and similar. There is no diminution in the value of homes with a view of a wireless
telecommunications facility.

The sales which were utilized in this analysis are
summarized on the sixteen, attached exhibits. All of these studies involved communication
monopoles or towers, and in no instance did I find that views of such communication facilities
had any detrimental effect on property values. There was a normal range of value with typical
increases or decreases in value according to the market for homes regardless of whether or not
they had views of communications facilities.

My qualifications and experience are detailed at the
end of this report in an attachment titled “Qualification of Appraiser”. In sum, I am designated
as an MAI (Member of the Appraisal Institute); I am a certified general appraiser in the State of
New York and an accredited New York State Department of Transportation, Right of Way
Appraiser, and have been qualified as an expert by New York Courts in real estate valuation. I
have been engaged exclusively in appraising real estate since 1984, including appraising values
of residential and commercial properties in New York.

In our analysis, we analyzed property values near cell
towers in similar areas to the Property. Based upon such data, we concluded that the proposed
Facility will not result in the diminution of property values or reduce the marketability of
properties in the immediate area. New York courts have upheld our analyses in connection with
wireless facilities in locations throughout the state (similar to the Facility), finding that they
present substantial evidence to establish that these facilities will not reduce the value of nearby
property. See, e.g., Sprint Spectrum LP v. Cestone, N.Y.L.J. 2/5/01 p. 21 (S.D.N.Y. 2001);
T-Mobile Northeast LLC v. Town of Ramapo, 701 F.Supp.2d 446, 463 (S.D.N.Y.2009); Orange
County-Poughkeepsie Limited Partnership v. Town of East Fishkill, 61 Communications Reg. (P
& F) 1433, 2015 WL 409260 (S.D. N.Y. 2015).

Importantly, reports from Lane Appraisals are not
influenced by guess work or unsupported opinions. Our firm’s method is to obtain the sale price
of neighborhood homes ((i) those with a view of an existing cell tower, and (ii) those without a
view of the cell tower) in the same neighborhood a/k/a geographic area, during a limited period
of time, and compare price per square foot with regard to same. Sales are obtained from the local
Multiple Listing Service and from the NYS sales recording service, and they are plotted on a
map. The neighborhood is visited, mostly in the fall and winter, and propertics are visited to
ascertain if the tower can or can not be seen from the property. Our basis for comparison is a
winter view from the property not necessarily the dwelling. Google Earth and topographical
maps are used to judge topography and sight lines. In rare cases, these resources are used to
reasonably judge if a property can or can not see a tower, if the property driveway extends a
distance from the street.

In our report, we analyzed numerous properties both with
and without a view of a cell tower. The large number of comparables and the average they
provide negates the need to account for the smaller differences. Simply put, because the sample
size is larger, the minor differences tend to average themselves out. Moreover, as noted above,
the comparables for each of the existing cell towers reviewed in the Lane Report are from a small
geographical area, specifically, near an existing cell tower, which also limits the differences in



amenities that are likely to exist. Homes within the same geographical area a/k/a neighborhood,
tend to have similar characteristics/amenities, further negating the need to seek out and adjust for
minor differences.

Our firm’s method also negates the possibility that the
samples were cherry picked to conveniently support a theory. The large sample size of homes
that are within the same small geographic area (near an existing cell tower) and sold during a
finite amount of time, limits the pool of comparables to choose from, negating any ability to
“cherry pick” to support a theory. We included virtually all sales within an area during a certain
time period, excepting only sales of non-typical dwellings such as uninhabited dwellings, tear
downs or of estate quality property out of the area norm.

Our analysis evaluated five tower locations in the
immediate area of Mount Kisco, including Lewisboro, New Castle, Pound Ridge and Somers. In
the Memorandum in Opposition, Mr. Campanelli relies soley on real estate broker letters from
Deec Reider, of William Raveis Real Estate and Mariangela Cavaggioni of Coldwell Banker
Residential Brokerage, which are unsupported opinions absolutely devoid of any data or
objective proof what so ever. Such broker letters also fail to state the methodology used to form
the broker’s opinion. Such opinions are so unsupported and so extreme, and lack any validation
or methodology, that they should be given no credence.

In conclusion, the Lane Report uses actual data from known
propertics ncar cell towers sold on specific dates to demonstrate that sales within sight of a tower
facility fall within similar average price per square foot ranges as other sales in the neighborhood.
and that there has not been a diminution of the value due to the construction of similar facilities
in the Westchester County area. The Lane Report is based on accepted methodology and
includes the underlying data. The Lane Report provides substantial evidence to sustain its finding
that “the installation, presence, and/or operation of the proposed Facility will not result in
diminution of property values or reduce the marketability of properties in the immediate area.”

Sincerely,

Thlf ftdeuar

Paul A. Alfieri III, MAI
Certified General Appraiser
State of New York #46-9780
November 19, 2020



Exhibit 1, Lewisboro, Westchester County, NY

A 130' monopole located at the Lewisboro Town Park on Route 35, in
Cross River, NY visited in November 2020. The following sales are located on the surrounding
streets and are very close to the communications tower, within sight:

2017 - 2020 STUDY

Address Sales Price Sale Date Living Area Price/SF
4 Buck Run $ 505,000 5-11-2017 2,250 $224
1 Buck Run $ 500,000 12-18-2018 1,784 $280
1074 Route 35 $ 264,000 3-30-2017 1,750 $151
1173 Route 35 $ 490,000 4-27-2020 2,112 $232
9 Hunts Ln $ 795,000 6-13-2018 5,195 $153
10 Hunts Ln $ 750,000 10-3-2020 2,782 $270
14 Hunts Ln $ 678,500 7-18-2018 3,380 $201
9 Howland Dr $ 780,000 9-27-2018 4,081 $191
10 Howland Dr $ 845,000 10-12-2018 4,140 $204
1 Hunts Farm Rd $ 875,000 9-01-2020 2,903 $301
2 Hunts Farm Rd $ 855,000 8-14-2020 2,809 $304
4 Hunts Farm Rd $ 624,500 6-15-2018 2,550 $245
8 Hunts Farm Rd $ 535,000 10-2-2018 2,161 $248
25 Mead St $1,850,000 3-08-2018 4,972 $372
72 Hunts Farm Rd ~ $ 880,000 6-28-2017 4,286 $205
Average Sales Price per Square Foot: $239

The following properties are in the same neighborhood but have no view
of the communications tower:

Address Sales Price Sale Date Living Area Price/SF
3 Debbie Ln $410,000 2-03-2017 2,110 $194
3 Debbie Ln $519,000 12-3-2018 2,000 $260
7 Hunts Ln $ 436,740 12-16-2019 3,094 $141
7 Hunts Ln $ 895,000 8-20-2020 3,094 $289
4 Hunts Ln $ 665,000 10-23-2017 2,517 $264
5 Hunts Ln $ 780,000 9-27-2017 5,820 $134
4 Howland Dr $ 780,000 5-09-2019 3,088 $253
6 Howland Dr $ 825,000 4-04-2018 3,312 $249
7 Adams Hill Rd $ 537,500 3-25-2020 3,024 $178
17 Adams Hill Rd $ 500,000 3-10-2020 2,600 $192
10 Hunts Farm Rd $ 750,000 10-23-2017 3,712 $202
13 Hunts Farm Rd $ 919,000 8-13-2019 2,369 $388
14 Hunts Farm Rd $ 870,000 6-01-2018 2,590 $336
16 Hunts Farm Rd $ 650,000 1-28-2019 3,104 $209
17 Hunts Farm Rd $ 775,125 9-21-2017 3,431 $226
18 Hunts Farm Rd $ 850,000 8-12-2020 3,441 $247
22 Hunts Farm Rd $ 804,000 4-26-2017 3,444 $233
27 Hunts FarmRd  $ 606,000 1-31-2020 2,923 $207
34 Hunts Farm Rd $ 549,000 6-22-2018 2,570 $214
35 Hunts Farm Rd $ 442,000 12-14-2017 2,124 $208
36 Hunts Farm Rd $ 615,500 5-31-2019 2,118 $290
37 Hunts Farm Rd $ 872,500 7-31-2017 4,004 $218
Average Sales Price per Square Foot: $233

Study indicates that the properties with views of a communications tower
have a greater average price per square foot than those without a view of a communications
tower.



Exhibit 2, New Castle, Westchester County, NY

A 130" monopole constructed in 2015 and located on a nursery property on
Armonk Road, in the Town of New Castle, NY, visited in December 2016. The following sales
are located on the surrounding streets and are very close to the communications tower:

2015 - 2016 Study

Address Sales Price Sale Date Living Area Price/SF

768 Armonk Rd $ 470,000 9-15-2016 1,416 $332

785 Armonk Rd $1,266,000 8-26-2016 5,910 $214

20 Hollow Ridge Rd  $1,625,000 5-01-2015 5,695 $285

23 Hollow Ridge Rd  $3,350,000 9-11-2015 8,976 $373

77 Whippoorwill Lk~ $1,700,000 12-7-2015 5,000 $340

72 Whippoorwill Lk~ $1,875,000 9-29-2015 6,167 $304
Average Sales Price per Square Foot: $308

communications tower:

Address Sales Price Sale Date Living Area Price/SF

66 Tripp St $ 870,500 1-11-2016 2,972 $293

30 Roscholm PI $ 764,000 5-21-2015 3,303 $231

6 Whippoorwill Cl $1,260,000 9-21-2015 4,430 $284

340 Whippoorwill Rd  § 885,000 3-30-2016 3,184 $278

335 Whippoorwill Rd  $1,500,000 5-02-2016 5,566 $269

20 Bessel Ln $3,648,888 1-06-2015 8,200 $445

82 Carolyn P1 $1,900,000 12-7-2015 6,662 $285

50 Carolyn P1 $2,540,000 9-29-2015 7,675 $331
Average Sales Price per Square Foot: $302

These properties are in the same neighborhood but have no view of the

Study indicates roughly equal value for properties, with and without a

view of a communications tower.




Exhibit 3, Pound Ridge, Westchester County, NY

A 130" monopole located on a Town site at 89 Westchester Avenue in
Pound Ridge, NY visited in November 2020. The following sales have a view of the
communications tower:

2017 - 2020 STUDY

These properties have a view of the communications tower.

Address Sales Price Sale Date Living Area Price/SF

20 Trinity Pass Rd $850,000 11-14-2017 3,652 $233

15 Trinity Pass Rd $1,169,000 10-21-2019 4,241 $276

26 Trinity Ln $430,000 11-15-2019 1,657 $260

32 Pine Dr $825,000 11-20-2017 3,456 $239

32 Pine Dr $850,000 5-11-2020 3,456 $246
Average Sales Price per Square Foot: $251

The following properties are in the same neighborhood but have no view
of the communications tower:

Address Sales Price Sale Date Living Area Price/SF
10 Upper Shad Rd $534,100 12-5-2019 2,605 $205
10 Trinity Ln $635,000 6-15-2017 2,152 $249
10 Trinity Ln $710,000 12-30-2019 2,152 $330
15 Lower Trinity Pass $610,000 6-12-2017 2,617 $233
20 Lower Trinity Pass $917,000 7-19-2018 4,268 $215
46 Lower Trinity Pass $410,000 9-17-2018 1,838 $223
40 Lower Trinity Pass $927,900 2-12-2018 3,542 $262
75 Fancher Rd $1,625,000 7-17-2018 7,648 $212
57 Fancher Rd $1,800,000 10-10-2018 4,022 $448
140 Westchester Av ~ $985,000 5-08-2014 2,838 $347
32 Hemlock Hill Dr ~ $875,000 4-26-2019 4,465 $196
3 Rolling Meadow Ln  $565,000 11-6-2019 2,672 $211
5 Rolling Meadow Ln  $712,000 3-01-2017 2,574 $277
9 Rolling Meadow Ln  $500,000 5-10-2019 2,712 $184
22 Rolling Meadow Ln $580,000 11-16-2018 2,912 $199
35 Woodland Rd $559,500 1-03-2018 2,103 $266
212 Barnegat Rd $430,000 5-29-2018 1,825 $236
206 Barnegat Rd $474,000 9-11-2018 2,532 $187
205 Barnegat Rd $999,000 6-30-2017 3,712 $269
Average Sales Price per Square Foot: $251

Study indicates that the properties with views of a communications
tower have the same average price per square foot as those without a view of a communications
tower.



Exhibit 4, Pound Ridge, Westchester County, NY

A 155' monopine tower, constructed in 2007 and located off Adams
Lane in Pound Ridge, NY visited in April 2017. The following properties have a view of the
communications tower:

2014 - 2017 STUDY

These properties have a view of the communications tower.

Address Sales Price Sale Date Living Area Price/SF

2] Donbrook Rd $799,900 7-28-2016 2,546 $315

29 Donbrook Rd $1,030,000 9-14-2016 4,227 $244

51 Salem Road $1,675,000 9-15-2015 5,993 $279

65 Salem Road $527,000 1-13-2017 1,521 $346

65 Salem Road $360,000 3-24-2014 1,521 $237
Average Sales Price per Square Foot: $284

The following properties are in the same neighborhood but have no view
of the communications tower:

Address Sales Price Sale Date Living Area Price/SF
21 Salem Rd $407,062 3-14-2014 2,529 $160
21 Salem Rd $715,000 3-21-2016 2,529 $283
35 Salem Road $1,375,000 9-12-2014 5,114 $269
54 Old Stone HillRd  $4,050,000 4-23-2014 6,273 $646
90 Old Stone HillRd  $757,500 11-17-2015 2,876 $263
147 Salem Rd $415,000 5-01-2016 1,749 $237
157 Salem Rd $510,000 4-28-2015 3,222 $158
36 Kitchawan Rd $485,000 1-19-2017 2,412 $201
167 Salem Rd $1,327,500 11-22-2016 4,199 $316
Average Sales Price per Square Foot: $282

Study indicates very similar prices on homes with no view of the
communications tower and with a view of the communications tower.



Exhibit 5, Somers, Westchester County, NY

A 100" monopole located at the top of the West Hill in the Heritage Hills
Condominium complex Somers , NY visited in April 2017. The following sales have a view of the
communications tower:

2014 - 2016 STUDY

These properties have a direct view of the communications tower,

Address Sales Price Sale Date Living Area  Price/SF
346D Heritage Hills $305,000 7-29-2015 1,168 $261
348A Heritage Hills $315,000 1-07-2015 1,428 $221
349A Heritage Hills $362,000 3-20-2015 1,435 $252
351E Heritage Hills $331,500 11-15-2015 1,435 $231
352C Heritage Hills $622,500 6-24-2016 1,973 $316
449A Heritage Hills $350,000 7-18-2014 1,353 $259
451D Heritage Hills $400,000 1-04-2016 1,265 $316
462B Heritage Hills $517,000 8-28-2014 1,905 $271
464B Heritage Hills $370,000 4-23-2014 1,265 $292
464C Heritage Hills $549,000 6-13-2016 1,793 $306
Average Sales Price per Square Foot: $273

The following properties are in the same neighborhood but have no view of the
communications tower:

Address Sales Price Sale Date Living Area  Price/SF
332A Heritage Hills $359,000 7-08-2015 1,550 $232
332B Heritage Hills $395,000 12-23-2016 1,550 $255
332B Heritage Hills $417,000 8-06-2015 1,550 $269
333C Heritage Hills $341,000 11-3-2014 1,435 $238
339B Heritage Hills $390,000 11-18-2016 1,550 $252
340B Heritage Hills $389,000 8-02-2016 1,594 $244
355B Heritage Hills $389,000 1-12-2016 1,484 $262
355D Heritage Hills $495,000 10-3-2014 1,793 $276
358A Heritage Hills $435,000 2-03-2016 1,435 $303
358C Heritage Hills $350,000 1-27-2014 1,550 $226
361A Heritage Hills $545,000 7-22-2014 1,793 $304
364D Heritage Hills $422.500 8-25-2016 1,484 $285
460B Heritage Hills $464,900 9-15-2015 1,472 $314
468B Heritage Hills $600,000 4-06-2015 1,905 $315
478D Heritage Hills $352,500 5-05-2015 1,265 $279
468A Heritage Hills $280,000 10-21-2016 967 $290
478C Heritage Hills $285,500 9-13-2016 967 $295
480C Heritage Hills $443,000 9-16-2014 1,598 $277
482B Heritage Hills $415,000 6-19-2015 1,483 $280
486B Heritage Hills $348,000 5-12-2015 1,265 $275
487A Heritage Hills $297,000 7-26-2016 967 $307
489B Heritage Hills $391,000 12-22-2016 1,483 $264
490B Heritage Hills $485,000 7-17-2014 1,598 $304
494D Heritage Hills §276,000 3-19-2014 967 $285
497B Heritage Hills $580,000 11-7-2014 1,905 $304
498A Heritage Hills $342,420 9-04-2015 1,265 $271
Average Sales Price per Square Foot: 8277

Study indicates very similar prices on homes with no view of the
communications tower and with view of the communications tower.



Exhibit 6, 94 Gleneida Avenue, Mahopac, Putnam County, NY

A 121" flagpole type tower located at 94 Gleneida Avenue, at the corner of Vink
Drive, in the Town of Carmel, Mahopac P.O., NY visited in February 2019. The following sales are
located on the surrounding streets and are within sight of the tower:

2016 - 2018 STUDY

Address Sales Price Sale Date Area Price/SF
4 Kyle Ct $ 355,000 4-20-2017 2,500 S142
11 Kyle Ct $ 355,000 6-20-2017 2,160 $164
2 Collier Dr W $ 362,000 7-18-2017 2,024 $179
2 Collier Dr $ 222,500 8-03-2018 1,300 $171
7 North Dr $ 322,000 8-23-2018 1,542 $209
3 Circle Dr $ 190,000 5-23-2016 1,344 $141
1 Raymond Dr $ 210,750 5-26-2017 1,640 $129
4 Raymond Dr $ 135,000 9-22-2017 600 $225
2 East Dr $ 365,000 11-15-2018 2,376 $154
10 Ridge Rd $ 335,000 9-15-2016 1,464 $229
6 Ridge Rd $ 370,000 12-9-2016 1,715 $178
Average Sales Price per Square Foot: $178
The following properties are in the same neighborhood but have no view of the
tower:
Address Sales Price Sale Date Area Price/SF
16 Wyndham Ln $ 575,000 10-11-2016 4,198 $137
44 Wyndham Ln $ 512,000 1-12-2017 3,013 $170
33 Wyndham Ln $ 540,000 1-15-2016 4,333 §125
41 Wyndham Ln $ 545,000 6-30-2016 3,867 $141
29 Wyndham Ln $ 542,500 8-01-2017 2,718 $200
48 Wyndham Ln $ 548,500 8-14-2018 3,744 $147
29 Glenna Dr $ 340,000 5-15-2017 1,456 $234
30 Glenna Dr $279,900 8-29-2016 1,800 $156
24 Glenna Dr $ 315,000 1-06-2075 1,978 $159
25 Hill & Dale Rd $ 430,000 9-14-2017 2,308 $186
28 Wainwright Dr $ 369,500 5-31-2016 1,718 $215
11 Fowler Av $ 264,050 3-03-2017 1,457 $181
18 Collier Dr E $ 269,850 7-20-2018 2,004 $135
1 Ridge Rd $ 295,000 6-26-2017 1,487 $198
7 Sunset Ridge $ 530,000 12-29-2017 3,198 $166
21 Sunset Ridge $ 368,000 11-5-2018 1,640 $226
27 Sunset Ridge $ 460,000 9-01-2017 3,432 $134
63 Fair St $ 267,000 7-24-2017 1,414 $189
64 Fair St $ 349,900 7-31-2018 1,624 $215
65 Fair St $ 196,000 1-30-2017 1,324 $148
83 Fair St $ 349,000 11-7-2017 1,624 $215
31 De Colores Dr $ 365,000 9-05-2018 2,184 $167
24 De Colores Dr $ 210,000 9-29-2016 1,765 $119
7 Waring Dr $ 482,500 6-23-2016 3,314 $146
15 Waring Dr $ 474,000 6-17-2016 2,694 $176
41 Waring Dr $ 385,000 12-20-2016 1,600 $241
62 Waring Dr $ 440,000 1-22-2016 2,753 $160
3667 Route 301 $ 545,000 6-01-2018 3,392 $161
Average Sales Price per Square Foot: $173

Study indicates that the properties with views of a communications tower

have a slightly greater average price per square foot than those without a view of a
communications tower.



Exhibit 7, 55 McAplin Avenue, Mahopac, Putnam County, NY

A 120" flagpole type tower located at 55 McAlpin Avenue, at the corner of See
Avenue and east of Route 6, in the Town of Carmel, Mahopac P.O., NY visited in February 2019. The
following sales are located on the surrounding streets and are within sight of the tower:
2016 - 2018 STUDY

Address Sales Price Sale Date Area Price/SF
20 Front St $ 300,000 6-14-2017 1,512 $198
10 Miller Av $ 179,900 5-10-2017 840 $214
5 Baldwin St $ 260,000 7-12-2016 1,100 $236
3 Baldwin St $ 235,500 6-26-2017 1,200 $196
1 Baldwin St $ 332,000 12-19-2016 1,798 $185
160 See Av $ 250,000 7-27-2016 1,576 $159
143 See Av $ 357,000 9-16-2016 1,762 $203
31 Wright Av $ 240,000 8-01-2018 974 $246
28 Wright Av $ 310,000 1-03-2018 1,324 $234
20 McAlpin Av $ 310,000 8-16-2017 1,824 $170
12 McAlpin Av $ 447,500 11-28-2018 1,798 $249
18 McAlpin Av $ 372,000 11-3-2016 2,122 $175
Average Sales Price per Square Foot: $205
The following properties are in the same neighborhood but have no view of the
tower:
Address Sales Price Sale Date Area Price/SF
21M&MLn $ 284,900 10-11-2017 2,052 $139
27 Tanager Rd $ 345,000 1-12-2017 2,210 $156
45 Tanager Rd $ 400,000 1-15-2016 2,745 8146
45 Lakeview Terr $ 250,500 6-30-2016 1,856 $135
4 Olympus Dr $ 450,000 8-01-2016 2,602 $173
535 Kennicut HillRd ~ $ 312,000 8-14-2018 1,204 $259
254 Dahlia Dr $ 295,000 5-15-2016 1,708 $173
17 Mt Hope Rd $ 277,900 8-29-2016 1,118 $248
40 Mt Hope Rd $ 231,450 1-06-2016 1,732 $134
43 Mt Hope Rd $ 185,000 9-14-2019 1,320 $140
7 Lakeview Dr $ 360,000 5-31-2018 1,843 $195
2 Lakeview Dr $ 342,000 3-03-2016 1,184 $289
10 Lakeview Dr $ 365,000 7-20-2018 2,593 $141
54 Lakeview Dr $ 235,000 6-26-2018 1,824 $129
107 Lakeview Dr $ 315,000 12-29-2018 1,920 $164
17 Highridge Rd $ 360,000 11-5-2016 1,667 $216
45 Highridge Rd $ 439,000 9-01-2018 2,476 $177
30 Greenfield Rd $ 364,950 7-24-2017 1,512 $241
33 Greenfield Rd $ 460,000 7-31-2018 2,940 8156
30 Mayfair Ln $ 360,000 1-30-2017 1,686 $214
60 N Ridge Rd $ 681,106 11-7-2018 2,568 $265
14 Overhill Rd $ 329,900 9-05-2016 1,476 $224
70 Heather Dr $225,000 9-29-2016 1,200 $188
32 Overlook Dr $ 404,000 6-23-2018 2,350 $172
7 Odessa Rd $ 412,500 6-17-2018 2,276 $181
14 Longdale Rd $ 403,500 12-20-2018 2,372 §170
24 Baxter Ct $ 425,000 1-22-2018 1,976 $215
28 Baxter Ct $ 392,080 1-22-2017 1,976 $198
23 Baxter Ct $ 295,000 1-22-2016 1,336 $221
31 Strawberry Fields Ln $ 639,000 6-01-2018 3,694 $173

Average Sales Price per Square Foot: $188

Study indicates that the properties with views of a communications tower have a
greater average price per square foot than those without a view of a communications tower.



Exhibit 8, 51 Crest Avenue, Mahopac, Putnam County, NY

A 195' 1attice tower located at 51 Crest Drive, south of Lake Mahopac, in the
Town of Carmel, Mahopac P.O., NY visited in February 2019. The following sales are located on the
surrounding streets and are within sight of the tower:

2016 - 2018 STUDY

Address Sales Price Sale Date Area Price/SF
718 Hill Dr $ 235,000 9-20-2017 1,128 $208
722 Hill Dr $ 260,000 1-08-2018 1,124 $231
29 Mary Av $ 321,000 10-22-2018 1,638 $196
66 Ellen Av $ 97,500 10-31-2016 726 $134
76 Ellen Av $ 160,000 5-24-2018 1,722 $93
65 Ellen Av $ 306,000 12-27-2018 1,678 $182
12 Crest Dr $ 200,000 6-15-2018 1,068 $187
9 Crest Dr $ 330,350 12-30-2016 1,080 $306
34 Indian Av $ 290,000 9-28-2016 1,900 $153
4 Elm Ct $ 657,500 5-12-2017 5,016 $131
5 Locust Ct $ 275,000 3-23-2017 989 $278
30 Colonial Dr $ 630,000 2-18-2016 3,833 $164
34 Colonial Dr $ 335,000 2-20-2018 1,381 $243
25 Colonial Dr $ 255,000 3-17-2016 1,444 $180
751 South Lake Blvd  $ 490,000 2-15-2018 1,008 $486
32 Middle Branch Rd  $ 380,000 9-19-2018 1,852 $205
288 Bucks Hollow Rd  $ 230,000 10-3-2016 900 $256
45 Lakeview Terr $ 250,000 5-24-2016 1,856 $135
4 Olympus Dr $ 450,000 9-20-2016 2,602 $173
535 Kennicut HillRd  $ 312,000 12-19-2018 1,204 $259
254 Dahlia Dr $ 295,000 3-08-2016 1,708 $173
233 Dahlia Dr $ 352,000 3-30-2018 1,796 $196
7 Astor Dr $ 565,000 8-07-2017 2,940 $192
12 Astor Dr $ 450,000 3-16-2016 2,900 $155
49 Tulip Rd $ 379,000 8-08-2018 1,720 $220
Average Sales Price per Square Foot: $205
The following properties are in the same neighborhood but have no view of the
tower:
Address Sales Price Sale Date Area Price/SF
15 Indian Av $ 355,000 6-23-2016 1,668 $213
25 Senior Av $ 650,000 6-20-2016 3,575 $182
866 South Lake Blvd  $ 388,000 10-25-2018 1,932 $201
14 Gleneida Blvd $ 462,000 9-25-2017 2,398 $193
34 Gleneida Blvd $ 352,500 2-16-2017 1,342 $263
12 Muscoot Rd $ 293,000 9-06-2018 1,488 8197
10 Muscoot Rd $ 247,000 4-13-2017 1,400 $176
17 Pine Cone Rd $ 389,900 5-31-2018 2,020 $193
410 Baldwin Place Rd  $ 200,000 2-05-2018 996 $201
782 South Lake Blvd  $ 610,000 1-24-2017 4,185 $146
10 Veschi Ln N $ 344,500 6-28-2018 1,802 $191
31 Ryan Ct $ 603,000 8-23-2018 3,632 $166
26 Ryan Ct $ 557,800 8-31-2018 2,992 $186
133 Dahlia Dr $ 380,000 8-22-2018 1,908 $199
61 Astor Dr $ 430,000 8-15-2018 2,170 $198
151 Dahlia Dr $ 350,000 1-18-2018 2,250 $156
1 Tulip Rd $ 350,000 12-29-2017 2,296 $152

Average Sales Price per Square Foot: $189

Study indicates that the properties with views of a communicatiors tower have a
greater average price per square foot than those without a view of a communications tower.



Exhibit 9, 1181 Route 6, Mahopac, Putnam County, NY

Two monopole towers approximately 120' each, located south of 1181 Route 6,
in the Mahopac area of the Town of Carmel, Mahopac P.O., NY visited in February 2019. The following
sales are located on the surrounding streets and are within sight of the tower:

2016 - 2018 STUDY

Address Sales Price Sale Date Area Price/SF
44 Nicole Way $ 450,000 8-02-2017 2,488 $181
51 Nicole Way $ 325,500 4-18-2018 2,236 $146
129 Overlook Dr $ 460,000 9-19-2018 2,320 $198
133 Overlook Dr $ 315,000 8-02-2018 1,064 $296
130 Overlook Dr $ 325,000 2-17-2016 2,456 $132
106 Overlook Dr $ 165,000 7-30-2018 1,100 $150
68 Albion Oval $ 258,000 4-25-2016 1,177 $219
110 Baldwin Ln $ 375,000 8-29-2017 2,175 $172
282 Shear Hill Rd $ 375,000 9-12-2016 1,812 $207
278 Shear Hill Rd $ 282,500 5-16-2018 1,521 $186
244 Shear Hill Rd $ 370,000 7-19-2016 1,812 $204
154 Lake Dr $ 450,000 9-15-2016 3,672 $123
123 Lake Dr $ 355,000 7-31-2018 1,900 $187
139 Lake Dr $ 475,000 2-23-2017 2,065 $230
Average Sales Price per Square Foot: $188
The following properties are in the same neighborhood but have no view of the
tower:
Address Sales Price Sale Date Area Price/SF
529 N Lake Blvd $ 535,000 11-23-2016 3,876 S138
390 E Lake Blvd $ 315,000 10-26-2017 1,096 $287
73 Baldwin Ln $299,500 1-12-2017 1,056 $284
32 Baldwin Ln $ 380,000 1-04-2016 2,936 $129
26 Baldwin Ln $ 185,000 7-29-2016 1,000 $185
19 Albion Oval $ 300,000 5-01-2018 1,482 $202
41 Albion Oval $ 380,000 8-26-2016 2,060 $184
45 Albion Oval $ 390,000 12-21-2018 2,220 $176
30 Albion Oval $ 350,000 10-23-2018 1,858 $188
59 Albion Qval $ 254,639 3-15-2016 1,122 $120
205 Shear Hill Rd $ 259,000 2-08-2018 944 $274
98 Shear Hill Rd $ 390,000 9-12-2016 1,836 $212
4 Lacona Rd $ 415,000 1-18-2018 2,104 $197
20 Lacona Rd $ 352,500 2-21-2017 1,904 $185
24 Lacona Rd $ 265,000 7-29-2016 1,899 $140
32 Lacona Rd $ 340,930 4-04-2017 1,648 $207
13 Lacona Rd $ 425,000 1-10-2018 2,374 8179
22 Sheryl Ln $ 573,000 1-04-2016 3,926 $146
12 Sheryl Ln $ 410,000 11-9-2018 1,982 $207
10 Sheryl Ln $ 490,000 1-27-2017 3,113 $157
114 Lake Dr $ 410,000 3-09-2017 2,156 $190
94 Lake Dr $ 385,000 2-17-2016 2,296 $168
59 Stuart Rd $ 360,000 2-17-2016 2,118 $170
54 Stuart Rd $ 375,000 6-17-2016 1,990 $188
38 Tanya Ln $ 433,000 8-23-2018 2,070 $209
34 Tanya Ln $ 347,000 8-30-2016 1,990 $174
72 Cortlandt Rd $ 342,500 8-12-2016 2,008 $171
61 Cortlandt Rd $ 435,000 8-10-2016 3,434 $127
74 Longdale Rd $ 390,000 6-08-2016 2,230 $175
63 Longdale Rd $412,900 12-7-2018 1,950 $212
544 Crosshill Ln $ 380,000 4-11-2016 2,194 $173
543 Crosshill Ln $ 363,000 3-28-2017 1,800 $202
63 Overlook Dr $229,000 9-15-2016 2,000 $115
83 Overlook Dr $281,915 12-15-2017 1,284 $220
78 Overlook Dr $ 380,000 11-9-2017 1,560 $244

Average Sales Price per Square Foot: $187

Study indicates that the properties with views of a communications tower have a
virtually equal average price per square foot as those without a view of a communications tower.



Exhibit 10, Sky Lane, Philipstown, Putnam County, NY

A 400" former radio guyed tower located at the top of Sky Lane, east of Ridge
Road, in the Town of Philipstown, NY visited in October, November and December 2017. The
following sales are located on the surrounding streets and are within sight of the tower:

2015 - 2017 STUDY

Address Sales Price Sale Date Area Price/SF
20 Steuben Rd $227,000 1-06-2016 1,316 $172
15 Steuben Rd $ 268,000 8-21-2017 1,384 $194
7 Steuben Rd § 210,000 9-02-2015 1,124 $187
21 Valley Ln $ 215,000 3-21-2016 1,168 $184
420 Sprout Brook Rd  $ 307,500 6-23-2015 1,728 $178
418 Sprout Brook Rd  $ 379,000 8-03-2016 2,420 $157
384 Sprout Brook Rd  $ 135,000 2-21-2017 768 $176
338 Sprout Brook Rd ~ $ 352,000 6-22-2017 1,808 $195
334 Sprout Brook Rd  $ 269,000 2-09-2015 1,816 $148
326 Sprout Brook Rd  $ 300,000 2-01-2017 1,200 $250
322 Sprout Brook Rd  $ 419,800 5-13-2015 2,671 $157
319 Sprout Brook Rd  $ 235,000 4-20-2017 1,159 $203
308 Sprout Brook Rd  $ 300,000 10-18-2017 1,660 $181
303 Sprout BrookRd  $ 325,000 1-14-2015 1,414 $230
19 Sky Ln $ 687,000 6-29-2017 2,741 $251
39 Mountain Dr $ 447,500 7-22-2015 2,400 $186
Average Sales Price per Square Foot: $190
The following properties are in the same neighborhood but have no view of the
tower:
Address Sales Price Sale Date Area Price/SF
159 Old Albany Post $210,000 11-30-2015 1,100 $191
200 Old Albany Post $ 370,000 8-19-2016 1,868 $198
196 Old Albany Post $ 370,000 5-19-2017 1,776 $208
180 Old Albany Post $ 480,000 12-18-2014 3,517 $136
20 Old Albany Post $ 289,000 6-12-2015 1,554 $186
516 Sprout Brook Rd  $ 335,000 1-29-2017 1,503 $223
504 Sprout Brook Rd  $ 315,000 8-05-2016 1,750 $180
495 Sprout Brook Rd  $ 520,000 4-27-2016 2,904 $179
492 Sprout Brook Rd  $ 325,000 12-11-2015 2,188 $149
471 Sprout Brook Rd $ 365,000 3-15-2015 1,860 $196
54 Steuben Rd $ 270,000 3-27-2015 1,512 $179
90 Steuben Rd $ 289,000 6-09-2017 1,456 $198
60 Steuben Rd $ 300,000 6-06-2016 1,260 $238
62 Steuben Rd $ 330,000 9-27-2017 1,823 $181
72 Steuben Rd $ 300,000 2-23-2015 1,700 $176

Average Sales Price per Square Foot: $188

Study indicates that the properties with views of a radio tower and properties
without a view of a radio tower have virtually equal average price per square feet, in this specific
neighborhood.



Exhibit 11, 61 Washington Avenue, Suffern, Rockland County, NY

A 90' flagpole type tower located at 61 Washington Avenue, just south of Route
59, in the Village of Suffern, NY visited in April 2019. The following sales are located on the
surrounding streets and are within sight of the tower:

2016 - 2018 STUDY

Address Sales Price Sale Date Area Price/SF
8 Manfield P1 $ 415,000 12-15-2017 2,460 $169
7 Clinton P1 $ 299,000 10-13-2016 1,940 $154
23 Clinton P1 $ 285,000 12-19-2018 2,611 $109
67 E Maple Av $ 339,500 2-23-2016 1,993 $170
12 Antrim Av $ 231,500 12-31-2018 984 $235
12 Washington Cir $ 245,000 7-05-2016 1,300 $188
19 Washington Cir $ 170,000 2-03-2017 676 $251
9 Washington Cir $ 240,500 6-21-2017 1,056 $228
10 Washington Cir $ 396,000 8-05-2016 1,464 $270
113 Washington Av $ 389,000 12-6-2018 2,189 $178
112 Washington Av $ 240,000 10-13-2018 1,752 $137
Average Sales Price per Square Foot: $190
The following properties are in the same neighborhood but have no view of the
tower:
Address Sales Price Sale Date Area Price/SF
2B Cross St $ 106,000 11-8-2018 976 $109
6 Hallett PI $ 190,000 7-19-2018 1,352 $141
27 Wayne Av $ 335,000 1-10-2018 1,500 $223
71 Wayne Av $ 270,000 10-5-2017 1,320 $205
160 Lafayette Av $ 260,000 11-17-2016 1,405 $185
4 Riverside Dr $ 305,000 8-24-2016 1,460 $209
7 Riverside Dr $ 305,000 8-31-2018 1,281 $238
2 Antrim Av $ 330,000 2-09-2018 1,470 $224
141 Lafayette Av $ 520,000 10-4-2018 3,500 $149
20 Antrim Av $ 140,000 9-28-2017 1,081 $130
85 E Maple Av $ 339,000 11-18-2016 1,558 $218
33 Riverside Dr $ 310,000 2-10-2017 1,693 $183
41 Riverside Dr $ 330,000 4-28-2016 1,783 $185
30 Riverside Dr $267,500 10-31-2017 1,597 $168
30 Riverside Dr $ 363,500 4-13-2018 1,597 $228
25 Prairie Av $ 325,000 9-05-2018 1,092 $298
10 Prairie Av $ 410,000 6-20-2018 1,786 $230
18 Prairie Av $ 325,000 9-16-2016 1,500 $217
44 Prairie Av $ 335,000 10-4-2017 1,493 $224
3 Abby Park Ln $ 190,000 8-01-2018 1,536 $124
5 Ruby St $219,900 8-23-2016 1,440 $153
3 Lonergan Dr $ 220,000 8-10-2017 1,326 $166
3 Lonergan Dr $ 145,000 7-28-2016 1,326 $109
4 Temple Ln $ 210,000 8-27-2018 1,326 $158
41 Lonergan Dr $231,500 12-26-2018 1,326 $175
42 Lonergan Dr $ 244,000 11-10-2016 1,326 $184
30 Lonergan Dr $ 211,100 4-10-2018 1,326 $159
28 Lonergan Dr $ 205,000 7-07-2017 1,326 $155
5 Brook St $ 280,000 11-13-2018 2,300 $122
6 Brook St $ 287,000 11-28-2017 1,900 $151
53 Riverside Dr $ 319,000 8-31-2017 1,322 $241
48 Riverside Dr $ 295,000 6-07-2017 1,036 $285
7 Center St $ 295,000 6-01-2018 1,020 $289
37 Boulevard $ 324,000 10-11-2018 1,944 $167
43 Boulevard $ 395,000 9-12-2017 1,392 $284
7 Hillside Av $ 380,000 5-15-2017 2,476 $153

Average Sales Price per Square Foot: $190

Study indicates that the properties with views of a communications tower have
the same average price per square foot than those without a view of a communications tower.



Exhibit 12, 11 College Road, Ramapo, Monsey P.O., Rockland County, NY

A 300 lattice type tower located at 11 College Road, north of the NYS Thruway,
in the Town of Ramapo, Monsey P.O., NY visited in April 2019. The following sales are located on the
surrounding streets and are within sight of the tower:

2016 - 2018 STUDY

Address Sales Price Sale Date Area Price/SF
17 Laura Dr $ 480,000 9-14-2017 1,788 $268
15 Laura Dr $ 514,000 3-08-2018 1,788 $287
13 Golar Dr $ 750,000 7-23-2018 3,101 $242
3 Golar Dr $ 890,000 8-24-2016 3,394 $262
5 Lynne Ct $ 575,000 8-07-2018 1,513 $380
24 Wallenberg Cir $ 1,200,000 3-31-2017 4,935 $243
9 Bayberry Dr $ 415,000 2-02-2016 1,903 $218
13 Olympia Ln $ 875,000 5-16-2017 3,290 $266
6 Olympia Ln $ 650,000 5-10-2018 2,700 $241
43 Olympia Ln $ 799,000 7-18-2016 3,525 $227
18 Olympia Ln $ 787,000 4-07-2017 3,461 $227
24 QOlympia Ln $ 875,000 6-03-2016 4,434 $197
1 David Ct $ 750,000 11-10-2017 2,600 $288
9 Barbara Ln $ 657,500 5-19-2017 2,700 $244
35 College Rd $ 660,000 6-26-2017 3,100 $213
57 College Rd $ 835,000 8-09-2018 3,249 $257
55 College Rd $ 725,000 9-29-2016 2,677 $271
25 College Rd $ 685,000 2-02-2018 1,879 $365
28 Dolson Rd $ 545,000 3-29-2016 1,832 $297
41 Hilltop P1 $ 807,500 10-2-2017 2,459 $328
6 Slevin Ct $ 800,000 4-11-2018 3,304 $242
5 Slevin Ct $ 970,000 11-29-2016 3,424 $283

Average Sales Price per Square Foot: $266



The following properties are in the same neighborhood but have no view of the

tower:
Address Sales Price Sale Date Area Price/SF
5 Polo Ct $232,500 9-25-2017 888 $262
67 N Airmont Rd $ 527,000 11-27-2017 2,744 $192
11 Polo Ct $ 650,000 3-03-2017 3,400 $191
7 Ashwood Dr $ 342,000 4-15-2016 1,797 $190
10 Ashwood Dr $ 420,000 9-14-2017 1,805 8233
19 Pioneer Av $ 357,000 6-01-2016 1,600 $223
17 Pioneer Av $ 323,000 7-19-2016 1,232 $262
6 Heights Rd $ 485,000 3-20-2018 1,587 $306
4 Heights Rd $ 380,000 10-17-2017 1,334 $285
1 Heights Rd $ 316,700 2-01-2016 1,550 $204
105 Highview Rd $ 775,500 5-09-2018 2,984 $260
101 Highview Rd $ 650,000 10-15-2018 1,190 $546
99 Highview Rd $ 650,000 10-15-2018 3,500 $186
2 Stemmer Ln E $ 500,000 9-01-2017 1,933 $259
16 Stemmer Ln E $ 600,000 1-10-2017 2,134 $281
9 Stemmer Ln E $ 480,000 5-16-2016 1,880 $255
3 Stemmer Ln E $ 535,000 12-5-2016 2,016 $265
310 Spook Rock Rd $ 302,100 2-09-2016 1,200 $252
6 Dalewood Dr $ 500,000 8-22-2016 1,487 $336
85 Highview Rd $ 472,500 3-12-2018 1,933 $244
49 Mountain Rd $ 655,000 10-9-2018 4,203 $156
15 Mountain Rd $ 885,000 10-25-2017 2,890 $306
68 Highview Rd $ 865,000 4-25-2018 3,620 $239
32 Highview Rd $ 633,000 10-31-2016 1,553 $408
1 Nelson Rd $ 725,000 4-24-2018 2,170 $334
6 Nelson Rd $ 850,000 3-05-2018 3,142 $271
8 Dolson Rd $ 635,000 5-03-2016 2,065 $308
14 New County Rd $ 480,000 9-19-2017 1,277 $376
11 New County Rd $ 550,000 4-28-2017 1,827 $301
17 New County Rd $ 480,000 8-23-2016 1,909 $251
43 New County Rd $ 585,000 8-22-2017 2,168 $270
23 New County Rd $ 360,000 3-28-2016 1,550 $232
21 New County Rd $ 459,000 7-08-2016 2,680 $171
6 Woodland Pl $ 385,000 1-11-2018 1,401 $275
18 Woodland P1 $ 500,000 10-5-2016 1,914 $261
6 Eleanor Pl $ 435,000 1-13-2016 1,816 $240
5 Eleanor P1 $ 400,000 11-18-2016 1,828 $219
42 Laura Dr $ 450,000 10-23-2017 1,816 $248
36 Laura Dr $ 475,000 8-29-2016 1,816 $262
16 Farmer Ln $ 443,500 3-23-2016 2,003 $221
17 Farmer Ln $ 445,000 7-26-2016 2,003 $222
11 Farmer Ln $ 480,000 1-24-2017 2,003 $240
9 Farmer Ln $ 475,000 7-13-2017 2,003 $237
11 Plymouth P1 $ 525,000 3-28-2016 2,970 $177
2 Chelmsford Ct §$ 495,000 8-09-2018 2,076 $238
4 Glode Ct $ 650,000 11-21-2016 2,640 $246
16 Thomsen Dr §$ 468,000 6-15-2017 1,824 $257
20 Thomsen Dr $ 447,500 5-31-2016 1,836 $244
5 Murray Dr $ 670,000 8-03-2018 3,044 $220
4 Kenneth St $ 481,000 11-2-2017 2,197 8219
18 Monsey Hgts Rd $ 475,000 8-30-2017 1,699 $280
32 Monsey Hgts Rd $ 500,000 4-17-2018 1,615 $310
17 Monsey Hgts Rd $ 530,000 3-14-2018 1,358 $390
39 Besen Pkwy $ 650,000 5-19-2017 2,912 $223
Average Sales Price per Square Foot: $261

Study indicates that the properties with views of a communications tower have a
slightly higher average price per square foot than those without a view of a communications tower.



Exhibit 13, 79 State Route 210, Stony Point, Rockland County, NY

A 130" monopole tower located at the Stony Point Police Station, north of (#79)
State Route 210, in the Town of Stony Point, NY visited in April 2019. The following sales are located
on the surrounding streets and are within sight of the tower:

2016 - 2018 STUDY

Address Sales Price Sale Date Area Price/SF
31 Minerick Dr $ 263,000 6-01-2017 1,267 $208
73 Rte 210 $ 450,000 7-15-2016 3,190 $141
71 Rte 210 $ 400,000 7-06-2018 2,704 $148
124 Rte 210 $ 359,000 5-29-2018 2,442 $147
4 Covati Ct $ 190,000 4-27-2018 832 $228
2 Covati Ct $ 349,900 5-29-2018 936 $374
2 Brooks Ct $ 199,900 2-24-2017 1,008 $198
84 Washburns Ln $ 325,000 7-05-2018 1,450 $224
80 Washburns Ln $273,936 4-19-2017 1,248 $220
8 Anton Ct $ 515,000 8-31-2016 2,900 $178
8 Anna Ct $ 335,000 10-14-2016 2,352 $142
37 Sengstaken Dr $ 370,000 9-08-2017 1,876 $197
39 Sengstaken Dr $ 455,000 9-24-2018 1,755 $259
3 Lewis Dr $ 361,000 3-11-2016 2,767 $130
14 Lewis Dr $ 325,000 11-30-2017 1,352 $240
149 Central Hwy $ 295,000 3-18-2016 1,512 $195
135 Central Hwy $ 380,000 9-07-2018 1,643 $231
125 Central Hwy $ 334,000 11-14-2017 1,785 $187
125 Central Hwy $ 360,000 6-15-2018 1,328 $271
6 Garyann Ter $ 330,000 8-24-2017 1,624 $203
8 Garyann Ter $ 320,650 11-9-2018 1,410 $227
9 Garyann Ter $ 340,000 3-09-2017 1,700 $200
Average Sales Price per Square Foot: $207
The following properties are in the same neighborhood but have no view of the
tower:
Address Sales Price Sale Date Area Price/SF
113 Washburns Ln $ 239,000 8-09-2016 972 $246
109 Washburns Ln $ 210,000 3-13-2018 1,362 $154
127 Washburns Ln $ 184,000 11-29-2016 775 $237
5 Gurran Dr $ 270,000 6-13-2018 2,763 $ 98
3 Gurran Dr $ 412,000 8-17-2017 1,866 $221
9 Garrrison Ln $ 403,000 7-14-2016 2,039 $198
11 Garrrison Ln $ 339,000 6-16-2016 1,896 $179
21 Brooks Dr $ 415,000 4-24-2017 1,995 $208
27 Brooks Dr $ 250,000 5-31-2016 1,342 $186
3 Ironwood Ct $ 400,000 10-29-2018 2,386 $168
35 Sunrise Dr $ 350,000 11-14-2018 1,824 $192
25 Sunrise Dr $ 350,000 10-11-2018 1,822 $192
28 Sengstaken Dr $ 345,000 2-06-2019 1,782 $194
21 Sullivan Dr $ 345,000 2-24-2016 1,879 $184
115 Filors Ln $ 169,900 8-19-2016 720 $236
92 Filors Ln $ 335,000 10-12-2017 1,682 $199
24 Dogwood Ln $ 365,000 12-11-2018 1,092 $334
15 Dogwood Ln $ 320,000 1-25-2018 1,092 $293
12 De Halve Maen $ 352,000 3-30-2018 1,684 $209
41 Fonda Dr $ 475,000 3-22-2018 2,635 $180
39 Fonda Dr $ 340,000 6-19-2017 2,940 $116
21 Fonda Dr $ 425,000 8-23-2016 2,600 $163
3 Anderson Dr $ 409,000 1-31-2019 2,081 $197
9 Anderson Dr $ 339,900 10-31-2016 2,114 $161
14 Anderson Dr $ 260,000 6-21-2016 1,242 $209
22 Clark Rd $ 231,000 3-02-2018 870 $266




26 Rte 210 $ 213,000 7-13-2016 1,100 $194
4 Lisa Denise Ct $315,000 8-22-2016 1,344 $234
6 Central Dr $ 296,000 10-30-2017 1,575 S188
5 Wenzel Ln $ 370,000 5-07-2018 1,650 8224
14 Clark Rd $ 352,000 2-06-2017 1,895 $186
16 Clark Rd $ 340,000 8-13-2018 1,080 $315
18 Clark Rd $ 350,000 9-08-2017 2,026 $173
22 Clark Rd $ 231,000 3-02-2018 870 $266
17 Clark Rd $205,513 10-25-2016 744 $276
17 Clark Rd $ 220,000 7-27-2017 900 $244
7 Clark Rd $ 120,000 10-26-2016 744 $161
10 Stubbe Dr $ 325,000 8-25-2016 2,116 $154
20 Stubbe Dr $ 400,000 11-20-2017 1,934 $207
18 Stubbe Dr $ 417,000 11-14-2018 2,116 8197
11 Waldron Dr $ 400,000 9-28-2017 1,822 $220
5 Waldron Dr $ 375,000 7-23-2018 1,592 $236
4 Waldron Dr $ 335,000 2-01-2019 2,320 $144
20 Wiles Dr $ 337,000 6-07-2017 1,596 $211
16 Wiles Dr $ 380,000 2-07-2017 1,880 8202
8 Wiles Dr $315,000 10-14-2016 1,596 $197
15 Wiles Dr $ 321,000 10-12-2016 1,800 $178
9 Rochelle Ct $ 160,000 3-16-2018 900 $178
2 Rochelle Ct. $ 220,000 12-15-2016 1,156 $190
12 Rochelle Ct $ 220,000 11-23-2016 972 $226
8 Govan Dr $ 285,000 12-16-2016 2,125 $134
17 Govan Dr $ 265,000 11-8-2018 1,220 $217
146 W Main St $ 825,000 6-14-2017 5,100 $162
154 W Main St $ 870,000 8-29-2018 3,000 $290
129 W Main St $ 350,000 4-05-2017 2,060 $170
9 Autumn Ln $ 435,000 3-29-2018 2,540 $171
153 Rte 210 $415,000 6-22-2018 2,598 $160
12 Reservoir Rd $ 290,000 3-04-2019 1,300 $223
31 JFK Dr $ 500,000 8-06-2018 2,688 8186
31 JFK Dr $ 375,950 5-06-2016 2,688 $140
38 JFK Dr $333,000 6-08-2016 1,545 $216
41 Franklin Dr $219,950 10-30-2017 1,499 $147
3 Franklin Dr $ 360,000 8-01-2018 1,088 $331
23 Franklin Dr $ 300,000 9-27-2018 1,701 $176
10 Ethan Allen Dr $ 255,000 5-10-2017 1,080 $236
32 Ten Eyck St $ 284,000 1-11-2017 1,282 $222
30 Ten Eyck St $ 359,000 7-10-2018 1,899 $189
22 Ten Eyck St $ 300,000 8-22-2017 1,450 $207
41 Jay St $ 293,000 10-15-2018 1,620 $181
25 Jay St $ 319,000 10-31-2017 1,584 $201
46 Jay St $ 265,000 8-03-2016 1,305 $203
34 Orchard St $ 360,000 4-12-2018 2,454 $147
33 Orchard St $ 382,650 1-23-2019 2,214 $173
87 N Liberty Dr $ 304,500 10-31-2018 1,429 $213
16 Bayview Dr $ 280,000 12-15-2017 1,605 $174
104 Battalion Dr $ 289,000 12-18-2017 1,212 $238

Average Sales Price per Square Foot: $202

Study indicates that the properties with views of a communications tower have a
slightly higher or very similar average price per square foot than those without a view of a
communications tower.



Exhibit 14, 430 New Hempstead Road, New City, Rockland County, NY

A 125' +/- monopole tower, located north of New Hempstead Road and west of the
Palisades Parkway, in the New City area of the Town of Ramapo, NY visited in April 2019. The following
sales are located on the surrounding streets and are within sight of the tower:
2016 - 2018 STUDY

Address Sales Price Sale Date Area Price/SF
9 Peachtree Ter , 3232018 1,610 $99
6 Stoneham Ln $ 400,500 10-25-2016 2,150 5186
14 Stoneham Ln $ 440,000 1-17-2017 2,150 $205
16 Stoneham Ln $ 360,000 6-29-2016 2,069 8174
9 Butternut Dr $ 380,000 9-30-2016 1,850 $205
4 Butternut Dr $ 399,000 11-8-2016 1,610 $248
8 Butternut Dr $ 429,000 9-07-2016 2,000 $215
3 Hoover Ln $ 367,000 10-28-2016 1,620 $227
Average Sales Price per Square Foot: $195
The following properties are in the same neighborhood but have no view of the
tower:
Address Sales Price Sale Date Area Price/SF
ummit Av ) 6-22-2018 ,
11 Summit Av $ 350,0008 8-30-2016 1,233 $284
7 Highview Av $ 322,500 8-02-2016 1,607 $201
3 Park Av $ 370,000 11-7-2016 1,824 $203
1 Doolin Rd $ 665,000 9-27-2018 4,974 $134
12 Doolin Rd $ 595,000 6-29-2018 2,673 $223
24 Tempo Rd $ 535,000 7-28-2016 2,591 $206
12 Wagon Wheel Dr $514,500 2-05-2018 3,024 $170
3 Wagon Wheel Dr $ 400,000 7-19-2016 2,752 $145
156 Trails End $ 669,000 7-09-2018 2,604 8257
144 Trails End $ 480,000 114-2016 4,239 $113
140 Trails End $ 529,000 4-03-2018 2,845 $186
133 Trails End $ 468,000 7-27-2016 2,834 $165
137 Trails End $ 430,000 6-23-2016 2,924 $147
153 Trails End $ 387,000 1-14-2016 2,586 $150
132 Trails End $ 410,000 8-04-2016 2,919 $140
129 Trails End $ 492,500 6-12-2017 2,996 $164
120 Trails End $572,100 11-29-2016 3,000 $191
116 Trails End $ 562,240 3-30-2017 3,000 $187
112 Trails End $712,840 12-12-2017 3,400 $210
107 Trails End $ 540,078 3-09-2017 3,000 $180
27 Trailside Pl $ 576,000 8-19-2016 2,560 $225
8 Trailside Ct $ 595,000 5-04-2018 3,073 5194
902 Rte 45 $ 250,000 11-28-2016 1,575 $159
126A Old Schoolhouse  § 550,000 10-12-2017 2,788 $197
114 Old Schoolhouse $ 375,000 1-31-2018 1,493 $251
5 Charles St $ 299,000 10-2-2017 962 8311
4 Highview Av S $ 460,000 9-12-2016 2,259 $204
3 Stoneham Ln $ 380,000 8-26-2016 1,610 $236
7 Peachtree Ter $ 347,000 2-26-2016 2,165 $160
10 Peachtree Rd $ 617,460 3-01-2017 3,000 $206
7 Peachtree Rd $527,100 2-08-2017 3,200 $165
5 Peachtree Rd $521,250 1-29-2016 3,000 $174
25 Butternut Dr $ 495,000 10-15-2018 2,224 $223
24 Butternut Dr $ 430,000 6-09-2017 1,850 $232
3 Brooks Edge Dr $ 587,340 7-29-2016 2,955 $199
451 New Hempstead Rd  $ 395,000 3-29-2017 2,204 $179
453 New Hempstead Rd  $ 407,000 9-14-2017 2,204 $185
120 Hempstead Rd $ 499,000 9-17-2018 3,330 $150
120 Hempstead Rd $ 440,000 12-30-2016 3,330 $132
114 Hempstead Rd $ 465,000 3-12-2018 2,112 $220
1 StarkrgtP $ 549,000 6-30-2016 3,199 $172
3 Burrows Ct $ 286,000 5-31-2016 2,442 $117
10 Hoover Ln $ 390,000 8-15-2018 1,548 $252
40 Hoover Ln $ 600,000 12-14-2018 2,229 $269
23 Hoover Ln $ 695,000 2-04-2016 4,780 $145
19 Hoover Ln $ 450,000 12-29-2016 2,258 $199
3 Gurnee Ct $ 395,000 8-04-2016 2,229 $177
1 Gurnee Ct $ 300,000 8-02-2016 2,117 $142
Average Sales Price per Square Foot: $192

) ) Study indicates that the properties with views of a communications tower have a
slightly higher or virtually equal average price per square foot as those without a view of a communications
tower.



Exhibit 15, 117 Duelk Ave, South Blooming Grove, Orange County, NY

A 150' flagpole type tower located just west of Route 208, on Duelk Avenue, in
South Blooming Grove, in the Town of Monroe, NY visited in May 2017. The following sales are
located on the surrounding streets and are very close to the communications tower, within sight:

2014 - 2016+ STUDY

Address Sales Price Sale Date Area Price/SF
303 Lake Shore Dr $ 360,000 9-27-2016 2,147 $168
316 Lake Shore Dr $ 235,000 9-26-2016 1,512 $155
4 Red Bird Dr $ 267,000 10-13-2016 1,716 8156
2 Beech Tree Rnd $ 210,000 7-07-2016 1,040 $202
25 Merriewold Ln N $ 150,000 8-17-2015 1,552 $ 97
4 Lone Oak Cir $ 225,000 10-31-2016 1,728 $130
14 Old Town Rd $ 265,000 12-8-2014 1,778 $149
11 Lee Av $319,000 11-8-2016 1,934 $165
26 Duelk Av $ 240,000 12-13-2016 960 $250
19 Duelk Av $ 160,000 3-31-2016 960 $167
83 Duelk Av $ 245,000 12-1-2016 1,092 $224
25 Duelk Av $275,000 11-14-2016 1,012 $272
4 Laredo Ct $319,900 11-29-2016 1,504 $213
4 Laredo Ct $237,900 3-27-2015 1,504 $158
5 Laredo Ct $210,000 9-12-2016 960 $219
23 Duelk Av $ 260,000 1-23-2017 960 8271
106 Duelk Av $ 305,000 2-22-2017 1,772 $172
2 Pecos Ct $ 230,000 7-21-2016 1,240 $185
90 Duelk Av $ 209,500 1-29-2016 1,184 $177
86 Duelk Av $ 230,000 11-12-2014 1,280 $180
Average Sales Price per Square Foot: $185

communications tower:

The following properties are in the same neighborhood but have no view of the

Address Sales Price Sale Date Area Price/SF
10 Hawks Nest Rd $ 242,300 1-14-2016 1,332 $182
252 Lake Shore Dr $254,800 4-23-2014 1,852 $138
374 Lake Shore Dr $ 307,500 12-8-2016 1,840 $167
20 Hawthorne Dr $ 466,100 11-9-2016 1,993 $234
22 Hawthorne Dr $ 346,000 11-23-2016 1,616 $214
25 Hawthorne Dr $ 350,000 2-21-2017 1,796 $195
19 Hawthorne Dr $ 315,000 1-13-2017 1,792 $176
15 Hawthorne Dr $ 245,000 7-15-2015 1,104 $222
10 Pine Hill Rd $ 250,000 10-10-2014 1,332 $188
23 Pine Hill Rd $ 260,000 7-27-2016 1,340 $194
37 Pine Hill Rd $ 240,000 8-15-2016 1,260 $190
56 Duelk Av $ 299,000 9-29-2016 1,176 $254
56 Duelk Av $ 255,000 5-11-2016 1,176 $217
56 Duelk Av $ 170,000 4-01-2015 1,176 $145
54 Duelk Av $ 240,000 2-23-2017 960 $250
46 Duelk Av $ 250,000 11-8-2016 960 $260
40 Duelk Av $ 190,000 10-1-2015 1,680 $113
40 Duelk Av $275,000 1-25-2017 1,680 $164
65 Duelk Av $ 243,000 3-10-2016 1,464 $166
51 Duelk Av $ 230,000 10-14-2016 1,344 $171
12 San Antonio Cir $ 270,000 1-24-2017 1,410 $191
11 San Antonio Cir $ 335,000 11-28-2016 2,124 $158
1 San Antonio Cir $ 190,000 1-30-2017 960 $198
76 Duelk Av $ 220,000 4-04-2016 1,523 $144
13 Dallas Dr $ 170,000 3-03-2016 994 $171
34 Peddler Hill Rd $ 240,000 9-11-2015 1,390 $173
Average Sales Price per Square Foot: $187

Study indicates that the properties with views of a communications tower and
progerties without a view of a communications tower have virtually equal average price per square feet,
1n this specific neighborhood.



Exhibit 16, 1 Ridge Rd, Hamptonburgh, Orange County, NY

A 162 lattice tower located just south of Route 207, on Ridge Road, in
Hamptonburgh, in the Town of Monroe, NY visited in May 2017. The following sales are
located on the surrounding streets and are very close to the communications tower, within sight:

2014 - 2016+ STUDY

Address Sales Price Sale Date Area Price/SF

506 Ridge Rd $ 215,000 10-22-2015 1,528 $141

4 Lincolndale Rd $ 315,000 6-12-2015 2,378 $132

10 Shea Rd $ 380,000 12-3-2015 2,604 $146

118 Sarah Wells Trl  $ 200,000 3-22-2017 1,147 $174

5 Arbor Rd $ 370,000 9-16-2016 2,604 $143
Average Sales Price per Square Foot: $147

The following properties are in the same neighborhood but have no view
of the communications tower:

Address Sales Price Sale Date Area Price/SF
43 Day Rd $ 405,000 3-09-2017 2,210 $183
66 Day Rd $ 285,000 9-20-2016 2,222 $128
58 Day Rd $ 425,000 6-22-2015 2,956 $144
18 Kimberly Dr $ 390,000 8-22-2014 3,124 $125
7 Darren Dr $ 245,900 8-16-2016 1,532 $161
32 Day Rd $ 278,000 6-25-2014 2,044 $136
27 Arbor Rd $ 450,000 8-25-2015 3,208 $140
27 Arbor Rd $ 324,000 8-09-2016 1,993 $163
27 Arbor Rd $ 365,000 2-01-2017 2,592 $141
27 Arbor Rd $ 340,323 10-3-2014 2,400 $142
Average Sales Price per Square Foot: $146

Study indicates that the properties with views of a communications tower
and properties without a view of a communications tower have virtually equal average price per
square feet, in this specific neighborhood.
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Senior Appraiser
Lane Appraisals, Inc.
178 Myrtle Boulevard
Larchmont, New York 10538

PROFESSIONAL DESIGNATIONS
MALI - Member of the Appraisal Institute - #12165
Certified General Appraiser
State of New York #46000009780
Accredited New York State Department of Transportation, Right of Way Appraiser

GENERAL EDUCATION
St. Lawrence University
Canton, New York
B.A.-1984
PROFESSIONAL APPRAISAL EDUCATION

The Appraisal Institute -

#1A-1 - Fall, 1985 - Appraisal Principles
#8-2 - Spring, 1985 - Residential Valuation
T #1A-2 - Fall, 1986 - Basic Valuation
#1B-A - Spring, 1989 - Capitalization Theory and Techniques - A
# SPP - Summer 1989 - Standards of Professional Practice
#1B-B - Fall, 1989 -  Capitalization Theory and Techniques - B
#2-1 - Spring 1990 - Case Studies in Real Estate Valuation
#2-2 - Summer 1991 - Report Writing and Valuation Analysis
# 520 - Winter 1994 -  Advanced Highest and Best Use and Market Analysis
#320 - Spring 1994 - General Applications
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#SPPA - Fall, 1994 - Standards of Professional Practice (USPAP) - A
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#SPPC - Fall, 1999 -  Standards of Professional Practice (USPAP/Ethics) - C
- Summer 2003 - Standards of Professional Practice (USPAP/Ethics) - 15 Hr
#710 - Fall 2004 - Condemnation Appraising: Principals and Applications
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- Summer 2008 - Convenience Store Valuation
- Winter 2008 - Apartment Valuation
- Winter 2008 -  Subdivision Valuation
- Spring 2011 -  Litigation Skills for the Appraiser
- Winter 2012 - Residential and General Appraisal Curriculum Overview
- Spring 2012 - IRS Valuation Webinar
- Winter 2013 -  Business Ethics
- Spring 2013 - International Valuation Standards
- Fall 2013 - Analyzing Operating Expenses
- Fall 2013 - Rates & Ratios: Making Sense of GIMs, OARs & DCFs
- Fall 2014 - Right-Of-Way Easements; Case Studies Webinar
- Fall 2015 - Contamination and the Valuation Process
- Summer 2017 -  Uniform Appraisal Standards for Federal Land Acquisitions
- Winter 2018 - Eminent Domain and Condemnation

QUALIFIED AS AN EXPERT IN REAL ESTATE VALUATION
US Bankruptcy Court New York State Supreme Court New York State Court of Claims

Since 1984, engaged exclusively in appraising real estate. Assignments include:

Single family homes, condominiums, cooperative apartments, two to six family dwellings, rental apartment
buildings, cooperative apartment buildings, condominium complexes, Section 8, Section 236 (Mitchell Lama)
and HUD apartment projects, nursing care and life care communities, senior living facilities, public buildings,
municipal properties, parks, hotels, industrial buildings, gas and service stations, auto dealerships, office
buildings, retail and wholesale facilities, regional and neighborhood shopping centers, estates, marinas,
country clubs, golf courses, sub-divisions, easements, encroachments, air rights and vacant parcels for
purposes of finance, purchase, sale, gift tax, estate tax, divorce, bankruptcy, condemnation, tax certiorari
proceedings, internal and estate planning, Right-of-Way analysis, gas pipeline expansion, HUD Rent
Comparability Study, and New York State Equalization Rate challenges.

Primary professional territory comprises Westchester, Putnam, Dutchess, Rockland, Orange, Ulster, Sullivan,
Greene, Columbia, Bronx, Queens, Kings (Brooklyn), Richmond (Staten Island) and New York (Manhattan)
Counties in New York, and Fairfield and New Haven Counties in Connecticut.



PAUL A. ALFIERI, ITI, MAI
APPRAISAL EXPERIENCE
APPRAISALS COMPLETED FOR

New York State Supreme Court

State of New York, Office of General Svcs
State of New York, Dept of Transportation
State of New York Office of Parks,
Recreation & Historic Preservation

State of New York, Office of Mental
Retardation and Developmental Disabilities
State of New York, Office of Mental Health
Bureau of Housing Development & Support
County of Westchester

County of Putnam, Dept. of Finance
County of Rockland, Dept. of Finance
City of Mount Vernon

City of New Rochelle

City of Yonkers

City of Rye

City of Peekskill

City of White Plains

Town of Bedford

Town of Carmel

Town of Greenburgh

Town of Ossining

Town of Pelham

Town of Lewisboro

Town of New Castle

Town of Patterson

Town of Putnam Valley

Town of Harrison

Town of Mt. Pleasant

Town of Rye

Town of Southeast

Town of Scarsdale

Town of Blooming Grove

Village of Ardsley

Village of Croton-on-Hudson

Village of Dobbs Ferry

Village of Harrison

Village of Mamaroneck

Village of Larchmont

Village of Ossining

Village of Pelham Manor

Village of Irvington

Village of Elmsford

Village of Pelham

Village of Port Chester

Village of Scarsdale

Village of South Blooming Grove
Brewster Central School District

Town of Greenburgh Department of
Community Dvlpmt and Conservation
State of New York, Business Dvlpmt Corp.
Empire State Certified Development Corp.
U.S. Small Business Administration
Statewide Zone Capital Corp.

Yonkers, New Main St. Redevelopment Corp.

Legal Services of the Hudson Valley
The Institute for Justice

Westhab

Putnam Community Foundation

Environmental Protection Agency
Dormitory Authority of the State of NY
Mount Vernon Hospital

St. Josephs Medical Center

St. Vincents Hospital Westchester

St. Agnes Hospital

Phelps Memorial Hospital Corp.

White Plains Medical Center

The Burke Rehabilitation Hospital

The Seabury Wilson Home

The March of Dimes

The United Way of Westchester

The Salvation Army

The Congregation of Jehovah’s Witnesses
LDS Church

Good Shepard Presbyterian Church
Hudson River Presbyterian Church

St. Johns Lutheran Church

Zion AME Baptist Church

Shiloh Baptist Church

Valhalla United Methodist Church
Bethlehem Lutheran Church

Bryn Mawr Presbyterian Church

Greek Orthodox Church - Evangelismos
Congregation Ohr Torah Synagogue
Central Baptist Church of NY

Montebello Jewish Center

Missionary Church Investment Foundation
Corporation of the Presiding Bishop of the
Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-Day Saints
Retirement Living Services

Hebrew Hospital Home Foundation, Inc.
Beth Abraham Health Services
Schnurmacher Nursing Home

Saint Michael's Home for the Aged
Jewish Board of Family & Children's Sves
Board of Coop Education Services (BOCES)
YM+YWHA of Southern Westchester
YMCA of Central & Northern Westchester
YMCA of Mt. Vernon

Tarrytown YMCA

New Rochelle YMCA

Tona College

The Windward School

The Berkley School

Pace Business School

Mid Westchester Elks Club

Westchester Interfaith Council

The Hackley School

Bokharian Communities Center, Inc.

The Episcopal Church of St. Alban Martyr
Salesian Society, Province of St. Philip

St. Gregory the Enlightener Church
Innovations for Community Advancement
The Masonic Guild of Port Chester
Planned Parenthood of Westchester and
Rockland, Inc.

Waestchester Land Trust

Westchester Joint Water Works

National Development Council



PAUL A. ALFIERI, II1, MAI
APPRAISAL EXPERIENCE
APPRAISALS COMPLETED FOR

MBIA Insurance Company
Metropolitan Life

Principal Mutual Life Insurance Co.
Guardian Insurance Company
Reckson Operating Partnership, LP
GDC Development Corp.
Capelli Enterprises

GHP Houlihan

APEX Development Company
Urstadt Biddle Properties
Jones, Lang, Wooten

Halpern Enterprises

Forest City Daly Housing Corp.
Mack Cali

Platzner Int’l Group, Ltd.
Colliers Int’l Valuation & Advisory Services
Industrial Heater Corp.

Sunoco

Barrier Oil Company

Castle Oil

Motiva Enterprises

Neptune Moving Company
Toyota

Toyota Financial Services

Pepe Auto Group

Alfredo’s Foreign Cars
Soundview Chevrolet
Westchester Chrysler Plymouth
Pace Honda

Rye Ford Subaru

Acura of Westchester

Willow Motors

Heart Kia

Heart Ford

Mallory Kotzen Tires
Direcktor's Boatyard

Steel Style Development Corp.
Swanson Boat Transport Co.
Mid Ocean Tankers

Defender Marine

Mamaroneck Boat and Motors
Nichols Boatyard

McMichael Boating Center
Glen Island Yacht Club

West Harbor Yacht Services, Inc.
Tax Assessment Experts
Consumers Union

Combe Inc.

USTA National Tennis Center
Ticor Title Guarantee Co.
Security Mutual Life Insurance Co. of NY
The Community Builders
Bedford Union Cemetery
Tarrycrest Swim Club

Suez Water Company

Reichhold Chemical

Leroy Pharmacies

Ciba Geigy

Akzo Nobel, Inc.

Mutual Biscuit Company

Imperial Yacht Club

Manursing Island Club

Glen Island Yacht Club Inc.

Willow Ridge Country Club
Beckwith Point Beach and Tennis Club
Board of Directors of the Quay Condo
PCC Real Estate, Inc. (A Penn Central Co.)
Pepsico.

Store 24

Wakefern Foods

The Great Atlantic and Pacific Tea Co.
ShopRite Supermarket Inc.

New York Telephone

Plaza Materials Company

Transpo Industries

Suburban Carting Company
Dunham Paint Company

Landauer Metropolitan Medical

The Chapson Corporation

Robert Martin Rosedale Corporation
Otto Brehm

Neri Bakery

Tork Time Clock

Liberty Lines Bus Company

General Motors

Teledyne, Inc.

Verizon Wireless

Prodigy

Kenneth Cole

Purdue Frederick Company
Rostenberg-Doern Company
Houlihan-Parnes

Strategic Resources Corporation
Flynn Burner

Continental Hosts

Lifetime Fitness Co.

CSX Railroad/CSX Realty Corp.
Spectra Energy/Algonquin Gas
Zipjack Industry

Bertoline Distributors

Cugine Foods

Quick Quality Restaurants

Hudson Valley Resorts

Hudson River Healtheare

Adira at Riverside

Danish Home for the Aged

Energize New York

New York SMSA Ltd. Partnership (Verizon)
New Cingular Wireless PCS (AT&T)
Homeland Towers, LLC

Crown Castle



PAUL A. ALFIERI, 111, MAI
APPRAISAL EXPERIENCE
FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS

Abacus Federal Savings Bank
American Savings Bank

America’s Christian Credit Union
Apple Savings

Anchor Savings Bank

Allstate Appraisal Services
Algemene Bank of Netherlands
Alliance Bank

Alliance Funding

A-1 Preferred Mortgage

Anchor Equities, Ltd.

BNC National Bank

BMC Capital

Beacon Financial

Banco Popular

Bankers Trust Company

Bank of America

Bank Leumi

Bank of New York

Barclay's Bank of New York
Business Loan Express

Carver Federal Savings Bank

The Chase Manhattan Bank, N.A.
Chemical Bank

Century Capital Corporation
Columbia Equities, Ltd.

Consumer Capital Corporation
Central Federal Bank

Chase Bank

Chemical Bank

The Chase Manhattan Bank, N.A.
Citibank, N.A.

Cititrust

City and Suburban Federal Savings Bank
Crossland Savings Bank

Comfed Savings Bank
Commonwealth Mortgage Company
Community Mutual Savings Bank
Community Preservation Corporation
Conamero Development Corporation
Condo Plus

Consortium Financial
Countrywide Funding Corporation
Country Bank

Crossway Capital, Ltd.

Customers Bank

Dime Savings Bank

Dollar Dry Dock Savings Bank
DuPont Mortgage Corporation

Eagle Funding

Eastchester Savings Bank
Eastern Savings Bank
Educational and Governmental Employees
Credit Union

Edison Funding

Emigrant Savings Bank

Empire Financial Corporation
Empbanque Capital Corporation
Empire of America

Ensign Bank

Equity Mortgage

Equity Stars

Exchange Mortgage Corporation
Express Equity

Family Financial

The First Boston Corporation
FDIC

First Boston Mortgage Center
First Fidelity

First Northern

First National Mortgage and Finance Co.
First National Bank of North Tarrytown
First Union Corporation

Fleet Bank

Florida Capital Management
Four Star Funding

Foremost Funding

Full Service Funding

Gibralter Money Center
Goldstar Resources

Goldome

GM Wolkenberg, Inc.

Green Park Financial

Heartland Bank

Heritage Funding

Holme Capital

Homequity

Home Funding

Home Mortgage

Home Savings Bank

Houlihan Lawrence Financial
Hudson United Bank

Hudson Valley National Bank
IBM Relocation

Intercounty

Investors Mortgage



PAUL A. ALFIERI, II1, MAI

APPRAISAL EXPERIENCE

FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS
J P Morgan Chase Real Estate Recovery, Inc.
Jaguar Caplta! Resolution Trust Company
Kac.illlac Fundmg,. Ltd. Resource Funding
Knighthead Funding Roosevelt Savings Bank
LaJolla Bank Scarsdale National Bank
Larchmont Federal S & L Association Seacoast Mortgage
Lehman Brothers Bank Service First
Love Funding Signature Bank
Mahopac National Bank Society for Savings
Mansfield Mortgage Sound Federal Savings & Loan Association
Marine Midland Bank

Medallion Funding Corporation
Meritor Credit Corporation
Merrill Lynch Mortgage

Merrill Lynch Relocation

Metro Bank

Metropolitan Funding

Metropolis Capital

Midlantic Mortgage Corporation
The Money Store

The Mortgage Center

Mutual Bank

Nazarene Credit Union

National Cooperative Bank
National Westminster Bank U. S. A,
New York Community Bank

New York National Bank

Omega Funding Group

Ocwen

PCSB

People's Mortgage

Peoples Westchester Savings Bank
PMI Mortgage Insurance Company
Preferred Mortgage

Prudential Mortgage Company
Putnam County National Bank

Statewide Zone Capital Corp.
Tarrytown and North Tarrytown Savings
& Loan Association

TD Bank

Titan Capital

Tompkins Trust

Tremont Federal Savings & Loan Assoc.
UBS Warburg Real Estate

Ulster Saving Bank

Union State Bank

United Northern Federal Savings Bank
USA Bank

U.S. Mortgage

Village Savings Bank

Wachovia Corporation

Washington Federal S & L Association
Welcome Home Realty

Wells Fargo

Westfair Funding Corporation
Westchester Bank

Westchester Federal Savings Bank
Williamsburgh Savings Bank
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APPRAISALS OF NOTABLE PROPERTIES

AKZO Property, Lawrence St, Ardsley

CIBA Geigy Property, Greenburgh

Cemetery, Clinton Rd, Bedford

Self Storage, 34 Norm Av, Bedford

Supermarket, 747 S Bedford Rd, Bedford

Readers Digest HQ Property, Chappaqua

Gas Pipeline Easement/Rental, Cortland

Sewer Plant, Cortlandt/Croton

Dockominiums, Half Moon Bay, Croton

Village Hall, 1 Van Wyck St, Croton

Former Brewery, 145 Palisade Av, Dobbs Ferry
AKZO Property, Danforth Av, Dobbs Ferry
Motel, 22 Tarrytown Rd, Greenburgh

Motel 290 Tarrytown Rd, Elmsford

Police/Court Bing, 188 Tarrytown Rd, Greenburgh
Town Hall, 177 Hillside Av, Greenburgh

Library, Tarrytown & Knollwood Rd, Greenburgh
Church, 2102 Saw Mill River Rd, Greenburgh
Midway Shopping Ctr, Central Prk Av, Greenburgh
Greenville Shopping Ctr, Central Prk, Greenburgh
Con Ed Transmission Lines, Greenburgh
Office/Lab, Landmark at Eastview, Greenburgh
Hotel, 670 White Plains Rd, Greenburgh
Subdivision, W Hartsdale Av, Hartsdale
Newspaper Property, 1 Gannett Dr, Harrison
Subdivision, 2025 Westchester Av, Harrison

Hotel, 80 W Red Oak Ln, Harrison

Willow Ridge Country Club, 123 North St, Harrison
Pepsico HQ, 700 Anderson Hill Rd, Harrison
Andrus Retirement Community, Hastings
Waterfront Industrial, River St, Hastings

Hotel, 18 24 Saw Mill River Rd, Hawthorne
School, Bradhurst Av, Hawthorne

Subdivision, S Broadway, Irvington

Subdivision, Mulligan Ln, Irvington

‘Waterfront Industrial, Irvington

Larchmont Yacht Club, Larchmont

McMichael Boat Yard, Mamaroneck

Nichols Boatyard, Mamaroneck

Mamaroneck Boat & Motor, Mamaroneck
Mamaroneck Beach & Yacht Club, Mamaroneck
St Johns Church, Cortlandt Av, Mamaroneck
Badger Swim Club, Rockland Av, Mamaroneck
Derektors Ship Yard, Mamaroneck

Church, 19 10" Av, Mt Vernon

YMCA, 20 S 2" Av, Mt Vernon

Church, 52 S 6™ Av, Mt Vernon

Synagogue, Crary Av, Mt Vernon

Supermarket, 960 Broadway, Thornwood

Glen Island Casino Catering, New Rochelle
Marina, 101 Harbor Ln W, New Rochelle

Auto Dealer Portfolio, New Rochelle

New Rochelle City Yard, Main St, New Rochelle
‘Wright Island Marina, Drake Av, New Rochelle
Church, Stratton Rd, New Rochelle

Imperial Yacht Club, Davenport Av, New Rochelle

Reservoir, Weaver St, Larchmont/New Rochelle
Neptune Marina, Davenport Av, New Rochelle
YMCA, 540 Weyman Av, New Rochelle

Iona College Dormitory Sites, New Rochelle
Dudleys Marina & Restaurant, New Rochelle
Beckwith Beach Club, New Rochelle

Westerly Marina, Westerly Rd, Ossining

City Development Site, Lower South St, Peekskill
Peekskill Waterfront Properties, Peekskill
Village Development Site, Port Chester

DPW Waterfront, Fox Island Rd, Port Chester
Village Hall, 222 Grace Church St, Port Chester
Police/Court, 350 N Main St, Port Chester
Masonic Temple, 356 Irving Av, Port Chester
United Hospital, 406 Boston Post, Port Chester
Hotel, Rye Town Hilton, Rye Brook

Rye Ridge Shopping Center, Rye Ridge

Office, Rye Ridge Plaza, Rye Brook

Washington Park Plaza SC, S Ridge St, Rye Brook
BOCES, Berkley Dr, Rye Brook

Offices, 1-6 International Dr, Rye Brook

Phelps Hospital, N Broadway, Sleepy Hollow
General Motors Property, Sleepy Hollow

Pepsico Offices, Pepsi Way, Somers

Gas Pipeline Easement/Rental, Somers

YMCA, 62 Main St, Tarrytown

Hackley School, Midland Av, Tarrytown

Hotel, Axe Castle, Tarrytown

Bayer Property, Benedict Av, Tarrytown

Kraft Property, S Broadway, Tarrytown
Halpern Office Portfolio, Tarrytown

Mack Cali Office Portfolio, Tarrytown
Christiana Office, White Plains Rd, Tarrytown
Tappan Zee Bridge, Quay DOT Taking, Tarrytown
Self Storage, 160 Wildey Av, Tarrytown

Self Storage, Depot Plaza, Tarrytown
‘Washington Irving Boat Club, Tarrytown
Retirement/Nursing, Westchestr Meadws, Valhalla
Trump Tower, City Pl, White Plains

Office, 7 Renaissance Sq, White Plains

Parking Garage, Renaissance Sq, White Plains
Windward School, Windward Av, White Plains
Office, 1 N Broadway, White Plains

Pepe Auto Dealerships, White Plains, New Rochelle
Office, 34 44 S Broadway, White Plains

Pavilion Shopping Ctr, S Broadway, White Plains
Church, 65 Lake St, White Plains

Sears, 100 Main Street, White Plains

Office 140, 150 Grand St, White Plains

Office, 1 N Lexington Av, White Plains
Apartments, Bank St Commons, White Plains
Bloomingdales, Bloomingdale Rd, White Plains
DOT Surplus Land, White Plains

Office, 199 Main St, White Plains

Office, 333 Westchester Av, White Plains

Macys, Martine Av, White Plains



County Courthouse, Grove Rd, White Plains
Schurmacher Nursing Home, White Plains

Office, 1 Lexington Av, White Plains

YMCA, Mamaroneck Av, White Plains

Saks Fifth Ave., Bloomingdale Rd, White Plains
March of Dimes Office, White Plains

Gas Pipeline Easement/Rental, Yorktown

DOT Surplus Land, Crompond Rd, Yorktown
Office, 2649 2651Strang Blvd, Yorktown
Crompond Crossings Shopping Ctr, Yorktown

Self Storage, 2720 Lexington Av, Yorktown
Chicken Island Parcels, Yonkers

Religious/School, Van Cortlandt Park Av, Yonkers
Nursing Home, 304 Palisade Av, Yonkers
Amackassin Club, Palisade Av, Yonkers

CSX Railroad Land, Babcock Av, Yonkers
Consumers Union Office HQ, Truman Av, Yonkers
Ferncliff Manor School, Saw Mill Rvr Rd, Yonkers
Church, 320 Walnut St, Yonkers

Waterfront Development Sites and Land Underwtr
Tara Circle School, Mansion, N Broadway, Yonkers
Church, 77 High St, Yonkers

Easement, Glenwood Av waterfront, Yonkers

DOT Surplus Land, Central Park Av, Yonkers
Church, 306 Rumsey Rd, Yonkers

City Library, 5 Main St, Yonkers

Mitchell Lama Apartments, Riverdale Av, Yonkers
Toys R Us, Central Park Av, Yonkers

Tanglewood Shopping Ctr, Central Prk Av, Yonkers
High Ridge Shopping Ctr, Central Prk Av, Yonkers
Central Plz Shpping Ctr, Central Prk Av, Yonkers

Nichols Boatyard, Hylan Av, Staten Island
Apartment Portfolio, Harlem

Boat Slip/Marina, Nyack

Apartment Portfolio, Spring Valley

Religious School, Rt. 360, Monsey

Senior Housing Site, Stoneleigh Av, Carmel

Office, 60 Merritt Blvd, Fishkill

113 Acre Subdivision, Nichols St, Kent

Hotel, 50 Red Oak Mills Rd, LaGrange
Subdivision, Meadowbrook Ct, Patterson

Hotel, 2170 South Rd, Poughkeepsie

150 Acre Residential/Commercial Site, Putnam Vly
Office/Flex, Myers Corners Rd, Wappinger Falls
Industrial Site, River Rd, New Windsor

53 Acre Senior Housing Site & Lake, New Windsor
Middletown Psychiatric Ctr, Middletown

DOT Surplus Land, Walkill

Shopping Center, Blooming Grove

Two Self Storage Facilities, Monticello

Orange & Rockland Utility, Inc., S. Blooming Grove
311 Acre Site, Rt. 9W and River Rd, Esopus

170 Acre Site, Railroad Av, Ulster

Supermarkets, Hudson

Numerous Cell Tower Site Sale & Rental Analyses
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TELECOMMUNICATIONS ENGINEERING

December 1, 2020

Chairman and

Members of the Planning Board
104 Main Street

Mount Kisco, NY 10549

Re:  Homeland Towers, LLC
Proposed installation of a Communications Tower
180 South Bedford Road

Dear Chairman and Members of the Planning Board:

I am a Radio Frequency Engineer specializing in RF design for wireless telecommunication
networks. I am employed by V-COMM, L.L.C., a telecommunications engineering firm primarily
focused on provided engineering and related business services to network operators in the
telecommunications industry as well as municipalities.

I am writing this letter in response to Point 1 Section D in the Memorandum in Opposition
submitted by Campanelli & Associates, P.C., titled “Homeland’s Provided Analysis Regarding its
Wireless Coverage is Contradicted by Verizon’s Own Actual Coverage Data.” The argument made
by the Memorandum in Opposition is that Verizon’s website contains coverage maps that show
coverage at Homeland’s proposed facility at 180 South Bedford Road. This is incorrect.

There is a documented need for the proposed facility at 180 South Bedford Road as outlined in
V-COMM’s RF report titled “NY172 Mount Kisco 4 Site” dated August 17, 2020, and our RF
supplemental report titled “N'Y172 Mount Kisco 4 Site” dated October 28, 2020. These RF reports
include highly accurate propagation maps and detailed capacity data. These propagation maps and
capacity data are the tools used by qualified RF Engineers to determine whether a site is needed,
as well as the design and height required for such a site.

Verizon’s online maps are not intended to, and should not be relied upon for RF system design.
They are developed using minimal RF threshold levels that may be subject to variable RF coverage
conditions. Verizon’s online maps include a clear disclaimer detailing their limitation for coverage:

These Coverage Locator depictions apply to National Calling Plans. International
rates for voice and data will apply.

These maps are not a guarantee of coverage and contain areas of no service, and are

2540 US Highway 130 « Suite 101 » Cranbury, NJ 08512 ® (609) 655-1200 « FAX (609) 409-1927
736 Springdale Road * Suite 300 * Exton, PA 19341 ® (484) 879-6960 » FAX (484) 8§79-6963

Engineering Networks for High Performance™



a general prediction of where rates apply based on our internal data. Wireless
service is subject to network and transmission limitations, including cell site
unavailability, particularly near boundaries and in remote areas. Customer
equipment, weather, topography and other environmental considerations associated
with radio technology also affect service and service may vary significantly within
buildings. The coverage areas may include networks run by other carriers; some of
the coverage depicted is based on their information and public sources, and we
cannot guarantee its accuracy. Some devices may not be compatible with extended
coverage areas depicted in the map.

The maps included in our RF reports accurately demonstrate the existing coverage and service in
the area surrounding the proposed facility at 180 South Bedford Road. Our RF reports also includes
the capacity data demonstrating how the system is operating in real time and the need to relieve
capacity constraints on surrounding sites.

While it is common for the online maps to focus on providing an easy to use interactive online
mapping tool to convey Verizon’s general coverage capabilities, there is no expectation that the
online maps should exactly match the engineering maps as they are being developed for different
purposes in front of different audiences with ultimately different goals.

Sincerely,

G B
ALl At
Michael Webster
Senior Engineer
V-COMM, L.L.C.

V-COMM, L.L.C.



PLANNING BOARD AND
ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS

TOWN/VILLAGE OF MOUNT KISCO

In the matter of the Application of

HOMELAND TOWERS, LLC and VERIZON WIRELESS

Premises: 180 S. Bedford Road

S-B-L:

Mount Kisco, NY 10594

80.44-1-1
X

AFFIDAVIT OF MANUEL VICENTE IN SUPPORT OF APPLICATIONS FOR
SPECIAL PERMIT, SITE PLAN APPROVAL, STEEP SLOPE PERMIT,
AND APPEAL OF BUILDING INSPECTOR INTERPRETATION, OR IN THE

ALTERNATIVE A REQUEST FOR AREA VARIANCES, BY
HOMELAND TOWERS, LLC AND VERIZON WIRELESS
TO LOCATE A WIRELESS TELECOMMUNICATIONS FACILITY
AT 180 S. BEDFORD ROAD

I, MANUEL VICENTE, make the following statement under oath and subject to penalty of
perjury, and with the full understanding that this statement will be relied upon by the Mount
Kisco Planning Board and Zoning Board of Appeals in connection with the above captioned

matter:

1.

Homeland Towers, LLC (“Homeland Towers”) has a valid and binding lease
agreement with Scull Island Partners, LLC (“Scull Island Partners™) to lease space on
its property at 180 S. Bedford Road, Mount Kisco NY (“Property”) for the
installation of a wireless telecommunications facility (“Facility””). The location on
the Property where Homeland Towers has the right to install the Facility is depicted
on the Lease Exhibits attached hereto and incorporated herein as Exhibit 1.

Homeland Towers has the right to install the Facility on the Property at the location
depicted on the attached Lease Exhibits.

Homeland Towers does not have the right to install the Facility on any other location
on the Property other than in the location depicted on the attached Lease Exhibits.
Homeland Towers has requested permission from Skull Island Partners to be able to
place the Facility on other locations on the Property and Scull Island Partners refuses
to allow the Facility on any other location on the Property other than in the location
depicted on the attached Lease Exhibits.

Similarly, Homeland Towers has made numerous attempts to place the Facility on
other properties, including properties owned by the Village/Town of Mount Kisco.



6. By way of example, on November 8, 2020 Klaus Wimmer of Homeland Towers sent
a letter to Edward Brancati, the Village Manager, to confirm yet again that
Village-owned properties are not available for the installation of a wireless facility.
A copy of the November 8, 2020 letter is attached hereto and incorporated herein as
Exhibit 2. 1 personally spoke with Mr. Brancati and he confirmed that the Village
Board will not lease the Village-owned property at Leonard Park or the water tank
property, or other properties in the area necessary to remedy the gap in service, for
the installation of a wireless facility.

e ——
7

(BT YACENT
7 President’of Homeland Towers, LLC
December 1, 2020

Sworn to before me
this 1% day of December 2020

Notary Public

Rebecca Hall
Notary Public-Connecticut
My Cammission Expires
August31,2023




Exhibit 1
Lease Exhibits
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November 8, 2020 Village Manager Letter
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HOMELAND TOWERS
November 8, 2020

Village of Mount Kisco

Attn: Ed Brancati, Village Manager
104 Main St

Mount Kisco, NY 10594

Re: Homeland Towers / Verizon Wireless
Leonard Park, Main Street, Mount Kisco

Dear Mr. Brancati,

As you are aware Homeland Towers, LLC and Verizon Wireless over the past few years have
diligently been working to improve the wireless service in Mount Kisco and in the process have
evaluated and proposed to lease various Village owned properties, including Leonard Park.

Unfortunately, the Village Board in a public Meeting on January 28, 2019 decided not to
pursue our lease proposals. Also, as you are aware, we have subsequently secured a lease for a
wireless facility on a private property and have recently submitted an application for approval of a
wireless facility to the Planning Board.

We would like to take this opportunity to follow up with you to confirm that the Village
owned properties are still not available and that the Village still has no interested in leasing us

property for a wireless facility.

I am looking forward to hear back from you at your earliest convenience and please do not
hesitate to contact me with any questions.

Respectfully,

Kucs Wermmes

Klaus Wimmer
Regional Manager
Homeland Towers, LLC.

9 Harmony Street, 2" Floor » Danbury » CT > 06810 > 203-297-6345 » www.homelandtowers.us



AFFIDAVIT OF MAILING

State of New York
ss:

S S N

County of Westchester

Liza Gross being duly sworn, deposes and says that she is over twenty-one years of age
and works at 94 White Plains Road, Tarrytown, in the State of New York; that she is a paralegal
at Snyder & Snyder, LLP, the attorney for Homeland Towers, LLC and Verizon Wireless
regarding their application for the installation of a public utility wireless telecommunications
facility at 180 South Bedford Road, Village of Mount Kisco, New York. On November 24, 2020
she served notices, a copy of which is attached hereto, upon the following named persons at the
addresses set forth, as shown on the attached list, by mailing true copies of the same, enclosed and
properly sealed in postpaid envelopes, which she entrusted to the exclusive care and custody of
the United States Postal Service within the State of New York.

\J a Odam 4 A
N X670

Liza Gross

Sworn*to and subscribed before me
this ‘_’__ day of December 2020

David James Kenny
NOTARY PUBLIC, STATE OF NEW YORK

P - Registration No. 02KE6343903
%Jé W Qualified in Westchester County
Commission Expires June 20, 2026

NOTARY PUBLIC - >




PUBLIC NOTICE

PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that the Zoning Board of Appeals of the Village/Town of
Mount Kisco, New York will hold a Public Hearing on the 15th day of December
2020 at the Municipal Building, Mount Kisco, New York, beginning at 7:00 PM
pursuant to the Zoning Ordinance on the Appeal of Homeland Towers, LL.C and
Verizon Wireless c/o Snyder & Snyder, LLP 94 White Plains Road, Tarrytown, NY
10591, from the decision of Peter J. Miley, Building Inspector, dated October 6,
2020 including an interpretation of the zoning code that the proposed wireless
telecommunications facility at the Property identified as180 S. Bedford Road, Mount
Kisco, NY 10594 and described on the Village Tax Map as Section 80.44 Block 1
Lot 1 requires certain variances. The Property is located on the South side of South
Bedford Road in a Conservation Development Zoning District. In the alternative to
the Applicants’ Appeal of the Building Inspector’s Interpretation, application is also
being made to obtain a variance from §110-27.1(E)(4) for having a setback of less
than 1,600 feet from all residential dwellings where 197 feet is proposed and a
variance of 1,403 feet is requested, and relief from height requirement of §110-
27.1(E)(3) Code of the Village/Town of Mount Kisco setting a maximum height of
80 feet where 145 feet is proposed and a variance of 65 feet is requested. The area
variances are only requested in the alternative to the Applicants’ Appeal of the
Building Inspector’s interpretation that such variance relief is required.

Harold Boxer, Chair
Zoning Board of Appeals
Village/Town of Mount Kisco



Wildlife Preserve Inc.
71 Sarles Street
Mount Kisco, NY 10549

Maryann M. Tarnok
7 Brentwood Court
Mount Kisco, NY 10549

Karan and Pratibha Garewal
6 Brentwood Court
Mount Kisco, NY 10549

David M. and Holly Y. Schwartz
10 Brentwood Court
Mount Kisco, NY 10549

Michael and Carla Bird
35 Tucker Road
Bedford Corners, NY 10549

Realis Development LLC
356 Manville Road
Pleasantville, NY 10570

Lawrence and Daisy Lee
43 Linden Lane
Bedford Corners, NY 10549

Edward and Harriet Feinberg
701 D. Bedford Road
Bedford Hills, NY 10507

Michael J. and Madlyn Inserra
3 Brentwood Court
Mount Kisco, NY 10549

Frank and Barbara Paccetti
9 Brentwood Court
Mount Kisco, NY 10549

Marsh Sanctuary Inc.
71 Sarles Street
Mount Kisco, NY 10549

Gerard and Beth Romski
8 Brentwood Court
Mount Kisco, NY 10549

Marci Stearns & Steven McCormick
25 Tucker Road
Bedford Corners. NY 10549

Chabad of Bedford Inc.
133 Railroad Avenue
Bedford Hills, NY 10507

Rosemarie A. Maiorano
& Valeri Hedges
69 Linden Lane
Bedford Corners, NY 10549

Lisbeth Fumagalli, Town Clerk
Town of Bedford
321 Bedford Road
Bedford Hills, NY 10507

George Coppola & Ellen Molloy
5 Brentwood Court
Mount Kisco, NY 10549

Mt. Kisco Chase HOA Inc.
PO Box 265
Somers, NY 10589

Anna C. and John G. Pietrobono
2 Sarles Street
Mount Kisco, NY 10549

Elizabeth Jacobs
1 Brentwood Court
Mount Kisco, NY 10549

Town of Bedford
321 Bedford Road
Bedford Hills, NY 10507

Abdelouahab and Nancy El Bouhali
PO Box 667
Bedford Hills, NY 10507

Ihor Andrew and
Natalia M. Czernyk
108 Second Avenue

New York, NY 10003
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NEW YORK OFFICE

445 PARK AVENUE, 9TH FLOOR
NEW YORK, NEW YORK 10022
(212) 749-1448

FAX (212) 932-2693

LESLIE J. SNYDER
ROBERT D. GAUDIOSO

DAVID L. SNYDER
(1956-2012)

LAW OFFICES OF

SNYDER & SNYDER, LLP
94 WHITE PLAINS ROAD
TARRYTOWN, NEW YORK 10591
(914) 333-0700
FAX (914) 333-0743

WRITER’S E-MAIL ADDRESS
rgaudioso@snyderlaw .net

December 7, 2020

Honorable Chairman Harold Boxer
and Members of the Zoning Board of Appeals

Village of Mount Kisco

104 Main Street

Mount Kisco, New York 10549

Re:

Honorable Chairman and

180 S. Bedford Road
Public Utility Wireless Telecommunications Facility
Homeland Towers, LLC

Members of the Zoning Board of Appeals:

NEW JERSEY OFFICE

ONE GATEWAY CENTER, SUITE 2600
NEWARK, NEW JERSEY 07102

(973) 824-9772

FAX (973) 824-9774

REPLY TO:
TARRYTOWN OFFICE

As you are aware, we are the attorneys for Homeland Towers, LLC (“Homeland
Towers™) and Verizon Wireless (together “Applicants™) in connection with their enclosed
application to place a public utility wireless telecommunications facility (“Facility™) at the above
referenced property (‘“Property”).

Enclosed, please find 10 copies of the following materials:

1) Setback Analysis Report prepared by Klaus Wimmer of Homeland Towers, dated
December 3, 2020, that demonstrates that the Zoning Code’s listed setbacks to residential
dwellings are prohibitory and cannot be met even at the 80-foot height discussed in the
code. “Accordingly, the proposed variances are necessary to allow the applicants to
remedy a significant gap in federally licensed personal wireless services and the proposed
site location is the least intrusive means to do so. Without the variances requested, there
would be a prohibition of service.”; and

2) Letter from Village Manager dated December 2, 2020 stating that “there is no interest by
the Village Board to lease a portion of either of the two previously discussed Village
owned properties [including Leonard Park] for the installation of a wireless facility.”



We thank you for your consideration, and look forward to discussing this matter
with the Zoning Board of Appeals at the public hearing on December 15, 2020. If you have any
questions or require any additional documentation, please do not hesitate to contact me at
914-333-0700.

Snyder & Snyder, LLP
P’ | [
) ) |
By: B
Robert D. Gaudioso
RDG/djk
Enclosures
cc: Planning Board (14 copies)
Applicants

ZASSDATA\WPDATA\SS3\RDG\Homelandtowers\Mount Kisco\NY 172\ZBA Letter 12.7.20 (Setback Analysis).rtf
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December 3, 2020

Honorable Chairman Boxer and
Members of the Zoning Board
Village of Mount Kisco

104 Main St

Mount Kisco, NY 10549

RE: Setback Analysis Report

Hon. Chairman Boxer and Members of the Zoning Board:

I am the Regional Manager for Homeland Towers, LLC. | was responsible for identifying a
suitable location for a telecommunications facility that would remedy Verizon Wireless’ significant
gap in reliable wireless service throughout this area of Mount Kisco specifically in this area of
downtown Mount Kisco, Route 117 and along Route 172 and adjoining commercial and residential
areas (the “Coverage Area” ).

| have prepared this report to facilitate a visualization of the setback requirements to
residences under the zoning code for a Personal Wireless Service Facility (“PWSF”} located outside
the “Personal Wireless Service Facility Overlay District” and to analyze the siting opportunities in
compliance to the zoning code and also provide wireless service to the Coverage Area. As you may
recall, we believe the setback requirements do not apply and have asked for an interpretation to
that effect. In the alternative we are seeking any necessary variances.

Irrespective of other siting limitations or code requirements, like landlord unavailability, lot
size or underlying zoning district, for the purpose of this analysis the code identifies two relevant
requirements, namely height and setback to residential dwellings.

The zoning code in § 110-27 E. (3) states: Maximum height. Unless the FCC promulgates rules
to the contrary or the applicant demonstrates to the satisfaction of the board granting the special
permit that a greater height is necessary, the maximum height for a tower or monopole shall be 80
feet above ground level or the minimum height necessary to provide service to locations which the
applicant is not able to serve with existing facilities within and outside the Village, whichever js less.

The zoning code in § 110-27 E. (5) states: Setbacks. Unless the FCC promulgates rules to the
contrary, all personal wireless service facilities shall be separated from all residential dwellings by a
distance of no less than 500 feet. In no case shall a setback be less than 20 feet or the minimum
setback required by the underlying zoning district, whichever is greater. The setback shall increase
100 feet for each 10 feet that the personal wireless service facility exceeds the maximum height set

9 Harmony Street, Second Floor » Danbury » CT » 06810 » www.homelandtowers.us
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forth in the underlying zoning district. Setbacks from towers or monopoles shall be measured from
the base of the structure.

For the purposes of this report | am using the closest residential dwellings and sample other
locations in the Coverage Area as detailed below, only to demonstrate the siting constraints the code
required setback imposes.

The sample site locations are as follows:

2 Sarles St, Mt Kisco

114 S Bedford Rd, Mt Kisco
1 Brentwood Ct, Mt Kisco

9 Brentwood Ct, Mt Kisco
Laurel Dr, Mt Kisco
Woodcrest Ln, Mt Kisco

15 Rolling Ridge Ct, Mt Kisco
3 Carlton Dr, Mt Kisco

NV AWM

As the code has different underlying maximum height limits according to the zoning district
that effect the tower setback, | have prepared the following setback table for an 80’ and 145’ tower:

Zoning max Height min setback 80' Tower 145' Tower
District limit to Residence setback setback
PD 25 500' 1,050' 1,700’
CcD 35' 500' 950' 1,600’
0G 40 500' 900’ 1,550'
PRD 35 500' 950 1,600'
RM 35 500' 950' 1,600

First, | want to show the siting limitation using a hypothetical 80 ft tower as that is the height
that is permitted under the code without any finding by the Planning Board and the respective
setbacks required shown as green circles in Exhibit A below. As is shown in Exhibit A, a code setback
compliant site would have to be located outside the green circles envelope and could not be located
in the Coverage Area where it is required based on lot availability. (Please refer to the RF report
prepared by V-Comm Telecommunications Engineering regarding the required tower height and site
location).

Second, | want to show the siting limitation of a 145’ tower and the respective setbacks
required shown as red circles in Exhibit B below. As is shown in Exhibit B, a code sethack compliant
site would have to be located outside the red circles envelope, could not be located in the Coverage
Area and would have to be located even further away from the required Coverage Area where it is

9 Harmony Street, Second Floor » Danbury » CT » 06810 » www.homelandtowers.us
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required. (Please refer to the RF report prepared by V-Comm Telecommunications Engineering
regarding the required tower height and site location).

Please note that if all residences were included in these Exhibits, the area that does not meet the
setback would be even larger and much denser. Even using just the 8 sample residences
demonstrates that the setback is impossible to meet for the proposed Facility at any location that
would provide the necessary service.

Conclusion: The Exhibits and maps demonstrate that the residential setbacks are prohibitory
and cannot be met even at the 80 ft allowed tower height at any available lot location. In fact, at the
necessary proposed Facility height required for the Facility to provide coverage for the service gap as
demonstrated by the V-Comm Telecommunications Engineering report, the setback would
universally prohibit the location of the Facility without all necessary variances. Accordingly, we have
chosen the only location that is available to remedy the gap in service and such location is in a low-
density area, on 25 acres and not visible from the vast majority of surrounding areas given its
strategic placement on the north side of the hill, and well below the top of the ridgeline to the
south. Please see the Saratoga Visual Assessment Report. Accordingly, the proposed variances are
necessary to allow the applicants to remedy a significant gap in federally licensed personal wireless
services and the proposed site location is the least intrusive means to do so. Without the variances
requested, there would be a prohibition of service.

Respectfully

Rlaus Wemmer

Klaus Wimmer
Regional Manager
Homeland Towers, LLC

cc: Planning Board

g Harmony Street, Second Floor » Danbury > CT » 06810 » www.homelandtowers.us
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MAYOR
Gina D. Picinich

VILLAGE TRUSTEES

Jean M. Farber
DEPUTY MAYOR

Peter E Grunthal
Karen B. Schleimer
David ]. Squirrell

Mr. Klaus Wimmer
Regional Manager

VILLAGE/TOWN OF MOUNT KISCO

WESTCHESTER COUNTY, NEW YORK

104 Mzin Street, Mount Kisco, NY 10549-0150
Tel (914) 241-0500  Fax (914) 241-9018
www.mountkiscony.gov

December 2, 2020

Homeland Towers, LLC
9 Harmony Street, 2" Floor

Danbury, CT 06810

Dear Mr, Wimmer:

VILLAGE MANAGER
Edward W. Brancati

ASSISTANT
VILLAGE MANAGER

Kenneth L. Famulare

I am in receipt of your letter dated November 8, 2020 regarding the availability of Village
owned properties, including Leonard Park, for a wireless facility, and would like to take this
opportunity to respond.

As stated in your letter, the Village Board at their meeting of January 28, 2019, after
considerable review that included numerous public meetings and hearings on the topic, decided
not to pursue the proposals presented by Homeland Towers, LLC at that time for a wireless
facility at either of two different Village owned properties. In response to recent events and your
letter, the Village Board was asked if they were willing to reconsider either of the two Village
owned properties for a wireless facility as previously proposed by Homeland Towers, LLC in

2018.

At this time, there is no interest by the Village Board to lease a portion of either of the
two previously discussed Village owned properties for the installation of a wireless facility. If
you have any questions or need any additional information, please do not hesitate to either call
me at (914) 864-0001 or email me at ebrancatimountkiscony.gov.

Sincerely,

Edward W. Brancati
Village Manager



NEW YORK OFFICE
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DAVID L. SNYDER
(1986-2012)

LAW OFFICES OF

SNYDER & SNYDER, LLP
94 WHITE PLAINS ROAD
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(914) 333-0700
FAX (914) 333-0743

WRITER’S E-MAIL ADDRESS
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December 29, 2020

Honorable Chairman Harold Boxer
and Members of the Zoning Board of Appeals
Village of Mount Kisco

104 Main Street

Mount Kisco, New York 10549

Re:

180 S. Bedford Road

NEW JERSEY OFFICE

ONE GATEWAY CENTER, SUITE 2600
NEWARK, NEW JERSEY 07102

(973) 824-9772

FAX (973) 824-9774

REPLY TO:

TARRYTOWN OFFICE

Public Utility Wireless Telecommunications Facility

Homeland Towers. LLC & Verizon Wireless

Honorable Chairman and
Members of the Zoning Board of Appeals:

As you are aware, we are the attorneys for Homeland Towers, LLC (“Homeland
Towers”) and Verizon Wireless (together “Applicants”) in connection with their application to
place a public utility wireless telecommunications facility (“Facility”) at the above referenced

property (“Property™).

In response to comments received enclosed please find 10 copies of the following

documents:

1)
2)

3)

4)

Copy of Building Inspector’s Memo dated October 6, 2020;

Copy of 2019 Special Permit Approval Resolution for the wireless facility
on Village Property (Mountain Avenue), demonstrating that no waivers
were granted and no Monroe Balancing test was conducted, but rather that
the facility on Village property was approved by special permit upon
demonstrating compliance only with the criteria set forth in §110-27.1(H);

Revised Steep Slope Letter, clarifying the amount of disturbance within
the steep slope area as a result of additional space provided for fire

apparatuses;

Revised Drainage Report, clarifying the number of trees removed and

amount of disturbance;



5)

6)

7)

8)

9)
10)

11)

12)

Removal Agreement Letter. Although not required by the Village Code,
Homeland Towers offers to accept as a condition of approval to remove
the Facility within 1 year in the event the use of the Facility should fully
cease, and will provide a $25,000.00 removal bond to ensure such
removal;

Master Plan Compliance Letter, demonstrating the Facility’s compliance
with the Village’s 2019 Master Plan;

AT&T! Letter in Support of Application;

Letter from Klaus Wimmer, dated December 28, 2020, regarding Hospital
site visit and confirming that a facility at the Hospital would not eliminate
the need for the proposed Facility;

Revised Visual Resource Assessment;

Visual Resource Assessment of Alternative Tennis Court Location;
Response Letter from APT Engineering submitted in response to the
comment letter from Fire Chief Hughes dated October 6, 2020 and

detailing revisions made to Site Plan; and

Revised Site Plan including the revisions noted in the APT Response
Letter.

In response to the request for a copy of the Lease the Applicants offer the following

response:

The Village Code does not require Homeland Towers to submit a copy of its lease
with the owner of the Property (the “Lease™). There is no language in either Chapter 110, Zoning
or Appendix 113, Rules and Procedures of the Zoning Board of Appeals (“ZBA”), that requires
an applicant to submit a lease as part of an application for an area variance.

The ZBA Application Checklist states under Checklist Item i) that the applicant
must submit “[a] true copy of the filed deed and/or signed lease or contract for the use of the
subject property.” See ZBA Application Checklist. This requirement was satisfied when the
Applicants submitted “a true copy of the filed deed” with its ZBA application filed on November

! Please note that AT&T is not an Applicant, and this information is provided for informational purposes and to
demonstrate AT&T’s interest in this site.
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4, 2020. Additionally, this checklist provision does not provide the ZBA with the “unbridled
discretion to demand the submission of any legal agreement entered into by an applicant.” See
Cellular Telephone Company v. Jean Sherlock et al.. (Index No. 741-93) (Westchester County,
1993) (copy attached).

In Cellular Telephone Company, the Westchester County Supreme Court held
that a land use board may not require the submission of a lease as part of a zoning application.
The Court held that “requiring the submission of a redacted copy of the applicant’s lease as a
prerequisite to [zoning approval], where there had been full disclosure of the status of the lot and
all terms pertinent and necessary for review of site plan factors set forth in [New York State
Town Law and the local zoning code], constitutes an improvident exercise of the [land use
board’s] review powers and renders a denial of the application upon the applicant’s refusal to
comply arbitrary and capricious.” Cellular Telephone Company, at p. 17. We therefore
respectfully submit that the ZBA does not have the legal authority to require the Applicants to
submit a copy of the Lease, because the Applicants have made all relevant disclosures.

The Applicants submitted a Memorandum of Lease and proof of its recording
with the Westchester County Clerk with its application. The submission of a Memorandum of
Lease is sufficient proof of the Homeland Towers’ legal status as lessee. See Cellular Telephone
Company, at p. 7. (“The short form lease memoranda executed by petitioner and the owner of the
lot constitutes sufficient proof of the petitioner’s status as tenant.”)

Moreover, in response to the ZBA’s specific question of whether the Lease
restricts the location of the Facility on the Property, Homeland Towers submitted a swomn
affidavit attesting to the fact that the Lease only provides Homeland Towers with the right to
install the Facility in the area depicted in the application. In addition, by letter dated October 13,
2020 the Property owner confirmed that there were no other locations on the Property available
for the Facility.

Ultimately the ZBA’s focused question regarding potential alternate locations on
the Property for the Facility has been asked and answered. If the ZBA has additional questions
regarding specific lease rights of the Applicants that relate to the ZBA’s zoning review,
Homeland Towers may provide additional sworn statements or responses as necessary. However,
the ZBA cannot be permitted to conduct “a fishing expedition” into matters not relevant to the
zoning review. See Cellular Telephone Company, at p. 14.

In furtherance of the Applicants’ Appeal of the Building Inspector’s Interpretation
and in response to comments that the facility on Village Property (1 Mountain
Avenue) was approved through a Monroe Balancing test or special waiver of
requirements for Village Property the Applicants offer the following responses:

3



As noted in the application, the Applicants are appealing the Building Inspector’s
Interpretation that variances are required for relief from the height and setback requirements set
by §§110-27.1(E)(3) and 110-27.1(E)(5) for wireless facilities in the Village’s Personal Wireless
Service Facilities Overlay District (“Overlay District”). The Applicants have appealed the
Building Inspector’s Interpretation because the Facility is located outside of the Overlay District
and §110-27.1(H) sets different criteria for “special permits for sites outside the [Overlay
District].”

In support of the Applicants’ argument that the height and setback requirements
for wireless facilities in the Overlay District do not apply to the Facility located outside the
Overlay District, the Applicants respectfully refer the Board to the Village’s 2019 approvals for
the wireless facility on Village property at 1 Mountain Avenue. The Village already determined
that the Overlay District requirements do not apply to facilities located outside of the Overlay
District when the Village issued the 2019 approvals for the wireless facility on Village property.
In response to this point there have been comments made suggesting that the facility on Village
property was approved by a Monroe Balancing Test, or that a special exemption or waivers were
granted for being on Village property. This is factually incorrect as the facility on Village
property was not exempt from zoning, no waivers were granted, and there was no Monroe
Balancing Test conducted.

As evidenced by the June 17, 2019 Village Board Special Permit Approval
Resolution and Meeting Minutes for the facility on Village Property (“2019 Special Permit
Resolution”), the Village Board did not conduct a Monroe Balancing test and did not grant any
waivers of zoning requirements or mention a special exemption for Village Property. See 2019
Special Permit Resolution, copy attached.? Instead, the Village Board approved a special permit
for the facility because of compliance with §110-27.1(H).

Whereas the subject property is located outside of the PWSF
Overlay District, site plan approval is required from the Planning
Board and a Special Use Permit is required by the Village Board of
Trustees; and Whereas reference is made to a letter prepared by the
Village Attorney, dated May 20, 2019, which outlines his
interpretation and the application of Section 110-27.1... Whereas
the Village Board of Trustees has applies (sic) and evaluated the
application material referenced above in the context of the
requisite standards set forth in Village Code §110-27.1 H (Special

% Another point of interest from the 2019 Special Permit Resolution is that the Village Board noted there is a known
lack of reliable coverage for Verizon along Rt. 172, which is the area of proposed coverage for the Applicants’
Facility. “Trustee Schieimer stated...we were looking at putting in cell towers in other areas of the Village, we did
an informal survey to find out where the gaps were, and the feedback that she received was that the lack of service
or gap was on the Rt. 172 corridor for Verizon.” 2019 Special Permit Resolution, p. 3.

4



Permits for Sites Outside the Personal Wireless Service Facilities
Overlay District).

There was no need to grant any waivers, or conduct a Monroe Balancing test
because the Village Board found that the facility met all four criteria listed in §110-27.1(H).

In support of the Village Board’s decision, the 2019 Special Permit Resolution
specifically references the Village Attorney’s letter dated May 20, 2019 (“Village Attorney
Memo”). The Village Attorney Memo states the following:

the local law states that applications exempted by § 110-27.1 H do
not have to comply or be ‘in accordance with the criteria set forth
in this section [§ 110-27.1] and in § 110-46 of the Zoning Law.’ In
fact, § 110-27.1 H sets forth a completely different set of criteria
by which to evaluate such applications. [§ 110-27.1 H(1)-(4)]...
Accordingly, if the applicant’s RF Engineer submits
documentation to sufficiently establish to the Board of Trustees’
satisfaction that the four (4) criteria set forth above have been met,
then the special permit application shall be deemed exempt from
the other provisions of §§ 110-27.1 and 110-46.

As the applicants for the facility on Village property demonstrated compliance with
§110-27.1(H), there was no need to comply with “the other provisions of §§ 110-27.1 and
110-46.” Therefore “the other provisions of §§110-27.1 and 110-46” do not apply to the
proposed Facility because the Applicants have demonstrated compliance with the criteria listed
in §110-27.1(H).

Please also note that the Village Code does not exempt Village properties from
zoning. In fact, §110-27.1(H) clearly states that “[pJersonal wireless service facilities at sites
outside the Personal Wireless Service Facilities Overlay District shall require a special permit
from the Village Board if the site is located on Village-owned property.” Additionally, the
Planning Board issued Site Plan approval on June 11, 2019, evidencing its zoning jurisdiction
over Village property. Moreover, the Village Attorney Memo specifically states that “zoning
regulations do still apply, as evidenced by the fact that the Planning Board still possesses site
plan review authority.”

The 2019 Special Permit Resolution, and the Village Attorney Memo referenced
therein, clearly evidence that the setback and height requirements for facilities in the Overlay
District do not apply to facilities located outside of the Overlay District. Therefore, the
Applicants cannot be required to obtain area variances for relief from §§110-27.1(E)(3) and
110-27.1(E)(S) of the Zoning Code.

5



It must also be noted that the Telecommunications Act prohibits local
municipalities from “unreasonably discriminat[ing] among providers of functionally equivalent
services.” 47 USC §332(c)(7)(B)(1)(I). As the above interpretation was afforded for a competing
tower operator and T-Mobile, a competing FCC licensed wireless carrier, the same interpretation
must be afforded to the Applicants. If the Village refuses to issue the same interpretation for the
Applicants, and requires variances that were not required for T-Mobile or other similar
applicants, the Village will be unfairly discriminating against the Applicants in violation of the
Telecommunications Act. See 47 USC §332(c)(7)B)(i)(I). See also, Omnipoint
Communications. Inc. v. Common Council of City of Peekskill, 202 F.Supp.2d 210, 226 (SDNY
2002) (“[bly making Omnipoint comply with numerous unprecedented conditional requests, and
by providing a ‘fast-track’ application process to other service providers who chose to rent space
from the municipality, the Common Council unreasonably discriminated against Omnipoint. I
grant summary judgment to plaintiff on this claim.”) See also, Matter of Knight v. Amelkin, 68
N.Y.2d. 975, 977 (1986) (“[a] decision of [a zoning board] which neither adheres to its own prior
precedent nor indicates its reason for reaching a different result on essentially the same facts is
arbitrary and capricious.”)

We thank you for your consideration, and look forward to discussing this matter
with the Zoning Board of Appeals at the public hearing on January 19, 2021. If you have any
questions or require any additional documentation, please do not hesitate to contact me at
914-333-0700.

Snyder & Snyder, LLP

Robert D. Gaudioso

RDG/djk
Enclosures
cc: Planning Board (14 copies)

Applicants
Z\SSDATA\WPDATA\SS3\RDG\Homelandtowers\Mount Kisco\NY172\ZBA Letter 12.21.20 (Response to Comments).rtf
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MURPHY, J.

In this C.P.L.R. Article 78 proceeding, petitioner
Cellular Telephone Company regquests an order, (1) vacating a
resolution of respondent Planning Board of the Town of
Somers, dated December 14, 1992, denving its applications

or a utility lot

Fh

s5r 2n amendment tO &n approved site lan

0

within the Heritage Hills Designed Residential Cevelopment

district and for a steep slope disturdance permit; and (2)

[}

granting the espective applications.

Upon a review of this record, the petition 1is
granted €3 the extent that the resclution, dated Cecemper 14
of 1992, is vacated:; the application t©d amend the cite plan

for the utilizv ilot zt Heritage Hills of Westchester Zor the

purpose oL constructing a 75 foot monopole with a 14' by 28'



e . .
ne story, chmanned SIULTLEent Zullding L= remitTed g

lanning Boarc Icr 2pprovai zna -he :iTposizion cf rsasonacis

-snditions consistent nerewith: znd the steep slope

Petitioner, Cellular Telepnone CoO. d/b/a Cellular

one, is a public urility that provides

i

useful zublic

service - cellular communications (see Cellular Telephone

Zo. v. Rosenberg, _ADZd_, Za] NYS2d 526; Matter of Pavne v.

Tavior, 178 AD2d 979). In Januarv of 1992, petitioner
submitted an application ts amend an approved site plan ZIor
a utility lot at Heritage Hills of Westchester (Heritage
Hills) for the purpose of constructing a cellular
communications facility, pursuant to a lease agreement with
Heritage Hills of Westchester Limited Partnership - the
owner of the lot. The cellular communications facility
vouid consist of & 75 foot high moncpole and a 14 by 23!

one story, unmanned equipment puilding. The utility i:ot

opresently contains a water tank, a 75 foot lattice tower, an
=pandoned 45 foot lattice tower, satellite dishes and a
cmall utility building. Petitioner proposed removing the
151 latrice tower znd replacing it with a 75 monopole. The

existing 75 foot lattice tower which contains cable TV
facilities would remain.

Heritage Hills is located within a Designed



Ses:ianciil Develccment district n the Tzwn coi Somers.

Sursuant —s sect.zn L70-12(c){(3) ¢ the Zoning Ordinance 9%
-ha Tayn of Somers, "water supply, sewage znd other urility

sysTems Servicing the designed residential development” 13 &
cermitted use in such a district. 5
Petiticner’'s initial application for site pilan
amencment was denisd on February 26, 1092, predicated ugon
the Planning Board's opinion that the proposed cellular
communication facility was not a permitted use in & designed
~asidential development district ("DRD district"). A prio

Articie 78 proceeding ccmmenced by petitioner to, inter

alia, review and set aside that denial was settled when the

Zoning Board of Appeals rendered a contrary, superceding
determination on June 29, 1992. The zoning Board of Appeals
concluded that petitioner's application was a permitted use

under section 170.12(c)(8) of the zoning Ordinance, noting

in

"rke primary service area being that of the Heritage £ill
DRD". In rendering this determination, a review of the
minutes of the public hearing and the memorandum of law in

support of the application submitted by petitioner to the

zoning Board of Appeals discloses that the latter was

rt

nt of

m

ccgniz ne dimensions of the proposed facility,

including a 75' wonopole: +he beneiits that would accrue t9

Heritage Hills from the proposed service, especialily

regarcing emergency medical service; the area to be serviced

-3~



density in the proposed service areid wWas createst in

on July &, 1992, cetitioner‘s application for site
slan amendment was reconsidered by the Planning 2oarc &nd
several public hearings were conducted. Pursuant toO &
suggestion by the Director of Planning, the-petitioner

alternatively submitzed & revised site plan te remove 20Tth

;

axisting lattice tcwers and to construct one 73" tower

capable of being simuitaneouslv used by both petitioner and
the cable TV company. Regarding either the monopole Or the
lattice tower proposal, the evidence adduced at the public

hearings established the following:

1) The facilitv posed no potential hazards to the
safety, health or welfare of the community as the
maximum level of radioc frequency energy to wnich
the public mav be exposed will meet ail applicaple
health and safety limits:

2) The facilitv provided a large safetv margin in
terms of generally accepted radiation guidelines
for radio frequency radiation:

3) The visual impact of either proposal was not
significant, (albeit the monopole was preferred by
a concensus of the Board), due to the layout,
existing terrain, surrounding buffer. trees, the
material and color of the structure would blend in
with the sky and the fact the site currently
contains a comparable 75' tower;

4) According to the Building Inspecter, all

structures located on the subject utility lot are

in compliance with local rules and regulations;
- -



2y A 73 Iz. aign c~wer /monopole was tie
zDPrCEri3tE neight znd design Zor the Trcposed
sarvics zrea, &s conriirmed v the Board's
independcent -=chnical consultant {(Josepn Ross!;
§) The croposed Zaclillzy warr=nted & negative
declaraticn under SEQRA, since it would causg no
adverse envircnmental Impacti

The unmanned eguipment building £osed no
affic, parking or access issues;

cr ~3
H —

8) Alternative sites Ior cuch a tower zroved
unacceptaple for numercus reasons;

9) All cables, wires and conduits would be
installed underground, that proper access to the
site cculd be had by way Of vreility easements
reserved by Heritage Hills of Westchester Limited
partnership and its assignees, and the location of
said easements were disclosed:

10) Pursuant to the terms of the lease agreement,
the cellular communication facility would be owned
and maintained by petitioner, as personal
property, with the obligation to dismantle and
remove the facility in the event it ceased
operations and that space on the lattice tower
could not be rented or used by another without the
consent of the lessor.
The reccré is devoid of any concrete evidence that
-he proposed facility would interfere with radio or
television reception, create health or safety risks Or
impair the value of adjacent properties.
By resolution, dated December 14, 1992, the
>lanning Board denled the application for site pian
amendment on two grounds: (1) the applicant declined to

comply with the Board's request for a copy of the lease

agreement, redacted as to financial terms, and (2) the size



2L the cower/monopoLe exceaded TV & c-nsiceraple margis. The
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mary service area which tTne Ioning 2pard of Appeals

~ved to in fin

(3}

(&1}
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e
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t

ing the Droposal T3 pe a permittad use.

vd
oy

e steep slope disturbance DermlT Was denied &s mOGT cased

g

apon the denial of the site plan amendment. =

Before addressing the ciaims for ~eljer asserted

in the petition, respondaens ne tetiilion

rt
n
{
[b)
"
mn
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n
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P.
mn
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pased upon numerous grounds which the Court £f£inds to be
without merit. First, zhe parties' stipulation.
discontinuing with prejudice the pricr article 78 proceeding
to review and vacate the dlanning Board's February 26, 1992
denial of petitioner's site plan application, does not bar
review of the first and third claim pleaded in the instant
petition to review and vacate the RBoard's December 14, 1992
determination. The instant proceeding 1is predicated upon a

wrong accruing after the stipulation was executed, i.e. the

na

fat

planning Board's reliance upon the height of the tower

the dimensions of the carvice area to controvert the Zoning

i

goard of Appeal's June 1092 determination that getitioner’
application is & permitted use in the Heritage Hills DRD
district. Petitioner agreed to withdraw its prior article
78 proceeding based upon tne planning Board's concesszen
+hat it was bound by the Zoning Boarc of Appeals
determination that the petitioner's application was é&

permitted use. After executing the stipulation, the

-f-
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lanning Soarc wWas not f-ge z=o renege <N LTS concession

0

¢ithout .Tpunity.

cecond., setitioner, iq irs capacity as lzssee &nd

"

as an applicant 9T cite pian approval, nas standing ©°
bring this article 78 proceeding. Town Law §274-2a(3) -
provides that "any person aggrieved by any decision of the
planning Soard" may ceek review under c.p.L.R. article 78.
In zoning matters, an “zggrieved person® has peen construed
-0 include persons other than the fee owner, such as. a

~enant (see Matter ~f Emm v. Zonind Board of Appeals of the

Town of Salina., 63 NY2d 853; see also, Anderson, American

paw of zoning, [3rd ed], §27.13). The short form lease

memoranda executed by petitioner and the owner of the lot
constitutes sufficient proof of petitioner's status as
tenant.

Third, dismissal is not warranted on the ground of
aonjoinder of rhe fee owner - Heritage Hills of Westchester
Limited partnership. The fee owner of the utility lot was a
signatory to the site plan and the steep slope application,
and has & duty under the terms of the lease "to cooperate

with the tenant and join in any applications for

o}

governmental 1:censes, permits and approvails required Cr
deemed necessary £5r the proposed use of the leased
premises”. Heritage Hills of Westchester Limited

partnership was not obligated to participate in or fund the

=7-
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-ssTsE o &ny 1igigatich. woreover, =o€ owner

~ot adverse =% cmat cf toe peti:icner. The I2€ cwner - not
= necessary and ;1dispenSi:le Darcy T2 this proceeding and
may ceek permissicn £o intervene i i1z =0 desires.

that so much of the petition as seeks TO cer aside the

rh
(a3
42
o
(4]
d
1]
]
Rel
n
'._J
]
He
®
[o88
[
n
rt
[
H
[o 8
)]
=]
QO
m
(9]
4]
3
= |
-
(4]
w
jo g
O
(=
‘__
[eH
wr
[$]

denial O

dismissed for petitioner's failure t° exnaust 1its
administrative remedies due =9 the fact =ae petitioner,
pursuant to secticn 148-% of the code of the Town of Somers.
may request 3 rehearind of the application pefore the
planning Board Or file an administrative appeal with the
Zoning Board of Appeals. The exhaustion of administrative
remedies rule is not applicable when resort to an

administrative remedy would be an exercise 1in futility, &s

here (se€ Wateraate 11 Apartments v. Buffalc Sewer
authoritv: 46 NY24 52 57). It 1s clear from the Plannind

Board's denial of the permit applicatien and the Town's
steep S1lopeé avoidance policy that approval of petitioner‘s
site plan application is a condition precedent +o obtainind
+he steep glope disturbance permit. ygntil the cite plan 1s
approved, che pursult of administrative remedies regarcing
+he denial of petitioner‘s application for a steep siope
disturpance permit would be & futile endeavor.

Turning <2 the merits of the petitioner‘s ciaims

-8~
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zrcunds the applicants ~efused to comply with the Board's

Section 144-9 of the Code of the Town oI Somers
zets forth the requiréd ciements of & site plan application.
whe section reads, in pertinent part:

"y detailed site pian shall include all elements
listed herein, except that «he Planning Board may
waive such elements as it deems to be not
pertinent Or necessary for the proposed
development:

A. Legal data.
XXX
10. Any other legal agreements, documents O

information regquired by the Planning Board."

pursuant to section 144-9, the Planning Board has
rhe authority to request an applicant to submit legal data,
including legal agreements. However, this provision does
aot give che Planning Board unbridled discretion to demand
-pe submission of anv legal agreement entered into by &n

applicant. paragraph 10 of subdivision A, must be read in

conjunction with ta introductory provision of section

-0 =



©:14-%, which authorwzss TiE Zlznning Scard o walve giements
-hat zre "not Tertinent °of nacessarv®, and with the sccre of
-he Slanning Board's site clan rsview tOwers.

A site plan shows i croposed desicn and iavout
of the improvements Tl be vlaced on the carcel and thedr
relation toc existing conditions, such as roads, neighboring
'and uses, natural Zsatures, zxisting =ewers, waterlines,
underground utilities, landscaping, means of ingress and

-

sqress and other similar features (see MOriartv V. Planning

Town Law §274-a authorizes Town Boards t0 delegate the power
over site plan approval to a Planning Board and include
review by the Planning Board of the "arrangement, layout and
design of the proposed use of the land", with respect to
"parking, means of access, screening, signs, landscaping,
architectural features, location and dimensions of
huildings, impact of the proposed use and adjacent 1and uses
and such other elements as may reasonably be related to the
meaith, safety and general welfare of the communitv."
pursuant to this enabling statute, the Town of Somers

O

rr

adopted an ordinance which delegated site plan approval
-he Planning Boarcd and crovided that o the course O 3uch
review the Board shall consider "the public health, safety

ents oI

[¢3

of the resi

.

and welfare of the public in general an

[$Y]

the proposed development and of the immediate neighborhood

_lo_
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rrafficwavs, parking and loading areas, &ccCess drives and
areas related theretc: (<) the.t:poqraphy, landscaping and
open space in relaticn to each other, tO pedestrians and to
vehicie traffic and t2 protection of adjacent properties
(Code of the Town Of SOmers section 144-5).

Conseguently, section 144-9(A)(10) of the Town
code must be construed as granting the Planning Board the
authoritv to demand an applicant to submit legal agreements

that are "necessary and pertinent”" to consideration of the

peciiic design and layout factors Set forth in Section

[£}]

274-a of the Town Law and section 144-5 of the Code of the
Town Of Somers.

The denial of a site plan or a subdivision
application because it is incomplete due tO an applicant's

~efusal 2o submit necessary and relevant information

Las]

required by the lann

=

ng Board in order ©o perform It

11}]

statutory review cuties, does not render the denial

arpitrary and capricious. {See Matter of Reiss v. Keator,

-11~-
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iisclosure of =he L2gal sctatus ¢ The Property i.Seq names
~f i=g owners and thelr rzspecTive LnTErests) o3 not ~

1

30ard of Village =f Bronxville, 104 aD2a €54 [Planning

Soard's denial of petitioner's site plan application as
‘ncomplete based on applicant'=z non-ccmpliznce with
-agulation reguiring disclosure of location of present
casements and relatizsn of project ©° surrounding properties
and existing building on the plot was not arpbitrary and

capriciocus]; see also, Matter of Nichol v. Planning Board of

village of Manlius, 28 AD2d 1077 aff'd 26 Ny2d 1032; Matter

of AHU Realty Corp. V. Goodwin, 81 AD24d 637 [denial upheld

where applicant for subdivision approval failed to submit

i nformation, duly demanded by the Planning Board, to enable
i+ to evaluate a proposed drainage system's effectiveness in
oreventing any runoff caused by improving the property];

Kanalev v. Brennan, 120 AD2d 674 {denial proper upon ground

developers failed to submit site development plan with

ufficient dimensional information to permit Planning Board

1))

ro determine that the proposal meets iot size or censity

requirements]; Novak v. Planning Bd. of Town of LaGrange,

136 AD2d 610 [Court upheld denial of subdivision application

-17~



+here appilicant Iziled O produce sufiicient roof berfore

iy
o]

~oard to show proper access to lot could be acnieved by way

H

of =n easement over State iands]). Unlike the aforenoted

§h

~ases, supmission cf the petitioner's liease agreement was
neither pertinent nor necessary for the respective Plémning
Board to exercise its site plan review duties.

In this case, the legal status of the lot was
fully disclosed to the Planning Board. The application for
z site plan amendment Wwas submitted bv the owner of the
urility lot and the petitioner-lessee, who proposed to
construct a cellular communication facility on the lot. The
identity of all other parties having an existing interest in
the lot and the location of their respective facilities
[i.e., a water tower and cable TV tower] were also disclosed
to the Board. The petitioner in response to the Planning
Board's request for a copy of the lease furnished a "short
zorm lease memoranda", executed by Heritage Hills of
Westchester Limited Partnership as lessor and petitioner as
lessee, which provided a summary of the lease terms, without
disclosure of the financial provisions. In addition, a
representative of the owner and petitioner's attorney. who
drafted the document, answered all guestions asked by the
nempers of the Board regarding said terms, including the
fact the petitioner would own and maintain the facility, as

personal property.

_13_
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The Slanning Bocarc'

11

conclusory opinion that The
~emorzndum was unsatisiactorvy Is not supstantiated by &
~aview of the administrative record. The Planning Board cdid
not identify any site plan ilssue wnich necessitated a review
of a copy of the lease, redacted as to financial terms: One
mempber's comment that the Planning Board could not determine
what is relevant until they reviewed the lease evidences
conduct characteristic of a fishing expedition into matters
sutside the Board's site plan jurisdiction. The minutes of
the public hearing and the resolution disclose that the
8o0ard's sole concern for reviewing the lease pertained to
potential future uses for the lattice tower. In response to
a request from the Planning Director, petitioner had
submitted an alternative site plan to the Board that
provided for the removal of the two existing towers on the
utility lot and the installation of one 75' tower to be used
for a cable TV receiving antenna and for facilitating the
supply of cellular tfelephone service. In response to the
Board's questions, the applicants candidly explained that
the lease did not preclude petitioner from renting space on
the lattice tower to another, but any sublease would have to
be subject to the approval of the lessor and in compliznce
with ail applicable Town requlations.

It is a fundamental rule that zoning deals

masically with land use and not with the person wno Owns oI

_1_4_



sccupiles the land (Matter of Dexter v. Town Bd. 5f Town oI

Gates, 15 Ny2d4 102, .05). The tlanning Board may not geny
approval cf a site plan application on +he ground the
proposed use is in violation of the zoning ordinance (Matter

of JaR Esposito Builders, Inc. 7. Coffman, 183 AD24 828,

Moriarty v. Planning Beoard of the Village of Sloatsburg,

supra, 119 AD24 188, 197; Matter of Mialto Realtv, Inc. V.

Town of Patterson, 112 AD24 371). It only has authority to

require the applicant to identifv the proposed use of
structures to be built on the lot in order to review the
site plan for layout or design deficiencies (see Code of
Town of Somers, §144-9(D)(1l)). Here, the applicant fully
disclosed the proposed use for the facility to be
constructed on the lot. It is noteworthy that the Board's
concern with identifying other potential uses that could be
made of the facility in the future pertained only to the
slternative lattice tower site plan, and not the original
monopole proposal. A majority of the Board rejected the
lattice tower in favor of the monopole proposal upon finding
that the monopole was more appropriate for the site because
its visual impact upon the neighborhood was less intrusive
than a lattice tower. The unrefuted expert evidence adduced
at the gublic hearing estaplished that the monopole was
designed solely to accommodate the petitioner's proposed use

and would have to undergo major construction changes before

-15-



= could be utilized Ior any additional purpose.
Zonsegquently, review Of the lease for the purpose ©OI
identifying any gotential uses that could be made of tae

cellular communications fzcilitv had no relevance to the

I

monopole site plan.

Nor was a review of the lease toO identify
potential future uses of the proposed facility necessary for
the Board to adeguately review the design and layout of the
proposed improvement in view of their cDower to approve a
site plan subject to conditions reasonably designed to

mitigate any demonstratable defects (see e.g. Matter of

Black v. Summers, 151 AD2d, 863). For example, petitioners

concede that the Planning Board could restrict the use of
the monopole to cellular telephone service and require that
no facilities shall be added to the monopole for any other
use or function without the submission of an application for
site plan amendment. The Planning Board was sO advised bv
the Director of Planning, who opined that "i+ was neither
proper or necessary to require submission of lease
agreements between two parties. ...{PJursuing such a matter
is government at its worst - venturing where it has no
husiness to go. The Planning Board is free to impose
conditions on a site plan that are justified and that
protect the public health, welfare and safety. It doesn't

matter what is in a private lease."

-16-



gased cn this record, the Court concludes that

[o 1)

requiring the submizsion of a redacted copy of the
applicant's lease zagreement as a prereguisite to site plan
approval, where there had been full disclosure of the status
of “he lot and all terms pertinent and necessary for Teview
of site plan factors set forth in Town Law §274-a and the
Code of the Town of Somers, §144-5, constitutes an
improvident exercise of the Planning Board's site plan
review powers and renders a denial of the application upon
the applicant's refusal to comply arbitrary and capricious.

The Planning Board also denied petitioner's
application upon finding that the height of the lattice
tower or monopole was disproportionate in size because its
service area exceeded by a considerable margin the
dimensions of Heritage Hills DRD. The aforenoted reason for
denying site plan amendment approval is a specious attempt
by the Planning Board to circumvent the Zoning Board or
Appeals'’ determination that petitioner's application to
construct a cellular communication facility on the subject
lot with a 75 ft. monopole that'would service "gap areas"”
within a 3 mile radius of the monopole, including Heritage
Hills DRD, was a permitted use.

A review of the minutes of the public hearing
pefore the Zoning Board of Appeals established that the

latter was fully aware of the dimensions of the monopcle and

-17-



she maximum service area, covering & 2-2 mile radius Txom

Hh

the monopole, far exceeded the area of Heritage Hills DRD.
The identical application was submitted to both the Planning
Seard and the Zoning Board of Appeals. Furthermore, the
expert evidence adduced at the public hearing pefore €he
Planning Board, including the opinion supplied by the
Board's independent consultant, established that the
appropriate height of the tower to service Heritage Hill DRD
and "gap areas" within a 3 mile radius of the monopole was
75 feet.

It bears repeating that the Planning Board was
without power to deny petitioner's application for approval
of its site plan amendment on the ground that the proposed
use is in violation of the Town's zoning law. The power to
interpret the provisions of the local zoning law is vested
exclusively with the Zoning Board of Appeals which, in this
case, had already approved the proposed use by the
petitioner. Consequently, the Planning Board's denial based

on this stated ground was a nullity (see J&R Builders, Inc.

v. Coffman, supra, 183 AD2d 828: Thurman v. Holahan, 123

AD2d 687; see also, Matter of Gershowitz v. Planning Bd. of

Town of Brookhaven, 52 NY2d 763;: Rattner v. Planning

Commission of the village of pleasantville, 103 AD2d, 826:

Moriartv v. Planning Board of the village of Sloatsburd,

supra) .

-18-
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Accordingly, the resolution cenying petitioner’s
site plan amendment application must ke vacated. Where a
Planning Board's decision is set aside, it is generally more
proper to remit the matter for the purpose of imposing

reasonable conditions to further the health, safety, ahd

general welfare of the community (see Matter of Castle

Properties Co. v. Ackerson, 163 AD2d 785; Matter of Viscio

v. Town of Guilderland Planning Bd., 138 AD2d 795).
Therefore, the matter is remitted to thé Planning Board for
the purpose of approving the monopole site plan amendment
upon the imposition of reasonable conditions.

since the Planning Board did not consider
petitioner's application for a steep slope disturbance
permit, said application is also remitted to the Planning
Board for a de novo consideration.

In disposing of this Article 78 proceeding, the
Court considered the following papers: notice of petition
and petition, dated 1/13/93 and annexed exhibits A-C;
petitioner's memorandum of law, verified answer, dated
2/12/93 and annexed exhibits 1 & 2; record submitted by
Maroney, Ponzini & Spencer, Esgs.; respondent 's memorandum
of law; addendum containing exhibit A-C; supplemental
affirmacion of Kenneth E. Powell, Esg., dated 3/4/93;: reply

affidavit of John Hart, Jr., dated 3/15/93; and petiticner's
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veply memorandum, dated 3/15/93.

mhe foregoing constitutes the decision and order

of the Court.

Dated: White Plains, N. Y.
June 24, 1993

MWMETﬂrMUﬁf Y, 4.J.S.C.

McCullough, Goldberger & Staua&\w/
Attorneys for Petitioners
81 Main Street =
White Plains, N. Y. 10601

Maroney, Ponzini & Spencer
Attorneys for Respondents
14 North Broadway
Tarrytown, N. Y. 10531
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Village/Town of Mount Kisco Building Department
104 Main Street
Mount Kisco, New York 10549
Ph. (914) 864-0019-fax (914) 864-1085

MEMORANDUM
TO: Vice Chairman John Bainlardi and Respected Members of the Planning Board
( ) /]
FROM: Peter J. Miley, Building Inspec‘to_r,%" Wi

SUBJECT: Homeland Towers, LLC
Public Utility Wireless Telecommunications Facility
180 S. Bedford Rd. Tax Parcel No: 80.44-1-1

DATE: October 6, 2020

PROJECT

Proposed by Homeland Towers, LLC and New York SMSA Limited Partnership d/b/a Verizon
Wireless (“the applicant™) is the construction of a new Public Utility Wireless
Telecommunications Facility (“cell tower™) to be located at 180 S. Bedford Road (“the property”).
180 S. Bedford Road is a 25 +/- acre parcel that is located in the Conservation Development (CD)
Zoning District. The proposed cell tower location is on the same 25-acre parce] that is currently
under review by the Planning Board for the installation of a Ground-Mounted Solar Facility —
application No. PB2020-0395. Homeland Towers, LLC, and New York SMSA Limited
Partnership d/b/a Verizon Wireless requires a Special Use Permit, Site Plan Approval, and a Steep
Slopes Permit from the Planning Board in accordance with Sections 110-27.1, 110-46, 110-45 and
110-33.1 of the Village Zoning Code. Sunrise Community Solar, LLC (“Sunrise) also has an
existing (pre-dating) application for a Special Use Permit, Site Plan Approval, and a Steep Slopes
Permit from the Planning Board for a Tier-3 Solar Farm on the very same site. While the applicants
are unaffiliated, they are proposing separate commercial projects on the same parcel of land and
have timed the submissions of their respective applications in such a manner as to result in
confusion in the process and misrepresentation as to the scope of the project, requiring certain
recusals and hiring of outside consultants. Accordingly, reference to Sunrise in this memorandum
is not because the applications are joint, but because each application bears upon the other as to
the site-wide impacts and overall compliance with underlying zoning regulations.

1|Page



PROPERTY

180 S. Bedford Road (AKA Route 172) is located outside of the § 110-27.1. PWSF Personal
Wireless Service Facilities Overlay Zoning District. The PWSF Overlay District is the preferred
location “intended to provide a suitable choice of locations for establishment, construction and
maintenance of personal wireless service facilities.” Siting personal wireless service facilities
outside of the Overlay District is only permitted when the additional provisions of §110-27.1 H
are all satisfied.

Pursuant to § 110-7. CD Conservation Development District. A. Purpose and intent:

“Is to permit single-family residential development at relatively low densities,
consistent with the long-range planning objectives of the Village, which
development is designed to maintain, preserve and enhance the natural and man-
made environment of the lands within and adjacent to the district. In adopting this
district, the Village Board of the Village of Mount Kisco declares its intent to
encourage well-planned residential site development by establishing flexible
zoning controls that are designed to assure maximum conservation and efficient

utilization of land.”

Pursuant to Chapter 110. Zoning Article III. District Regulations § 110-7. CD Conservation
Development District.

“(3) Lot regulations for places of Tier 3 solar energy facilities. (a) Minimum lot
area and site requirements: 25 acres parcel having frontage and access on a county
or state road.”

The Public Utility Wireless Telecommunications Facility, would reduce the minimum lot area by
approximately 3,472 +/- sq. fi.

LOCATION

The proposed cell tower and equipment compound will be located 127 feet south, starting at the
north property line which runs parallel to S. Bedford Road. The property also runs south to
southeast along and fronts Sarles Street. The proposed cell tower location is 388 feet to the
closest residence (east) and will encroach 73 ft. into the 200 ft. buffer requirement for a Ground-

Mounted Solar Facility.

Pursuant to § 110-7. CD Conservation Development District C. Development regulations (c)
additional regulations.

[4] Buffers shall be designed to effectively limit the visibility of the development
from surrounding uses and shall principally include areas left substantially in their

2|Page



natural state, although the Planning Board may require that portions of said buffer
areas be landscaped with grass, trees, shrubs or other ground cover or treatment to
effectively limit the visibility of the development from surrounding areas. No
parking. loading or buildings shall be permitted in said buffer areas, with the
exception of preexisting buildings; a gate or security house of not greater than 125
square feet in floor area and 15 feet in height; and required utility structures
designed to service the proposed development. Any new accessory structure
located in a buffer area shall be permitted upon approval of the Planning Board.
The minimum depth of said buffer area may be reduced by the Planning Board
under site plan approval where the uses on each side of a common property line are
generally similar in nature, but in no event shall such reduction exceed 50% of the
hereinbefore mentioned buffer area depth.

[5] Significant ecological features, such as trees and stands of trees of significant
size or character, streams and wetlands, shall be preserved and incorporated into
the landscaping of the development to the maximum extent possible.

[6] Significant topographical features, such as steep slopes and large rock
outcrops, shall be preserved, except where, in the judgment of the Planning
Board, their alteration is necessary to achieve a satisfactory site plan.

[7]1 All utilities shall be installed underground or within buildings. Plans for water
and sewer service shall be subject to approval by the Village Engineer. On-site
drainage facilities shall be provided so as to minimize off-site flooding, Said
drainage facilities shall also be subject to approval by the Village Engineer.

[8] If development is planned in stages, the Planning Board shall review and, if
acceptable, approve the overall plan, as well as each stage, to assure that the
staged development meets good planning and engineering standards.

[9] Open space. [a] The development shall result in the preservation of open space
having meaningful scenic, ecological and/or recreational characteristics, with its
location, access, shape and dimensions suitable, in the judgment of the Planning
Board, for the intended purposes.

[b] The preservation of such open space shall be permanently assured by means of
the filing of covenants and restrictions and/or scenic easements on the land. In
addition, such land shall be conveyed 10 one of the [ollowing:

[i] A private land trust that assures the permanent preservation of such land as
open space; or

[ii] An association of all property owners within the development, established in

accordance with applicable law.
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[c] All legal agreements and documents pertaining to the establishment of any
trust or association and to the preservation and protection of all open space shall
be subject to approval by the Village Board of the Village of Mount Kisco. The
Village may require any additional conditions, agreements or documents which it
deems necessary to ensure the completion of all improvements, the establishment
of and continuity of the trust or association and the preservation and protection of

all open space.

STRUCTURES

The Public Utility Wireless Telecommunications Facility includes the installation of a 140 ft.
monopole (145 fi. is the total height including “peak of faux/canopy treetop”) that is designed to
resemble a large Pine Tree (“Monoping™) and support multiple — “four-sided” Verizon Antennas.
At the highest point of the equipment installation (140 ft.), the Verizon four-sided array spans
over 10 ft. in width on all four sides. The proposed design also includes three — lower areas on
the Monopine for future colocation of other carriers. In addition, the fenced compound will also
contain multiple equipment cabinets, a diesel generator and four — future equipment areas
contained within the 8 feet high, 3,472 sq. fi. “fenced-in” area. Due to the slope of the area, the
compound area is set on a built-up berm, the higher/elevated area will be fronting S. Bedford

Road.

SPECIAL PERMIT

Personal Wireless Service Facilities require a Special Permit pursuant to the provisions of both
Section 110-46 (Special Permits) and Section 110-27.1 (PWSF Personal Wireless Service
Facilities Overlay District). Pursuant to § 110-27.1 H, the Planning Board is the permitting
agency for Special Permits that are either within the Overlay District or outside the Overlay
District on non-Village-owned land. § 110-27.1 H sets forth a completely different and
additional set of criteria by which to evaluate such applications [§ 110-27.1 H (1)-(4)] and shall

be permitted only if:

“a New York State-licensed professional engineer specializing in
electrical engineering with expertise in radio communication facilities
establishes to the satisfaction of the approving agency all of the
Jollowing.”

(1) That the personal wireless service facility is needed to provide
coverage to an area of the Village that currently has inadequate coverage
and is of the minimum height and aesthetic intrusion necessary to

provide that coverage;
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(2) That coverage cannot be provided by a personal wireless service
facility located within the Personal Wireless Service Facilities Overlay
District;

(3) That all reasonable measures in siting the personal wireless service
facility within the Personal Wireless Service Facilities Overlay District
have been exhausted; and

(4) That technical and space limitations prevent location or colocation
in the Personal Wireless Service Facilities Overlay District.

Therefore, a Special Permit can only be issued by the Planning Board upon the
applicant’s submission of documentation by the RF Engineer that sufficient]ly
satisfies and has met the four (4) criterion set forth above. A review of V-Comm’s
8-17-20 memo suggests that the engineer did not adequately answer all of these
questions. Engineers statements that “4 review of the surrounding area reveals
absence of existing tall structures, towers, or water tanks that meet all the
requirements for a wireless facility.” is inaccurate. Certainly, the hospital, Cisqua
campus, Darlington Castle and other sites of high elevations exist within the area.

As 1 pointed out above (Page 4 Special Permit - first paragraph) and in my previous memo dated
September 1, 2020, § 110-27.1 H sets forth a completely different and additional set of criteria
by which to evaluate such applications. Consistent with a recent memo dated April 7, 2020 Site
Plan & Special Use Application located at 45 East Main Street for the proposed Personal
Wireless Service Facility, New York SMSA Limited Partnership d/b/a Verizon Wireless, it was
stated that all sections (as applicable) pursuant to § 110-27.1. PWSF Personal Wireless Service
Facilities Overlay District shall apply to those applications that are outside of the PWSF Personal
Wireless Service Facilities Overlay. Notably, that applicant and the law firm representing that
applicant, are identical to the immediate application. As such they have been made previously
aware of this interpretation, and never appealed same.

The criteria set forth in § 110-27.1 H is specific regarding which Board (Planning Board or
Board of Trustees based on location/ownership of property) is responsible for the issuance of a
Special Permit. The issuance of a Special Permit by the Planning Board does not nullify other
requirements set forth in § 110-27.1 or in §110-46. Therefore, Chapter 110. Zoning Article III.
District Regulations § 110-27.1. PWSF Personal Wireless Service Facilities Overlay District
shall apply to 180 S. Bedford Road, Public Utility Wireless Telecommunications Facility project.
By way of illustration, but not limitation, the following provisions apply:

D. Data requirements. Applicants for special permits shall file with the Village
Clerk 3 copies and with the Planning Board 11 copies, of the following
documents:

(1) Site plan. A site plan, in conformance with applicable site plan submission
requirements contained in § 110-45 of the Zoning Law. The site plan shall show
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elevations, height, width, depth, type of materials, color schemes and other
relevant information for all existing and proposed structures, equipment, parking
and other improvements. The site plan shall also include a description of the
proposed personal wireless service facility and such other information that the
Planning Board requires.

(2) Environmental Assessment Form. A completed Environmental Assessment
Form ("EAF"), including the Visual EAF Addendum. Particular attention shall be
given to visibility from key viewpoints identified in the Visual EAF Addendum,
existing tree lines and proposed elevations. (It bears nnoting that not all applicants
have signed the EAF or application)

(3) Landscape plan. A landscape plan delineating the existing trees or areas of
existing trees to be preserved, the location and dimensions of proposed planting
areas, including the size, type and number of trees and shrubs to be planted, curbs,
fences, buffers, screening elevations of fences and materials used. For towers or
monopoles, the landscape plan shall address the criteria set forth in § 110-

27.1E(3).

F.(3) Landscaping for towers or monopoles. For towers or
monopoles, vegetative screening shall be provided to effectively
screen the tower base and accessory facilities. At a minimum,
screening shall consist of one row of native evergreen shrubs or
evergreen trees capable of forming a continuous hedge at least five
feet in height within two years of planting. Existing vegetation
shall be preserved to the maximum extent practicable and may be
used as a substitute of or in supplement toward meeting
landscaping requirements. Additional screening may be required to
screen portions of the structure from nearby residential property or
important views. All landscaping shall be properly maintained to
ensure good health and viability.

(4) Documentation of proposed height. Documentation sufficient to demonstrate
that the proposed height is the minimum height necessary to provide service to
locations which the applicant is not able to serve with existing facilities within
and outside the Village.

(5) Statement regarding colocation. For new personal wireless service facilities, a
statement by the applicant as to whether construction of the facility will
accommodate colocation of additional facilities for future users.

(6) Structural engineering report. A report prepared by a New York State licensed
professional engineer specializing in structural engineering as to the structural
integrity of the personal wireless service facility. In the case of a tower or
monopole, the structural engineering report shall describe the structure's height
and design, including a cross section of the structure, demonstrate the structure's
compliance with applicable structural standards and describes the structure's
capacity, including the number of antennas it can accommodate and the precise
point at which the antenna shall be mounted. In the case of an antenna mounted
on an existing structure, the structural engineering report shall indicate the ability
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of the existing structure to accept the antenna, the proposed method of affixing the
antenna to the structure and the precise point at which the antenna shall be
mounted.

(7) Engineering analysis of radio emissions. An engineering analysis of the radio
emissions and a propagation map for the proposed personal wireless service
facility. The analysis shall be prepared and signed by a New York State-licensed
professional engineer specializing in electrical engineering with expertise in
radio-communication facilities. The results from the analysis must clearly show
that the power density levels of the electromagnetic energy generated from the
proposed facility are within the allowable limits established by the FCC which are
in effect at the time of the application. If the proposed personal wireless service
facility would be colocated with an existing facility, the cumulative effects of the
facilities must also be analyzed. The power density analysis shall be based on the
assumption that all antennas mounted on the proposed facility are simultaneously
transmitting radio energy at a power level equal to the maximum antenna power
rating specified by the antenna manufacturer.

(8) Map of proposed coverage and existing facilities. A map showing the area of
coverage of the proposed facility and listing all existing personal wireless service
facilities in the Village and bordering municipalities containing personal wireless
service facilities used by the applicant, and a detailed report indicating why the
proposed personal wireless service facility is required to provide service to
locations which the applicant is not able to serve with existing facilities which are
located within and outside the Village, by colocation and otherwise. It bears
noting that the applicant’s PE memorandum and propagation maps do not
incorporate the reconstructed tower on Captain Merritt’s Hill, as their V-Comm
report shows the new tower as approved but not constructed. It also shows it as
only 94 feet tall. It also shows the 45 Main Street site as proposed without any
inclusion of its proposed coverage. These should be updated, as should the letter
from Homeland that relies upon the V-Comm report.)

E. Criteria for special permit applications. Applicants for special permits for
establishment or construction of personal wireless service facilities shall meet all
of the following criteria:

(1) Necessity. The proposed personal wireless service facility is required to
provide service to locations which the applicant is not able to serve with existing
facilities which are located within and outside the Village, by colocation and

otherwise.

(2) Colocation. The colocation of existing personal wireless service facilities only
within the Personal Wireless Service Facilities Overlay District shall be strorigly
preferred to the construction of new personal wireless service facilities. If a new
site for a personal wireless service facility is proposed, the applicant shall submit
a report setting forth in detail an inventory of existing personal wireless service
facilities within the Personal Wireless Service Facilities Overlay District which
are within a reasonable distance from the proposed facility with respect to
coverage, an inventory of existing personal wireless service facilities in other
municipalities which can be utilized or modified in order to provide coverage to
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the locations the applicant is seeking to serve and a report on the possibilities and
opportunities for colocation as an alternative to a new site. The applicant must
demonstrate that the proposed personal wireless service facility cannot be
accommodated on an existing facility within the Personal Wireless Service
Facilities Overlay District or on an existing facility in another municipality due to
one or more of the following reasons:

(a) The proposed equipment would exceed the existing and reasonably potential
structural capacity of existing and approved personal wireless service facilities
within the Personal Wireless Service Facilities Overlay District, considering
existing and planned use for those facilities.

{b) The existing or proposed equipment would cause interference with other
existing or proposed equipment which could not reasonably be prevented or
mitigated.

(c) Existing or approved personal wireless service facilities within the Personal
Wireless Service Facilities Overlay District or in neighboring municipalities do
not have space on which the proposed equipment can be placed so it can function
effectively and reasonably, and the applicant has not been able, following a good-
faith effort, to reach an agreement with the owners of such facilities.

(d) Other reasons make it impracticable to place the proposed equipment on
existing and approved personal wireless service facilities within the Personal
Wireless Service Facilities Overlay District on existing facilities in other
municipalities.

(e) Service to the locations to which the applicant seeks to provide service cannot
be provided by existing facilities within or outside the Village.

(3) Maximum height. Uniess the FCC promulgates rules to the contrary or the
applicant demonstrates to the satisfaction of the board granting the special permit
that a greater height is necessary, the maximum height for a tower or monopole
shall be 80 feet above ground level or the minimum height necessary to provide
service to locations which the applicant is not able to serve with existing facilities
within and outside the Village, whichever is less.

(4) Minimum lot size. The minimum lot size for a tower or monopole shall be
gqual to the square of twice the tower's or monopole's height, or the minimum Jot
size required by the underlving zoning district, whichever is créater.

(5) Setbacks. Unless the FCC promulgates rules to the contrary, all personal
wireless service facilities shall be separated from all residential dwellings by a
distance of no less than 500 feet. In no case shall a setback be less than 20 feet or
the minimum setback required by the underlying zoning district, whichever is
greater. The setback shall increase 100 feet for each 10 feet that the personal
wireless service facility exceeds the maximum height set forth in the underlying
zoning district. Setbacks from towers or monopoles shall be measured from the

base of the structure.
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(6) Security fencing. Security fencing, showing the location, materials and height,
shall be provided around each tower or monopole to secure the site and provide an
opaque banner. Access to the structure shall be through a locked gate.

(7) Architectural compatibility. Where a personal wireless service facility is to be
attached to an existing building or structure, such facility shall be integrated into
such existing building or structure in a manner which blends with the architectural
characteristics of the building or structure to the maximum extent practicable.

(8) Placement. Unless wall-mounted on an existing roof-mounted mechanical
enclosure or similar appurtenance, all antennas mounted on a roof shall be located
so that visibility of the antenna is limited to the greatest extent practicable.
Antennas wall-mounted on a roof mounted mechanical enclosure or similar
appurtenance shall not exceed the height of the appurtenance at the point of
installation,

F. Design guidelines. The proposed personal wireless service facility shall meet
the following applicable design guidelines:

(1) Finish/colors. Towers or monopoles not requiring Federal Aviation
Administration (FAA) painting or marking shall either have a galvanized finish or
be painted gray or blue-gray above the surrounding tree line and gray, green or
tannish brown below the surrounding tree line.

(2) Tllumination. No signals, lights or illumination shall be permitted on personal
wireless service facilities unless required by the FAA or other federal, state or

local authority.

(3) Landscaping for towers or monopoles. For towers or monopoles, vegetative
screening shall be provided to effectively screen the tower base and accessory
facilities. At a minimum, screening shall consist of one row of native evergreen
shrubs or evergreen trees capable of forming a continuous hedge at least five feet
in height within two years of planting. Existing vegetation shall be preserved to
the maximum extent practicable and may be used as a substitute of or in
supplement toward meeting landscaping requirements. Additional screening may
be required to screen portions of the structure from nearby residential property or
important views. All landscaping shall be properly maintained to ensure good
health and viability.

(4) Visibility. All personal wireless service facilities shall be sited to have
minimum adverse visual effect on residential areas. parks or major roadways.

(5) Signage. Signage shall be prohibited on personal wireless service facilities
except for signage to identify the facility which is located along the right-of-way
frontage and is approved by the Architectural Review Board. Except as
specifically required by a federal, state or local authority, no signage shall be
permitted on equipment mounting structures or antennas.

G. Construction and maintenance.
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(1} Time limit for completion. A building permit must be obtained within six
months after approval of a special permit for a personal wireless service facility,
and construction of such facility must be completed within 12 months of such
approval. The special permit shall automatically expire in the event that the
building department has not granted such permit and construction of the facility is
not completed with the periods set forth above.

(2) Annual inspections.

(2) Unless otherwise preempted by federal or state law, personal wireless service
facilities, including towers, monopoles and antennas, shall be inspected annually
at the applicant's expense for structural integrity, and a copy of the inspection
report shall be promptly transmitted to the Building Inspector. The structural
inspection shall be performed by a New York State-licensed professional engineer
specializing in structural engineering. The structural inspection report shall
describe the structural integrity of the personal wireless service facility,
maintenance issues and repairs needed or made, if any. In the event that the
structural inspections indicates structural deficiencies, then the deficiencies must
be remedied within the time reasonably set by the Building Inspector.

(b) Unless otherwise preempted by federal or state law, personal wireless service
facilities, including towers, monopoles and antennas, shall be inspected annually
at the applicant's expense for radio emissions, and a copy of the inspection report
shall be promptly transmitted to the Building Inspector. Radio emission
inspection shall be performed by a New York State-licensed professional engineer
specializing in electrical engineering with expertise in radio communication
facilities. The radio emission inspection shall describe the power density levels of
the electromagnetic energy generated from the facility, including the cumulative
effects of colocated antennas. In the event that the radio emission inspection
indicates that the electromagnetic energy generated from the facility are above the
allowable limits stated within applicable FCC or ANSI standards or other
applicable state or federal guidelines in effect at the time of the inspection, the
applicant shall cease all use of the facility until such time as it proves to the
satisfaction of the Building Inspector that the power density levels of the
electromagnetic energy to be generated at the facility are below the applicable
standards.

(3) Abandonment. In the event that the use of any personal wireless service
facility has been discontinued by all operators on such facility for a period of 180
consecutive days or more, the facility shall be deemed to be abandoned.
Determination of the date of abandonment shall be made by the Building
Inspector, who shall have the right to request documentation from the
owner/operator of the facility regarding usage thereat. Upon such abandonment,
the owner/operator shall remove the facility at its own expense, and failing
prompt removal, the Village may remove the facility at the owner/operator's
expense. All special permits, variances and approvals of any nature granted by the
Village shall automatically expire as of the date of abandonment of the facility.
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Additionally, the application should comply with the provisions of §110-46 governing Special
Permits, which require among other provisions set forth in § 110-46:

A. Notice and public hearing. The Planning Board shall not decide on any application
for a special permit without first holding a public hearing, notice of which hearing,
including the substance of the application, shall be given by publication in the
official newspaper of the Village at least 15 days before the date of such hearing.
In addition to such published notice, the applicant shall cause such notice to be
mailed at least 10 days before the hearing to all owners of property which lies
within 300 feet of the property for which approval is sought and to such other
owners and by such other means of notification as the Planning Board may deem

advisable.

B. (1) That the proposed use shall be of such location, size and character that, in
general, it will be in harmony with the appropriate and orderly development of the
district in which it is proposed to be situated and will not be detrimental to the
orderly development of adjacent properties in accordance with the zoning
classification of such properties.

(2) That, in addition to the above, in the case of any use located in or directly
adjacent to either a residence district or a district in which residential uses are
permitted, the location and size of such use, the nature and intensity of operations
involved or those conducted in connection therewith and its site layout and its
relation to access streets shall be such that both pedestrian and vehicular traffic to
and from the use and the assembly of persons in connection therewith will not be
hazardous or inconvenient to or incongruous with the residential uses or conflict
with the normal traffic of the neighborhood.

C. Each application for a special permit shall be accompanied by a proposed plan
showing the size and location of the lot and the location of all existing and
proposed buildings and facilities, including access drives, parking areas and all
streets within 200 feet of the lot.

ZONING

The proposed Public Utility Wireless Telecommunications Facility is located in the CD Zoning
District which is located “outside " of the Personal Wireless Facilities Overlay District.
Proposed shall comply with all requirements set forth in the § 110-7. CD Conservation
Development District; § 110-27.1. PWSF Personal Wireless Service Facilities Overlay District;
§ 110-45. Site Plan Approval and; §110-46. Special Permit § 110-33.1. Natural Resources
Protection regulations.
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VARIANCES REQUIRED

1. Pursuant to § 110-27.1. PWSF Personal Wireless Service Facilities Overlay District E. (3)
Maximum height.

“Unless the FCC promulgates rules to the contrary or the applicant demonstrates
to the satisfaction of the board granting the special permit that a greater height is
necessary, the maximum height for a tower or monopole shall be 80 feet above
ground level or the minimum height necessary to provide service to locations
which the applicant is not able to serve with existing facilities within and outside

the Village, whichever is less.”"

Proposed is a total height including a faux tree canopy of 145 feet, 65 feet more than is
permitted in the CD Zoning District. Unless the applicant can demonstrate to the satisfaction
of the board granting the special permit, that a greater height is necessary, the maximum
permitted height is 80 feet above ground level or the minimum height necessary to provide
service to locations which the applicant is not able to serve with existing facilities within and
outside the Village, whichever is less. As proposed, a 65 ft. maximum height variance is
required.

2. Pursuant to Chapter 110. Zoning Article III. District Regulations § 110-27.1. PWSF Personal
Wireless Service Facilities Overlay District. (5) Setbacks.

“Unless the FCC promulgates rules to the contrary, all personal wireless service
facilities shall be separated from [all] residential dwellings by a distance of no
less than 500 feet. In no case shall a setback be less than 20 feet or the minimum
setback required by the underlying zoning district, whichever is greater. The
setback shall increase 100 feet for each 10 feet that the personal wireless service
facility exceeds the maximum height set forth in the underlying zoning district,”

The proposed cell tower is located in the § 110-7. CD Conservation Development District.
The maximum height permitted in the CD zoning district is 35 feet. Proposed is a Monopine
with faux tree canopy totaling 145 feet, this is 110 feet higher than what is permitted in the
CD Zoning District. Proposed is a setback distance of 388 feet to the closest residential home,
a 1,600 feet setback to a residence is required; therefore, a 1,212 ft. setback variance is
required.

Additional information regarding the distance to care-taker cottage located at the Marsh
Sanctuary has not been provided, the setback variance required may increase.

3. Pursuant to Chapter 110. Zoning Article V. Supplementary Regulations § 110-31.
Supplementary development regulations.

“Exceptions to yard requirements. (2) Fences, hedges or walls, other than
retaining walls, that are not over 6 1/2 feet in height may be erected anywhere on
the lot, except that any such fence, wall or hedge, other than a retaining wall, that
is erected in any front yard shall not have a height in excess of four feet. With
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respect to all new fence installations or replacements, the finished or formal
presentation side of said fence shall face the adjacent property or street.”

Proposed is an 8 fi. fence that surrounds the compound and therefore; a 1 ft. 6 in. fence
variance is required.

4. Pursuant to Chapter 110. Zoning Article I11. District Regulations § 110-7. CD Conservation
Development District. (3):

Lot regulations for places of Tier 3 solar energy facilities. (a) Minimum lot area
and site requirements: 25 acres parcel having frontage and access on a county or
state road.

The proposed Public Utility Wireless Telecommunications Facility would reduce the
minimum lot area by 3,472+/- sq. feet which creates an area that is less than the required 25
acres for the installation of a Tier 3 Ground-Mounted Solar Facility. This needs to be further

vetted or verified.

STEEP SLOPES

The applicant seeks a Steep Slopes Permit issued by the Planning Board § 110-33.1. Natural
resources protection regulations.

Pursuant to Chapter 110. Zoning Article V. Supplementary Regulations § 110-33.1. Natural
resources protection regulations. In addition to all other requirements of the Zoning Code, all
development in the Village shall comply with the following natural resources protection

regulations:

A. Steep slopes. (1) Development limitations. To protect environmentally
sensitive lands, preserve the Village's natural resources, and promote the orderly

development of land.

(2) Steep slopes protection regulations. (a) Purpose. For the purpose of preventing
erosion, preventing storm water runoff and flooding, providing safe building sites,
preventing landslides and soil instability, protecting the quantity and quality of the
Village's surface and groundwater resources, protecting important scenic views
and vistas, preserving areas of wildlife habitat, minimizing the area of land
disturbance related to site development and protecting the Village's character and
property values, it is the intent of these steep slope regulations to minimize
disturbance on steep slopes and to avoid disturbance and construction activities on
very steep slopes. Further, it is the intent of these steep slope regulations to
minimize the development of hilltops and ridgelines. The Village Board, the
Planning Board, the Zoning Board of Appeals, the Building Inspector and the
Village Engineer shall take these objectives into consideration in reviewing and
acting on any plans submitted pursuant to the provisions of this chapter.
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(b) Exempt and regulated activities.
[1] Regulated activities.

[a] It shall be unlawful to create any disturbance greater than 100 square feet in
aggregate, or to cut any tree with a diameter greater than four inches when
measured from 1 1/2 feet from ground level, on any steep slope, hilltop, or
ridgeline, other than an exempt activity as defined herein, without a Steep Slopes

Permit issued in conformance with these regulations.

[b] In order to protect the stability of slopes and to ensure the safety of residents,
construction activities on steep slopes shall be minimized and shall follow the
standards for grading set forth herein.

[c] Construction activities shall not be permitted on very steep slopes unless there
is no viable alternative.

[2] Exempt activities. The following activities shall be exempt from provisions of
this chapter:

(c) Standards for development approval. In denying, granting, or granting with
modifications any application for a steep slopes permit, the Planning Board shall
consider the consistency of the proposed activity with the following standards:

[1] Disturbance and construction activities on very steep slopes shall not be
permitted unless there is no viable alternative.

[2] Disturbance of areas with steep slopes shall be in conformance with the
following provisions:

[a] The planning, design and development of buildings shall provide the
maximum in structural safety and slope stability while adapting the affected site
to, and taking advantage of, the best use of the natural terrain and aesthetic

character.

[b] The terracing of building sites shall be kept to an absolute minimum. The
construction of retaining walls greater than six feet in height or 60 feet in length
shall not be permitted unless there is no viable alternative.

[c] Roads and driveways shall follow the natural topography to the greatest extent
possible in order to minimize the potential for erosion and shall be consistent with
other applicable regulations of the Village of Mt. Kisco and current engineering

practices.

[d] Replanting shall consist of vegetation intended to further slope stabilization
with a preference for indigenous woody and herbaceous vegetation.
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[e] When development activities are proposed to occur on hilltops or ridgelines,
the plans submitted for review shall demonstrate that the impacts on the functions,
aesthetics and essential characteristics of such areas are effectively minimized and
mitigated. The natural elevations and vegetative cover of ridgelines shall be
disturbed only if the crest of a ridge and the tree line at the crest of the ridge
remains uninterrupted and shall not be permitted unless there is no viable
alternative. This may be accomplished either by positioning buildings and areas of
disturbance below a ridgeline or hilltop or by positioning buildings and areas of
disturbance at a ridgeline or hilltop so that the elevation of the roof line of the
building is no greater than the elevation of the natural tree line. However, under
no circumstances shall more than 50 feet along a ridgeline, to a width of 50 feet
generally centered on a ridgeline, be disturbed.

[f1 Any regrading shall blend in with the natural contours and undulations of the
land.

[g] Cuts and fills shall be rounded off to eliminate sharp angles at the top, bottom,
and sides of regraded slopes.

[h].The angle of cut and fill slopes shall not exceed a slope of one vertical to two
horizontal except where retaining walls, structural stabilization, or other methods
acceptable to the Village Engineer are used, in which case the angle shall not
exceed a slope of one vertical to three horizontal,

[i] Tops and bottoms of cut and fill slopes shall be set back from structures a
distance that will ensure the safety of the structures in the event of the collapse of
the cut or fill slopes. Generally, such distance shall be considered to be six feet
plus 1/2 the height of the cut or fill.

[i] Disturbance of rock outcrops shall be by means of explosives only if labor and
machines are not effective and only if rock blasting is conducted in accordance
with all applicable regulations of the Village of Mt. Kisco and the State of New

York.

k] Disturbance of steep siopes shall be undertaken in workable units in which the
disturbance can be completed and stabilized in one construction season so that
areas are not left bare and exposed during the winter and spring thaw periods
{(December 15 to April 15).

[1] Disturbance of existing vegetative ground cover shall not take place more than
15 days prior to grading and construction.
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[m] Temporary soil stabilization, including, if appropriate, temporary stabilization
measures such as netting or mulching to secure soil during the grow-in period,
must be applied to an area of disturbance within two days of establishing the final
grade, and permanent stabilization must be applied within 15 days of establishing
the final grade.

[n] Soil stabilization must be applied within two days of disturbance if the final
grade is not expected to be established within 21 days. In locations where
construction activities have temporarily ceased, temporary soil stabilization
measures must be applied within one week.

[o] Topsoil shall be stripped from all areas of disturbance, stockpiled and
stabilized in a manner to minimize erosion and sedimentation, and replaced
elsewhere on the site at the time of final grading. Stockpiling shall not be
permitted on slopes of greater than 10%.

[p] No organic material or rock with a size that will not allow appropriate
compaction or cover by topsoil shall be used as fill material. Fill material shall be
no less granular than the soil upon which it is placed and shall drain readily.

[a] Compaction of fill materials in fill areas shall be such to ensure support of
proposed structures and stabilization for intended uses.

[r] Structures shall be designed to fit into the hillside rather than altering the
hillside to fit the structure. (Among the methods that may be employed to achieve
this goal are reduced footprint design, "step-down" structures, stilt houses,
minimization of grading outside the building footprint, placement of structures at
minimum street setback requirements to preserve natural terrain, etc.).

[s] Development shall be sited on the least sensitive portions of the site to
preserve the natural landforms, geological features, and vegetation.

[t] The stability of slopes and the erodibility of soils on slopes is a function of
various physical soil properties and underlying bedrock conditions. Where site
surveys indicate the presence of soils or underlying bedrock conditions the
physical properties of which might present limitations on construction practices or
high erodibility that may result in unstable slopes, the Planning Board may limit
the type and extent of construction activities or disturbance to these areas as
necessary to ensure public health, safety, and welfare.

[u] Impacts from construction activities or other disturbance on bedrock outcrops
and glacial erratics shall be minimized.
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[v] All measures for the control of erosion and sedimentation shall be undertaken
consistent with this chapter and with the Westchester County Soil and Water
Conservation District's "Best Management Practices Manual for Erosion and
Sediment Control," and New York State Department of Environmental
Conservation "Guidelines for Urban Erosion and Sediment Control", as amended,
or its equivalent satisfactory to the Planning Board, whichever requires the higher

standards.

[w] All proposed disturbance of steep slopes shall be undertaken with
consideration of the soils limitations characteristics contained in the Identification
Legend, Westchester County Soils Survey, 1989, as prepared by the Westchester
County Soil and Water Conservation District, in terms of recognition of limitation
of soils on steep slopes for development and application of all mitigating
measures, and as deemed necessary by the Planning Board.

(d) Permit procedures. [1] Application for permit. An application for a steep
slopes permit shall be filed with the Planning Board, and shall contain the
following information and such other information as required by it, except when
waived by the Planning Board as not pertinent or necessary for the proposed

disturbance:

[a] Name, post office address and telephone number of the owner and applicant.

[b] Street address and Tax Map designation of property covered by the
application.

[c] Statement of authority from owner for any agent making application.

[d] Listing of property owners adjacent to, across streets from, and downslope
within 500 feet of the property, and any additional property owners deemed
appropriate by the Planning Board.

[e] Statement of proposed work and purpose thereof.

[f] A statement prepared by a licensed architect, registered landscape architect, or
engineer, which describes:

[i1 The methods to be used in overcoming foundation and other structural
problems created by slope conditions, in preserving the natural watershed and in
preventing soil erosion; and
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[ii] The methods to be used to eliminate or mitigate water runoff on all adjacent
properties and any other property that will be naturally affected by increased
water runoff.

[g] A statement made under the seal of a licensed professional engineer certifying
that:

[i] The proposed activity will disturb the steep slope area to the minimum extent
practicable; and

[ii] The proposed mitigation measures will prevent, to the maximum extent
practicable, the adverse effect of any disturbance of the steep slope area on the
environment and any neighboring properties.

[h] Eleven copies of plans for the proposed regulated activities drawn to a scale of
not less than one-inch equals 50 feet (unless otherwise specified by the Planning
Board). Such plans shall be sealed and show the following:

[i] Location of proposed construction or disturbance and its relationship to
property lines, easements, buildings, roads, walls, sewage disposal systems, wells,
and wetlands within 100 feet of the proposed construction or disturbance, unless a
greater distance is deemed appropriate by the Planning Board.

[ii] Estimated material quantities of excavation/fill.

[iii] Location and size of areas of soils by soils types in the area of proposed
disturbance and to a distance of 100 feet surrounding the area of disturbance.

[iv] Existing and proposed contours (NGVD, National Geodetic Vertical Datum)
at two-foot intervals in the area of proposed disturbance and to a distance of 100

feet beyond.

[v] Slope categories for the entire project site itself showing at minimum the steep
slope and very steep slope categories. Slope is to be determined from on-site
topographic surveys prepared with a two-foot contour interval. The vertical rise is
to be measured, on the basis of two-foot contours, in a ten-foot horizontal length.
[vi] Cross sections of steep slope areas proposed to be disturbed.

[vii] Retaining walls or like constructions, with details of construction.

[viii] Erosion and sedimentation control plan prepared in accordance with the
requirements listed above in Subsection A(2)(c)[2][k] through [o0]. These plans
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must be submitted under the seal of a licensed professional engineer and must
show and certify the following:

[A] All existing and proposed natural and artificial drainage courses and other
features for the control of drainage, erosion, and water.

[B] The calculated volume of water runoff from the slope(s) and from the lot in
question, as unimproved.

[C] The calculated volume of water runoff from the slope(s) and from the lot in
question, as improved.

[D] The existence, location and capacity of all natural and artificial drainage
courses and facilities within 500 feet of the lot, which are or will be used to carry
or contain water runoff to and from the slopes(s) and the lot.

[i1If required by the Planning Board, a detailed monitoring program, including
but not necessarily limited to written status reports at specified intervals
documenting activities undertaken pursuant to a permit.

[il A list of all applicable county, state or federal permits that are required for
such work or improvements.

[k] An application fee in the amount set forth in a fee schedule established by the
Village Board.

[1] Other details, including specific reports by qualified professionals on soils,
geology and hydrology, and borings and/or test pits, as may be determined to be

necessary by the Planning Board.

[2] Application review. The Planning Board may hire professionals to review a
steep slopes permit application at the sole expense of the applicant, as part of its
powers also enumerated in § 110-45C(8) of this chapter.

[31 Notice and public hearing. The Planning Board shall not decide on any
application for a steep slopes permit without first holding a public hearing, notice
of which hearing, including the substance of the application, shall be given by
publication in the official newspaper of the Village at least 15 days before the date
of such hearing. In addition to such published notice, the applicant shall cause
such notice to be mailed at least 10 days before the hearing to all owners of
property which lies within 300 feet of the property for which approval is sought
and to such other owners and by such other means of notification as the Planning
Board may deem advisable.
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[4] Action by the Planning Board. A determination shall be made to approve,
approve with modifications and conditions, or disapprove the application within
60 days of closure of the public hearing. In approving any application, the
Planning Board may impose such conditions or limitations as it determines
necessary to ensure compliance with the intent, purposes and standards of this
chapter.

(e) Duration of permit. [1] Activities specified by the steep slopes permit shall be
undertaken pursuant to the provisions of this chapter and any conditions of the
permit and shall be completed according to any schedule set forth in the permit.

[2] A steep slopes permit shall expire on the completion of the activities specified
and shall be valid for a period of one year from the date of approval, or for the
period of any other permit or approval issued by the Planning Board.

[3] A permit may be renewed by the Planning Board for a period of up to one
year.

(f) Security. In granting a permit, the Planning Board shall require a security in an
amount and with surety and conditions sufficient to ensure its compliance with the
conditions and limitations set forth in the permit.

(g) Inspection and monitoring.

[1] The Planning Board may inspect, or cause to be inspected by its
representative, activities pursuant to a permit so as to ensure satisfactory
completion at the sole expense of the applicant.

[2] The Planning Board may require that the applicant submit for approval a
detailed monitoring program, including but not necessarily limited to written
status reports at specified intervals documenting activities undertaken pursuant to

a permit,

[3] The Planning Board may require that the activities undertaken pursuant to a
permit be supervised by an appropriate licensed professional at the sole expense
of the applicant.

(h) Violations; penalties. [1] Notice of violation. Any person found violating any
provision of this chapter or the terms and conditions of any permit granted
hereunder shall be served with a written notice stating the nature of the violation
and providing a specific time for the satisfactory correction thereof, which time
shall not be less than five days.
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[2] Stop order. The foregoing notwithstanding, if, in the judgment of either the
Village Engineer or the Building Inspector, there is a violation of this chapter or
any permit issued hereunder, then the Village Engineer or the Building Inspector
may issue a written order to cease all work creating or causing said violation and
directing the applicant to appear before the Planning Board at its next meeting.
Upon the issuance of such an order and its delivery to the permit holder or his
agent or contractor, the permit shall be deemed to have been suspended, and it
shall be unlawful and a violation of this chapter to continue the permitted activity.
The official issuing such an order shall rescind the order upon compliance with
the permit and the taking of such corrective action as shall be determined by the

permitting authority.

[3] Administrative sanctions. [a] In addition to any penalties imposed under
Chapter 1 of this Code, upon finding that an applicant or any person acting as an
agent or contractor for the applicant has violated the terms of this chapter or any
permit issued hereunder, the Planning Board may impose any one or more of the
following sanctions for each and every such violation:

[i] Revocation of the permit.

[ii] Direction to restore the affected area within a reasonable time to its condition
prior to the violation, insofar as that is possible.

[iii] Imposition of any additional conditions on the permit as may be reasonably
necessary to effectuate the restoration of the affected area and/or prevent the
recurrence of the violation.

[b] Any restoration directed by the Planning Board that is not completed as
required may be completed by the Village at the sole cost and expense of the
applicant.

B. Wetlands. (1) Development limitations. To protect environmentally sensitive
lands, preserve the Village's natural resources, and promote the ordetly
development of land, development on parcels that contain wetlands and
waterways, which parcel on the effective date of this chapter is in excess of
40,000 square feet and is in single, undivided ownership, shall be limited by
deducting the following from the gross lot area of such parcels to determine the
net lot area (in conjunction with § 110-33.1A(1) herein:

(a) Fifty percent of the area of all wetlands.

(b) One hundred percent of the area of all lakes, ponds, streams and other such
bodies of water.
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(2) Development on parcels that contain any wetlands or waterways shall comply
with Chapter 107, Wetlands and Drainage Control.

C. Tree preservation. Any application for site plan or subdivision approval shall
comply with Chapter 99, Tree Preservation.

Regarding the above, it is quite evident that the application is incomplete in that the applicant has
failed to provide:

1. “On-site topographic surveys prepared with a two-foot contour interval’ for “the
entire project site” as required by § 110-331. A(2)(d)(1)(h) so that the Planning Board
can be assured that the “development shall be sited on the least sensitive portions of
the site to preserve the natural landforms, geological features, and vegetation” as
required by the development standards of § 110-331. A(2)(c)(2)(s). Obviously, if
there are locations on the site that can be utilized so as to eliminate the need for a
steep slopes permit, the Planning Board should be provided such information so as to
make an informed decision. Notwithstanding the Applicant’s representation that it
has complied with this requirement on the signed checklist, it appears as though the
applicant has only provided the Planning Board topographic mapping information for
a small portion of the project site.

Chapter 99. Tree Preservation Article I. General Regulations § 99-1. Findings and intent.

The Board of Trustees hereby finds and declares that the preservation and maintenance of trees,
where reasonably possible within the Village, is necessary to protect the health, safety and general
welfare of the Village/Town of Mount Kisco, because trees provide necessary shade, green space
and aesthetic appeal, impede soil erosion and aid water absorption, provide other environmental
benefits and generally enhance the quality of life, It is the intent of the Board of Trustees, by the
adoption of this chapter, to provide for:

A. The protection and preservation of as many trees as possible, particularly those
trees which are specimen trees and/or trees of select or rare species.

B. The reforestation and replacement of those trees which are removed due to
disease or development.

C. The preservation of an acceptable level of green foliage in all areas of the
Village.

D. Ensuring that suitable wildlife habitats are maintained and reinforced in all
areas of the Village.
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Article II. Tree Preservation Plans § 99-8. Applicability.

No site plan or major subdivision plat shall be approved unless and until a tree preservation plan
for the subject property has been approved by the Planning Board. No certificate of occupancy
shall be issued for any property subject to a tree preservation plan until all required planting and
restoration is completed to the satisfaction of the Planning Board.

COMMENTS

1. Applicant should review this memo and each section referenced herein and provide a
detailed response for each item.

2. A listing of property owners adjacent to, across streets from, and downslope within 500
feet of the property, and any additional property owners deemed appropriate by the
Planning Board is required. Plan R1 provides only a 300 fi. distance.

3. Location of the proposed utilities are partially underground. All utilities from the street
should be located underground.

4. Application requires review by the Fire Chief for Fire Access and Safety Considerations.
Proposed drawing does not include an area adequate for Fire Department access, staging
of equipment and parking for additional responding personnel. Applicant shall provide
an adequate fire apparatus turnaround. Access drive must demonstrate that it can support
emergency service vehicles and equipment.

5. The Building Department defers to the Village Engineer for all storm water mitigation,
run-off, drainage, basins/detention, infiltration, and all aspect of grading. As previously
identified by the Village Engineer in his memorandum of September 3, 2020 storm water
pollution prevention plan is required for site plan approval. SWPPP shall demonstrate
compliance with all applicable the requirements of the Village Zoning Code, Article XIV

Stormwater Control.

Pursuant to § 110-62. Stormwater pollution prevention plans.
“A. Pollution prevention plan requirement. No application for

approval of a land development activity shall be reviewed until the
appropriate board has received a stormwater pollution prevention
plan (SWPPP) prepared in accordance with the specifications in this
article and Chapter 92A.”

6. The Building Department Defers to the Village Planner for landscaping, tree preservation
plan, and lighting requirements.
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7. This review memo does not include a complete NYS Uniform Building Code Review of
structural integrity of the Monopole or any of the accessory structures, equipment cabinets,
generator/ fuel storage and battery storage. Applicant should demonstrate that protections
will be put in place to protect the environment and property should any leakage of fuel
and/or battery acid/chemical occur.

8. The proposed cell tower location is 388 feet to the closest residence (east) and will
encroach 73 fl. into the 200 ft. buffer requirement for a Ground-Mounted Solar Facility.
Setbacks dimensions to the two structures (care takers cottage) located at the Marsh
Sanctuary have not been provided.

9. Distance to other residences within the required setback have not been provided.

10. Plans containing equipment should be in color.

11. Additional information for all equipment is needed including, but not limited to: How
often generator cycles and at what decibel level.

12. Information (type/size) for future equipment should be provided.

13. The proposed cell tower project will require that an additional 33 trees — greater than 4”
caliper will be removed.

14. The plans provided only provide details for limited portions of the site, thereby eliminating
the ability to ascertain whether there is an ability to site the sell tower at a location that
does not require disturbance to steep or very steep slopes.

APPROVALS REQUIRED

s Site Plan Approval

e Special Permit issued by the Planning Board

» Steep Slopes Permit issued by the Planning Board
e Zoning Board of Appeals (variances)

¢ Fire Chicf approval

¢ Building Department approval

e A Public Hearing is Required

PM/mkr
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Minutes of the VILLAGE BOARD MEETING of the Board of Trustees of the
Village/Town of Mount Kisco held on Monday, June 17, 2019 at 7:00 p.m. in the Frank J.
DiMicco Board Room, Village Hall, 104 Main Street, Mount Kisco, New York.

Present: Mayor Gina Picinich
Deputy Mayor Jean Farber
Trustee Karen Schleimer
Trustee Isidoro Albanese

Also Present: Edward Brancati, Village Manager
Kenneth Famulare, Assistant Village Manager
Whitney Singleton, Village Attorney

Absent: Trustee Peter Grunthal

Mayor Picinich opened the Village Board Meeting and asked everyone to rise for the
pledge of allegiance. She asked everyone to please remain standing to say that all of our
students are finishing up their school years, we wish them all good luck as they go into
finals and wish everyone a safe and fun summer.

Continuation of Public Hearing to Amend Chapter 61 of the Village Code

Mayor Picinich began by saying that this meeting begins with a continuation of a
public hearing to amend Chapter 61 of the Village Code. This is in regards to the PACE
legislation that currently is in our code, but that has been amended by the State. This
program provides financing to homeowners and business owners to make improvements,
specifically for solar energy. There was no public comment at this time.

Deputy Mayor Farber wanted to say that this is a continuation of something that we
have passed. This current version is even more in our favor than the prior version already
in the Village Code. She also noted that there is not a lot of leeway for the Village to make
any edits as the legislation is universal throughout the State.

Trustee Albanese stated that it is all positive for the Town and for the residents.

Trustee Schleimer stated that this takes the burden off of the municipality and is a
much better law for us in terms of our participation and having the responsibility to recover
funds on the back end. It is a step forward in the right direction. She urged the writers of
such legislation to be sensitive to some issues if they expect all the municipalities to pass
this without any variation.

Mayor Picinich recommended to Trustee Schleimer, that if she had specific
recommendations, to send them up to the State for review for the next version of this
legislation.

Mayor Picinich made a motion and was seconded by Trustee Albanese to close the
public hearing, all in favor:
Motion Adopted
Mayor Gina Picinich Aye
Deputy Mayor Jean Farber Aye
Trustee Isidoro Albanese  Aye
Trustee Karen Schleimer Aye

Village Board of Trustees Meeting 6-17-2019 1



Mavyor Picinich made a motion and was seconded by Deputy Mayor Farber to repeal
the current Chapter 61 of the Code of the Village/Town of Mount Kisco in it is entirety and
replace it with the new proposed Chapter 61 for the Code of the Village/Town of Mount
Kisco, all in favor: '

Motion Adopted
Mayor Gina Picinich Aye
Deputy Mayor Jean Farber Aye
Trustee Isidoro Albanese  Aye
Trustee Karen Schleimer Aye

Continuation of Public Hearing to discuss Special Use Permit for Communication
Tower on Mountain Ave

Mayor Picinich opened up the public hearing for the special use permit for the
communication tower on Mountain Avenue. In attendance are Mr. David Kenny
representing Crown Castle, representatives from the Metropolitan Transportation Authority
(MTA), and Mr. Michael Musso who is an RF Engineer and consultant for the Village on this
project. Mayor Picinich provided the following framework on the project; there is a need for
the MTA for emergency services to be able to have connectivity where the plan was for the
MTA to put a monopole on their property by the train tracks on Kisco Avenue. That was not
something that was preferable for the Village because this would be a cellular
communications system in the middle of our Village. After more than a year working with
the MTA, we connected them with Crown Castle to have a conversation about raising the
tower that currently exists on Mountain Avenue and has been there for twenty (20) years.
It seemed like this location was the optimal situation based on what the need was and
based upon the alternative. So working diligently with a variety of people, the Planning
Board has reviewed information, this Board has reviewed information, we've hired a
consultant to decipher and analyze the data, so here is how this process works. This Village
Board would issue, if it so desires, a special use permit. The Board of Trustees has
jurisdiction to issue a special permit for this particular structure. We deferred to the
Planning Board for the environmental review, they issued a negative declaration. We also
referred to the Planning Board for the site plan approval which is how it will look on the
property along with all of the engineering for the project. They have worked closely with
Crown Castle and the MTA to establish the need for this change to be made, which the
Planning Board has done by issuing their site plan approval resolution for this to get done.

Mr. Kenny from Crown Castle began by thanking the Board for allowing him to be
there. Since the last time they met, they had responded to all of the consultants comments
including revising the drawings and revising some of the reports and photo simulations.
They were also able to revise the design for T-Mobile to be more aesthetically pleasing.
They reduced their mass and number of antennas as well as positioned their location to be
inside the MTA’s bracket on the tower itself. They worked with the Village to make sure
that all the needs of the different carriers were reviewed and would be able to be provided
with the finalized plans. Mr. Kenny believes that this facility strikes a balance between
meeting the infrastructure needs of the carriers and the MTA’s emergency communication
equipment as well as minimizing the aesthetic impact and providing the tower that the
Village seems to desire. Crown Castle respectfully requests that the application be
approved and that he is happy to answer any questions that the Board or public may have.
This application has also been reviewed by the Village’s consulting RF Engineer, Mr. Musso.

Mr. Musso began by saying that his company, HDR, was hired by the Village to
review this application. The report submitted was extremely comprehensive to document all
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the information that was reviewed and all the supplemental information that was requested.
They had a project meeting on May 8, 2019, and was happy to see the responsiveness with
the questions that we asked as well as the questions posed by others including the Village
planning consultant and others on the Planning Board. The tech memo is based on the
background history of the Village owned property and that it is an existing cell site. It
accommodates two (2) of the four (4) carriers that service the area, T-Mobile and AT&T, on
an 86-foot tall pole. There is a height increase that is being proposed as part of this action,
replacing the current pole that is 86 feet in height with a new pole that is 109 feet in height
with the MTA sitting on top of the new pole. One of the key things that they looked at is
coverage and capacity or service from the commercial carriers as well as the MTA. They
looked at the testimonies provided by MTA and determined that their radio frequency needs
are unique. They found that raising the height and having the MTA antennas on top is
reasonable and appropriate. They then looked at the commercial carriers, AT&T which is up
there now would slide over to the new pole at the same height; T-Mobile is looking to
increase their height on the new pole. They received, requested, and reviewed a lot of
information from T-Mobile and they feel that the height increase is justified for T-Mobile.
They also reviewed the coverage from other towers and were able to determine that this
tower will provide new service and new coverage for the carriers. The coverage that exists
for T-Mobile now is optimistic at best, with the tree line it is extremely hard to find a signal.
They also looked at Verizon, which would be new to this site, and would be placed in
between T-Mobile and AT&T on the new tower. In looking at all of that information, Crown
Castle has addressed all the concerns that the public and the Board have had, and they feel
there is a need for these carriers and the height is appropriate.

Deputy Mayor Farber asked if Mr. Musso was comfortable with this plan. Mr. Musso
replied that he did, the Village has a unique way of monitoring this site being that it is on
Village owned property.

Trustee Schleimer stated that she had trouble determining coverage due to her maps
not being in color, but from what she understands part of the review is subject to the
applicant demonstrating that the facility is needed to provide coverage to an area of the
Village that currently has inadequate coverage. We were looking at putting in cell towers in
other areas of the Village, we did an informal survey to find out where the gaps were, and
the feedback that she received was that the lack of service or gap was on the Rt. 172
corridor for Verizon. She needed to justify for herself and the residents that there is indeed
a need to increase the coverage, and why, especially in light of the fact that the technology
is now moving to 5G.

Mayor Picinich replied that Mr. Musso’s report provides all that information in detail.

Mr. Musso replied that surveys could be deceiving sometimes so they may be skewed
where people have coverage or not. The other thing about these maps is that capacity is
just as much of an issue as coverage. Things have changed in the last five (5) years, so it’s
not just about coverage it is also about providing the service that people need in terms of
data and apps. Looking at the demographics that are put into these coverage maps, it is all
about boosting up service as well. We see the 5G being advertised, it is not rolled out in
our region, but it will be, and if any of these frequencies that were put into these coverage
maps or the radio frequency emission report, 5G may introduce new frequencies; so they
would be subject to return for modification and review prior to any updates. Mr. Musso
continued to say that with all the technical information that was provided there is
justification for this tower,
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Mayor Picinich asked again if there was any comment from the public. There was no
comment at this time.

Mayor Picinich made a motion and was seconded by Trustee Albanese to close the
public hearing, all in favor:
Motion Adopted
Mayor Gina Picinich Aye
Deputy Mayor Jean Farber Aye
Trustee Isidoro Albanese Aye
Trustee Karen Schleimer Aye

1) Communications:
a. Woodland Street Block Party - October 5, 2019

A motion was made by Trustee Albanese and was seconded by Deputy Mayor Farber
to approve the Woodland Street Block Party for October 5, 2019 with a rain date of October
6, 2019, all in favor:

Motion Adopted
Mayor Gina Picinich Aye
Deputy Mayor Jean Farber Aye
Trustee Isidoro Albanese Aye
Trustee Karen Schleimer Aye

b. Resignation- Leonard Park Committee

The Board accepted the resignation of Michael Zucker from the Leonard Park Committee.

c. Resignation — Recreation Commission
The Board accepted the resignation of Kristin Bruno from the Recreation Commission.

d. Application- Recreation Commission
A motion was made by Trustee Albanese and was seconded by Deputy Mayor Farber
to appoint Christy McGinn to the Recreation Commission to fill the unexpired term of Kristin
Bruno, all in favor:

Motion Adopted
Mayor Gina Picinich Aye
Deputy Mayor Jean Farber Aye
Trustee Isidoro Albanese Aye
Trustee Karen Schleimer Aye

e. Letter from Adrene Cohen

Mayor Picinich read the following letter from Adrene Cohen:

This morning I locked myself out of my house and called the Mt. Kisco Police
Department for assistance. Officers Scott Forsythe and Pete Carcaterra arrived within 10
minutes to help me. They were not only sympathetic to my situation they broke down my
door with my permission so that I could leave my home to keep an appointment in White
Plains.

They secured my residence and had someone come so that the door frame could be
repaired while I kept my appointment.
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I have lived in Kisco for 33 years and never sought help from the police before.
However, today I am proud to say that our officers are the finest and could not be more
appreciative of them.

Please note that they went above and beyond any expectation and helped when I
thought all hope was lost.

My congratulations to the department, for having such fine and outstanding officers
supporting this Town/Village.

I feel safe knowing Pete and Scott are protecting all of us and will always be there
when needed.

2) Petitions: None.
3) Board Committee and Commission Reports: None.

4) Village Manager's Reports:
a. Water Report
Mr. Brancati began by saying that total water production for the month of May was a
little less than 41 million gallons for an average of 1.3 million gallons per day. The reservoir
is at 100% capacity and the Leonard Park wells remain off.

b. Knowlton Avenue - No Left Turn Sian addition
Mr. Brancati stated that the Traffic Rules and Regulations Register is hereby
amended to include the following:
Knowlton Ave: No left turn sign shall be erected at the intersection of Knowlton Ave
and North Bedford Road for Knowlton Avenue westbound traffic.

5) Board Reports:
Deputy Mayor Farber began by saying that she hoped all the fathers enjoyed Father’s

Day. On June 12% the Historical Society held its last monthly meeting until September; a
ot was discussed including its new home which will be ready to move in to by the end of
July. The Kirbyville Schoolhouse has finally gotten a good bill of health and is ready to be
used and visited once again. She continued to say that the Historical Society, under the
guidance of Ralph Vigliotti and Michael, is applying to have the Kirbyville Historical
Landscape included in the State and National Register of Historic Places program. On
Wednesday, June 12th the Mount Kisco Arts Council kicked off their summer concert series
right outside Village Hall in Fountain Park. There was an 18-piece jazz orchestra that
included world renowned musicians. Those who were in attendance were wowed. The next
concert will highlight Asaran Earth Trio which will share stories and songs from around the
world; perfect for the whole family. Please check the concert schedule on the website and
also if you miss any of the concerts, they will be available to view on our website and cable
channel as well. The Arts Council is also working on opening its pop-up gallery in the center
of town. The concert series in Leonard Park is set to start July 11% and will run for four (4)
Thursdays through August 4. On Thursday, June 13, the Chamber of Commerce had
their annual luncheon and introduced their new Board member where Mayor Picinich gave
her State of the Village address that was well received. On Friday, June 14%, the Mount
Kisco Little League celebrated another successful season with their annual awards barbecue
in Leonard Park. Congratulations to all the players, coaches, moms, dads, sponsors, and
everyone who made this program so exciting and meaningful. Coming up on June 215t put
on your comfortable shoes and celebrate National Pollinators Week coordinated by the CAC,
the Historical Society, Tree Board, and Trails team as we will discover the peninsula
wetlands and enjoy a water history tour. Thank you to all our volunteers who enjoy keeping
our trails clean and discussing wildlife and nature for all to enjoy. Deputy Mayor Farber
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ended by inviting everyone to the First Northern Westchester Jewish Festival on Sunday
June 237, It will be a day of music, food, and fun for the whole family.

Trustee Schleimer began by saying that she wanted to give the public a heads up on
two (2) laws that were passed by our legislature. There is a bill that prohibits consumer
credit agencies from charging a fee for the placement, removal, or temporary lift of a
security freeze following a consumer credit report agency data breach. There is another one
effective June 26 that increases the applicability of plain language law to consumer
contracts involving amounts up to $100,000. It is always good to know what’s up.
Information for filing utility complaints can be filed online with the Department of Public
Service at www.dps.ny.gov or call 800-342 -3377. She continued to say that she received a
request from Ride Connect, which is a local non-profit group that provides rides for people
in need who are looking for volunteers. Please call 914-242-7433 to volunteer. Trustee
Schleimer continued to say that all dogs must be licensed in Westchester County, please
visit the tax office in Village Hall to license your dogs. She wanted to mention again a scam
relating to someone who had placed an obituary for her husband, her mail was then
forwarded out of state and people attempted to open credit cards in her name. Apparently
you can transfer your mail online or with yellow cards without any ID at all. She is meeting
with the Westchester County District Attorney to discuss this matter further. Trustee
Schleimer also invited everyone to join one of the nature walks over the weekend in
celebration of National Pollinators Week. She encouraged everyone to do it; it is an easy
walk and is beautiful.

Trustee Albanese began by saying that he hoped all the fathers had a great day. It
was great to spend the day with his boys. He continued to say that he is very proud to walk
in our town, besides the thirteen (13) adopted areas, many business owners and residents
have adopted their own little areas. There is a meeting set up to discuss the landscape at
the intersection of Rt. 172 and Rt. 117, and there will be some areas to adopt to make that
side of town look better. Trustee Albanese stated that it was good to hear from the
merchants and hear their expectations at the annual luncheon. All he hears from anyone
coming into the town is how positive their experience is with the Planning Board, Building
Department, and Village Manager. The Chamber of Commerce is excited about this year’s
Septemberfest; they plan for it to be bigger and better; September 13-15, 2019. He
continued to thank all the coaches and sponsors for their commitment and dedication to
support our youth and to teach them the great game of baseball.

Mayor Picinich began by saying that she and Mr. Brancati were with Congresswoman
Lowey, County Executive George Latimer, Deputy County Executive Ken Jenkins, and other
officials regarding Community Development Block Grants (CDBG) in Westchester. The
Village/Town of Mount Kisco was awarded grants to replace the water main, storm water
infrastructure, sidewalks, curbing, and road resurfacing for the entire length of Woodland
Street and for the Fox Senior Center in order to update the heating, ventilation, air
conditioning (HVAC), electrical, and other items that need to be maintained and upgraded.
We have gotten grants in the past for sidewalks along North Moger Avenue and Carpenter
Avenue and for the new senior bus, as we continue to look for alternative means of revenue
that we don’t have to levy on the taxpayers. Mayor Picinich continued to say that she
attended a shared services meeting, another countywide initiative in order to identify shared
services opportunities to reduce costs. One of the things that Westchester is working on is
a strategic or comprehensive plan for cellular service looking at the coverage from a broader
prospective rather than each individual municipality. She continued to remind everyone
that we are heading into summer and the Village has a specific strategy to maintain
property around the Village. Those areas that are by waterways are no-mow zones; you
will see that grass getting higher and that is by design to ensure the health of the shoreline.
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We also do not use pesticides which means you will see dandelions and clover. She also
wanted to let the pubic know that there are some alternate positions on our Architectural
Review Board, Planning Board, and the Zoning Board of Appeals. Our government runs, not
just by Village staff alone, but also through all that happens with these volunteer boards. If
you are interested in participating, please email Village Manager Edward Brancati to relay
that information to the Board. Mayor Picinich finished by saying that there is still some
room in the community solar project. Everyone has the opportunity and if you are an
energy customer in Mount Kisco you can save on your energy bill. Sign up and receive 10%
off your bill.

6) Old Business:
a. Resolution issuing Special Use Permit for Communication Tower on Mountain
Ave.
i. Crown Castle — Tech Memo
ii. Resolution for Board of Trustees to Issue Special Use Permit
iii. Planning Board - SEQRA Negative Declaration
iv. Planning Board Resolution Authorizing Site Plan Approval

Trustee Schleimer began by saying that she would ask the Board to consider with
respect to paragraph 15, that we consider changing that in one of two ways or both; that it
shall be remediated within 180 days of receiving a Temporary Certificate of Occupancy
(TCO) and that the permanent Certificate of Occupancy (CO) not be issued until in fact the
remediation has been accomplished, the alternative is she asks that a bond be posted to
make sure that this happens.

Mr. Singleton replied that through discussion with the Planning Board, a final CO
would not be issued for the antenna until the existing facility is removed and all
communications are operational on the new site. According to the Village code, that length
of time cannot exceed 180 days. If they do not comply with that requirement of the code,
they will be operating in violation to the tune of $1,000 a day.

A motion was made by Deputy Mayor Farber and was seconded by Trustee Albanese
to adopt the following resolution:
BOARD OF TRUSTEES
VILLAGE OF MOUNT KISCO

AMENDED SPECIAL
USE PERMIT APPROVAL
CROWN CASTLE
1 MOUNTAIN AVENUE

Section 69.56, Block 4, Lots 6 & 7
June 17, 2019

WHEREAS, the subject property consists of two (2) parcels totaling £32.36 acres of
land located at 1 Mountain Avenue and within the Conservation (CD) Zoning District (“the
subject property”); and

WHEREAS, the subject property is identified on the Village Tax Maps as Section
69.56, Block 4, Lot 7 and a portion of Section 69.56, Block 4, Lot 6, both of which are
owned by the Village of Mount Kisco; and

WHEREAS, Lot 6 is comprised of £31.93 acres of land and, while it contains an
access road off of Mountain Avenue and utilities, Lot 6 is primarily undeveloped forest; and

WHEREAS, Lot 7 is comprised of £0.43 acre of land and is developed with a Village-
owned water tower, 86-foot monopole cellular telecommunications tower and associated
equipment shelter, fencing, and other utilities; and
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WHEREAS, the subject property is not located within the Village’s Personal Wireless
Service Facilities (PWSF) Overlay Zone; however, the subject property has contained a
telecommunications facility since approximately the mid-1990s; and

WHEREAS, CCATT,LCC (“the applicant”), otherwise known as Crown Castle,
currently leases a portion of the subject property from the Village/Town of Mount Kisco;
Crown Castle is wireless telecommunications infrastructure company that builds and leases
space on its towers for commercial carriers and other entities, such as the Metropolitan
Transportation Authority (MTA); and

WHEREAS, the existing tower has an overall height of 86" AGL and currently
accommodates two (2) wireless service providers, AT&T (located at 84’ AGL) and T-Mobile
(located at 74’ AGL); and

WHEREAS, the applicant is proposing to remove the existing tower and related
equipment and is proposing its replacement via the construction of a new monopole tower
with a maximum height of 109" AGL (127.7' AGL to top of lightning rod); the below table
provides a summary of the existing and proposed antennas:

Carrier No. of Antennas Auntennas Dimensions Hﬁ;ﬁ:ﬁ ;‘::;tfggf,
Existing Proposed Existing | Proposed | Existing | Proposed

T-Mobile 3 8 T2x 12 | 967 x24” 74 104
57"x 137

AT&T 9 9 557x 127 | 557 x 007 84 84

Verizon 0 6 0 547 x237 0 94

MTA 0 2 0 109°x 37 o 1267
147 x 3 (max)

WHEREAS, while the existing tower and equipment compound area is located
entirely on Lot 7, the compound area is proposed to be expanded by approximately 530 s.f.
onto a portion of Lot 6; the tower location is proposed to be shifted approximately 25-feet
to the south from that of the existing tower; and

WHEREAS, the proposed action includes the reconfiguration and expansion of the
fenced compound area to accommodate the equipment necessary for the above-referenced
wireless carriers and the MTA; and

WHEREAS, the below table summarizes the ground-based equipment located within
the fenced compound area; and

Carrier Ground-based Equipment

T-Mobile 10" x 20° lease area {existing to remain)

ATE&T 158" x 22.1° equipment shelter (existing to remain)

Verizon 9" x 20° lease area and one (1) cenerator

MTA & x 16’ lease area: & x 8 equipment cabinet: 4° x 8 generator pad

WHEREAS, as identified above, the applicant is proposing to re-install antennas for AT&T at
the same elevation as the existing (84’ AGL), relocate T-Mobile antennas to a greater height
(74’ AGL to 104" AGL), install a new antenna array for Verizon (94’ AGL) and accommodate
two (2) new antennas for the MTA; and

WHEREAS, the number of antennas devoted to T-Mobile is proposed to increase
(from three (3) to eight (8) antennas) and the size of T-Mobile’s antennas is increasing
(from 72" x 12" to 96" X 24" and 57” x 13"); and

WHEREAS, while the number and location of AT&T antennas is proposed to remain
the same, the size (width) of the proposed AT&T Antennas is nearly doubling (from 12" wide
to 20" wide); and
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WHEREAS, the proposed 109-foot tower is proposed as a conventional monopole
tower which will have maximum diameter of 49.5"” at the base of the tower and 20" at the
top of the tower; and

WHEREAS, the applicant has confirmed that no tower lighting is proposed or
required; and

WHEREAS, it is anticipated that the proposed tower could accommodate one (1)
additional future wireless carrier at a height of 74’ AGL; however, this potential future
carrier location is not part of the instant application; and

WHEREAS, the height of the proposed tower is being primarily precipitated by MTA’s
antenna height requirements to secure regional police communications and security
facilities; and

WHEREAS, the MTA has testified that the two (2) proposed MTA whip antennas
{maximum height 126.7" AGL), positioned 17.7' above the top of the proposed tower, is
necessary to provide “critical cover” for public safety in Mount Kisco and surrounding
municipalities; the MTA facility will be integrated into its regional network of sites that
provide essential emergency services to transportation hubs, rail corridors, major roadways,
the MTA Police, and local emergency service providers; and

WHEREAS, the applicant has testified that if the subject property cannot be
developed as proposed, the MTA would be forced to construct two (2) or more new tower
sites at lower elevations, likely near train station hubs and along the railroad; and

WHEREAS, the applicant has stated that one such location would be on MTA
property located between Kisco Avenue and the railroad at a far greater gross height than
being proposed in the instant application, resulting in visual impacts that would be far more
significant; and

WHEREAS, the applicant has demonstrated that the maximum Radio Frequency
(RF) levels are anticipated to be less than 15% of the FCC’'s general public limit at ground
level and in proximity to the tower; and

WHEREAS, as currently configured, the proposed action will result in the removal of
no trees; and

WHEREAS, as the applicant has identified that the potential habitat for the Indiana
Bat (USFWS Endangered) and the Northern Long-Eared Bat (USFS Threatened) exists in
proximity to the subject property, no further evaluation will be required of this issue unless
field conditions result in unanticipated tree removal or denuding; and

WHEREAS, materials submitted in support of the proposed action include:

a. Special Permit Application to the Board of Trustees dated May 23, 2019.

b. Planning Board Application, submitted on March 25, 2019, revised May 22, 2019;
and

¢. As-Built Survey prepared by Global Land Solutions, dated March 20, 2019; and

d. Photo Simulations prepared by Delta Oaks Group, dated March 22, 2019; and

e. Viewshed and visibility analysis prepared by Virtual Site Simulations, LLC, dated
May 20, 2019; and

f. Short Environmental Assessment Form (EAF), dated (last revised) May 22, 2019;
and

g. EAF Visual Addendum; and

h. Letter from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, dated March 18, 2019, with
attachments relative to threatened and endangered species; and

i. NYSDEC Environmental Site Remediation Database Search Details, relating to an
off-site location; and

j. Structural Analysis Report, prepared by GPD Engineering, dated April 23, 2019;
and

k. RF Emissions Compliance Report, prepared by Sitesafe, LLC, dated June 3, 2019;
and

I. Letters from PierCon Solutions, dated April 23, 2019 and May 22, 2019; and
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m. Letters from Snyder and Snyder, LLP (Attorney for applicant), dated March 25,
2019, April 23, 2019, May 23, 2019 and June 4, 2019, with attachments; and

n. Letters from the Harris Corporation (on behalf of the MTA), dated March 22, 2019,
April 23, 2019, and May 21, 2019; and

o. Letter from Dynamic Environmental Associates, Inc., dated April 23, 2019,
addressing threatened and endangered species; and

p. FAA Tower Certification, dated March 13, 2019; and

WHEREAS, the Village, on behalf of the Board of Trustees and Planning Board
retained Henningson, Durham & Richardson (HDR) to review the radio frequency and other
technical aspects of the application and reference is made to HDR's technical review
memorandum, dated June 9, 2019, with attachments; and

WHEREAS, as the subject property is located outside of the PWSF Overlay District,
site plan approval is required from the Planning Board and a Special Use Permit is required
by the Village Board of Trustees; and

WHEREAS, reference is made to a letter prepared by the Village Attorney, dated
May 20, 2019, which outlines his interpretation and the application of Section 110-27.1,
Personal Wireless Service Facilities Overlay District, of the Village Zoning Code; and

WHEREAS, the application has been reviewed by the Building Inspector, Village
Planner, Village Engineer and Village RF Engineer and reference is made to their review
memorandums of various dates; and

WHEREAS, the Planning Board is in receipt of a comment letter from the CAC,
prepared by John Rhodes (undated); and

WHEREAS, the proposed action was identified as an Unlisted Action under the State
Environmental Quality Review Act (SEQRA) and the Planning Board served as Lead Agency
during the coordinated review of the application; and

WHEREAS, referrals and/or notifications to appropriate State, County and municipal
entities and private property owner pursuant to General Municipal Law § 239-m, Village Law
§ 7-725-b and Village Code have been made; and

WHEREAS, as Lead Agency, the Planning Board Planning Board has compared the
proposed action with the Criteria for Determining Significance in 6 NYCRR 617.7 (c) and
considered all reasonably related long-term, short-term, direct, indirect, and cumulative
environmental effects associated with the proposed action including other simultaneous or
subsequent actions

WHEREAS, on June 11, 2019, the Planning Board adopted a Negative Declaration,
determining that the proposed action will not have a significant environmental impact and
that a Draft Environmental Impact Statement would not be required to be prepared for the
application; and

WHEREAS, on June 11, 2019, the Planning Board adopted a Resolution of Approval
of the Site Plan application, as modified, with numerous conditions of approval, including
the requirement that the applicant secure a Special Permit form the Board of Trustees;

WHEREAS, the Village Board of Trustees has conducted a duly noticed public
hearing over a period of months, at which time all interested parties were afforded an
opportunity to be heard.

WHEREAS, the Board of Trustees has duly considered the reports, legal
memoranda, testimony and various other forms of input from the applicant and its
representatives, the MTA, Village, professional staff, consultants and other involved or
interested agencies, including but limited to the Planning Board and Conservation Advisory
Council;

WHEREAS, the Village Board of Trustees has applies and evaluated the application
material referenced above in the context of the requisite standards set forth in Village Code
§110-27.1 H (Special Permits for Sites Outside the Personal Wireless Service Facilities
Overlay District)
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NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED THAT, the Village Board of Trustees has
determined that as well as (a) satisfying a significant public safety issue identified by the
Metropolitan Transit Authority and (b) achieving the Village policy of encouraging colocation,
the application has properly satisfied the criteria for the issuance of a special permit
pursuant to Village Code §110-27.1 in that:

(1) The applicant has demonstrated that the personal wireless service facility is
needed to provide coverage to for the various cellular providers to an area of the Village
that currently has inadequate coverage for those providers and is of the minimum height
and aesthetic intrusion necessary to provide that coverage;

(2) That coverage for all the cellular providers cannot be provided by a personal
wireless service facility located within the Personal Wireless Service Facilities Overlay
District and the existing facility is insufficient from both a structural and radio frequency
coverage perspective to accommodate the prospective collocated cellular providers;

(3) That all reasonable measures in siting the personal wireless service facility
within the Personal Wireless Service Facilities Overlay District have been exhausted as
demonstrated in the instant application, as well as established by prior applications at this
site; and

(4) That technical and space limitations prevent location or colocation in the
Personal Wireless Service Facilities Overlay District.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED THAT, the Village Board of Trustees of the Village of
Mount Kisco hereby grants Special Permit approval for the subject application as more
particularly described in (hereafter referred to as the “approved plans”), prepared by Delta
Oaks Group, dated (last revised) May 24, 2019:

Title Sheet (T-1)

Overall Site Plan (C-1.1)

Site Layout (C-1.2)

Grading Plan (C-2)

Erosion & Sediment Control Plan (C-2.1)
Landscaping Plan (C-2.2)

Tower Profiles (C-3.1)

Compound Layout & Photographs (C-3.2)

Civil Details (C-4, C-4.1, C-5, C-5.1, C-6, C-7)
Antenna Configuration (T-Mobile and MTA) (C-8)
Antennas & RDU Details (T-Mobile and MTA) (C-9)
Antenna Configuration and Details (Verizon) (C-10)
Antennas Configuration (AT&T) (C-11)

Antenna & RRU Details (AT&T) (C-12)

Grounding Plan (G-1)

Grounding Details (G-2, G-3)

General Notes (GN-1)

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED THAT, this resolution of approval shall be subject to
the provisions of Village Code 110-46 F, New York State Village Law § 7-7125-b and the
following terms and conditions:

OoOo0OoOoo0OoOooOoooOoOooog

1. All WHEREAS clauses contained within the body of this Resolution shall be
deemed incorporated as conditions of approval, as if fully set forth herein.
2. Applicant shall satisfactorily address any outstanding written comments

provided by the Building Inspector, Village Planner, Village Engineer, Village RF Engineer
and/or Village Attorney. ,

3. Applicant shall comply with all conditions set forth in the Site Plan approval
resolution of the Planning Board dated June 11, 2019, which such conditions shall be
deemed incorporated by reference herein.

4, Before commencement of any land disturbance, placing construction
equipment on-site or actual construction, the subject property must be staked out by a NYS
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Licensed Land Surveyor and applicant shall provide prior notice to the Village Manager
before commencing any construction or on-site activities.

5. Applicant shall be liable for any damage and/or restoration costs as a result of
damage caused by construction to any Village property.

6. Applicant shall obtain all necessary approvals from the FCC and any other
governmental agency having jurisdiction.

7. As-built drawings for each wireless carrier installation and for the MTA shall
be submitted by a licensed professional engineer to the Village Manager.

8. The number, size, and configuration of antennas shall be as depicted on the
plans approved herein.

9. No lighting shall be permitted on the tower or on any antenna array.

10. The applicant shall be responsible for all site security of the Facility.

11, Operations shall be maintained in accordance with the Village’s
Telecommunications Code and all other relevant Village codes. Any change to the approved
plans and as-builts that may be proposed in the future, including but not limited to the
number, sizes, locations, and transmit powers or frequencies of antennas (including
introduction of 5G services) shall be reviewed by the Planning Board prior to modification.
All necessary approvals shall be obtained before any modifications to existing equipment are
conducted. Additional co-location that may be contemplated at the site must first be
approved by the Planning Board and Village Board of Trustees.

12. All applicable Village code and other Federal/State requirements relating to
construction, operations, periodic compliance reporting, certifications, permit renewals, and
other items shall be adhered to by the applicant for the life of the facility.

13. Failure to comply with any of the aforesaid conditions shall constitute a
violation of Special Permit approval and shall subject the applicant to prosecution, penalties
and/or permit revocations pursuant to applicable law.

14. Nothing herein shall be deemed to waive, modify or relieve the applicant from
securing all necessary approvals from other permitting boards, agencies or officials.

15. The current Facility shall be removed, and remediated within 180 days of the
new Facility being issued a temporary certificate of occupancy.

16. This approval shall expire, without prior notification upon the expiration or
termination of the lease between the Village of Mount Kisco and the applicant.

17. The approval herein is expressly conditioned upon the Village and
Metropolitan Transit Authority negotiating a mutually acceptable agreement for the
provision of communications equipment (or funds therefore) for Village first responders and
Village personnel.

All in favor:
Motion Adopted
Mayor Gina Picinich Aye
Deputy Mayor Jean Farber Aye
Trustee Isidoro Albanese  Aye
Trustee Karen Schleimer Nay
7) New Business:

a. Schedule Public Hearing to Amend New Zoning Map - July 8, 2019 - 7:00 p.m.
A motion was made by Trustee Schleimer and was seconded by Deputy Mayor Farber
to schedule a public hearing to amend the zoning map for Monday, July 8, 2019 at 7:00
p.m.; all in favor:

Motion Adopted
Mayor Gina Picinich Aye
Deputy Mayor Jean Farber Aye
Trustee Isidoro Albanese  Aye
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Trustee Karen Schleimer  Aye

b. Resolution authorizing a real property tax settlement- 25 Hubbells Drive
A motion was made by Deputy Mayor Farber and was seconded by Trustee Schleimer
to adopt the following resolution with a fair market assessment going forward from 2019:

WHEREAS, petitions have been filed by the property owner below, challenging real
property tax assessments on the Town and Village assessment rolls with respect to the
following parcels:

Property Owner Tax Designation Years
25 Hubbells Dr. 69.57-1-3.2 2014 to 2018 (Town)
Mount Kisco Corp. 2014 to 2019 (Village)

WHEREAS, petitioner's court challenge is now pending in the Supreme Court, Westchester
County; and

WHEREAS, the Village and the property owner have reached a mutually agreeable
resolution;

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, the Office of the Village Attorney is authorized to
execute a settlement on behalf of the Town for assessments for no less than the following:
Village Proceedings:

Assessment Year: Original: Proposed Settlement: Reduction:
2014 $247,500 $183,150 $64,350
2015 $247,500 $163,020 $84,480
2016 $215,000 $169,200 $45,800
2017 $215,000 $164,400 $50,600
2018 $215,000 $170,150 $44,850
2019 $215,000 $165,270 $49,730
Town Proceedings:

Assessment Year: Original: Proposed Settlement: Reduction:
2014 $462,500 $334,480 $128,020
2015 $440,000 $333,640 $106,360
2016 $440,000 $348,800 $91,200
2017 $400,000 $345,000 $55,000
2018 $360,000 $333,535 $26,465
All in favor:

Motion Adopted
Mayor Gina Picinich Aye
Deputy Mayor Jean Farber Aye
Trustee Isidoro Albanese  Aye
Trustee Karen Schleimer  Aye

Cc. 2018 LOSAP- Ambulance Corp

A motion was made by Deputy Mayor Farber and was seconded by Trustee Albanese

to adopt the following resolution:
RESOLVED, the Board of Trustees, as sponsors of the Length of Service

Award Program (LOSAP) for the Mount Kisco Volunteer Ambulance Corps, approve the
points earned by active volunteers for calendar year 2018, including credit for past qualified
service, as certified by Mount Kisco Volunteer Ambulance Corps Length of Service Award
Program Committee on the attached lists, and
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, Edward W. Brancati, Village Manager is authorized to sign the
"2018 Sponsor Authorization Form".
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All in favor:
Motion Adopted
Mayor Gina Picinich Aye
Deputy Mayor Jean Farber Aye
Trustee Isidoro Albanese  Aye
Trustee Karen Schleimer  Aye

d. Resolution authorizing Village Manager to sian Historic Register Application-
Kirbyville Historic Cultural Landscape
Ralph Vigliotti began by saying that the team was commissioned by Harry McCartney

and Eva Marshall to take a close look at the Kirbyville section of Mount Kisco, which most
people do not know, had a large industrial area including several saw mills and factories
back in the 19t century. This application outlines the history that Mount Kisco has and
hopefully will be included in the State and National Register of Historic Places program and
he appreciates the Board supporting this application.

A motion was made by Deputy Mayor Farber and was seconded by Trustee
Schleimer to adopt the following:
Resolution of Support for the State and National Register of Historic Places
Program Application for the Kirbyville Historic Cultural Landscape

Whereas, the Mount Kisco Historical Society would like to designate Kirbyville Historic
Cultural Landscape with the State and National Registers of Historic Places Program;

Whereas, The Kirbyville Historic Cultural Landscape extends from the area surrounding
Leonard Park (Main Street and South Bedford Road), including the French Revolutionary
War Encampment, the St. George’s/ St. Mark’s Historic Cemetery, and follows the Kisco
River south and west past the site of the 18t century gristmill, an 1828 stone/mortar
bridge, the large remains of the mid-19t century dam, west past the site of the Spencer
Optical Factory, and past other industrial sites;

Whereas, the Village/Town of Mount Kisco is the owner of the Kirbyville Historic Cultural
Landscape and would like to nominate and support the consideration and inclusion in the
State and National Register of Historic Places;

Now, Therefore, Let it be Resolved that the Board of Trustees of the Village/ Town of
Mount Kisco hereby approve and support the application for the Kirbyville Historic Cultural
Landscape for consideration in the State and National Register of Historic Places;

Further be it Resolved, that the Board of Trustees authorizes the Village Manager to sign
said application and statement of owner support.

All in favor: Motion Adopted
Mayor Gina Picinich Aye
Deputy Mayor Jean Farber Aye
Trustee Isidoro Albanese  Aye
Trustee Karen Schleimer  Aye

e. Resolution Authorizing Village Treasurer to Pay Certain Claims in Advance of
Village Board Audit and Approval
A motion was made by Trustee Schleimer and was seconded by Deputy Mayor Farber
to adopt the following:
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RESOLVED, in order to avoid paying late fees, the Village Treasurer is authorized to pay in
advance of audit, claims for public utility services (electric, gas, and telephone services),
credit cards, postage charges, and those contractual lease payments coming due before the
next regularly scheduled Board of trustees meeting, provided that such claims shall be
presented at the next regular meeting for audit. This authorization shall expire the first
regular meeting held in September 2019.
All in favor:
Motion Adopted

Mayor Gina Picinich Aye

Deputy Mayor Jean Farber Aye

Trustee Isidoro Albanese  Aye

Trustee Karen Schleimer  Aye

f. SPCA Contract Extension
A motion was made by Trustee Schleimer and was seconded by Trustee Albanese
authorizing the Village Manager to sign the extension of the SPCA contract; all in favor:
Motion Adopted
Mayor Gina Picinich Aye
Deputy Mayor Jean Farber Aye
Trustee Isidoro Albanese  Aye
Trustee Karen Schleimer Aye

8) Bills: General, Senior Nutrition, Water, Sewer, Library and Capital Project Funds

A motion was made by Trustee Albanese and was seconded by Deputy Mayor Farber to pay
the bills as submitted on June 12, 2019 for the months of May and June 2019 as follows:

General Fund $ 634,882.79
Water Fund $411,527.39
Sewer Fund $ 12,684.16
Library Fund $ 7,416.01
Capital Fund $ 231,344.83
Trust Fund $ 11,349.52
TOTAL $ 1,309,204.70

All in favor:
Motion Adopted
Mayor Gina Picinich Aye
Deputy Mayor Jean Farber Aye
Trustee Isidoro Albanese  Aye
Trustee Karen Schleimer Aye

9) Minutes:
a. VB - Regular Meeting 4-15-2019
A motion was made by Deputy Mayor Farber and was seconded by Trustee Schleimer
to accept the April 15, 2019 meeting minutes, all in favor:
Motion Adopted
Mayor Gina Picinich Aye
Deputy Mayor Jean Farber Aye
Trustee Isidoro Albanese Aye
Trustee Karen Schleimer Aye
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b. VB- Regular Meeting 4-29-2019
A motion was made by Deputy Mayor Farber and was seconded by Trustee Schleimer
to accept the April 29, 2019 meeting minutes, all in favor:
Motion Adopted
Mayor Gina Picinich Aye
Deputy Mayor Jean Farber Aye
Trustee Isidoro Albanese  Aye
Trustee Karen Schleimer  Aye

c. VB - Regular Meeting 5-6-2019
A motion was made by Deputy Mayor Farber and was seconded by Trustee Schleimer
to accept the May 6, 2019 meeting minutes, all in favor:

Motion Adopted
Mayor Gina Picinich Aye
Deputy Mayor Jean Farber Aye
Trustee Karen Schleimer  Aye

10) Non-Local Business: - None.

11) Public Comment: -

There being no further business to come before the Board, Mayor Picinich made a
motion to go into executive session for the purposes of discussing the employment history
and employment of a particular person as well as the proposed lease of real property
whereby publicity would substantially affect the value thereof at 8:55 pm and was seconded
by Trustee Albanese; all in favor:

Motion Adopted
Mayor Gina Picinich Aye
Deputy Mayor Jean Farber Aye
Trustee Isidoro Albanese  Aye
Trustee Karen Schleimer  Aye

Trustee Albanese made a motion to come out of executive session at 10:02 p.m and
was seconded by Deputy Mayor Farber; all in favor
Motion Adopted
’ Mayor Gina Picinich Aye
Deputy Mayor Jean Farber Aye
Trustee Isidoro Albanese  Aye
Trustee Karen Schleimer  Aye

Deputy Mayor Farber made a motion to authorize the Mayor to sign the employment
agreement with Peter Miley to serve as the Building Inspector for the Village/Town of Mount
Kisco for a three year term effective December 1, 2018; all in favor

Motion Adopted
Mayor Gina Picinich Aye
Deputy Mayor Jean Farber Aye
Trustee Isidoro Albanese  Aye
Trustee Karen Schleimer  Aye
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Mayor Picinich made a motion to close the Village Board meeting at 10:05 p.m. and
was seconded by Trustee Schleimer; all in favor

Motion Adopted
Mayor Gina Picinich Aye
Deputy Mayor Jean Farber Aye
Trustee Isidoro Albanese  Aye
Trustee Karen Schleimer  Aye

Edward W. Brancati
Village Manager
/lh
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/ ENGINEERING

December 18, 2020

Honorable Chairman

and Members of the Planning Board
Village of Mount Kisco

104 Main Street

Mount Kisco, New York 10549

RE: 180 S. Bedford Road
Public Utility Wireless Telecommunications Facility
Homeland Towers. LLC

Dear Honorable Chairman and
Members of the Planning Board:

I am Robert C. Burns, with APT Engineering, the project engineer for the above referenced
project to construction a public utility wireless telecommunications facility (“Facility”) at the above
referenced property (“Property”). As you are aware the application (“Application”) filed by Homeland
Towers and Verizon Wireless (“Applicants”) also includes a request for a Steep Slope Permit in
accordance with §110-33.1(A) of the Zoning Code. In reviewing the Application, the following factors
are offered for consideration in accordance with the Steep Slope Permit requirements contained in the
Village Zoning Code. Please note that the following sections in bold face type are the actual quotes
from the Zoning Code, and the response to each section is noted below.

A. Steep slopes.

(1) Development limitations. To protect environmentally sensitive lands, preserve the Village’s
natural resources, and promote the orderly development of land, development on parcels that
contain excessively steep slope areas, which parcel on the effective date of this chapter is in excess
of 40,000 square feet and is in single, undivided ownership, shall be limited by deducting the
following from the gross lot area of such parcels to determine the net lot area [in conjunction with
§ 110-33.1B(1) herein]:

(a) Fifty percent of the area of steep slopes greater than 25%.

(b) Twenty-five percent of the area of steep slopes greater than 20% but not greater than 25%.
Please see.below the following slope information for the Property:

111,614 SF slopes 20%-25%,;

381,778 SF slopes over 25%; and

45% of the existing property has slopes over 20%.

(2) Steep slopes protection regulations.

(a) Purpose. For the purpose of preventing erosion, preventing stormwater runoff and flooding,
providing safe building sites, preventing landslides and soil instability, protecting the quantity and
quality of the Village's surface and groundwater resources, protecting important scenic views and
vistas, preserving areas of wildlife habitat, minimizing the area of land disturbance related to site

APT ENGINEERING
567 VAUXHALL STREET EXTENSION, SUITE 311 - WATERFORD, CT 06385 - PHONE 860-663-1697 - FAX 860-663-0935
01116 GRANDVIEW ROAD - CONWAY, NH 03818 - PHONE 603-496-5853 - FAX 603-447-2124




development and protecting the Village's character and property values, it is the intent of these
steep slope regulations to minimize disturbance on steep slopes and to avoeid disturbance and
construction activities on very steep slopes. Further, it is the intent of these steep slope regulations
to minimize the development of hilltops and ridgelines. The Village Board, the Planning Board,
the Zoning Board of Appeals, the Building Inspector and the Village Engineer shall take these
objectives into consideration in reviewing and acting on any plans submitted pursuant to the
provisions of this chapter.

(b) Exempt and regulated activities.

[1] Regulated activities.

[a] It shall be unlawful to create any disturbance greater than 100 square feet in aggregate, or to
cut any tree with a diameter greater than four inches when measured from 1 1/2 feet from ground
level, on any steep slope, hilltop, or ridgeline, other than an exempt activity as defined herein,
without a Steep Slopes Permit issued in conformance with these regulations.

The proposed project involves 7,436 SF (2,346 sf of 20-25% slope and 5,090 sf of over 25% slope) of
disturbance on slopes over 20% and trees larger than 4” diameter. Therefore, as the project involves land
disturbance in areas with slopes over 20%, a Steep Slope Permit will be required, and the Applicants
respectfully request that the Planning Board issue the Steep Slope Permit.

[b] In order to protect the stability of slopes and to ensure the safety of residents, construction
activities on steep slopes shall be minimized and shall follow the standards for grading set forth
herein.

The grading plan included with the Site Plan follows the standards set by the Village code.

[c] Construction activities shall not be permitted on very steep slopes unless there is no viable
alternative.

The proposed plan has 5,090 sf of disturbance on very steep slopes, however due to the location of the
Facility and slope of the Property there is no other viable alternative.

[2] Exempt activities. The following activities shall be exempt from provisions of this chapter:

[a] Any customary landscaping, provided that any such activity conforms to all other applicable
laws of the Village of Mt. Kisco.

[b] Repair of existing structures with no increase in any physical dimension.

The project does not qualify as an exempt activity therefore a Steep Slope Permit has been requested.

(c) Standards for development approval. In denying, granting, or granting with modifications any
application for a steep slopes permit, the Planning Board shall consider the consistency of the
proposed activity with the following standards:

[1] Disturbance and construction activities on very steep slopes shall not be permitted unless there
is no viable alternative.

With the Facility proposed in this location there is no viable option to avoid the disturbance of very
steep slopes.

[2] Disturbance of areas with steep slopes shall be in conformance with the following provisions:
[a] The planning, design and development of buildings shall provide the maximum in structural
safety and slope stability while adapting the affected site to, and taking advantage of, the best use
of the natural terrain and aesthetic character.



The compound has been designed to minimize the disturbance in the area of development.

[b] The terracing of building sites shall be kept to an absolute minimum. The construction of
retaining walls greater than six feet in height or 60 feet in length shall not be permitted unless
there is no viable alternative.

The site is not terraced and there are no retaining walls currently proposed.

[c] Roads and driveways shall follow the natural topography to the greatest extent possible in
order to minimize the potential for erosion and shall be consistent with other applicable
regulations of the Village of Mt. Kisco and current engineering practices.

The proposed access drive to the compound extends off the existing access drive and follows the natural
terrain to the most feasible way possible to reduce land disturbance and meet current engineering
practices.

[d] Replanting shall consist of vegetation intended to further slope stabilization with a preference
for indigenous woody and herbaceous vegetation.

Currently the proposed slopes are to be seeded with NYSDEC permanent construction area planting
mixture #1 from the New York State Standards and Specifications for Erosion and Sediment control
(Blue Book), latest edition and covered with Erosion Control Blankets to allow the turf to be established.

[e] When development activities are proposed to occur on hilltops or ridgelines, the plans
submitted for review shall demonstrate that the impacts on the functions, aesthetics and essential
characteristics of such areas are effectively minimized and mitigated. The natural elevations and
vegetative cover of ridgelines shall be disturbed only if the crest of a ridge and the tree line at the
crest of the ridge remains uninterrupted and shall not be permitted unless there is no viable
alternative. This may be accomplished either by positioning buildings and areas of disturbance
below a ridgeline or hilltop or by positioning buildings and areas of disturbance at a ridgeline or
hilltop so that the elevation of the roof line of the building is no greater than the elevation of the
natural tree line. However, under no circumstances shall more than 50 feet along a ridgeline, to a
width of 50 feet generally centered on a ridgeline, be disturbed.

The Facility is not located on a hilltop or ridgeline.

[f] Any regrading shall blend in with the natural contours and undulations of the land.
All proposed grading will be blended into the existing natural contours.

[g] Cuts and fills shall be rounded off to eliminate sharp angles at the top, bottom, and sides of

regraded slopes.
All proposed cuts and fill contours are shown rounded off on the Site Plan.

[h] The angle of cut and fill slopes shall not exceed a slope of one vertical to two horizontal except
where retaining walls, structural stabilization, or other methods acceptable to the Village
Engineer are used, in which case the angle shall not exceed a slope of one vertical to three
horizontal.

The cut and fill slopes do not exceed a 2:1 slope.



[i]Tops and bottoms of cut and fill slopes shall be set back from structures a distance that will
ensure the safety of the structures in the event of the collapse of the cut or fill slopes. Generally,
such distance shall be considered to be six feet plus 1/2 the height of the cut or fill.

The Facility is set back from the edge of the slope by 26’ and the foundation of the tower will be
designed so that it will not be sitting on any of the proposed fill required for construction of the
equipment compound. There are no other structures on the site other than a concrete equipment pad
which is approximately 5° from the edge of the slope.

[j] Disturbance of rock outcrops shall be by means of explosives only if labor and machines are not
effective and only if rock blasting is conducted in accordance with all applicable regulations of the
Village of Mt. Kisco and the State of New York.

There are no rock outcroppings observed within the proposed area of disturbance. It is not known if
there is any ledge in the area because a Geotechnical Explorations has not been performed yet. The
Applicants do not anticipate the need for blasting to construct the proposed Facility. If ledge is
encountered, chipping is preferred to blasting. If blasting were required, an appropriate protocol would
be followed in accordance with state and municipal regulations.

[k] Disturbance of steep slopes shall be undertaken in workable units in which the disturbance can
be completed and stabilized in one construction season so that areas are not left bare and exposed
during the winter and spring thaw periods (December 15 to April 15).

The total construction time is anticipated to take 12 weeks and no disturbance to any steep slopes will
occur between December 15 and April 15.

(1] Disturbance of existing vegetative ground cover shall not take place more than 15 days prior to
grading and construction.
The Applicants will comply with this requirement.

[m] Temporary soil stabilization, including, if appropriate, temporary stabilization measures such
as netting or mulching to secure soil during the grow-in period, must be applied to an area of
disturbance within two days of establishing the final grade, and permanent stabilization must be
applied within 15 days of establishing the final grade.

Erosion control blankets are proposed on all graded slopes with a 3:1 slope or steeper.

[n] Soil stabilization must be applied within two days of disturbance if the final grade is not
expected to be established within 21 days. In locations where construction activities have
temporarily ceased, temporary soil stabilization measures must be applied within one week.

The Erosion Control notes (Site Plan Sheet- EC-1) on the Site Plan comply with this criteria.

[o] Topsoil shall be stripped from all areas of disturbance, stockpiled and stabilized in a manner to
minimize erosion and sedimentation, and replaced elsewhere on the site at the time of final
grading. Stockpiling shall not be permitted on slopes of greater than 10%.

Soil Stockpiling as shown on the Site Plan is not proposed on any slopes greater than 10% and that a
note has been added to the Temporary Stockpile Detail (See Site Plan Sheet EC-2).



[p] No organic material or rock with a size that will not allow appropriate compaction or cover by
topsoil shall be used as fill material. Fill material shall be no less granular than the soil upon
which it is placed, and shall drain readily.

All fill material will be in accordance with a Licensed Geotechnical Engineers recommendations once a
Geotechnical Report has been completed for the project.

[q] Compaction of fill materials in fill areas shall be such to ensure support of proposed structures
and stabilization for intended uses.

All compaction of fill material will be in accordance with a Licensed Geotechnical Engineers and the
proposed Tower and Tower Foundation design engineer’s recommendations once a Geotechnical Report
and tower design has been completed for the project.

[r] Structures shall be designed to fit into the hillside rather than altering the hillside to fit the
structure. (Among the methods that may be employed to achieve this goal are reduced footprint
design, "step-down'" structures, stilt houses, minimization of grading outside the building
footprint, placement of structures at minimum street setback requirements to preserve natural
terrain, etc.).

There are no “buildings” being proposed as part of the Facility.

[s] Development shall be sited on the least sensitive portions of the site to preserve the natural
landforms, geological features, and vegetation.

Where the development is currently being proposed on the site is designed to not affect and natural land
forms geological features and to try and minimize any tree clearing.

[t] The stability of slopes and the erodibility of soils on slopes is a function of various physical soil
properties and underlying bedrock conditions. Where site surveys indicate the presence of soils or
underlying bedrock conditions the physical properties of which might present limitations on
construction practices or high erodibility that may result in unstable slopes, the Planning Board
may limit the type and extent of construction activities or disturbance to these areas as necessary
to ensure public health, safety, and welfare.

The project is designed such that the proposed slopes are stable and will not be impacted by erosion.

[u] Impacts from construction activities or other disturbance on bedrock outcrops and glacial
erratics shall be minimized.
There were no outcroppings or glacial erratics visible in the area of the development area.

[v] All measures for the control of erosion and sedimentation shall be undertaken consistent with
this chapter and with the Westchester County Soil and Water Conservation District's "Best
Management Practices Manual for Erosion and Sediment Control," and New York State
Department of Environmental Conservation "Guidelines for Urban Erosion and Sediment
Control", as amended, or its equivalent satisfactory to the Planning Board, whichever requires the
higher standards.

All erosion control measures have been designed in accordance with NYSDEC guidelines.

[w] All proposed disturbance of steep slopes shall be undertaken with consideration of the soils
limitations characteristics contained in the Identification Legend, Westchester County Soils



Survey, 1989, as prepared by the Westchester County Soil and Water Conservation District, in
terms of recognition of limitation of soils on steep slopes for development and application of all
mitigating measures, and as deemed necessary by the Planning Board.

According to the Westchester County Soils Survey, CsD soils which are a B soil are located in the
proposed area of disturbance.

(d) Permit procedures.

[1] Application for permit. An application for a steep slopes permit shall be filed with the Planning
Board, and shall contain the following information and such other information as required by it,
except when waived by the Planning Board as not pertinent or necessary for the proposed
disturbance:

[a] Name, post office address and telephone number of the owner and applicant.

Property Owner is Skull Island Partners LLC,

c/o David Seldin, 1571 Oceanview Drive, Tierra Verde, Florida 33715

(646) 932-3628

Applicants are Homeland Towers, LLC and New York SMSA Limited Partnership d/b/a Verizon
Wireless, c/o Snyder & Snyder, LLP 94 White Plains Road, Tarrytown, New York 10591
(914) 333-0700

[b] Street address and Tax Map designation of property covered by the application.
The Property is identified as 180 South Bedford Road - SBL 80.44-1-1

[c] Statement of authority from owner for any agent making application.
A letter of authorization from the Property Owner has been included with the Application.

[d] Listing of property owners adjacent to, across streets from, and downslope within 500 feet of
the property, and any additional property owners deemed appropriate by the Planning Board.
A map and list of adjacent property owners has been included on Sheet R-1 of the Site Plan.

[e] Statement of proposed work and purpose thereof.
This has been included in the Application, the Application is for a public utility wireless
telecommunications facility to address a significant gap in Verizon Wireless’s network.

[f] A statement prepared by a licensed architect, registered landscape architect, or engineer, that
describes:

[i] The methods to be used in overcoming foundation and other structural problems created by
slope conditions, in preserving the natural watershed and in preventing soil erosion; and

lii] The methods to be used to eliminate or mitigate water runoff on all adjacent properties and
any other property that will be naturally affected by increased water runoff.

The proposed equipment compound is designed with clean broken stone with 40% voids that will allow
the increase in runoff to be held within the voids and infiltrated back into the ground. A swale has been
designed on the south side of the driveway to convey the existing stormwater runoff from the uphill
areas south of the proposed development area around the proposed compound and driveway and
discharge through a riprap energy dissipator, slowing down the runoff where it will naturally drain down
the hill towards S. Bedford Road as it does in existing conditions



[g] A statement made under the seal of a licensed professional engineer certifying that:

[i] The proposed activity will disturb the steep slope area to the minimum extent practicable; and
[ii] The proposed mitigation measures will prevent, to the maximum extent practicable, the
adverse effect of any disturbance of the steep slope area on the environment and any neighboring
properties.

The proposed development has been designed to minimize the disturbance on steep slope areas as much
as possible and that disturbance will not adversely effect the neighboring properties.

[h] Eleven copies of plans for the proposed regulated activities drawn to a scale of not less than
one inch equals 50 feet (unless otherwise specified by the Planning Board). Such plans shall be
sealed and show the following:

[i] Location of proposed construction or disturbance and its relationship to property lines,
easements, buildings, roads, walls, sewage disposal systems, wells, and wetlands within 100 feet of
the proposed construction or disturbance, unless a greater distance is deemed appropriate by the
Planning Board.

This has been included on the Site Plan.

[ii] Estimated material quantities of excavation/fill.
465 CY of excavation, 780 CY of fill required and 215 CY of gravel import.

[iii] Location and size of areas of soils by soils types in the area of proposed disturbance and to a
distance of 100 feet surrounding the area of disturbance.
Soil boundaries and soil types are included on the Site Plan.

[iv] Existing and proposed contours (NGVD, National Geodetic Vertical Datum) at two-foot
intervals in the area of proposed disturbance and to a distance of 100 feet beyond.
This information has been provided on the Site Plan.

[v] Slope categories for the entire project site itself showing at minimum the steep slope and very
steep slope categories. Slope is to be determined from on-site topographic surveys prepared with a
two-foot contour interval. The vertical rise is to be measured, on the basis of two-foot contours, in
a ten-foot horizontal length.

This information has been provided on the Site Plan.

[vi] Cross sections of steep slope areas proposed to be disturbed.
A Cross section through the steep slope area has been provided on the Site Plan.

[vii] Retaining walls or like constructions, with details of construction.
There are no retaining walls or like construction proposed.

[viii] Erosion and sedimentation control plan prepared in accordance with the requirements listed
above in Subsection A(2)(c)[2][k] through [o]. These plans must be submitted under the seal of a
licensed professional engineer and must show and certify the following:

[A] All existing and proposed natural and artificial drainage courses and other features for the
control of drainage, erosion and water.



[B] The calculated volume of water runoff from the slope(s) and from the lot in question, as

unimproved.

[C] The calculated volume of water runoff from the slope(s) and from the lot in question, as
improved.

{D] The existence, location and capacity of all natural and artificial drainage courses and facilities
within 500 feet of the lot, which are or will be used to carry or contain water runoff to and from

the slopes(s) and the lot.

The sediment and erosion control plans contain everything except all natural and artificial drainage
courses and facilities within 500° of the lot. The proposed design is decreasing the runoff analysis of
those areas are not necessary. The Property drains into S. Bedford Road and per this requirement that
has been shown on the Site Plan.

[il A list of all applicable county, state or federal permits that are required for such work or
improvements.

There are no applicable county, state or federal permits required. The approvals required for the Facility
have been noted on the EAF filed with the Application.

[k] An application fee in the amount set forth in a fee schedule established by the Village Board.
The Applicants have filed the necessary application fees with the Planning Board.

Conclusion

Based on the aforementioned it is respectfully submitted that the Applicants have met the
-criteria for issuance of the Steep Slope Permit.
Sincerely,
APT Engineering

Robert C. Burns, P.E.
Program Manager
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Introduction

At the request of Homeland Towers, LLC, APT Engineering, P.C. (“APT”) has undertaken
analysis of and design to address stormwater impacts resulting from development of a proposed
wireless telecommunications facility at 180 S. Bedford Road in Mount Kisco, New York (the
“Project”). The Project, known as Mount Kisco, involves the installation of a fenced 2,542 SF
gravel telecommunications equipment compound with a 140° AGL Monopine and associated
utilities off an existing gravel/paved driveway at 180 S. Bedford Road in Mount Kisco, New
York (“Site™).

The purpose of this report is to provide an analysis of the potential stormwater drainage impacts
associated with the Project, as well as a description of the design to mitigate such potential
stormwater drainage impacts. The design is intended to be in full compliance with the State and
Town regulations while taking prevailing site conditions and practical factors into account.

Existing Site Conditions

The Site is a privately-owned irregular shaped parcel located at 180 S. Bedford Road in Mount
Kisco, New York, that consists of approximately 25+ acres of mostly undeveloped forested land.
The center of the lot has a cleared area where a former camp ground was located.

The Site’s existing topography generally slopes downward in all directions from high points in
the middle of the parcel. Within the project area, the topography slopes downward to the north
from a high point to the south and includes slopes that range from approximately 0 to 50 percent
throughout. Elevations within the Site range from approximately 530 feet AMSL in the middle
portion of the site to approximately 402 feet AMSL in the southeast corner, 408 in the southwest
corner and 386 feet AMSL in the northwest corner of the site. Elevations within the project area
range from approximately 446 feet AMSL to the south of the project area to approximately 414
feet AMSL on the north side of the project area.

Developed Site Conditions

The Project will be constructed off an existing gravel/paved access drive in the northwestern area
of the Site in an existing forested arca. Access to the Site will be provided via an existing
gravel/paved access drive off S. Bedford Road. The Project includes the installation of 41°x62’
(2,542+ SF) fenced gravel equipment compound with a 140’ AGL Monopine and associated
utilities. The project will be located in an existing wooded area to the west of the existing access
drive. 50 trees will need to be removed within the project area.

Stormwater Management
Analysis Methodology

The hydrologic analysis was performed using the HydroCAD stormwater modeling system
computer program developed by HydroCAD Software Solutions, LLC.
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Hydrographs for each watershed were developed using the SCS Synthetic Unit Hydrograph
Method with a Type III rainfall distribution. Hydrographs were developed for the NOAA Atlas
14, Volume 10, Version 2 Precipitation 2-, 5-, 10-, and 25-year storm event with rainfall depths
0f 3.50, 4.51, 5.36 and 6.52 inches respectively.

The existing and proposed drainage areas used in the calculations are illustrated on the Existing
and Proposed Drainage Area Plans (EDA-1 & PDA-1). These maps and the corresponding
HydroCAD output are attached.

Existing Drainage Patterns

The proposed Project area drains from the south of the project area overland through existing
woodland to the north of the project area and eventually to the existing gravel/paved access
drive. The access drive eventually drains to the S. Bedford Road drainage system.

The Site was modeled at one (1) Analysis Point (“AP-1"). AP-1 is the top of the existing slope
above the existing access drive to the north of the Project area. Peak discharges have been
computed at the point of study for the 2-, 25-, 50-, and 100-year storm events.

The project site soils identified by the United States Department of Agriculture (USDA) Natural
Resources Conservation Service consist of Map Unit Symbol ChB, named “Charlton fine sandy
loam, 3 to 8 percent slopes,” CsD, named “Chatfield-Charlton complex, 15 to 35 percent slopes,
very rocky” and CrC, named “Chatfield-Charlton complex, 0 to 15 percent slopes, very rocky”.
Map Unit Symbol ChB, CsD and CrC are classified in the HSG rating of “B”.

The pre-developed discharges at the Analysis Point are tabulated in Table 1-1.

Table 1-1
Pre-developed Peak Storm Runoff (Q), cubic feet per
Analysis Point second (cfs)
2-year S-year 10-year 25-year
AP-1 0.19 0.58 1.03 1.76

Proposed Drainage Patterns

The Project will require the removal of an existing grass area and the installation of 41°x62’
(2,542+ SF) fenced gravel equipment compound with a 140> AGL Monopine and associated
utilities.

To manage the increase in post-development runoff due to the change in cover type associated
with converting woodland to grass, gravel and concrete equipment pads, the gravel equipment
compound has been designed to be 12” thick crushed stone with 40% voids. The crushed stone
gravel compound will store the increased runoff created by the change in ground cover and allow
the increased runoff to infiltrate into the ground.
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The infiltration rate for the crushed stone equipment compound is modeled with a rate of 1.00
inch/hour. The infiltration rate were determined from the Saturated Hydraulic Conductivity Maps
by the United States Department of Agriculture (USDA) Natural Resources Conservation
Service. The infiltration rates for the ChB, CrC and CsD was shown to be 1.45 inches/hour but
was reduced to 1.00 inch/hour for this analysis.

Since the proposed development mimics the existing conditions, the post-development condition
was modeled using the same Analysis Point. Peak discharges have been computed at the point of
study for the 2-year, 5-year, 10-year, and 25-year storm events. The post-development
discharges at each point of study are tabulated in Table 1-2.

Table 1-2
] lgost-developed Peak Storm Runoff (Q), cubic feet per
Analysis Point second (cfs)
2-vear S-year 10-year 25-year
AP-1 0.17 0.51 0.90 1.54
Conclusion

The stormwater management for the proposed site has been designed such that the post-
development peak discharges to the waters of the State of New York for the 2-, 5-, 10-, and 25-
year storm events are less than the pre-development peak discharges. As a result, the proposed
telecommunication facility will not result in any adverse conditions to the surrounding areas and
properties.



APPENDIX A: NRCS SOIL SURVEY



Hydrologic Soil Group—Westchester County, New York
(Mount Kisco)
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Hydrologic Soil Group—Westchester County, New York Mount Kisco

Hydrologic Soil Group

Map unit symbol ‘ Map unit name [ Rating Acres in AOI Percent of AOI

ChB Charlton fine sandy B 15.5 16.5%
loam, 3 to 8 percent
slopes

ChC Charlton fine sandy B 2.5 2.7%
loam, 8 to 15 percent

| slopes

ChD Charlton fine sandy B 0.1 0.1%
loam, 15 to 25 percent
slopes

CcrC Chariton-Chatfield B 253 27.0%

complex, O to 15
percent slopes, very
rocky

CsD Chatfield-Charlton B 30.1 32.2%
complex, 15 to 35
percent slopes, very

‘ rocky

i

iCuD Chatfield-Hollis-Rock D 3.2 3.4%
outcrop complex, 15
to 35 percent slopes

1 1
|Ff Fluvaquents-Udifluvents A/D 7.7 8.2%

; complex, frequently
flooded
Hrf Hollis-Rock outcrop D 1.9 2.0%

complex, 35 to 60
percent slopes

LcA Leicester loam, 0 to 3 A/D 2.5 2.6%
percent slopes, stony

LcB Leicester loam, 3 to 8 A/D 1.2 1.2%
percent slopes, stony

RhA Riverhead loam,0to 3 A 0.6 0.6%
percent slapes

Sh Sun loam C/D 1.7 1.8%

SuB Sutton loam, 3to 8 B/D 1.3 1.4%
percent slopes

W Water 0.3 0.3%

Totals for Area of Interest 93.7 | 100.0%

usba  Natural Resources Web Soil Survey 9/14/2020
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Hydrologic Soil Group—Westchester County, New York Mount Kisco

Description

Hydrologic soil groups are based on estimates of runoff potential. Soils are
assigned to one of four groups according to the rate of water infiltration when the
soils are not protected by vegetation, are thoroughly wet, and receive
precipitation from long-duration storms.

The soils in the United States are assigned to four groups (A, B, C, and D) and
three dual classes (A/D, B/D, and C/D). The groups are defined as follows:

Group A. Soils having a high infiltration rate (low runoff potential) when
thoroughly wet. These consist mainly of deep, well drained to excessively
drained sands or gravelly sands. These soils have a high rate of water
transmission.

Group B. Soils having a moderate infiltration rate when thoroughly wet. These
consist chiefly of moderately deep or deep, moderately well drained or well
drained soils that have moderately fine texture to moderately coarse texture.
These soils have a moderate rate of water transmission.

Group C. Soils having a slow infiltration rate when thoroughly wet. These consist
chiefly of soils having a layer that impedes the downward movement of water or
soils of moderately fine texture or fine texture. These soils have a slow rate of
water transmission.

Group D. Soils having a very slow infiltration rate (high runoff potential) when
thoroughly wet. These consist chiefly of clays that have a high shrink-swell
potential, soils that have a high water table, soils that have a claypan or clay
layer at or near the surface, and soils that are shallow over nearly impervious
material. These soils have a very slow rate of water transmission.

If a soil is assigned to a dual hydrologic group (A/D, B/D, or C/D), the first letter is
for drained areas and the second is for undrained areas. Only the soils that in
their natural condition are in group D are assigned to dual classes.

Rating Options
Aggregation Method: Dominant Condition

Component Percent Cutoff: None Specified
Tie-break Rule: Higher

UsDa  Natural Resources Web SoiI_Survey 9/14/2020
==SS Conservation Service National Cooperative Soil Survey Page 4 of 4



APPENDIX B: EXISTING DRAINAGE AREA MAP (EDA-1) &
HYDROLOGIC COMPUTATION (HYDROCAD)
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EDA-1

AP 1

Reach A Routing Diagram for Mount Kisco
Prepared by APT ENGINEERING, Printed 11/10/2020
HydroCAD® 10.00-22 s/n 07402 © 2018 HydroCAD Software Solutions LLC




Mount Kisco

Prepared by APT ENGINEERING
HydroCAD® 10.00-22 s/n 07402 © 2018 HydroCAD Software Solutions LLC

Printed 11/10/2020
Page 2

Area Listing (selected nodes)

Area CN Description

(acres) (subcatchment-numbers)
1.359 55 Woods, Good, HSG B (EDA-1)
1.359 55 TOTAL AREA



Mount Kisco

Prepared by APT ENGINEERING
HydroCAD® 10.00-22 s/n 07402 © 2018 HydroCAD Software Solutions LLC

Printed 11/10/2020
Page 3

Soil Listing (selected nodes)

Area Soil Subcatchment
(acres) Group Numbers
0.000 HSG A
1.359 HSG B EDA-1
0.000 HSGC
0.000 HSG D
0.000 Other
1.359 TOTAL AREA



Mount Kisco

Prepared by APT ENGINEERING

Printed 11/10/2020

HydroCAD® 10.00-22 s/n 07402 © 2018 HydroCAD Software Solutions LLC Page 4
Ground Covers (selected nodes)
HSG-A HSG-B HSG-C HSG-D Other Total Ground Subcatchment
(acres) (acres) (acres) (acres) (acres) (acres) Cover Numbers
0.000 1.359 0.000 0.000 0.000 1.359 Woods, Good EDA-1
0.000 1.359 0.000 0.000 0.000 1.359 TOTAL

AREA



Mount Kisco Type Ill 24-hr 2-yr Rainfall=3.50"

Prepared by APT ENGINEERING Printed 11/10/2020
HydroCAD® 10.00-22 s/n 07402 © 2018 HydroCAD Software Solutions LLC Page 5

Time span=0.00-30.00 hrs, dt=0.05 hrs, 601 points
Runoff by SCS TR-20 method, UH=SCS, Weighted-CN
Reach routing by Stor-Ind+Trans method - Pond routing by Stor-Ind method

SubcatchmentEDA-1: EDA-1 Runoff Area=59,219 sf 0.00% Impervious Runoff Depth=0.35"
Flow Length=513" Tc=20.6 min CN=55 Runoff=0.19 cfs 0.039 af

Link 4L: AP 1 Inflow=0.19 cfs 0.039 af
Primary=0.19 cfs 0.039 af

Total Runoff Area = 1.359 ac Runoff Volume = 0.039 af Average Runoff Depth = 0.35"
100.00% Pervious = 1.359 ac  0.00% Impervious = 0.000 ac



Mount Kisco

Type Ill 24-hr 2-yr Rainfall=3.50"

Prepared by APT ENGINEERING Printed 11/10/2020
HydroCAD® 10.00-22 s/n 07402 © 2018 HydroCAD Software Solutions LLC Page 6

Summary for Subcatchment EDA-1: EDA-1

Runoff = 0.19cfs @

12.50 hrs, Volume= 0.039 af, Depth= 0.35"

Runoff by SCS TR-20 method, UH=SCS, Weighted-CN, Time Span= 0.00-30.00 hrs, dt= 0.05 hrs
Type 1l 24-hr 2-yr Rainfall=3.50"

Area (sf) CN Description

59,219 55 Woods, Good, HSG B

59,219 100.00% Pervious Area

Tc Length Slope Velocity Capacity Description
(min)  (feet) (ft/ft)  (ft/sec) (cfs)

14.5 100 0.1900
3.2 240 0.2634
0.8 53 0.1887
21 120 0.1500

0.11 Sheet Flow, A-B
Woods: Dense underbrush n=0.800 P2= 3.50"
1.26 Shallow Concentrated Flow, B-C
Forest w/Heavy Litter Kv= 2.5 fps
1.09 Shallow Concentrated Flow, C-D
Forest w/Heavy Litter Kv= 2.5 fps
0.97 Shallow Concentrated Flow, D-E

Forest w/Heavy Litter Kv= 2.5 fps

20.6 513 Total

Subcatchment EDA-1: EDA-1

Hydrogfaph
ox{ | ‘ ?
41 1 [ERunofry
o b ) ﬂ ‘ Type Ill 24:hr
0174 |- R @ L -2-yr-Rainfall=3.50"
0.164 - - - oS -S| S O NN N
015 | - B Runoff Area=59,219.sf
o RSO _Runoff Volurie=0.039 af
8012 @ “  Runoff Depth=0.35"
S 011 éﬁ ‘ g , ol
£ oo . % Flow Length=513'
0.08- ; : 7 : Tc=20.6 rﬁln
0.074 S e R el S Pl i
0.06 4 . i s _CN=55.
0.05+ L. - -
0.04- : - 4 .
0.034 - - ] [
0.02- : -—- : !r : - ) 'f? ) | a \
R 7777222222702/ 27 g

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30

Time (hours)



Mount Kisco Type lll 24-hr 2-yr Rainfall=3.50"

Prepared by APT ENGINEERING Printed 11/10/2020
HydroCAD® 10.00-22 s/n 07402 © 2018 HydroCAD Software Solutions LLC Page 7

Summary for Link 4L: AP 1

inflow Area = 1.359 ac, 0.00% Impervious, Inflow Depth = 0.35" for 2-yr event
Inflow = 0.19cfs @ 12.50 hrs, Volume= 0.039 af
Primary = 0.19cfs @ 12.50 hrs, Volume= 0.039 af, Atten= 0%, Lag= 0.0 min

Primary outflow = Inflow, Time Span= 0.00-30.00 hrs, dt= 0.05 hrs

Link 4L: AP 1
Hydrograph

T - ., r=r-.n I . . ™ - ‘1 3
. e x . . e 5 Inflow
i Primary

Inflow Area=1.359 ac

Flow (cfs)
o

11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30
Time (hours)

4 5§ 868 7 8 9 10



Mount Kisco Type 11l 24-hr 5-yr Rainfall=4.51"

Prepared by APT ENGINEERING Printed 11/10/2020
HydroCAD® 10.00-22 s/n 07402 © 2018 HydroCAD Software Solutions LLC Page 8

Time span=0.00-30.00 hrs, dt=0.05 hrs, 601 points
Runoff by SCS TR-20 method, UH=SCS, Weighted-CN
Reach routing by Stor-Ind+Trans method - Pond routing by Stor-Ind method

SubcatchmentEDA-1: EDA-1 Runoff Area=59,219 sf 0.00% Impervious Runoff Depth=0.75"
Flow Length=513' Tc=20.6 min CN=55 Runoff=0.58 cfs 0.085 af

Link 4L: AP 1 Inflow=0.58 cfs 0.085 af
Primary=0.58 cfs 0.085 af

Total Runoff Area = 1.359 ac Runoff Volume = 0.085 af Average Runoff Depth = 0.75"
100.00% Pervious = 1.359 ac  0.00% Impervious = 0.000 ac



Mount Kisco Type !l 24-hr 5-yr Rainfall=4.51"

Prepared by APT ENGINEERING Printed 11/10/2020
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Summary for Subcatchment EDA-1: EDA-1

Runoff = 0.58cfs @ 12.37 hrs, Volume= 0.085 af, Depth= 0.75"

Runoff by SCS TR-20 method, UH=SCS, Weighted-CN, Time Span= 0.00-30.00 hrs, dt= 0.05 hrs
Type Il 24-hr 5-yr Rainfall=4.51"

Area (sf) CN Description -
59,219 55 Woods, Good, HSG B

59,219 100.00% Pervious Area
Tc Length Slope Velocity Capacity Description
(min) (feet) (ft/ft) (ft/sec) (cfs)
14.5 100 0.1800 0.1 Sheet Flow, A-B
Woods: Dense underbrush n=0.800 P2=3.50"
3.2 240 0.2534 1.26 Shatlow Concentrated Flow, B-C
Forest w/Heavy Litter Kv= 2.5 fps
0.8 53 0.1887 1.09 Shallow Concentrated Flow, C-D
Forest w/Heavy Litter Kv= 2.5 fps
2.1 120 0.1500 0.97 Shallow Concentrated Flow, D-E

Forest w/Heavy Litter Kv= 2.5 fps

20.6 513 Total

Subcatchment EDA-1: EDA-1
Hydrograph

0.58 cfs

. ,

n Type III 24:hr
0 Byr Ramfall»—4 51"
: - Runoff Area-59 219 sf
. Runoff Volumeé=0.085 af
" Runoff Depth—O 75"
Flow Length-51 3'
Tc=20.6 min.
..CN=55.

06

051"
0.45- ;

04’ |
0.357

03 : '

Flow {cfs)

0.25-
0.2- ;
0.15] '

01" !

0.05- '

/ f/xmymm?

012 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 1213141516 1718192021222324252657282930
Time (hours)




Mount Kisco Type Il 24-hr 5-yr Rainfall=4.51"

Prepared by APT ENGINEERING Printed 11/10/2020
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Summary for Link 4L: AP 1

Inflow Area = 1.359 ac, 0.00% Impervious, Inflow Depth= 0.75" for 5-yr event
Inflow = 0.58cfs @ 12.37 hrs, Volume= 0.085 af
Primary = 0.58cfs @ 12.37 hrs, Volume= 0.085 af, Atten= 0%, Lag= 0.0 min

Primary outflow = Inflow, Time Span= 0.00-30.00 hrs, dt= 0.05 hrs

Link 4L: AP 1
Hydrograph

1 - A= H Inflow
‘ I Primary

Inflow Area=1.359 ac

0.6
0.55]

054"
0.45]

044

Flow (cfs)
od
w
2

0.3
0.25—;
0.2
0154

0.1

0.054

g b S
012 3 456 7 8 9 101112 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21
Time (hours)

0 i S
22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30



Mount Kisco Type lll 24-hr 10-yr Rainfall=5.36"

Prepared by APT ENGINEERING Printed 11/10/2020
HydroCAD® 10.00-22 s/n 07402 © 2018 HydroCAD Software Solutions LLC Page 11

Time span=0.00-30.00 hrs, dt=0.05 hrs, 601 points
Runoff by SCS TR-20 method, UH=SCS, Weighted-CN
Reach routing by Stor-Ind+Trans method - Pond routing by Stor-Ind method

SubcatchmentEDA-1: EDA-1 Runoff Area=59,219 sf 0.00% Impervious Runoff Depth=1.16"
Flow Length=513" Tc=20.6 min CN=55 Runoff=1.03 cfs 0.132 af

Link4L: AP 1 Inflow=1.03 cfs 0.132 af
Primary=1.03 cfs 0.132 af

Total Runoff Area = 1.359 ac Runoff Volume = 0.132 af Average Runoff Depth = 1.16"
100.00% Pervious = 1.359 ac  0.00% Impervious = 0.000 ac



Mount Kisco Type Il 24-hr 10-yr Rainfall=5.36"

Prepared by APT ENGINEERING Printed 11/10/2020
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Summary for Subcatchment EDA-1: EDA-1

Runoff = 1.03cfs @ 12.34 hrs, Volume= 0.132 af, Depth= 1.16"

Runoff by SCS TR-20 method, UH=SCS, Weighted-CN, Time Span= 0.00-30.00 hrs, dt= 0.05 hrs
Type lif 24-hr 10-yr Rainfall=5.36"

Area (sf) CN Description
59,219 55 Woods, Good, HSG B

59,219 100.00% Pervious Area
Tc Length Slope Velocity Capacity Description
(min)  (feet) (ft/ft)  (ft/sec) (cfs)
145 100 0.1900 0.1 Sheet Flow, A-B

Woods: Dense underbrush n=.0.800 P2=3.50"

3.2 240 0.2534 1.26 Shallow Concentrated Flow, B-C
Forest w/Heavy Litter Kv= 2.5 fps

08 53 0.1887 1.09 Shallow Concentrated Flow, C-D
Forest w/Heavy Litter Kv=2.5 fps

21 120 0.1500 0.97 Shallow Concentrated Flow, D-E

Forest w/Heavy Litter Kv= 2.5 fps

20.6 513 Total

Subcatchment EDA-1: EDA-1
ﬂydrograph

s Type: Il 24:hr
- 10-yr Rainfall=5.36"
o Runoff Area—59 219 sf
| Runoff Volume=0.132 af
. Runoff Depth=1.16"
Flow Length=513'
' - Tc=20.6 min
CN=55

Flow (cfs)

YA A 7
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 1 12 1314 15 1617 1819 2021 22232425 2627 2829 30
Time (hours)




Mount Kisco Type Il 24-hr 10-yr Rainfall=5.36"

Prepared by APT ENGINEERING Printed 11/10/2020
HydroCAD® 10.00-22 s/n 07402 © 2018 HydroCAD Software Solutions LLC Page 13

Summary for Link 4L: AP 1

Inflow Area = 1.359 ac, 0.00% Impervious, Inflow Depth= 1.16" for 10-yr event
Inflow = 1.03cfs @ 12.34 hrs, Volume= 0.132 af
Primary = 1.03cfs @ 12.34 hrs, Volume= 0.132 af, Atten= 0%, Lag= 0.0 min

Primary outflow = Inflow, Time Span= 0.00-30.00 hrs, dt= 0.05 hrs

Link 4L: AP 1
Hydrograph

' Ll 1
‘ ' B Inflow
[ Primary

| Inzflov'v Aréa=§1 359 ac

i t '

Flow (cfs)

12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30
Time (hours)

2 3 45 6 7 8 9 101



Mount Kisco Type lll 24-hr 25-yr Rainfall=6.52"

Prepared by APT ENGINEERING Printed 11/10/2020
HydroCAD® 10.00-22 s/n 07402 © 2018 HydroCAD Software Solutions LLC Page 14

Time span=0.00-30.00 hrs, dt=0.05 hrs, 601 points
Runoff by SCS TR-20 method, UH=SCS, Weighted-CN
Reach routing by Stor-Ind+Trans method - Pond routing by Stor-ind method

SubcatchmentEDA-1: EDA-1 Runoff Area=59,219 sf 0.00% Impervious Runoff Depth=1.83"
Flow Length=513" Tc=20.6 min CN=55 Runoff=1.76 cfs 0.207 af

Link4L: AP 1 Inflow=1.76 cfs 0.207 af
Primary=1.76 cfs 0.207 af

Total Runoff Area = 1.359 ac Runoff Volume = 0.207 af Average Runoff Depth = 1.83"
100.00% Pervious =1.359 ac  0.00% Impervious = 0.000 ac



Mount Kisco Type Il 24-hr 25-yr Rainfall=6.52"

Prepared by APT ENGINEERING Printed 11/10/2020
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Summary for Subcatchment EDA-1: EDA-1

Runoff = 1.76 cfs @ 12.32 hrs, Volume= 0.207 af, Depth= 1.83"

Runoff by SCS TR-20 method, UH=SCS, Weighted-CN, Time Span= 0.00-30.00 hrs, dt= 0.05 hrs
Type Il 24-hr 25-yr Rainfall=6.52"

Area (sf) CN Description
59,219 55 Woods, Good, HSG B

59,219 100.00% Pervious Area
Tc Length Slppe Velocity Capacity Description
(min) (feet) (fuft) (ft/sec) (cfs)
14.5 100 0.1900 0.1 Sheet Flow, A-B
Woods: Dense underbrush n=0.800 P2= 3.50"
3.2 240 0.2534 1.26 Shallow Concentrated Flow, B-C
Forest w/Heavy Litter Kv= 2.5 fps
0.8 53 0.1887 1.09 Shallow Concentrated Flow, C-D
Forest w/Heavy Litter Kv=2.5 fps
2.1 120 0.1500 0.97 Shallow Concentrated Flow, D-E

Forest w/Heavy Litter Kv= 2.5 fps

20.6 513 Total

Subcatchment EDA-1: EDA-1

Hydrograph
| 1. 76 cfs _

Type il 24- hr
g 25-yr Rainfall=6.52"
Runoff A;rea—59,;21 9 sf
Runoff Volume=0.207 af
Runoff Depth 1 83"
FIow Length-‘51 3'

- T¢=20.6 min

CN=55

Flow {(cfs)

0 '1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 §10 11 12 131415161718192021 22232425'2627282930
Time (hours)

0-



Type lll 24-hr 25-yr Rainfall=6.52"

Mount Kisco
Printed 11/10/2020

Prepared by APT ENGINEERING
HydroCAD® 10.00-22 s/n 07402 © 2018 HydroCAD Software Solutions LLC Page 16

Summary for Link 4L: AP 1
Inflow Area = 1.359 ac, 0.00% Impervious, Inflow Depth = 1.83" for 25-yr event
inflow = 1.76 cfs @ 12.32 hrs, Volume= 0.207 af
Primary = 1.76cfs @ 12.32 hrs, Volume= 0.207 af, Atten= 0%, Lag=0.0 min
Primary outflow = Inflow, Time Span= 0.00-30.00 hrs, dt= 0.05 hrs

Link4L: AP 1
Hydrograph
: ! ' i : i Inflow
- Primary

Inflow Area=1.359 aflc

Flow (cfs)
i

12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30
Time (hours)

01 2 3 465 8 7 8 9 101



APPENDIX C: PROPOSED DRAINAGE AREA MAP (PDA-1) &
HYDROLOGIC COMPUTATION (HYDROCAD)
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Mount Kisco

Prepared by APT ENGINEERING
HydroCAD® 10.00-22 s/n 07402 ® 2018 HydroCAD Software Solutions LLC

Printed 11/10/2020
Page 2

Area Listing (selected nodes)

Area CN Description

(acres) (subcatchment-numbers)
0.036 61 >75% Grass cover, Good, HSG B (PDA-1A)
0.115 85 Gravel roads, HSG B (PDA-1A)
0.021 98 Unconnected pavement, HSG B (PDA-1A)
1.189 55 Woods, Good, HSG B (PDA-1A, PDA-1B)
1.360 58 TOTAL AREA



Mount Kisco

Prepared by APT ENGINEERING
HydroCAD® 10.00-22 s/n 07402 © 2018 HydroCAD Software Solutions LLC

Printed 11/10/2020
Page 3

Soil Listing (selected nodes)

Area Sail Subcatchment
(acres) Group Numbers

0.000 HSG A

1.360 HSG B PDA-1A, PDA-1B

0.000 HSG C

0.000 HSG D

0.000 Other

1.360

TOTAL AREA



Mount Kisco
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Ground Covers (selected nodes)

HSG-A HSG-B HSG-C HSG-D Other Total Ground Subcatchment
(acres) (acres) (acres) (acres) (acres) (acres) Cover Numbers
0.000 0.036 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.036 >75% Grass cover, Good PDA-1A
0.000 0.115 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.115 Gravel roads PDA-1A
0.000 0.021 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.021 Unconnected pavement PDA-1A
0.000 1.189 0.000 0.000 0.000 1.189 Woods, Good PDA-1A,
PDA-1B

0.000 1.360 0.000 0.000 0.000 1.360 TOTAL AREA



Mount Kisco Type lll 24-hr 2-yr Rainfall=3.50"

Prepared by APT ENGINEERING Printed 11/10/2020
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Time span=0.00-30.00 hrs, dt=0.05 hrs, 601 points
Runoff by SCS TR-20 method, UH=SCS, Weighted-CN
Reach routing by Stor-Ind+Trans method - Pond routing by Stor-Ind method

SubcatchmentPDA-1A: PDA-1A Runoff Area=7,948 sf 11.32% Impervious Runoff Depth=1.57"
Flow Length=154" Tc=5.6 min Ul Adjusted CN=79 Runoff=0.33 cfs 0.024 af

SubcatchmentPDA-1B: PDA-1B Runoff Area=51,291 sf 0.00% Impervious Runoff Depth=0.35"
Flow Length=535' Tc=19.9 min CN=55 Runoff=0.17 ¢fs 0.034 af

Pond 3P: EQUIPMENT COMPOUND Peak Elev=425.28"' Storage=0.006 af Inflow=0.33 cfs 0.024 af
Discarded=0.06 cfs 0.024 af Primary=0.00 cfs 0.000 af Outflow=0.06 cfs 0.024 af

Link 5L: AP-1 Inflow=0.17 cfs 0.034 af
Primary=0.17 cfs 0.034 af

Total Runoff Area = 1.360 ac Runoff Volume = 0.058 af Average Runoff Depth = 0.51"
98.48% Pervious =1.339 ac  1.52% Impervious = 0.021 ac



Mount Kisco Type lll 24-hr 2-yr Rainfall=3.50"

Prepared by APT ENGINEERING Printed 11/10/2020
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Summary for Subcatchment PDA-1A: PDA-1A

[49] Hint: Tc<2dt may require smaller dt
Runoff = 0.33cfs @ 12.09 hrs, Volume= 0.024 af, Depth= 1.57"

Runoff by SCS TR-20 method, UH=SCS, Weighted-CN, Time Span= 0.00-30.00 hrs, dt= 0.05 hrs
Type Il 24-hr 2-yr Rainfall=3.50"

Area(sff) CN Adj Description

5,008 85 Gravel roads, HSG B
1,547 61 >75% Grass cover, Good, HSG B
493 55 Woods, Good, HSG B
900 98 Unconnected pavement, HSG B
7,948 80 79 Weighted Average, Ul Adjusted
7,048 88.68% Pervious Area
900 11.32% Impervious Area
900 100.00% Unconnected
Tc Length Slope Velocity Capacity Description
(min) (feet) (fft)  (ft/sec) (cfs)
3.2 42 0.3810 0.22 Sheet Flow, A-B
Woods: Light underbrush n=0.400 P2=3.50"
2.0 34 0.2647 0.28 Sheet Flow, B-C
Grass: Dense n=0.240 P2=3.50"
0.2 26 0.1153 2.21 Sheet Flow, C-D
Smooth surfaces n=0.011 P2=3.50"
0.2 52 0.1154 547 ° Shallow Concentrated Flow, D-E

Unpaved Kv=16.1 fps

5.6 154 Total



Mount Kisco Type Il 24-hr 2-yr Rainfall=3.50"
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Subcatchment PDA-1A: PDA-1A

Hydrograph

oul | (033 k] '

032 . . e - ’ 'Type'llI42,4-:hr,

e i RS | | - -2:yrRainfall=3.50"

0.26—: d ; Runoff Area=7,948’ sf

iyt Bl | Runoff Volume=0.024 af
g o2 ; T ¥ | Runoff Depth=1.57"
o B | Flow Length=154"

o | = - Te=5.6 min

o1 . - Ul Adjusted CN=79
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Mount Kisco Type lll 24-hr 2-yr Rainfall=3.50"

Prepared by APT ENGINEERING Printed 11/10/2020
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Summary for Subcatchment PDA-1B: PDA-1B

Runoff = 017 cfs @ 12.49 hrs, Volume= 0.034 af, Depth= 0.35"

Runoff by SCS TR-20 method, UH=SCS, Weighted-CN, Time Span= 0.00-30.00 hrs, dt= 0.05 hrs
Type Il 24-hr 2-yr Rainfall=3.50"

Area (sf) CN Description
51,291 55 Woods. Good, HSG B
51,291 100.00% Pervious Area

Tc Length Slope Velocity Capacity Description
(min)  (feet) (f/ft)  (ft/sec) (cfs)

14.5 100 0.1900 0.11 Sheet Flow, A-B
Woods: Dense underbrush n=0.800 P2= 3.50"
3.2 240 0.2534 1.26 Shallow Concentrated Flow, B-C
Forest w/Heavy Litter Kv= 2.5 fps
0.3 85 0.0800 4.24 Shallow Concentrated Flow, C-D
Grassed Waterway Kv=15.0 fps
1.9 110 0.1500 0.97 Shallow Concentrated Flow, D-E

Forest w/Heavy Litter Kv= 2.5 fps

19.9 535 Total

Subcatchment PDA-1B: PDA-1B

Hydrograph
oof | T
ey, ok y “Type H-24-hr
0.15] ' f2-y I:"— Ral nfall=350" 1
e Runoff Area=51,291 sf
0.42 : Runoff Volume=0.034 af

_ Runoff Depth=0.35"
Flow Length=535"

-~ Tc=19.9 min

Flow (cfs)
(=]
i

01 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30
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Prepared by APT ENGINEERING Printed 11/10/2020
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Summary for Pond 3P: EQUIPMENT COMPOUND

inflow Area = 0.182 ac, 11.32% Impervious, Inflow Depth = 1.57" for 2-yr event

Inflow = 0.33cfs @ 12.09 hrs, Volume= 0.024 af

Qutflow = 0.06cfs @ 12.57 hrs, Volume= 0.024 af, Atten=81%, Lag= 28.6 min
Discarded = 0.06cfs @ 12.57 hrs, Volume= 0.024 af

Primary = 0.00cfs@ 0.00 hrs, Volume= 0.000 af

Routing by Stor-Ind method, Time Span= 0.00-30.00 hrs, dt= 0.05 hrs
Peak Elev=425.28' @ 12.57 hrs Surf.Area= 0.058 ac Storage= 0.006 af

Plug-Flow detention time= 30.5 min calculated for 0.024 af (100% of inflow)
Center-of-Mass det. time= 30.5 min ( 871.4 - 840.9)

Volume Invert  Avail.Storage Storage Description

#1 425.00' 0.023 af 62.00'W x 41.00'L x 1.00'H Prismatoid
0.058 af Overall x 40.0% Voids

Device Routing Invert Outlet Devices
#1  Discarded 425.00" 1.000 in/hr Exfiltration over Surface area
_ Conductivity to Groundwater Elevation = 420.00'
#2  Primary 426.00' 62.0' long Sharp-Crested Rectangular Weir 2 End Contraction(s)

iscarded OutFlow Max=0.06 cfs @ 12.57 hrs HW=42528"' (Free Discharge)
1=Exfiltration ( Controls 0.06 cfs)

Primary OutFlow Max=0.00 cfs @ 0.00 hrs HW=425.00' (Free Discharge)
2=Sharp-Crested Rectangular Weir ( Controls 0.00 cfs)
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Pond 3P: EQUIPMENT COMPOUND
Hydrograph

t 1
L [ Inflow
‘ [# Outflow

Inflow Area=0.182 ac | |52ses
"~ Peak Elev=425.28'
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Type Il 24-hr 2-yr Rainfall=3.50"
Printed 11/10/2020
Page 11

Mount Kisco

Prepared by APT ENGINEERING
HydroCAD® 10.00-22 s/n 07402 © 2018 HydroCAD Software Solutions LLC

Summary for Link 5L: AP-1

Inflow Area = 1.360 ac, 1.52% Impervious, Inflow Depth = 0.30" for 2-yr event
Inflow = 017 cfs @ 12.49 hrs, Volume= 0.034 af
Primary = 0.17cfs @ 12.49 hrs, Volume= 0.034 af, Atten=0%, Lag= 0.0 min

Primary outflow = Inflow, Time Span= 0.00-30.00 hrs, dt= 0.05 hrs

Flow (cfs)

0.184”
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0.15]
0.144
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0124
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0.1 4
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Time span=0.00-30.00 hrs, dt=0.05 hrs, 601 points
Runoff by SCS TR-20 method, UH=SCS, Weighted-CN
Reach routing by Stor-Ind+Trans method - Pond routing by Stor-Ind method

SubcatchmentPDA-1A: PDA-1A Runoff Area=7,948 sf 11.32% Impervious Runoff Depth=2.38"
Flow Length=154' Tc=5.6 min Ul Adjusted CN=79 Runoff=0.50 cfs 0.036 af

SubcatchmentPDA-1B: PDA-1B Runoff Area=51,291 sf 0.00% Impervious Runoff Depth=0.75"
Flow Length=535" Tc¢=19.9 min CN=55 Runoff=0.51 cfs 0.073 af

Pond 3P: EQUIPMENT COMPOUND Peak Elev=425.52' Storage=0.012 af Inflow=0.50 cfs 0.036 af
Discarded=0.07 ¢fs 0.036 af Primary=0.00 cfs 0.000 af Outflow=0.07 cfs 0.036 af

Link 5L: AP-1 Inflow=0.51 cfs 0.073 af
Primary=0.51 cfs 0.073 af

Total Runoff Area =1.360 ac Runoff Volume = 0.110 af Average Runoff Depth = 0.97"
98.48% Pervious =1.339 ac  1.52% Impervious = 0.021 ac
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Summary for Subcatchment PDA-1A: PDA-1A

[49] Hint: Tc<2dt may require smaller dt
Runoff = 0.50cfs @ 12.09 hrs, Volume= 0.036 af, Depth= 2.38"

Runoff by SCS TR-20 method, UH=SCS, Weighted-CN, Time Span= 0.00-30.00 hrs, dt= 0.05 hrs
Type lll 24-hr 5-yr Rainfall=4.51"

Area (sf) CN Adj Description

5,008 85 Gravel roads, HSG B
1,547 61 >75% Grass cover, Good, HSG B
‘493 55 Woods, Good, HSG B
900 98 Unconnected pavement, HSG B
7,948 80 79 Weighted Average, Ul Adjusted
7,048 88.68% Pervious Area
900 11.32% Impervious Area
900 100.00% Unconnected
Tc Length Slope Velocity Capacity Description
(min) (feet) (fuft) (ft/sec) (cfs)
3.2 42 0.3810 0.22 Sheet Flow, A-B
Woods: Light underbrush n=0.400 P2=3.50"
2.0 34 0.2647 0.28 Sheet Flow, B-C
Grass: Dense n=0.240 P2=3.50"
0.2 26 0.1153 2.21 Sheet Flow, C-D
Smooth surfaces n=0.011 P2=3.50"
0.2 52 0.1154 5.47 Shallow Concentrated Flow, D-E

Unpaved Kv=16.1fps

56 154 Total
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Subcatchment PDA-1A: PDA-1A

Hydrograph
0.55-: ’ ! 050 cfs | |
0.5—: . . N ’ ' Type 1] 24 hl'
oss] | ] | - 5-yr Rainfall=4.51"
oaf | ‘ K | Runoff Area=7,948 sf
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Summary for Subcatchment PDA-1B: PDA-1B

Runoff = 0.51cfs @ 12.36 hrs, Volume= 0.073 af, Depth= 0.75"

Runoff by SCS TR-20 method, UH=SCS, Weighted-CN, Time Span= 0.00-30.00 hrs, dt= 0.05 hrs
Type Il 24-hr 5-yr Rainfall=4.51"

Area (sf) CN Description
51,291 55 Woods, Good. HSG B

51,291 100.00% Pervious Area
Tc Length Slope Velocity Capacity Description
(min) (feet) (ft/ft)  (ft/sec) (cfs)
14.5 100 0.1800 0.1 Sheet Flow, A-B
Woods: Dense underbrush n=0.800 P2= 3.50"
3.2 240 0.2534 1.26 Shallow Concentrated Flow, B-C
Forest w/Heavy Litter Kv= 2.5 fps
0.3 85 0.0800 4.24 Shallow Concentrated Flow, C-D
Grassed Waterway Kv=15.0 fps
19 110 0.1500 0.97 Shallow Concentrated Flow, D-E

Forest w/Heavy Litter Kv= 2.5 fps

19.9 535 Total

Subcatchment PDA-1B: PDA-1B

Hydrograph
055 t
054" \ [ Type i 24”hr
0.45] ) - ‘ 5-yr Ralnfall-4 51"
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Prepared by APT ENGINEERING Printed 11/10/2020
HydroCAD® 10.00-22 s/n 07402 © 2018 HydroCAD Software Solutions LLC Page 16

Summary for Pond 3P: EQUIPMENT COMPOUND

Inflow Area = 0.182 ac, 11.32% Impervious, Inflow Depth = 2.38" for 5-yr event

Inflow = 0.50cfs @ 12.09 hrs, Volume= 0.036 af

Qutflow = 0.07cfs@ 12.75 hrs, Volume= 0.036 af, Atten=87%, Lag=40.0 min
Discarded = 0.07cfs @ 12.75 hrs, Volume= 0.036 af

Primary = 0.00cfs@ 0.00 hrs, Volume= 0.000 af

Routing by Stor-Ind method, Time Span= 0.00-30.00 hrs, dt= 0.05 hrs
Peak Elev=425.52' @ 12.75 hrs Surf.Area= 0.058 ac Storage= 0.012 af

Plug-Flow detention time= 64.8 min calculated for 0.036 af (100% of inflow)
Center-of-Mass det. time= 64.7 min ( 893.4 - 828.7 )

Volume Invert  Avail.Storage Storage Description

#1 425.00' 0.023 af 62.00'W x 41.00'L x 1.00'H Prismatoid
0.058 af Overall x 40.0% Voids

Device Routing Invert Outlet Devices
#1  Discarded 425.00' 1.000 in/hr Exfiltration over Surface area
Conductivity to Groundwater Elevation = 420.00'
#2  Primary 426.00' 62.0' long Sharp-Crested Rectangular Weir 2 End Contraction(s)

iscarded OutFlow Max=0.07 cfs @ 12.75 hrs HW=425.52' (Free Discharge)
1=EXxfiltration ( Controls 0.07 cfs)

Primary OutFlow Max=0.00 cfs @ 0.00 hrs HW=425.00' (Free Discharge)
2=Sharp-Crested Rectangular Weir ( Controls 0.00 cfs)
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Pond 3P: EQUIPMENT COMPOUND
Hydrograph
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Summary for Link 5L: AP-1

Inflow Area = 1.360 ac, 1.52% Impervious, Inflow Depth = 0.65" for 5-yr event
Inflow = 0.51cfs @ 12.36 hrs, Volume= 0.073 af
Primary = 0.51cfs@ 12.36 hrs, Volume= 0.073 af, Atten= 0%, Lag= 0.0 min

Primary outflow = Inflow, Time Span= 0.00-30.00 hrs, dt=0.05 hrs

Link 5L.: AP-1
Hydrograph
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Time span=0.00-30.00 hrs, dt=0.05 hrs, 601 points
Runoff by SCS TR-20 method, UH=SCS, Weighted-CN
Reach routing by Stor-Ind+Trans method - Pond routing by Stor-Ind method

Subcatchment PDA-1A: PDA-1A Runoff Area=7,948 sf 11.32% Impervious Runoff Depth=3.11"
Flow Length=154" Tc=5.6 min Ul Adjusted CN=79 Runoff=0.66 cfs 0.047 af

SubcatchmentPDA-1B: PDA-1B Runoff Area=51,291 sf 0.00% Impervious Runoff Depth=1.16"
Flow Length=535" Tc=19.9 min CN=55 Runoff=0.90 cfs 0.114 af

Pond 3P: EQUIPMENT COMPOUND Peak Elev=425.76' Storage=0.018 af Inflow=0.66 cfs 0.047 af
Discarded=0.07 cfs 0.047 af Primary=0.00 cfs 0.000 af Outflow=0.07 cfs 0.047 af

Link 5L: AP-1 Inflow=0.90 cfs 0.114 af
Primary=0.90 cfs 0.114 af

Total Runoff Area = 1.360 ac Runoff Volume = 0.162 af Average Runoff Depth = 1.43"
98.48% Pervious =1.339 ac  1.52% Impervious = 0.021 ac
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Summary for Subcatchment PDA-1A: PDA-1A

[49] Hint: Tc<2dt may require smaller dt
Runoff = 0.66cfs @ 12.09 hrs, Volume= 0.047 af, Depth= 3.11"

Runoff by SCS TR-20 method, UH=SCS, Weighted-CN, Time Span= 0.00-30.00 hrs, dt= 0.05 hrs
Type lll 24-hr 10-yr Rainfali=5.36"

Area(sf) CN Adj Description

5,008 85 Gravel roads, HSG B
1,547 61 >75% Grass cover, Good, HSG B
493 55 Woods, Good, HSG B
900 98 Unconnected pavement, HSG B
7,948 80 79 Weighted Average, Ul Adjusted
7,048 88.68% Pervious Area
900 11.32% Impervious Area
900 100.00% Unconnected
Tc Length Slope Velocity Capacity Description
(min) (feet) (ft/ft) (ft/sec) (cfs)
3.2 42 0.3810 0.22 Sheet Flow, A-B
Woods: Light underbrush n=0.400 P2=3.50"
2.0 34 0.2647 0.28 Sheet Flow, B-C
Grass: Dense n=0.240 P2=3.50"
0.2 26 0.1153 2.21 Sheet Flow, C-D
Smooth surfaces n=0.011 P2=3.50"
0.2 52 0.1154 5.47 Shallow Concentrated Flow, D-E

Unpaved Kv= 16.1 fps

56 154 Total
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Subcatchment PDA-1A: PDA-1A
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Summary for Subcatchment PDA-1B: PDA-1B

Runoff = 0.90cfs @ 12.33 hrs, Volume= 0.114 af, Depth= 1.16"

Runoff by SCS TR-20 method, UH=SCS, Weighted-CN, Time Span= 0.00-30.00 hrs, dt= 0.05 hrs
Type Il 24-hr 10-yr Rainfall=5.36"

Area (sf) CN Description
51,291 55 Woods, Good, HSG B

51,291 100.00% Pervious Area
Tc Length Slope Velocity Capacity Description
(min) (feet) (ft/ft)  (ft/sec) (cfs)
14.5 100 0.1900 0.1 Sheet Flow, A-B
Woods: Dense underbrush n=0.800 P2=3.50"
3.2 240 0.2534 1.26 Shallow Concentrated Flow, B-C
Forest w/Heavy Litter Kv= 2.5 fps
0.3 85 0.0800 4.24 Shallow Concentrated Flow, C-D
Grassed Waterway Kv=15.0 fps
1.9 110 0.1500 0.97 Shallow Concentrated Flow, D-E

Forest w/Heavy Litter Kv= 2.5 fps

19.9 535 Total

Subcatchment PDA-1B: PDA-1B
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Summary for Pond 3P: EQUIPMENT COMPOUND

Inflow Area = 0.182 ac, 11.32% Impervious, Inflow Depth = 3.11" for 10-yr event

Inflow = 066 cfs @ 12.09 hrs, Volume= 0.047 af

Outflow = 0.07cfs @ 12.96 hrs, Volume= 0.047 af, Atten=90%, Lag= 52.2 min
Discarded = 0.07cfs@ 12.96 hrs, Volume= 0.047 af

Primary = 0.00cfs@ 0.00 hrs, Volume= 0.000 af

Routing by Stor-Ind method, Time Span= 0.00-30.00 hrs, dt= 0.05 hrs
Peak Elev=425.76' @ 12.96 hrs Surf Area= 0.058 ac Storage= 0.018 af

Plug-Flow detention time= 97.1 min calculated for 0.047 af (100% of inflow)
Center-of-Mass det. time= 97.0 min (918.0-821.1)

Volume Invert  Avail.Storage Storage Description

#1 425.00' 0.023 af 62.00'W x 41.00°'L x 1.00'H Prismatoid
0.058 af Overall x 40.0% Voids

Device Routing Invert Outlet Devices
#1 Discarded 425.00' 1.000 in/hr Exfiltration over Surface area
Conductivity to Groundwater Elevation = 420.00'
#2  Primary 426.00' 62.0' long Sharp-Crested Rectangular Weir 2 End Contraction(s)

iscarded OutFlow Max=0.07 cfs @ 12.96 hrs HW=425.76"' (Free Discharge)
1=Exfiltration ( Controls 0.07 cfs)

Primary OutFlow Max=0.00 cfs @ 0.00 hrs HW=425.00' (Free Discharge)
2=Sharp-Crested Rectangular Weir ( Controls 0.00 cfs)
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Pond 3P: EQUIPMENT COMPOUND
Hydrograph
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Summary for Link 5L: AP-1

Inflow Area = 1.360 ac, 1.52% Impervious, Inflow Depth = 1.01" for 10-yr event
Inflow = 0.90cfs@ 12.33 hrs, Volume= 0.114 af
Primary = 090cfs@ 12.33 hrs, Volume= 0.114 af, Atten=0%, Lag= 0.0 min

Primary outflow = Inflow, Time Span= 0.00-30.00 hrs, dt= 0.05 hrs

Link 5L: AP-1
Hydrograph
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Time span=0.00-30.00 hrs, dt=0.05 hrs, 601 points
Runoff by SCS TR-20 method, UH=SCS, Weighted-CN
Reach routing by Stor-Ind+Trans method - Pond routing by Stor-Ind method

SubcatchmentPDA-1A: PDA-1A Runoff Area=7,948 sf 11.32% Impervious Runoff Depth=4.15"
Flow Length=154" Tc=5.6 min Ul Adjusted CN=79 Runoff=0.87 cfs 0.063 af

SubcatchmentPDA-1B: PDA-1B Runoff Area=51,291 sf 0.00% Impervious Runoff Depth=1.83"
Flow Length=538' Tc=19.9 min CN=55 Runoff=1.54 cfs 0.179 af

Pond 3P: EQUIPMENT COMPOUND Peak Elev=426.01" Storage=0.023 af Inflow=0.87 cfs 0.063 af
Discarded=0.07 cfs 0.060 af Primary=0.23 cfs 0.003 af Outflow=0.30 cfs 0.063 af

Link 5L: AP-1 Inflow=1.54 cfs 0.182 af
Primary=1.54 cfs 0.182 af

Total Runoff Area = 1.360 ac Runoff Volume = 0.242 af Average Runoff Depth = 2.14"
98.48% Pervious =1.339 ac  1.52% Impervious = 0.021 ac
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Summary for Subcatchment PDA-1A: PDA-1A

[49] Hint: Tc<2dt may require smaller dt
Runoff = 0.87cfs@ 12.09 hrs, Volume= 0.063 af, Depth= 4.15"

Runoff by SCS TR-20 method, UH=SCS, Weighted-CN, Time Span= 0.00-30.00 hrs, dt= 0.05 hrs
Type lll 24-hr 25-yr Rainfall=6.52"

Area(sf) CN Adj Description

5,008 85 Gravel roads, HSG B
1,647 61 >75% Grass cover, Good, HSG B
493 55 Woods, Good, HSG B
900 98 Unconnected pavement, HSG B
7,948 80 79 Weighted Average, Ul Adjusted
7,048 88.68% Pervious Area
900 11.32% Impervious Area
900 100.00% Unconnected
Tc Length Slope Velocity Capacity Description
(min) (feet) (ftt)  (ft/sec) (cfs)
3.2 42 0.3810 0.22 Sheet Flow, A-B
Woods: Light underbrush n=0.400 P2=3.50"
2.0 34 0.2647 0.28 Sheet Flow, B-C
Grass: Dense n=0.240 P2= 3.50"
0.2 26 0.1153 2.21 Sheet Flow, C-D
Smooth surfaces n=0.011 P2=3.50"
0.2 52 0.1154 5.47 Shallow Concentrated Flow, D-E

Unpaved Kv= 16.1 fps

56 154 Total
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Subcatchment PDA-1A: PDA-1A
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Summary for Subcatchment PDA-1B: PDA-1B

Runoff = 1.54cfs @ 12.31 hrs, Volume= 0.179 af, Depth= 1.83"

Runoff by SCS TR-20 method, UH=SCS, Weighted-CN, Time Span= 0.00-30.00 hrs, dt= 0.05 hrs
Type il 24-hr 25-yr Rainfall=6.52"

Area (sf) CN Description
51,291 55 Woods, Good, HSG B

51,291 100.00% Pervious Area
Tc Length Slope Velocity Capacity Description
(min)  (feet) (ft/ft) (ft/sec) (cfs)
14.5 100 0.1900 0.1 Sheet Flow, A-B
Woods: Dense underbrush n=0.800 P2= 3.50"
3.2 240 0.2534 1.26 Shallow Concentrated Flow, B-C
Forest w/Heavy Litter Kv=2.5 fps
0.3 85 0.0800 4.24 Shallow Concentrated Flow, C-D
Grassed Waterway Kv= 15.0 fps
19 110 0.1500 0.97 Shallow Concentrated Flow, D-E

Forest w/Heavy Litter Kv= 2.5 fps

19.9 535 Total

Subcatchment PDA-1B: PDA-1B
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Summary for Pond 3P: EQUIPMENT COMPOUND

[93] Warning: Storage range exceeded by 0.01'
[85] Warning: Oscillations may require smaller dt or Finer Routing (severity=5)

Inflow Area = 0.182 ac, 11.32% Impervious, Inflow Depth = 4.15" for 25-yr event

Inflow = 0.87cfs @ 12.09 hrs, Volume= 0.063 af

Outflow = 0.30cfs @ 12.50 hrs, Volume= 0.063 af, Atten=65%, Lag=24.6 min
Discarded = 0.07cfs @ 12.49 hrs, Volume= 0.060 af

Primary = 0.23cfs @ 12.50 hrs, Volume= 0.003 af

Routing by Stor-Ind method, Time Span= 0.00-30.00 hrs, dt=0.05 hrs
Peak Elev=426.01' @ 12.49 hrs Surf.Area= 0.058 ac Storage= 0.023 af

Plug-Flow detention time= 125.4 min calculated for 0.063 af (100% of inflow)
Center-of-Mass det. time= 125.2 min ( 938.1 - 812.9)

Volume Invert  Avail.Storage Storage Description

#1 425.00' 0.023 af 62.00'W x 41.00°L x 1.00'H Prismatoid
0.058 af Overall x 40.0% Voids

Device Routing Invert Outlet Devices
#1  Discarded 425.00' 1.000 in/hr Exfiltration over Surface area
Conductivity to Groundwater Elevation = 420.00'
#2  Primary 426.00' 62.0' long Sharp-Crested Rectangular Weir 2 End Contraction(s)

iscarded OutFlow Max=0.07 cfs @ 12.49 hrs HW=426.01' (Free Discharge)
1=Exfiltration ( Controls 0.07 cfs)

Primary OutFlow Max=0.21 cfs @ 12.50 hrs HW=426.01" (Free Discharge)
2=Sharp-Crested Rectangular Weir (Weir Controls 0.21 cfs @ 0.33 fps)
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Pond 3P: EQUIPMENT COMPOUND
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Summary for Link 5L: AP-1

1.60"

for 25-yr event

0.182 af, Atten= 0%, Lag= 0.0 min

Inflow Area = 1.360 ac, 1.52% Impervious, Inflow Depth =
inflow = 154 cfs @ 12.31 hrs, Volume= 0.182 af
Primary = 154 cfs @ 12.31 hrs, Volume=

Primary outflow = Inflow, Time Span= 0.00-30.00 hrs, dt= 0.05 hrs
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APPENDIX D: NOAA ATLAS 14 PRECIPITATION FREQUENCY TABLE



9/14/2020 Precipitation Frequency Data Server

NOAA Atlas 14, Volume 10, Version 3
v Location name: Mount Kisco, New York, USA*
" Latitude: 41.1981°, Longitude: -73.7128°

Elevation: 509.72 ft**
* source: ESRI Maps
** source: USGS

POINT PRECIPITATION FREQUENCY ESTIMATES

Sanja Perica, Sandra Pavlovic, Michael St. Laurent, Carl Trypaluk, Dale Unruh, Orfan Wilhite
NOAA, National Weather Service, Silver Spring, Maryland

PF tabular | PE_graphical | Maps & aerials

PF tabular

PDS-based point precipitation frequency estimates with 90% confidence intervals (in inches)1

) Average recurrence interval (years)
Duration
| 1 2 5 10 25 50 100 200 500 1000
5-min 0.357 0.417 0.515 0.596 0.708 0.793 0.881 0.975 " 1.10 " 1.21
(0.280-0.446)|[(0.327-0.522)||(0.402-0.647)| 0.463-0.752 |(0.531-0.926)||(0.583-1.06)|1(0.625-1.21)}}(0.659-1.37)]/(0.717-1.60)]|(0.764-1.78)
10-min 0.505 0.590 0.729 0.844 1.00 1.12 1.25 1.38 1.57 1.71
{0.397-0.632) (0.463-0.739) (0.570-0.916) (0.656-1.07) (0.753-1.31) [(0.825-1.50)] (0.886-1.71) (0.933-1.94) (1.02-2.27) (1.08-2.53)
15-min 0.594 0.694 0.858 0.993 1.18 1.32 1.47 1.62 1.84 2.01
(0.467-0.744)||(0.545-0.870)|| (0.671-1.08) | 0.772-1.25 |(0.886-1.54) ||(0.971-1.76)|| (1.04-2.01) || (1.10-2.29) || (1.20-2.67) || (1.27-2.97)
30-min 0.840 0.980 1.21 1.40 1.66 1.86 2.07 2.28 2.56 278
(0.660-1.05) | (0.769-1.23) (0.945-1.52) (1.09-1.77) (1.25-217) |(1.37-2.48)[ (1.46-2.83) (1.54-3.20) (1.67-3.72) (1.76-4.12)
60-min 1.09 1.27 1.56 1.81 214 2.40 2.66 293 3.29 3.56
(0.853-1.36) (0.993-1.59) | (1.22-1.96) | (1.40-2.28) | ({1.61-2.80) || (1.76-3.19) |[ (1.88-3.64) | (1.984.12) (2.134.77) (2.25-5.26)
2-hr 1.42 1.65 2.03 2.34 2.77 3.10 3.44 3.78 4.25 4.62
(1.13-1.77)  (1.31-2.06) | (1.60-2.54) | (1.83-2.94) | (2.09-3.60) || (2.294.10) || (2.444.67)| (2.57-5.29) (2.776.13) (2.93-6.78)
3.hr 1.64 1.91 2.36 272 3.22 3.61 4.00 4.41 4.99 543
(1.30-2.04) (1.52-237) (1.86-2.93) (2.13-3.40) (244-417) |(2.67-4.75) || (2.86-5.42) | (3.00-6.14) (3.26-7.16) (3.46-7.95)
6-hr 2.05 2.41 3.00 3.50 417 4.68 521 5.80 6.64 7.31
(1.64-2.52) || (1.92-2.97) || (2.39-3.71) || (2.76-4.34) || (3.18-5.37) |[(3.49-6.14) || (3.76-7.06) | (3.95-8.02) (4.34.9.47  4.67-10.6)
12-hr 248 2.97 3.77 4.43 534 6.03 6.75 7.58 8.81 9.82
(1.99-3.03) | (2.38-3.63) (3.014.62) (3.52-5.46) (4.10-6.86) |(4.53-7.89)(| (4.91-9.14)| (5.19-10.4) (5.78-12.5) (6.29-14.2)
24-Hr h ''2.88 3.50 451 536 6.52 © 738" 8.30 9.40 " 110 124
(2.33-3.49) || (2.834.25) || (3.63-5.50) || (4.28-6.56) || (5.04-8.32) || (5.58-9.62)}| (6.10-11.2) || (6.46-12.8) || (7.27-15.6) || (7.98-17.8)
2.da 3.24 3.98 517 6.17 7.53 8.55 9.64 11.0 13.0 14.7 -
y (2.64-3.91) (3.234.80) (4.19-6.26) (4.96-7.50) (5.86-9.57) |(6.51-11.1) ][ (7.13-13.0)| (7.56-14.9) (8.56-18.1) (9.45-20.9)
3-da 3.52 4.31 5.61 6.69 8.17 9.26 10.4 11.9 141 15.9
y (2.88-4.23) || (3.52-5.18) || (4.56-6.76) || (5.40-8.10) || (6.38-10.3) || (7.08-12.0) || (7.75-14.0) || (8.21-16.1) {| (9.30-19.6) || (10.3-22.6)
4-da 3.77 4.61 5.97 7.1 8.66 9.82 1141 12.6 14.9 16.8
y (3.09452) (3.77-552) (4.87-7.18) (5.76-8.58) (6.78-10.9) |(7.52-12.6) || (8.22-14.8) |{ (8.70-17.0) | (9.84-20.6) | (10.9-23.8)
7-da 4.48 5.39 6.89 8.13 9.83 111 125 14.1 16.5 18.5
y (3.69-5.33) (4.44-6.43) | (5.65-8.23) | (6.62-9.76) (7.73-12.3) |(8.53-14.2) || (9.27-16.5) || (9.78-18.9) || (11.0-22.8) | (12.0-26.1)
10-da 517 6.13 7.7 9.02 10.8 12.2 13.6 15.3 17.7 19.8
y (4.28-6.13) (5.07-7.28) | (6.35-9.19) | (7.38-10.8) (8.53-13.5 |(9.37-15.5)|(10.1-17.9) || (10.6-20.4) || (11.8-24.4) || (12.8-27.7)
20-da: 7.29 8.38 10.2 11.6 13.7 15.2 16.8 18.5 20.8 22.7
y (6.07-8.59) (6.97-9.88) (8.41-12.0) (9.56-13.8) (10.8-16.8) | (11.7-19.0) || (12.4-21.7) || (13.0-24.5) || (14.0-28.5) || (14.8-31.6)
30-da 9.09 10.3 12.2 13.8 16.0 17.7 19.4 211 234 25.2
y (7.60-10.7) |l (8.57-12.1) | (10.1-14.4) (11.4-16.3)  12.7-19.5) |(13.6-22.0) || (14.3-24.8) || (14.8-27.8) || (15.7-31.8) || (16.4-34.9)
45-da 1.3 12.6 14.7 16.5 18.9 20.8 22.6 244 26.7 28.4
y (9.53-13.3) | (10.6-14.8) || (12.3-17.3) | (13.7-19.4) (15.0-23.0) | (16.1-25.7) || (16.7-28.7) || (17.2-32.0) || (18.0-36.1) || (18.5-39.2)
60-da 13.3 14.6 16.9 18.8 21.4 23.4 25.4 27.3 29.6 31.2
y (11.2-154) || (12.3-17.1) || (14.2-19.8) | (15.6-22.1)  17.0-25.9 |(18.1-28.8) || (18.8-32.0) || (19.3-35.6) }| (20.0-39.9) || (20.4-43.0)

1 Precipitation frequency (PF) estimates in this table are based on frequency analysis of partial duration series (PDS).

Numbers in parenthesis are PF estimates at lower and upper bounds of the 90% confidence interval. The probability that precipitation frequency estimates

(for a given duration and average recurrence interval) will be greater than the upper bound (or less than the lower bound) is 5%. Estimates at upper
bounds are not checked against probable maximum precipitation (PMP) estimates and may be higher than currently valid PMP values.

Please refer to NOAA Atlas 14 document for more information.
Back to Top

PF graphical

https:/fhdsc.nws.noaa.gov/hdsc/pfds/pfds_printpage.htmi?lat=41.1981&lon=-73.71288data=depth&units=english&series=pds
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PDS-based depth-duration-frequency {DDF) curves

Latitude: 41.1981°,
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Precipitation Frequency Data Server

Large scale terrain
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Back to Top

US Department of Commerce
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
National Weather Service
National Water Center
1325 East West Highway
Silver Spring, MD 20910
Questions?: HDSC.Questions@noaa.gov

Disclaimer
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APPENDIX E: NRCS SATURATED HYDRAULIC CONDUCTIVITY



Saturated Hydraulic Conductivity (Ksat)—Westchester County, New York
{Mount Kisco)
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Saturated Hydraulic Conductivity (Ksat)—Westchester County, New York

Mount Kisco

Saturated Hydraulic Conductivity (Ksat)

Map unit symbol

Map unit name

Rating (micrometers
per second)

Acres in AOI

Percent of AO|

ChB
ChC
ChD

CiC
CsD

CuD
Ff
HrF

LcA
LcB

RhA
i

Sh
?SuB
|

W

Charlton fine sandy
loam, 3 to 8 percent
slopes

Charlton fine sandy
loam, 8 to 15 percent
slopes

. Charlton fine sandy
loam, 15 to 25 percent

slopes

Charlton-Chatfield
complex, 0 to 15
percent slopes, very

rocky

Chatfield-Charlton
complex, 15 to 35
percent slopes, very
rocky

' Chatfield-Hollis-Rock

outcrop complex, 15
to 35 percent slopes

Fluvaquents-Udifluvents
complex, frequently
flooded

Hollis-Rock outcrop
complex, 35 to 60
percent slopes

Leicester loam, 0to 3
percent slopes, stony

Leicester loam, 3to 8
percent slopes, stony

Riverhead loam, 0 to 3
percent slopes

Sun loam

Sutton loam, 3 to 8
percent slopes

Water

Totals for Area of Interest

10.0000

10.0000

110.0000

12.1818

110.1993

110.1993

70.7458

13,0322

51.2895

51.2895

84.5000

12,1341
10.0000

15.5

25

0.1

253

30.1

3.2

7.7

1.9

2.5

1.2

0.6

1.7
1.3

0.3

93.7

16.5%

2.7%

0.1%

27.0%

32.2%

3.4%

8.2%

2.0%

26%
1.2%
0.6%

1.8%
1.4%

0.3%
100.0%

USDA

Natural Resources
Conservation Service

National Cooperative Soil Survey

Web Soil Survey

9/14/2020
Page 3 of 4



Saturated Hydraulic Conductivity (Ksat)—Westchester County, New York Mount Kisco

Description

Saturated hydraulic conductivity (Ksat) refers to the ease with which pores in a
saturated soil transmit water. The estimates are expressed in terms of
micrometers per second. They are based on soil characteristics observed in the
field, particularly structure, porosity, and texture. Saturated hydraulic conductivity
is considered in the design of soil drainage systems and septic tank absorption
fields.

For each soil layer, this attribute is actually recorded as three separate values in
the database. A low value and a high value indicate the range of this attribute for
the soil component. A "representative" value indicates the expected value of this
attribute for the component. For this soil property, only the representative value is
used.

The numeric Ksat values have been grouped according to standard Ksat class
limits.

Rating Options

Units of Measure: micrometers per second
Aggregation Method: Dominant Component
Component Percent Cutoff: None Specified
Tie-break Rule: Fastest

Interpret Nulls as Zero: No

Layer Options (Horizon Aggregation Method): All Layers (Weighted Average)

USDA  Natural Resources Web Soil Survey 9/14/2020
=== Conservation Service National Cooperative Soil Survey Page 4 of 4
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HOMELAND TOWERS
December 18, 2020

Honorable Chairman and
Members of the Planning Board
Village of Mount Kisco

104 Main St

Mount Kisco, NY 10549

RE: Letter agreement to remove the tower / post removal bond

Dear Hon. Chairman and Members of the Board:

| am the President of Homeland Towers, LLC. Homeland Towers is proposing to erect a personal
wireless services facility, including a tower, at 180 S. Bedford Road, Mount Kisco.

On behalf of Homeland Towers, its successors and assigns, 1 hereby agree and consent to a condition
of approval of the special permit to remove the tower within 12 months in the event the use of the tower
should fully cease. Furthermore, | agree to post a removal bond in an amount not to exceed $25,000 to the
benefit of the Village of Mount Kisco to ensure such removal of the tower.

Respectfully subm g:ed/—)

./f'\_

£

7 Manye( Vicente

State of(b/)ﬂﬂ C‘hf s%""‘

Countyo
On'u (9 VY\h 0x ’g , 2020, before me, the undersigned Notary Public, personally appeared
Manuel Vicente, President of Homeland Towers, LLC, who proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence
to be the person(s) whose name(s) is/are subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to me that
he/she/they executed the same in his/her/their authorized capacity(ies), and that by his/her/their signature{s)

on the instrument the person(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the person(s) acted, executed the
instrument.

1 certify under PENALTY OF PERIURY that the foregoing paragraph is true and correct.

WITNESS my hand and official seal.

Rebecca Hall
Notary Public-Connecticut
My Commission Expires

Signature: (Affix Notarial Seal) August 312023
Print Name:

My Commission Expires:

Commission No..___ \-/ -/

9 Harmonv Street. Second Floor >» Danburv » CT > 06810 »



LAW OFFICES OF

SNYDER & SNYDER, LLP
94 WHITE PLAINS ROAD

:E\g ;25;'3/?,\:35 oTH FLOOR TArRRYTOWN, NEW YORK 10591 NEW JERSEY OFFICE
NEW VORK. NEW YO’RK loozs (914) 333-0700 ONE GATEWAY CENTER, SUITE 2600
@12 7as-ia4s FAX (914) 333-0743 NEWARK, NEW JERSEY 07102
— FAX -

. WRITER’S E-MAIL ADDRESS (673) Br4-8774

ESLIE J. SNYDER rgaudioso@snyderlaw net REP :
ROBERT D. GAUDIOSO W OF

TARRYTOWN OFFICE

DAVID L. SNYDER

(1956-2012)

December 29, 2020

Honorable Chairman Harold Boxer

and Members of the Zoning Board of Appeals
Village of Mount Kisco

104 Main Street

Mount Kisco, New York 10549

Re: 180 S. Bedford Road (Master Plan Letter)
Public Utility Wireless Telecommunications Facility
Homeland Towers, LLC

Honorable Chairman and
Members of the Zoning Board of Appeals:

As you are aware, we are the attorneys for Homeland Towers, LLC (“Homeland
Towers™) and Verizon Wireless (together “Applicants™) in connection with their application to
place a public utility wireless telecommunications facility (“Facility”) at the above referenced

property (“Property™).

In accordance with Village Code §110-45(B)(8) and in support of the fact that
“the proposed site plan is in general conformance with the applicable provisions of the Master
Plan of the Village of Mount Kisco, as may be in existence from time to time” the Applicants
offer the following statements:

One of the stated Goals in Section 2.2 of the Village’s 2019 Comprehensive Plan
is “LAND USE AND ZONING Promote a balanced pattern of land use while facilitating
development that respects the natural environment and responds to evolving needs of residents
based on shifts in technology and market demand” (emphasis added). As the majority of
American Households rely solely on cellphones and do not have landlines, a land use project that
improves the wireless services for cellphone users at home conforms with the stated goal in the
Village’s 2019 Comprehensive Plan. See Washington Post Article Attached (“52.5% of adults
live in wireless-only households.”)

It must be noted that the Property is specifically identified in Chapter 3 of the
Master Plan as a large Vacant Property and Chapter 3 of the Master Plan states that “[sjome of
the Village’s largest vacant parcels are potential development sites.” Also, please note that the
proposed Facility is permitted on the Property pursuant to special permit approval, and therefore,



as a matter of law, the Facility is in harmony with the Master Plan. See Matter of Dan Germnatt
Gravel Products. Inc. v. Town of Collins, 105 AD.2d 1057, 1059 (4th Dept 1984) (“The
inclusion in a zoning ordinance of a use permitted by special permit is tantamount to a legislative
finding that the use is in harmony with the general zoning plan and that it will not adversely
affect the area.”)

Chapters 4 and 5 are not applicable to this project, as the Facility will not directly
impact the Village’s demographics (Chapter 4) and the Facility is not located in the Downtown
(Chapter 5).

Chapter 6 Economy’s Recommendation #4 is to “[cJonsider future flexibility for
non-traditional and home-based businesses,” and having reliable wireless services is important to
many emerging non-traditional and home-based businesses that rely on these services. See Reno
Gazette Article Attached (“Bad cell coverage can destroy the best office planning. Check the
coverage when you are viewing homes for sale.””) Improving cell service for home offices has
shown to be of even greater importance this year, when a large percentage of Americans were
forced to adapt to working (and learning) from home due to COVID-19 restrictions. Millions of
Americans are relying on cell phone service t0 conduct business, and many do not currently have
reliable service at their home. See Waveform Article attached,
httns://www.waveform.corﬁpaues/cqmvirus—and—rem@workﬂi_l-l()z_o (“85 million people

working from home due to Coronavirus, around 10.6 million have poor cell signal at home.”)

As demonstrated in the VRA and EAF the Facility will not interfere with or cause
a negative impact with respect to Natural and Environmental Resources, Parks and Open Space,
in conformance with Chapter 7 of the Master Plan. The Applicants have also submitted a Steep
Slope Letter and details on the Site Plan demonstrating that impacts to steep slopes will be
minimal and that proper mitigation has been proposed. The Applicants have also submitted a
Stormwater Management Report, containing information on ftree removal and further
demonstrating the project’s conformance with the Master Plan. Most importantly Chapter 7 of
the Master Plan discusses planning for “Hazard Mitigation” for events such as Superstorm
Sandy, and it is respectfully submitted that Verizon’s FCC licensed services are ideal for use
during a power outage. Additionally, if fallen trees destroy the phone lines a cell phone may be
the only way for a resident in need to call for help, and for the majority of Americans that do not
have a landline phone at all, this is always their only method for calling for help.

In furtherance of demonstrating conformance with Chapter 8 please note that the
services provided from the Facility would be of a benefit to the police, fire and ambulance
services in the Village. “[A]n estimated 240 million calls are made to 9-1-1 in the U.S. each year.
In many areas, 80% or more are from wireless devices.” See NENA website
hitps://www.nena.org/page/911Statistics .



The wireless services from the Facility will also promote Chapter 9’s stated goals
for safe travel. The services from the Facility can be used to call for assistance in the event of an
accident or to call for directions if lost. Additionally, the Facility is unmanned and will have no
adverse traffic impacts.

We also respectfully submit that ensuring the Village has sufficient wireless
facilities to promote reliable service throughout the Village is in conformance with Chapter 10°s
stated goals, as “[m]aintaining the infrastructure in Mount Kisco is an important factor in
preserving the Village’s quality-of-life and economic development efforts.”

Therefore, based on the aforementioned it is respectfully submitted that the
proposed Facility “is in general conformance with the applicable provisions of the Master
Plan.”

Snyder & Snyder, LLP
By:
Robert D. Gaudioso
RDG/djk
Enclosures
cc:  Planning Board
Applicants

7Z\SSDATA\WPDATA\SS3\RDG\Homelandtowers\Mount KiscoWNY172\ZBA Letter 12.29.20 (Master Plan Letter).rtf



@he Washington Post

Democracy Dies in Darkness

Most adults live in wireless-only households — and
where that varies is important

By Philip Bump

Jan.7,2018 at 11:22 a.m. EST

Once upon a time, people had phones hard-wired in their houses. These phones were called “landlines,” and they relied
on wires strung throughout their communities to operate. It was an effective technology, but one that necessarily
meant that your ability to place and receive a telephone call was limited to a particular vicinity. Over time, inventors

came up with a thing called a “cordless phone,” which extended that range slightly, but not much.

For pollsters, this was useful. There was a phone number that was connected to a house where you knew certain people
lived, and so you could call that number and have a good sense that you were talking to Joe Smith, registered

Republican.

Then capitalism got in the way. The invention of the cellphone and the rapid adoption thereof meant that people were
no longer tied to a particular physical location when making calls. About a decade ago, as more Americans began
relying solely on cellphones, pollsters began incorporating those numbers into their pool of contacts. This was tricky
for several reasons, including that federal law mandates that cell numbers be hand-dialed. As The Washington Post’s
Scott Clement explained a few years ago, this means that it can cost twice as much to call cell numbers. In the already-

tight economics of polling, that’s a problem.

A decade ago, though, only about 1 in 8 adults lived in wireless-only households, according to data from the National
Center for Health Statistics. As of the second half of 2016, though, slightly more than half of American adults fit that
description for the first time. The most recent figure, for the first half of 2017, established that 52.5 percent of adults

live in wireless-only households.

Generally speaking, pollsters are ill advised to ignore cellphone users, if only because they’d be missing half of the
country. But there’s another reason that pollsters need to include cell users: The demographics of those with and

without access to landlines is stark.

Consider race and ethnicity. Nearly two-thirds of Hispanic adults in the United States live in households that are

wireless-only. More than half of black adults and Asian adults do, as well. But fewer than half of white Americans do.

Including only landlines in polling — which, we will note, is not common practice at this point — means you’re much

less likely to reach Hispanic voters.

Or younger ones. Nearly three-quarters of adults ages 30 to 34 live in wireless-only households. Those younger than 25
are less likely to — probably because some chunk of that group lives in a household with someone age 45 or older (that

is, a parent). Among those 65 and up, fewer than a quarter live in a wireless-only household.



There’s a trend undergirding this. Those under the federal poverty level are much more likely to live in wireless-only

households than those earning at least twice that level.

Income, age and race all correlate to another factor: homeownership. If you own a house, you're much more likely to
have a landline in that house, both because older Americans still have landlines/are more likely to own houses and

because people who rent are less likely to have a landline installed.

Owning a home tends to correlate to another characteristic: being likely to vote. If you have lived in the same place for
a decade, you're probably pretty familiar with where you need to go to cast your ballot — and it has been a long time

since you've had to register at your new address.

The idea that the mode of reaching someone in a poll affects the results isn’t just a theory. In December 2015, we
looked at research that showed spreads of more than 20 points in presidential and congressional polling depending on

whether the respondent was reached on a cellphone or a landline.

That discrepancy, incidentally, is precisely why the National Center for Health Statistics collects this data. In an
interview in 2015, an associate director for the agency explained to NPR that there were significant differences between

the two populations.

“People who are wireless-only are more likely to smoke, they’re more likely to binge drink, they’re more likely to be

uninsured,” he said. “In effect, they are more likely to engage in risky behaviors.”

Polling suggests that they also tend to vote differently.

Comments are not available on this story.

@ Share your feedback by emailing the author. Have a question about our comment
policies? Review our guidelines or contact the commenting team here.



Dan Gernatt Gravel Prods. v Town of Collins, 105 A.D.2d 1057 (1984)
482 N.Y.S.2d 587

New York

Official Reports
105 A.D.2d 1057, 482 N.Y.S.2d 587

In the Matter of Dan Gernatt Gravel Products, Inc., Petitioner,
V.
Town of Collins et al., Respondents.

Supreme Court, Appellate Division, Fourth Department, New York
607
November 7, 1984

CITE TITLE AS: Dan Gernatt Gravel Prods. v Town of Collins

Article 78 proceeding transferred by order of Supreme Court, Erie County, Cook, J.
HEADNOTE

MUNICIPAL CORPORATIONS
ZONING

(1) Special use permit --- Town Board’s denial of petitioner’s application for special use permit to mine gravel was
unreasonable --- Inclusion in zoning ordinance of use permitted by special permit is tantamount to legislative finding that use
is in harmony with general zoning plan and that it will not adversely affect area; consequently, issuing body is required to
grant special use permit unless ‘reasonable grounds exist for its denial® --- Town’s master plan was neither put into evidence
nor even alluded to at public hearing;, additionally, fact that town’s engineer did not review petitioner’s study is not
attributable to petitioner and should not serve as basis for denying permit; further, no evidence was presented concerning any
adverse impact permit would have on local traffic, neighboring village’s objection was never presented at hearing, and only
evidence concerning impact on neighborhood was presented by petitioner; finally, community pressure is improper ground
upon which to base denial of special permit.

Present -- Dillon, P. J., Callahan, Doerr, Boomer and Moule, JJ.

Determination unanimously annulled without costs, and petitioner’s request for a permit granted, subject to the conditions
imposed by respondent’s Planning Board at its meeting of April 26, 1982. Petitioner commenced this CPLR article 78
proceeding to annul respondent Town Board’s decision to deny its application for a special use permit to mine gravel. This
proceeding was subsequently transferred to the Appellate Division pursuant to CPLR 7804 (subd [g]).

A public hearing on petitioner’s request for a special permit was originally held on March 8, 1982. At the hearing several area

residents voiced their concerns over the possible danger to the town’s water supply posed by petitioner’s intended excavation.
Other complaints regarding noise, dust and property devaluation were also raised. A geologist retained by petitioner stated at

WESTLAW © 2020 Thomson Reuters. No claim to original U.S. Government Works. 1



Dan Gernatt Gravel Prods. v Town of Collins, 105 A.D.2d 1057 (1984)
482 N.Y.5.2d 587

the hearing that he had conducted a study which showed that petitioner’s operations would have no impact on the town’s
water supply. On March 19, 1982 the New York State Department of Environmental Conservation advised the Town *1058
Board that, while petitioner’s proposed operations would require compliance with the State Environmental Quality Review
regulations, it would not object to a finding of no significant impact because it believed that petitioner had presented
sufficient evidence that its operations would not affect the quality or quantity of the area groundwater. An impact statement
was then prepared by petitioner and signed by the Town Supervisor, stating that, because of mitigation measures, there would
be no significant environmental impact in this case.

On April 26, 1982 the Town of Collins Planning Board met and recommended that the special permit be granted, subject to
11 restrictions. Immediately following the Planning Board’s meeting, the Town Board met to discuss the matter and,
subsequently, voted 4 to 1 against granting the permit. No findings of fact or conclusions of law were issued along with the
decision. Petitioner then commenced an article 78 proceeding to have the Town Board’s decision set aside as arbitrary.
Special Term granted the petition and directed the Town Board to reconsider petitioner’s application and issue specific
findings of fact and conclusions of law along with its subsequent decision. On December 6, 1982 the Town Board, without
any further hearing on the matter, again voted 4 to 1 against permit approval. Lengthy findings of facts and conclusions of
law were issued along with this decision. The principal findings of fact upon which the Town Board’s decision was based
were: (1) inconsistency with the town’s master plan; (2) failure of the town engineer to review the hydrological study
prepared by petitioner’s expert; (3) traffic problems; (4) an objection by the Village of Gowanda; (5) the significant impact of
the project on the neighbors; and (6) objections by local residents.

Initially, we note that Special Term erred in transferring this proceeding to the Appellate Division. An article 78 proceeding
should, pursuant to CPLR 7803 (subd 4) and 7804 (subd [g]), only be transferred to the Appellate Division when a
quasi-judicial hearing at which evidence is taken is held and the resulting determination is challenged as not being supported
by substantial evidence (see Matter of Colton v. Berman, 21 NY2d 322, 329). A public hearing, like the one held here, is for
informational purposes only and is not the type of hearing contemplated by CPLR 7803 (subd 4) (see Matter of Save the Pine
Bush v. Planning Bd., 83 AD2d 741). Since the requisite quasi-judicial hearing was not held in this matter, it was improper
for Special Term to transfer this proceeding to our court. Even though this proceeding was improperly transferred to our
court, we should, nonetheless, determine all the issues presented (Matter of 125 Bar Corp. v. State Lig. Auth., 24 NY2d 174,
180; Matter *1059 of United States Tube & Foundry Co. v. Feinberg, 7 AD2d 591, 595-596).

The second question presented is whether the Town Board’s denial of petitioner’s permit application was reasonable. The
inclusion in a zoning ordinance of a use permitted by special permit is tantamount to a legislative finding that the use is in

harmony with the general zoning plan and that it will not adversely affect the area (\ Matter of North Shore Steak House v.
Board of Appeals, 30 NY2d 238, 243-244; Matter of Scott v. Zoning Bd. of Appeals, 88 AD2d 767). Consequently, the
issuing body is required to grant a special use permit unless “reasonable grounds exist for its denial” (Green v. Lo Grande, 96
AD2d 524, 525, app dsmd 61 NY2d 758).

A review of the reasons detailed by the Town Board for rejecting petitioner’s permit reveals that denial of the permit was
unreasonable. The town’s master plan was neither put into evidence nor even alluded to at the public hearing. Additionally,
the fact that the town’s engineer did not review petitioner’s study is not attributable to petitioner and should not serve as a
basis for denying the permit. Further, no evidence was presented concerning any adverse impact the permit would have on
local traffic, the Village of Gowanda’s objection was never presented at the hearing, and the only evidence concerning impact
on the neighborhood was presented by petitioner. Finally, community pressure is an improper ground upon which to base the

denial of a special permit ( Matter of Lee Realty Co. v. Village of Spring Val., 61 NY2d 892, 893; Matter of Pleasant Val.
Home Constr. v. Van Wagner, 41 NY2d 1028).

Copr. (C) 2020, Secretary of State, State of New York

End of Document 2020 Thomson Reuters. No claim to original U.S. Government Works.

©® 2020 Thomson Reuters. No claim to original U.S. Government Works. 2
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Ask NCET: What should I look for in a
home office when | buy a new house?

Lindsay Bradley and Jock Ochiltree
Published 11:02 a.m. PT Dec. 22, 2020

Subscribe: Stay in the know with a 99-cent subscription to the RGJ
NCET helps you explore business and technology.

Have a business or technology question? Send it to ask@NCET.org and if selected, NCET’s
panel of business and technology experts will answer it in our monthly column.

How can | reduce my operational expenses without reducing
workforce?

This is a very timely question, as there many business owners trying to figure out how to rein
in monthly overhead expenses. Before moving to the extreme of eliminating your workforce,
here are a few ideas that may help to quickly reduce your overhead expenses:

1. Merchant processing fees. If you are taking credit cards as a form of payment, chances are
you've felt nickeled-and-dimed to death, not to mention confused by the statement. Instead
of continuing to throw your hands up and concede, take the time to explore your options as
not all merchant processors are created equal. With some due diligence, you could
potentially save hundreds or even thousands a year in fees.

2. Postage and shipping fees. These services can cost your business big, but for a nominal
monthly fee, you can sign up for a subscription service like stamps.com or shipstation.com,
which provides access to commercial rates saving you upwards of 25% on postage and
shipping. The savings can add up if you are regularly shipping envelopes and packages.

3. Unused workspace. With so many businesses moving to virtual environments, chances are
you have an empty office or two in your building. Why not sublet that space? Many
independent professionals desire a commercial location but cannot afford current market
prices or don’t want to sign a long-term lease. Create a win-win by subletting an office for a

hitps:/iwww.rgj.com/story/news/money/business/2020/12/22/ask-ncet-what-should-look-home-office-when-buy-new-house/4011293001/ 1/3



12/22/2020 Ask NCET: What should | look for in @ home office when | buy a new house?

fixed monthly rate. If you are obligated to a long-term lease and have space, why not get
some help with the rent?

When it comes to reducing overhead expenses, don’t be afraid to get creative. There are likely
several little things lurking in your payables inbox you either don’t need or can be combined
with another service, or the terms can be negotiated. I have found most vendors are willing to
work with you, especially if it means helping you stay in business and keeping you as their

customer.

Lindsay Bradley is the founder of Guided Arrows (www.guidedarrows.com), a business
consulting firm focused on helping businesses overcome the everyday challenges of
business ownership. Bradley currently serves on the NCET Board of Directors as VP of
email services for Biz Bite and Biz Café.

What should I look for in a home office when | buy a new
house?

There are three factors to consider for a home office when buying a house.

1. Location. A separate room is always the best choice. If you are buying a home with a
separate office, then you are good to go. A bonus room or basement can also serve as an
office. Look for a house with one extra room. If that is not possible, then evaluate the layout
to find space somewhere in the house that could function as office space. You could split a
bedroom between being a guest room and an office, or use furniture to set up a semi-private
nook.

2. Atmosphere. Consider how you work. Do you need space isolated from normal household
noises for phone calls or online conferences? Negotiating a deal and having employee
conversations require privacy. Without separated space, you need to figure out how you will
conduct business. In assigning office space, you should consider your ability to concentrate
and how easily you are distracted. How messy is your office? Messy might be OK in a private
office, but maybe not out in the open. If you need office space for two, you may need to use
the second-largest bedroom in the house for a dual office or two rooms for separate offices.

3. Technical. The key technical considerations are mobile phone coverage and available
bandwidth. Bad cell coverage can destroy the best office planning. Check the coverage when
you are viewing homes for sale. Also, be sure the available internet service has adequate
bandwidth and is reliable. If possible, you should be confident that your Wi-Fi signal in the
[office will be strong enough.
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Jock Ochiltree is a Realtor at eXp Realty (www. jockochiltree.exprealty.com), a long-term
veteran of high tech, and NCET’s VP of Tech Wednesday.

NCET (www.NCET.org) is Northern Nevada'’s largest member-supported non-profit that

produces educational and networking events to help people explore businesses and
technology.
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— WAVEFORM
= W (et (https://www.waveform.com) e (tel:1-800-761-3041)

Millions of Americans Are Working from Home
with Unreliable Cell Signal and Internet

April 2020 Report

Report Highlights

© 57.7% of the US workforce recently started working from home due to
coronavirus

> Of those who are employed and didn’t work from home already, 57.7% reported
that they had recently begun working from home due to the COVID-19
pandemic.

© Many newly remote employees enjoy working from home and wish it were
permanent

> 60.4% of respondents who are newly working from home due to COVID-19 said
they prefer working from home, and 48.9% of respondents wish that it was a
permanent change.

© Newly remote employees report they are getting less done
> 33.8% of respondents said they were getting less done while working from
home. 25% said they were getting more done.
© Over 10 million US employees working from home due to COVID-19 suffer from
poor cell signal coverage and daily Internet connectivity issues at home

> In our survey, 15.5% of Americans said they had issues with Internet connectivity
daily. 12.5% of respondents reported experiencing bad or very bad cell signal

reception in their home. What can we help you with 2
today? ?
-t

© 50% of Americans are disinfecting thei.
spread of COVID-19

hitps://www.waveform.com/pages/coronavirus-and-remote-work-april-2020 112
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> By contrast, 37.7% of respondents reported never or very rarely disinfecting
their cell phones to prevent the spread of coronavirus.

About this Report

The United States now has more cases of COVID-19 than any other country in the world.
The pandemic is having a huge impact on the daily lives of millions of Americans, forcing
many to “shelter in place.”

This has resulted in the largest experiment with remote work that has ever occurred in
US history. This has affected our business directly: we've seen a 200% increase in demand

experiencing with Internet connectivity now that they're working remotely.

About Waveform:

Founded in 2007, Waveform is a leading online reseller of cell phone signal boosters,
small cells, and a systems integrator of in-building active and passive distributed antenna
systems. The company has worked with over 20,000 customers to improve cell service in
buildings of all sizes.

Survey Methodology:

We commissioned an online survey of 1,065 American adults on March 30th by
SurveyMonkey, using their gender and age-normalized panel to represent the wider
American population. The survey was aimed at better understanding people’s
experiences of Internet connectivity while working from home. The resulits reflect a
nationally representative sample, with a confidence interval of 3% (except where a susbet
of respondents were included). More information about SurveyMonkey's online survey

methodology/). What can we help you with )
today? ?

https://www.waveform.com/pages/coronavirus-and-remote-work-april-2020 2/12
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Part 1: Working from Home

We first wanted to establish what percentage of Americans have recently started working
from home. We removed the cohort whose responses indicated that they either already
worked from home, were unemployed, or retired, and found that 57.1% of respondents
with a full-time, non-remote job recently started working from home due to the COVID-19
outbreak.

There are approximately 150 million people in the US workforce. Extrapolating the results
of our survey out to the larger population, we can estimate that around 85 million people
are now working from home due to Coronavirus.

Breaking down these results by age, we found that younger age groups were more likely
to have recently started working from home due to the COVID-19 pandemic.

What can we help you with : 2
today? '_ ¢
|

https://www.waveform.com/pages/coronavirus-and-remote-work-april-2020 312
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"Have you recently started working from
home because of Coronavirus?”

@
x\\\

42 90%

57.1%

of respondents with a full-time,
non-remote job recently started
Yes working from home due to

57.1%
Coronavirus.

18-44 year olds

were the most likely to have have recently started working from home (64.0%).

54.4%
51.6%
48.4% a56% 7
mYes
2 No

Age: 18-29 Age: 30-44 Age: 4560 Age: >80

&\\\\\\\\\\\

&\\\\\\\\\*z

Only includes subset of respondents who said they were employed and didn't already work from home, n=784, & 3% accuracy, survey conducted 03/30/20

We also wanted to know how Americans felt their productivity levels had changed as a
result of working from home. Our results show that many people feel like they're getting
less done now than when they went to their regular workplace.

What can we help you with 2
today? @
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“Are you getting more work done working
home?”

33.9%

| am getting much I'm getting less
orking ot workdoneworking of those who recently started
25.2%

=2:9% working from home said they are
getting less done.

25.2%

of those who recently started
same amount of work Working from home said thev dare
dane working from home )
40.8% getting more done.

| am getting about the '

Only includes subset of respondents who said they recently started working from home, n=436, = 4% accuracy, survey conducted 03/30/20

We were a little surprised to find that many are relishing the opportunity to work from
home. A majority of respondents said that they prefer working from home, and a plurality
said that they wish they could permanently work from home instead of their regular
workplace.

What can we help you with | i
today? _ %
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“How do you like working from home
compared to your usual workplace?”

60.4%

of those who recently started working
I dont like working ermch prefer from home said thE\/ prefer itto
from home working from home:

25.4% 31.1% ] working at their workplace.

It doesn't make : 0
a difference = 0

14.3%

| slightly prefer
working from home

29.3% from home said don't like working from
home.

of those who recently started working

“Do you wish you could it doesn't make

a difference

permanently work from home?” 14.8%

48.8%

of those whao recently started working
from home said they wish it was
premanent.

Only includes subset of respondents who said they recently started working from homie, n=434, + 4% accuracy, survey conducted 83/30/20

Part 2: Internet and Cell Service

2
=

o . today?
large uptick in the number of users purchasit _ U g
last two weeks, as a newly remote workforce struggles to stay connected from home.

_ . 2
Working from home means relying on intern What can we help you with nj é ’
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To dig into this, we asked consumers about their cell signal levels at home. 12.5% of
respondents said they had “bad” or “very bad” signal at home. Those figures show no

Comparing the data to our previous report, 11.0% fewer users reported having “very
good signal” at home - a significant decline compared to the 2018 report. Overall, users
are less satisfied with their cell signal at home compared to two years ago.

We can extrapolate this out to the larger population: of the ~85 million people working
from home due to Coronavirus, around 10.6 million have poor cell signal at home.

What can we help you with -
today? ‘ ?

https://www.waveform.com/pages/coronavirus-and-remote-work-april-2020 712



12/23/2020 Report: LTE Cell Signal, COVID-19 and Remote Work - April 2020

"How is the cell signal in your home?"

Very bad signat I 3.3%

oo [ 12.5%

- of respondents had bad or very
Neither good nor bad signal 17.3%
bad cell signal at home.

2 ORI ¥ 1 B Y

Very good signal ';l*.lr__-' : T T e CER 29,3%

40.3% 40.9%
ﬁ//f % October 2018
// = March 2020

/ 7 29.3%
.

7
7
/ L

B ER

Very good signal Good signal Neither good nor Bad signal Very bad signal
Ty good sign !
bad signal

0,
1 1 A) fewer respondents reported having “very good signal.”

n=1062, £ 3% accuracy, survey conducted 03/30/20

Over the past two weeks, we've noticed a pattern: many of the consumers reaching out to
us aren’t just looking for voice coverage. They're specifically looking to use LTE as an
alternative or replacement to their home bro»"k~n-

What can we help you with i
today? ?
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We wanted to find out exactly what percentage of users are experiencing issues with
Internet connectivity while working from home. The results were surprising: 52.9% of
respondents reported Internet connectivity issues at least once a month, while 15.5% of

respondents experienced issues on a daily basis.

We can extrapolate this out to the larger population: of the ~85 million people working
from home due to Coronavirus, around 13.2 million are experiencing daily Internet

connectivity issues.

Rarely = =
38.6% " o

"How often do you have issues with Internet
connectivity working from home?"

Never
8.5% Every day
15.5%

At least once
aweek
22.2%

At least ance
amonth
15.2%

52.9%

of respondents had issues at
least once a month with
their Internet connectivity.

15.5%

of respondents had daily
Internet connectivity issues
working from home.

n=1061, + 3% accuracy, survey conducted 03/30/20

Part 3: Phones and Coronavirus

One last question was suggested by one of 0

specifically concerned about friends and fam

(https://www.nytimes.com/2020/03/12/smarter-living/clean-your-phone.html) after

https:/iwww.waveform.com/pages/coronavirus-and-remote-work-april-2020
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leaving the house to visit grocery stores or other potentially compromised locations.

“How often are you disinfecting your cell
phone to prevent the spread of Coronavirus?”

35.4%

21.9%

15.8%

l 12.5%
Never I've disinfected Weekly Daily Every time | retumn
once or twice to my home
y 49.8%

of Americans never disinfect their of Americans disinfect their cell
phone or have only disinfected their phones daily or every time they
phone once or twice in total. returned home.

n=1064, = 3% accuracy, survey conducted 03/30/20

We asked what percentage of people were disinfecting their phones, and found that
37.7% of Americans have at most disinfected their phones once or twice. 49.8% of
Americans, however, are disinfecting their cell phones daily or every time they return
home.

Further reading

What can we help you with
Past Reports: today? \ ‘ @

2
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Guides

At Waveform, we pride ourselves on writing the most detailed, technical guides on
everything related to improving cell signal. Here are just a few of our most popular
articles:

WV,
WAVEFORM

Formerly RepeaterStore (/blogs/main/weve-rebranded-repeaterstore-is-now-waveform)

W (https://www.twitter.com/waveformhq) f
(https://www.facebook.com/waveformhq) in
(https://www.linkedin.com/company/waveform-rsrf)

About us (/pages/about-us) 2

What can we help you with
Technical Support (/pages/lifetime-technical-support] today?

.

e

https://www.waveform.com/pages/coronavirus-and-remote-work-april-2020 1112

Contact (/pages/contact-us)

Returns (/pages/returns)
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Installation (/pages/installation)
Cell Phone Signal Booster Guide (/pages/cell-phone-signal-booster-guide)
DAS - Distributed Antenna Systems (/pages/das-distributed-antenna-systems)
Public Safety DAS, BDAs and NFPA (/pages/public-safety-das-and-bdas-for-nfpa)
Small Cells: Femtocells, Microcell and Metrocells (/pages/femtocell-and-microcell)
Coming soon (/collections/coming-soon)
Discontinued products (/collections/discontinued)

Open Box Items (/collections/open-hox-items)

g *s_ BBB Rating:
ACCREDITED
":‘ BUSINESS A+
BEB. Click to read more

(https://www.bbb.org/us/ca/irvine/profile/audio-visual-equipment/waveformcom-1126-
100062385#bbbonlineclick)

Buyer Guides v
Latest blog posts v
Reports v

Featured collections v

What can we help you with
today? é
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As of July 2018, the United States has 5,748 primary and secondary PSAPs and 3,135 counties, which include parishes, independent cities, boroughs, and Census areas.

® 99.4% of PSAPs have some Phase | {/#phase1)
® 9929 of PSAPs have some Phase Il

(phasell) The term *some’ means that some or all wireless carriers have implemented either Phase | or Phase ||
service in the County or the PSAPs. In order for any carrier to provide service, the County or PSAP must
be capable of receiving the service. In most cases, all carriers are implemented in a County or PSAP, but
one or more may be in the process of completing the implementation.

* 97.8% of Counties have some Phase |
* 97.3% of Counties have some Phase ||

¢ 98.9% of Population have some Phase |
& 98.9% of Population have some Phase Il

9-1-1 Call Volume:

An estimated 240 million calls are made to 9-1-1 in the U.S. each year. In many areas, 80% or more are from wireless devices.

Basic 9-1-1;

Basic 9-1-1 means that when the three-digit number is dialed, a call taker/dispatcher in the local public safety answering point (PSAP), or 9-1-1 call center, answers the call. The
emergency and its location are communicated by voice {or TTY) between the caller and the call taker.

Enhanced 9-1-1;

In areas serviced by enhanced 9-1-1, the callis selectively routed to the proper PSAP for the caller's location, and the PSAP has equipment and database information that display
the caller's phone number and address to the call taker. 93% of counties with 9-1-1 coverage have enhanced 9-1-1 for callers. The term "enhanced 9-1-1” is not synonymous with
wireless 9-1-1.

Wireless Phase [

When Phase | has been implemented, the cali taker autematically receives the wireless phone number.This is important in the event the wireless phone call is dropped, and may
allow PSAP employees to work with the wireless company to identify the wireless subscriber.Phase | also delivers the location of the cell tower handling the call. The call is routed
to a PSAP based on cell site/sector information.

Wireless Phase Il

Phase ll allows call takers to receive both the caller's wireless phone number and their location information.The call is routed to a PSAP either based on cell site/sector information
or on caller location information.

9-1-1 Calls through VolIP;

Business and residential use of Voice over Internet Protocol (VoIP) telecommunications services is growing at a rapid pace.Methods to bring 9-1-1 calls into E9-1-1 systems have
recently become available, and NENA is leading work to develop full E9-1-1 capability for VolP-based services.

Next Generation Trends:

Estimates are that nearly 29.7% of all U.S. households currently rely on wireless as their primary service as of June 2011 (having given up wireline service or chosen not to use it).
(CTIA - Wireless Quick Facts - Dec 2011 (http://www.ctia.org/consumer_info/index.cfm/AID/10323))

While NENA makes every effort to ensure the accuracy of the information it provides, the Association makes no guarantee or warranty of the statistics and
information provided herein. This survey represented 100% coverage of the U.S and applies to the U.S. only.

hitps://www.nena.org/page/911Statistics 2/4



Joseph C. D'Alto 400 Hamilton Avenue T: {516) 702-9195
Senior Real Estate and ~ White Plains, NY 10601 F: (914) 615-9483
Construction Manager

December 22, 2020

Village of Mount Kisco Planning Board
104 Main Street
Mount Kisco, New York 10594

Attention: Honorable Chairman
and Members of the Planning Board

Re:  Planning Board Application ("Application”) by Homeland Towers (“Homeland”) for the
construction of a stealth monopole (“Monopole”) to be located at the 180 South
Bedford Road, Mt. Kisco, New York (the “Property”)

Dear Honarable Chairman and Members of the Planning Board:

1 would like to submit this letter in support of Homeland Application for a proposed one hurnidred forty
foot (140°) Monopole for which New Cingular Wireless PCS, LLC d/bfa ATE&T Mobility (“AT&T”) is looking
to co-locate onto at One Hundred Twenty Seven Feet (127').

AT&T has a significant coverage need which has been identified by AT&T’s Radio Frequency Engineers
(“RF Engineer”) in and around this area. AT&T’s proposed communication facility as noted above would
resolve the coverage gap that would ailow for seamless coverage of the many telecommunication services
provided by AT&T to its transient customers, but more importantly, ATRT's customers living within the
area.

Further, AT&T has been tasked with building the First Net Network, which has been described as a critical
infrastructure project that will give first responders the communications tools they need to keep America
safe and secure. The ability to communicate seamlessly across jurisdictions is critical for law enforcement,
fire, and emergency medical services (EMS) when securing large events or responding to emergencies and
disasters. Inthose instances, networks can become overloaded and inaccessible, limiting responders’ use
of vital communication technologies, such as smartphones and applications dedicated to public safety
services.

AT&T completely supports Homeland’s application before this honorable board.

Sincerely,

/M/M S

[ 158
Q§9 Proud Sponsot of the U.S. Olymple Team
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December 28, 2020

Hon. Chairman and Members of the Planning Board
Village of Mt Kisco

104 Main St

Mt Kisco, NY 10549

Re: Site visit to Northern Westchester Hospital, 400 E Main St, Mt Kisco, NY
regarding Homeland Towers, LLC and Verizon Wireless application
to locate a Wireless Telecommunications Facility at 180 S Bedford Rd, Mt Kisco, NY

Hon. Chairman and Members of the Planning Board:

In response to a request to in a memo dated December 3, 2020, from Village of Mount
Kisco consultant Michael Musso of HDR, Homeland Towers and Verizon Wireless agreed to
attend a site visit at Northern Westchester Hospital that was arranged by the Village on
December 21, 2020. Asyou may recall, Verizon Wireless has already submitted a radio
frequency engineering report demonstrating that a facility at the Hospital would not replace
the need for the proposed facility at 180 South Bedford Road. The purpose of this memo is to
provide a synopsis of the discussions and observations at this site visit.

The following persons were in attendance:

- Northern Westchester Hospital: Michael Caruso, Vice-President Facilities Administration
and Christopher Shopinski, Director Facilities Management.

- Verizon Wireless: Robert Czarniawski, Real Estate NY Metro.

- Homeland Towers: Manuel Vicente, President and Klaus Wimmer, Regional Manager.

- Villager of Mt Kisco: Michael Musso, HDR and Edward Brancati, Village Manager.
Prior to visiting the rooftop, Hospital representatives stated that there is no coverage in the hospital
and in an effort to improve coverage in an around the Hospital, discussions with Verizon Wireless

were held in 2015 for an installation and lease on the rooftop and that the installation of an indoor
DAS (Distributed Antenna System) were held. However, no agreement could be reached at the time.

9 Harmony Street, 2" Floor » Danbury » CT » 06810 » 2032976345 » www.homelandtowers.us
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The Hospital representatives in attendance as arranged by the Village, stated that they were in favor
of an installation that would solve the existing communications issues, but they did not know if their
parent company “Northwell Health” would entertain a lease for a wireless telecommunications
facility installation on the roof.

Verizon Wireless representative Mr. Czarniawski confirmed that the Hospital could potentially
present a siting opportunity for a wireless facility to cover in and around the Hospital, but that
an installation on the Hospital roof could not replace the proposed installation at 180 South
Bedford Road since a coverage gap to the east on Route 172 would still exist and would need to
be remedied. He stated that the Hospital couid possibly be used in addition to the proposed
site and might be able to address capacity issues in the future.

Subsequently all parties in attendance visited the roof and observed that the line of sight to the east
terminates at the hill at 180 South Bedford Road and that the hill presents a physical obstacle that a
hypothetical roof installation would not be able to overcome. The RF Report by V-Comm
Telecommunications Engineers contains coverage plots that demonstrates the proposed coverage
from a hypothetical facility at the Hospital and the limitations created by this typographic obstacle.

In conclusion, the visit to the Hospital confirmed that it presents a good siting opportunity that
Verizon may able to use in the future, but in addition a site along Route 172 would still be needed.
No one at the site visit disputed these conclusions.

Respectfully,

Rlaus Wemmen

Klaus Wimmer
Regional Manager
Homeland Towers, LLC

cc: Zoning Board

9 Harmony Street, 2™ Floor » Danbury » CT » 06810 > 203-297-6345 » www.homelandtowers.us
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Proposed Wireless Telecommunications
Facility

Site Name: Mount Kisco (NY-172)
180 South Bedford Road
Village of Mount Kisco, NY 10594

VISUAL RESOURCE
ASSESSMENT
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Homeland Towers seeks approval from the Village of Mount Kisco, NY to construct a wireless
telecommunications facility (the “Facility”) at 180 South Bedford Road, Mount Kisco, NY 10594
(“host property”). To address issues of potential visual impact, Saratoga Associates, Landscape
Architects, Architects, Engineers, and Planners, P.C. was retained to conduct a Visual Resource
Assessment ("VRA") of the proposed Project.

The study area for this VRA generally extends to a one-mile radius from the Facility (hereafter
referred to as the “1-mile study area”). Because local vegetation substantially limits extended
distance views detailed analysis of affected resources is largely focused on places within a 1/2-
mile radius of the Facility.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The Facility will be located at 41° 11' 58.66" N, 73° 42' 48.55" W. (“Facility site”). The 25.0% acre
host property is identified in Westchester County tax records as tax parcel 80.44-1-1. The
existing ground elevation at the Facility site is approximately 421.5+ feet above mean sea level
(AMSL). The Facility is located approximately 180 feet south of South Bedford Road (NY Rte.
172) and approximately 500 feet west of Sarles Street.

The Facility involves the construction of a 140-foot-tall (top of pole) stealth monopine style
telecommunications tower designed to support up to four antenna levels. Five-foot topping
branches will be used to soften the visual appearance of the tower bringing the total height to
approximately 145 feet above finished grade. The stealth monopine tower design will include a
dense non-uniform branching pattern that will help to blend the structure with the visual
characteristics of the surrounding landscape.

Associated ground equipment will be located within a 52 by 56-foot (2,912 square foot) lease
area at the base of the tower. Contained within the lease area will be a 52 by 41-foot (3,132
square foot) fenced compound enclosing the stealth monopine tower. The ground level
equipment will be approximately eight (8) feet tall. The compound fence will be six feet tall.
Access to the Facility site will be from a new 100z foot long 12-foot-wide gravel access drive
from an existing varying width unpaved driveway off of South Bedford Road. The fenced
compound, parking area and access drive will be gravel surface.

The lease area is located on a 10% to 25% slope requiring site grading to level the compound
area. The finished grade at the tower base will be at approximately elevation 426 feet AMSL.
Approximately 50 existing trees will be removed to accommodate the proposed facilities and
associated earthwork.

Seven evergreen trees will be planted along the access drive to minimize visibility of ground
level equipment from an adjacent residential property.
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LANDSCAPE SETTING

The Facility is located in the Village of Mount Kisco, NY (2019 estimated population 10,7951).
The 25.0+ acre host property is zoned CD- Conservation Development District as defined by the
Mount Kisco Village Code.

The host property is generally bordered to the north by South Bedford Road, to the east by
Sarles Street and to the south and west by the 1561 acre Marsh Sanctuary. A 1.9+ acre
residential property (2 Sarles Street) borders the host property to the northeast.

Site Landscape Character - The host property is undeveloped and substantially wooded with a

mix of mature deciduous and evergreen species. The property is characterized by a notable hill
rising to a highpoint (530% feet AMSL) in the central portion of the parcel. This high point is
approximately 120 feet above the elevation of South Bedford Road and 95 feet higher than the
base elevation of the proposed Facility. Existing woodland vegetation and topography within
the host property will provide a substantial buffer visual between the Facility and off-site
vantage points.

An application by Sunrise Community Solar, LLC for construction of a 3.6% acre ground mounted
solar energy project on the host property is currently under review by the Village of Mount
Kisco Planning Board. Although unrelated to the Homeland Towers wireless communications
Facility, this VRA takes into account the potential cumulative visual impact of both projects.

An application by Sunrise Community Solar, LLC for construction of a 3.6% acre ground mounted
solar energy project on the host property is currently under review by the Village of Mount
Kisco Planning Board. Although unrelated to the Homeland Towers wireless communications
Facility, this VRA takes into account the potential cumulative visual impact of both projects.

Local Landscape Character - The local land use within the 1-mile study area is a mix of urban,

suburban and open space land uses. Table 1 summarizes local land cover.

Table 1- Land Cover (1-mile study area)

?ype Coverage Percent
(acres) Coverage

Woodland 1,078 54%

Developed 790 39%

Agriculture 107 5%

Open Water 24 1%

Scrub/Barren 12 <1%

Total 2,010 100%

thttps://www.census.gov/quickfacts/mountkiscovillagenewyork
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The nearest residential structure is approximately 288 feet west of the Facility (Marsh
Sanctuary caretaker’s cottage). The Marsh Sanctuary property line in this area is approximately
143 feet west of the proposed tower center. The primary residential structure at 2 Sarles Street
is approximately 388 feet east of the Facility. The property boundary for 2 Sarles Street is
approximately 109 feet east of the proposed tower center.

The local topography is characterized by a hilly and often steeply sloped landscape. The
topographic high point is a hilltop (elevation 782t feet AMSL) located near Charles Road in the
Town of Bedford approximately one mile east of the Facility. The topographic low point
(elevation 275+ feet AMSL) is along the Chappaqua Brook approximately one mile west of the
Facility. Notable waterbodies include Howlands Lake (28 acres) approximately % mile southeast
of the Facility.

VIEWSHED ANALYSIS

Viewshed mapping identifies the geographic area within which there is a relatively high
probability that some portion of the Facility could be visible.

One viewshed overlay was prepared defining the area within which there would be no visibility
of the Facility due to the screening effect of intervening topography. This "bare earth" condition
identifies the maximum potential geographic area within which further investigation is
appropriate. A second viewshed overlay was prepared illustrating the screening effect of
existing mature vegetation and buildings. The more realistic "land cover” condition identifies
the geographic area where one would expect to be substantially screened by intervening forest
vegetation.

Global Mapper 20.0 GIS software was used to generate viewshed areas based on publicly
available topographic and land cover datasets. Topographic data was derived from 2-meter
resolution digital elevation models (DEM) acquired from the New York State GIS
Clearinghouse.? Using Global Mapper's viewshed analysis tool, the proposed Facility location
and height were input and a conservative offset of six feet was applied to account for the
observer's eye level. The resulting viewshed identifies grid celis with a theoretical line-of-sight
to the Facility high point (145 feet above finished grade).

Existing forest vegetation was manually digitized from ¥%-foot resolution digital ortho-
photographs (2016) acquired from NYS Orthos On-line.? Building footprints were acquired from
the Westchester County GIS Data Warehouse®.

2 https://orthos.dhses.ny.gov/
3 https://orthos.dhses.ny.gov/
4 https://giswww.westchestergov.com/wcgis/BaseMap.htm
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The screening effect of vegetation and built structures was incorporated by conservatively
allocating 60 feet in vertical height to forest areas and 25 feet to building footprints. Forested
areas and building footprints were removed from the viewshed result to account for affected
areas located within structures or densely wooded cover.

Based on field observation, most trees in forested portions of the study area are taller than 60
feet. This height therefore represents a conservative estimate of the effectiveness of vegetative
screening. It is important to note that digitized vegetation is based on interpretation of forest
and well landscaped areas that are clearly distinguishable in the source aerial photography. As
such, the potential screening value of site-specific vegetative cover such as street trees and
residential landscaping, small hedgerows and other areas of non-forest tree cover may not be
fully represented in the viewshed analysis.

It is noteworthy that untrained reviewers often misinterpret “bare earth” condition viewshed
maps to represent wintertime, or leafless condition visibility. In fact, deciduous woodland
provides a substantial visual barrier in all seasons. Since the digitized forest cover overlay
generally identifies only larger stands of woodland vegetation that are clearly distinguishable
from aerial photography, the land cover viewshed map is substantially representative of both
leaf-on and leaf-off seasons. Most importantly, the bare earth condition map is provided only
to assist experienced visual analysts identify the maximum potential geographic area within
which further investigation is appropriate. Such bare earth viewshed maps are generally not
appropriate for public interpretation and do not represent visibility in leafless conditions.

By themselves, the viewshed maps do not determine how much of the proposed Facility would
be visible above intervening landform or vegetation (e.g., 100%, 50%, 10% etc. of total tower
height), but rather the geographic area within which some portion of the Facility would
theoretically be visible. Their primary purpose is to provide a general understanding of a
Facility’s potential visibility and identify areas to be visited during field reconnaissance.

Figure Al and A2 identify areas of potential project visibility at a macro scale within the 1-mile
study area. Figures A3 and A4 provide a more localized assessment potential visibility within %
mile of the facility. Figure Al through A4 are provided in Appendix A.

Of the 2,010 acres within the 1-mile study area, a view of the proposed wireless
telecommunications tower is theoretically possible from approximately 18 acres (<1%). Of
the 502 acres within %2-mile of the Facility, a view of the proposed tower is possible from
approximately 2 acres (<0.5%).

STUDY AREA RECONNAISSANCE

A balloon visibility test was conducted to allow the general public and local decision-makers an
opportunity to observe the location and potential visibility of the Project. The methodology for
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the balloon test was developed in consultation with Village of Mount Kisco Planning Board and
its consultant HDR. This methodology was memorialized in a letter from Saratoga Associates to
the Planning Board dated November 3, 2020.

The balloon test was publicly advertised to take place on Saturday November 14 or in the event
of inclement or windy weather each consecutive day thereafter until completed. After several
weather-related postponements the test was successfully completed on Saturday November
21, 2020. The weather on November 21, 2020 was sunny with near calm winds and clear
visibility.

One 5-foott diameter red balloon was raised to an elevation of approkimately 150.5 feet above
existing grade (as measured to the top the balloon). This height is based on the proposed tower
(145 feet to the top of the monopine branches) plus an additional 4.5 feet to account for the
proposed grade change within the compound area. The location of the balloon was
approximately 8 feet to the southeast of the proposed tower center. The 8-foot horizontal
offset was necessary to avoid an existing tree near the tower center point.

At the request of the Village of Mount Kisco Planning Board a second 4-foot+ diameter red
balloon was affixed to the same tether 15 feet below the top balloon as a height reference
point. The application currently before the Planning Board is a for 145-foot tall (top of
branching) stealth monopine tower only.

The balloon was raised at 8:00am and remained aloft until 12:00pm. Wind was calm
throughout the day and the balloon remained stable at or near the intended altitude for the
duration of the test.

Village Planning Board consultant HDR was on site to witness the balloon launch and
independently verify the location and height of the balloon.

The balloon test was conducted during winter leaf-off season to represent the worst-case (i.e.,
most exposed) visual condition. Project visibility will be substantially less during summer leaf-on
season.

While the balloon was in the air a visual analyst drove public roads to inventory those areas
where viewshed mapping identified potential Facility visibility. Photographs were taken from
sensitive visual resources that were identified and mapped in advance of the field visit in
consultation with the Planning Board and its consultant HDR. All locations recommended by the
Planning Board and its consultant HDR were photographed. Photographs were also taken from
other places where balloon visibility was found as well as from locations where the balloon was
not visible to balance the photo record and document visual conditions representative of less
affected areas.
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Photographs were taken using a high resolution digital single lens reflex (“DSLR”) camera with
fixed 50mm (“normal”) lens to minimize optical distortion and best represent human eyesight.
The precise coordinates of each photo location were recorded in the field using a handheld
global positioning system (GPS) unit. Prior to field reconnaissance, the coordinates of the
proposed telecommunications tower were programmed into a handheld GPS unit as a
“waypoint.” The "waypoint indicator" function of the GPS (arrow pointing along a calculated
bearing) was used to assist the visual analyst in determining the direction of the tower site from
each photo location in cases where the balloon was not visible though or above intervening
vegetation.

VISUAL RESOURCES

Scenic Resources of Statewide Significance - To avoid subjectivity in assessing potential visual
impact, the New York State Department of Environmental Conservation’s (“NYSDEC”) Program
Policy on Assessing and Mitigating Visual Impact (DEP-00-02 [revised 12/13/2019]) (“DEC Visual
Policy”) provides guidance in the determination of visual significance under the State
Environmental Quality Review Act (SEQRA). Aesthetic impact is defined by the DEC Visual Policy
as follows:

“Aesthetic impact occurs when there is a detrimental effect on the perceived
beauty of a place or structure. Mere visibility of a project should not be a
threshold for decision making. Instead a project, by virtue of its visibility, must
clearly interfere with or reduce the public’s enjoyment or appreciation of the
appearance of a significant place or structure.”>

The DEC Visual Policy defines an “aesthetically significant place” as a place formally designated
and visited because of its beauty.® Aesthetically significant places are established by federal or
state government pursuant to statutory authority, are a matter of public record and are not
arbitrarily or subjectively determined. The DEC Visual Policy contains specific criteria defining
places considered to be aesthetic resources of statewide significance. These places are high
value sites including state parks, scenic roads, wild, scenic and recreational rivers, state forests,
wildlife management areas, scenic areas of statewide significance, Heritage Areas, National
Natural Landmarks, state or federally designated trails, properties or districts listed or eligible
for listing on the National Register of Historic Places, among others.

The DEC Policy also does not apply to potentially affected places that are not open to the
general public. The DEC Visual Policy states:

5 DEC Visual Policy, p.15. (https://www.dec.ny.gov/docs/permits ej operations pdf/visualpolicydep002.pdf)
5 DEC Visual Policy, p.15.
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“The Visual Policy is intended to address places or locations that have been
officially designated for their aesthetic qualities and that are accessible to the
public at large as opposed to places that may have individual or private
importance only.” 7

Places within the 1-mile study area meeting the DEC Visual Policy definition of Scenic Resource
of Statewide Significance include the following:

e National Register of Historic Places — Four sites listed on the National Register of Historic

Places are found within the 1-mile study area. These include St. Mark's Episcopal Church,
Mount Kisco Municipal Complex, United Methodist Church and Parsonage, and St. Mark's
Cemetery. Based on viewshed analysis and field confirmation during the November 21,
2020 balloon visibility test the Facility will not be visible from any of these cultural
resources.

e National Register-eligible sites — One site identified as eligible for listing on the National

Register of Historic Places, the Mount Kisco Elementary School, is found within the 1-mile
study area. The Facility will not be visible from this resource.

The location of these scenic resources of statewide significance is indicated on Figures A1, A2,
A3 and A4 in Appendix A.

Aesthetic Resources of Local Importance - Aesthetic resources of local importance are publicly

accessible places generally recognized and enjoyed by community residents and visitors for .
their unique aesthetic value. Aesthetic resources of local importance are established by local
government pursuant to statutory authority and are not arbitrarily or subjectively determined.
Such places are most commonly municipal parks, trails, bikeways, and may also include not-for-
profit conservation lands and open space preserves.

Places within the 1-mile study area meeting this criterion include the following.

e Leonard Park — The Village of Mount Kisco’s 116-acre Leonard Park is iocated on Wallace
Drive off of NY Rte. 172. The park includes multiple ball fields, lighted tennis, pickleball,
basketball, volleyball, swimming pool, disc golf, walking trails and Japanese style “tea
house” overlooking a small pond. Based on viewshed analysis and field confirmation
conducted during the November 21, 2020 balloon visibility test the Facility will be visible
low on the horizon above the intervening tree line from portions of Leonard Park in the
vicinity of the ball fields and the pond adjacent to the tea house at a distance of more than
% mile. The Facility will be substantially or fully screened from undeveloped areas of the
park by existing mature woodland vegetation (refer to Figures C-8(A-D) and C-9(A-D).

7 DEC Visual Policy, p.4.
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Marsh Sanctuary - The 156-acre Marsh Sanctuary nature preserve is located adjacent to the

host property. Several hiking trails are maintained on the property and connect to trails in
Leonard Park and other local preserves.

The sanctuary consists of two parts. The main portion of the Marsh Sanctuary is located off
Sarles Street to the south of the Facility. The Field parking area, duck pond and trails are
more than 1,700 feet from the Facility. Viewshed analysis and field observation during the
November 21, 2020 balloon visibility confirm the Facility will be fully screened by existing
topography and intervening woodland vegetation from the southern portion of the Marsh
Sanctuary (refer to Figures C-1(A-B).

The Brookside area, located off of Route 172 is immediately west of the Facility. The
Brookside parking area, amphitheater and caretakers’ home are within 300 feet of the
tower center. The Facility will be seasonally visible through intervening mature deciduous
and evergreen woodland from this area (refer to Figures C-2(A-D).

Guard Hill/Park Preserve — An 18-acre open space identified in the Town of Bedford
Comprehensive plan as Guard Hill Park is located off of West Patent Road approximately
3,100 feet northeast of the Facility. The park appears to be currently undeveloped but is
part of the Town of Bedford’s Greenbelt Plan which recommends future trail connections of

nature sanctuaries, parks, schools and hamlets. Guard Hill Park is heavily wooded with
minimal opportunity for distant views.

Butler Sanctuary — The northernmost portion of the 365-acre Arthur W. Butler Memorial
Sanctuary is located within the 1-mile study area. The preserve is open to the public and
includes several miles of public trails. The Facility will not be visible from this resource.

County Trail System - Westchester County GIS identifies a portion of NYS Rte. 117 and
Lexington Avenue within the Village of Mount Kisco as a proposed road corridor bike route.
The Facility will not be visible from any portion of this proposed this recreational resource.

Other Areas of Local Interest - While not rising to the threshold of statewide significance or

local importance, other places of local interest have been included in this visual assessment to

represent potential Facility views from roadways and residential neighborhoods. These places

are addressed in this VRA to consider potential Facility views that that may be of interest to

local community in general.

ASSOCIATES

Residential Areas - Within % mile of the Facility residential development is largely clustered

in planned single-family residential neighborhoods or road frontage properties. Residential
properties are often well landscaped with mature deciduous and evergreen trees and
understory vegetation which limit views to the immediate foreground. From most
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residential properties, views of the Facility will be substantially of fully screened by
intervening dense mature vegetation — even during winter leaf-off-season.

Nearby residential areas include:

- Mount Kisco Chase (Village of Mount Kisco) - Approximately 80 single family residential

properties are located within the Mount Kisco Chase residential neighborhood including
homes on Stratford Drive, Brentwood Court, Austin Drive, Rolling Ridge Court, Carlton
Drive, Ascot Circle and Cold Spring Court. Residential lots range from approximately % to
2 acres in size. Based on viewshed analysis and field confirmation during the November
21 the Facility will not be visible from any ground level vantage point within the Mount
Kisco Chase neighborhood (refer to Figures C-10(A-B).

- Sarles Street area — Approximately 20 single family residential properties are located

within the % mile study area to the east of the Facility. This includes residences on Sarles
Street, Linden Lane and Deer Knoll. This area is generally well wooded with views
substantially limited to the immediate foreground. Views from most of this area will be
substantially or completely screened by landform and intervening vegetation.

During the November 21, 2020 balloon visibility test Facility views were identified from
two properties in this area.

- 2 Sarles Street (Village of Mouth Kisco) — 2 Sarles Street is directly adjacent to
the host property. The property boundary is approximately 74 feet east of the
proposed tower center and the primary residential structure is approximately
388 feet east of the Facility. This parcel is partially wooded with mature
deciduous and evergreen trees with moderate canopy closure and sparse
understory vegetation.

During the November 21, 2020 balloon test representatives of Homeland Towers
and Saratoga Associates walked this parcel with the property owner and took
photographs of the balloon from places identified by the owner. All locations
requested by the owner were photographed.

The balloon was visible from locations on the property. In all cases where the
balloon was visible, views was filtered through existing tree stems and branches,
or though small gaps between existing trees. Such views will be substantially
reduced during summer leaf-on season. In no case was the balloon visible above
the tree line (refer to Figures C-11(A-D) and C-12(A-D).

- 22 Sarles Street (Town of Bedford) - This property is on the east side of Sarles
Street directly opposite the host property. The primary residential structure is
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approximately 900 feet east of the tower center. The property is substantially
wooded with mature deciduous vegetation.

During the balloon test a representative of Homeland Towers walked the
property with the owner. The balloon was not visible from ground level vantage
points in the immediate vicinity of the residential structure. A filtered view of the
balioon through existing deciduous tree stems and branches was found in the
vicinity of a tennis court at the north end of the property. This view will be
substantially or completely screened during summer leaf-on season.

- Penwood Road neighborhood (Town of Bedford). The Penwood Road residential area is
a gated neighborhood of approximately 37 single family homes along Penwood Road,

John Cross Road, Brady Road and Tucker Road. Lots range in size from approximately 2.5
to 14 acres. The local landscape is a mix of dense mature deciduous woodland and well
landscaped yards that minimize views to and from adjacent properties.

The nearest residential structure (35 Tucker Road) is approximately 850 feet northwest
of the tower center. Viewshed analysis indicates that views from most properties will
be substantially or fully screened by intervening topography or vegetation. Filtered
views through existing deciduous stems and branches are possible from properties
nearest the Facility during winter leaf-off season. Such visibility will be substantially or
completely screened during summer leaf-on season.

Roadways — Roadways within % mile of the Facility are typically enclosed within dense
roadside vegetation significantly limiting views to the immediate road corridor. Of the 6.3
miles of public roads within % mile of the Facility, direct project views above intervening
vegetation were found only along an approximately 650-foot-long segment of NY Rte. 172
between Wallace Road and Woodcrest Lane. This view would affect eastbound motorists
travelling at the posted 30 mph speed limit for approximately 15 seconds. Westbound
motorists would be unaffected as the Facility would be in the rear view of the vehicle. The
Facility will be similarly visible to pedestrians on the public sidewalk in this area (refer to
Figure C-7(A-C).

Based on field observation during the November 21, 2020 balloon test intermittent
filtered views of the Facility through existing deciduous trees existing will occur along an
approximately 2,500-foot-long segment of NY Rte. 172 between Woodcrest Lane and
Sarles Street. Intermittent filtered views may occur for pedestrians on the public sidewalk
between Woodcrest Lane and Stratford Drive. There is no public sidewalk on NY Rte. 172
east of Stratford Drive to Sarles street. These views will be substantially or completely
screened during summer leaf-on season (refer to Figures C-2(A-D), C-5(A-D) and C-6(A-C).
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Moreover, given the complex visual stimuli encountered by motorists travelling in a moving

vehicle, even if the Facility is visible it is probable viewer recognition of the Facility would be

limited to a fraction of the total available viewing time. As the tendency of motorists is to

focus down the road peripheral views of the Facility may go largely unnoticed by most

travelers.

Photographs taken during field reconnaissance are provided as in Appendix B. Photographs

were taken from the following places:

Map ID/
Plcture #
(Appendix
B)

VP1

ve2
VP3
VP4
VP5
VP6
VP7
VP8
VP9
VP10
VP11
VP12
VP13
VP14
VP15
VP16

VP17
VP18
VP19
VP20
VP21
VP22
VP23
VP24
VP25
VP26
vp27
VP28
VP25
VP30
VP31
VP32
VP33
VP34
VP35
VP36

VP37
VP38
VP39
VP40

Location Description

Marsh Sanctuary - Field Parking Area

Marsh Sanctuary - Purple Trail

Marsh Sanctuary - Purple Trail at highpoint

Marsh Sanctuary - Blue Trail

Marsh Sanctuary - Brookside Parking Area
Brookside Amphitheater

Marsh Sanctuary - Trail to Brookside Amphitheater
Rte 172 at Sarles St

Sarles Street south of Rte 172

Sarles Street atLinden La

Sarles Street at Marsh Sanctuary

Rochambeau Farm

Ripawan Cisqua School

Rte 172 at West Patent Rd

Rte 172 at Marsh Sanctuary Caretaker Cottage
Rte 172 at MclLain St/Stratford Dr (entrance to
Mount Kisco Chase)

VP17 - Rte 172 west of McLain Str

Mount Kisco Corporate Center

Rte 172 at Wallace Dr/Leonard Park Entrance

Rte 172 west of Wallace Dr

Leonard Park near ball fields

Leonard Park near ball fields

Leonard Park near Tea House

Mount Kisco Chase - Brentwood Ct at cul-de-sac
Mount Kisco Chase - Rolling Ridge Ct at Austin Dr
Mount Kisco Chase - Rolling Ridge Ct at cul-de-sac
Mount Kisco Chase - Rolling Ridge Ct near #4
Mount Kisco Chase - Carlton Dr near #9

Mount Kisco Chase - Carlton Dr near #17

Mount Kisco Chase - Ascot Cir at cul-de-sac
Mount Kisco Chase - Cold Spring Rd near Carlton Ct
Mount Kisco Chase - Carlton Dr near # 30

St. Mark’s Cemetery Ntnl Register Site

Mount Kisco Municipal Complex Ntni Register Site
Oakwood Cemetery

Saw Mill Parkway (representative worst-case view
from location adjacent to parkway)

Mount Kisco Municipal Complex Ntnl Register Site
St. Mark’s Episcopal Church Ntnl Register Site

2 Sarles Street

2 Sarles Street
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Direction
to Tower

NNW

NNW
N
N
ESE
ESE
ESE
SW
Wsw
NwW
NNW
SW
SwW
wsw
E
ENE

ENE
NE
ENE
ENE
NE
NE
NE

2

NNE
NNE
NNE
NNE

ENE

ENE
swW

SSE
SSE

Distance
to Tower

{feet)

1,670

2,510
2,980
2,510
240
350
240
580
540
1,200
2,650
4,280
1,710
1,570
420
980

1,320
1,850
2,390
2,590
4,040
3,890
2,780
1,490
2,260
2,150
2,690
2,580
2,870
3,110
3,380
3,688
3,815
3,340
6,130
6,200

4,550
4,550
320
490

Theoretical View
Indicated by Land
Cover Viewshed -
(See Fig. A2 & Ad)

No

No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No

No
No
Yes
No
Yes
Yes
Yes
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No

No
No
No
No

Balloon
Visible*

No

No

No

No
Seasonal**
Seasonal**
Seasonal**
Seasonal**
Seasonal**

No

No

No
Seasonal**
Seasonal**
Seasonal**
Seasonal**

Seasonal**
No
Yes
No
No
Yes
Yes
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No

No

No

Yes
Seasonal**

Photo/
Simulation Provided
as:

Figure C-7(A- C)

Figure C-2(A- D)

Figure C-3 (A-B)

Figure C-4 (A-B)

Figure C-5 (A-D)
Figure C-6 (A-B)

Figure C-7 (A-C)

Figure C-8 (A-C)
Figure C-9 (A-E)

Figure C-10 (A-C)

Figure C-11 (A-D)
Figure C-12 (A-D)
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Map ID/ Location Description Direction | Distance Theoretical View Balloon Photo/
Picture # to Tower to Tower Indicated by Land Visible* Simulation Provided
(Appendix {feet) Cover Viewshed - as:

B) (See Fig. A2 & A3)

VP41 2 Sarles Street SW 320 Yes Seasonal**

VP42 2 Sarles Street Wsw 320 No Seasonal**

Terminology

* “Tower Likely Visible” is based on field observation conducted during the November 21, 2020 balloon test (refer to Photo Log in Appendix
B) and differs from “Theoretical View Indicated by Land Cover Viewshed” due to the use of a highly conservative estimate of tree height in
viewshed calculation (60 feet). In most cases mature woodland vegetation is significantly taller resulting in reduced project visibility.

** “Seasonal” visibility indicates photo locations where the Facility is likely to be visible through intervening deciduous vegetation during
winter leaf-off season. Such views will likely be fully screened during summer leaf-on season.

PHOTO SIMULATIONS

To illustrate how the Facility will appear photo simulations were prepared from 12 photo
locations. Simulated photo locations were selected in consultation with Planning Board and its
consultant HDR.

Photo simulations were developed by superimposing a rendering of a three-dimensional
computer model of the proposed Facility into the base photograph taken from each
corresponding visual receptor. The three-dimensional computer model was developed using 3D
Studio Max Design® software (3D Studio Max).

Simulated perspectives (camera views) were matched to the corresponding base photograph
for each simulated view by replicating the precise coordinates of the field camera position (as
recorded by handheld GPS) and the focal length of the camera lens used (e.g., 50mm).
Precisely matching these parameters assures scale accuracy between the base photograph and
the subsequent simulated view. The camera’s elevation (Z) value is derived from digital
elevation model (DEM) data plus the camera’s height above ground level. The camera’s target
position was set to match the bearing of the corresponding existing condition photograph as
recorded in the field. With the existing conditions photograph displayed as a “viewport
background,” and the viewport properties set to match the photograph’s pixel dimensions,
minor camera adjustments were made (horizontal and vertical positioning, and camera roll) to
align the horizon in the background photograph with the corresponding features of the 3D
model.

To verify the camera alignment, elements visible within the photograph (e.g., balloon, existing
buildings, utility poles, topography, etc.) were identified and digitized from digital orthophotos
as needed. Each element was assigned a Z value based on DEM data and then imported to 3D
Studio Max. A 3D terrain model was also created (using DEM data) to replicate the existing local
topography. The digitized elements were then alighed with corresponding elements in the
photograph by adjusting the camera target. If necessary, slight camera adjustments were made
for accurate alignment.
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A daylight system was created matching the exact date and time of each baseline photograph
to assure proper shading and shadowing of modeled elements.

Once the camera alignment was verified, a to-scale 3D model of the proposed 145-foot-tall (top
of branches) stealth monopine style telecommunications tower was merged into the model
space. The 3D model of Facility was constructed in sufficient detail to accurately convey visual
character and reveal impacts. The scale, alignment, elevations and location of the visible
elements of the proposed tower are true to the conceptual design. Post production editing (i.e.,
airbrush out portion of tower that falls below or behind foreground topography and vegetation)
was completed using Adobe Photoshop software. The methodology accurately represents the
location, height and visual character of the proposed tower.

The project includes removal of approximately 50 trees. To account for tree removal in the
photo simulations three-dimensional elements representing individual trees within and
adjacent to the limit of disturbance were included in the 3D model based on tree locations
shown on Figure SP-3 “Partial Site Plan” dated August 13, 2020. Using these modeled elements
as a visual guide, tree to be removed were airbrushed out existing photographs using Adobe
Photoshop software. In cases where individual trees visible in the photograph could not be
definitively identified as a tree to remain they were digitally removed from the photograph so
as to conservatively err on the side of overexposing project visibility.

Photo simulations are provided in Appendix C.

ALTERNATIVE ANALYSIS

Village of Mount Kisco Planning Board consultant HDR requested the applicant provide photo
simulations illustrating the visual character of the following alternatives:

e Alternate Height - 135-foot-tall (top of branching) stealth monopine style tower.
Photo simulations of this alternative are provided in Figures C-5C, C-6C, C-7C, C-8C,
C-9C, C-11C and C-12Cin Appendix C.

e Alternate Tower Type (Brown Color) - 140-foot-tall steel monopole style structure

painted brown to minimize visual contrast. Photo simulations of this alternative
are provided in Figures C-5D, C-6D, C-7D, C-8D, C-9D, C-11D and C-12D in Appendix
C.

Photo simulations demonstrate that there is little visual difference between the proposed 145
ft (top of branching) stealth monopine and the alternative 135 ft (top of branching) stealth
monopine alternative.
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Photo simulations demonstrate that the alternative 140ft brown color steel monopole appears
marginally shorter and presents a narrower visual profile as compared to the proposed 145ft
(top of branching) stealth monopine tower. Although camouflaged with a color which helps to
blend the steel monopole tower into the woodland setting, when visible, the proposed stealth
monopole may be less easily recognized as a wireless telecommunications tower.

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION

The Facility involves the construction of a wireless telecommunications tower consisting of a
145-foot-tall (top of branching) monopine designed to support up to four antenna levels. The
Facility is located within a densely wooded area off of NY Rte. 172 the Village of Mount Kisco,
NY. Surrounding woodland vegetation provides a substantial visual screening from most off-site
vantage points. The stealth monopine tower design will include a dense non-uniform branching
pattern that will help to blend the structure with the visual characteristics of the surrounding
landscape reducing visual impact.

An application by Sunrise Community Solar, LLC for construction of a 3.6+ acre ground mounted
solar energy project on the host property is currently under review by the Village of Mount
Kisco Planning Board. Although unrelated to the Homeland Towers wireless communications
Facility, this VRA takes into account the potential cumulative visual impact of both projects.

Viewshed Analysis Summary - Of the 2,010 acres within the 1-mile study area, a view of the

proposed wireless telecommunications tower is theoretically possible from approximately 18
acres (<1%). Of the 502 acres within %-mile of the Facility, a view of the proposed tower is
possible from approximately 2 acres (<0.5%).

Visibility from Residential Areas - Within % mile of the Facility residential development is largely
clustered in planned single-family residential neighborhoods. Residential properties are often

well landscaped with mature deciduous and evergreen trees and understory vegetation which
limit views to the immediate foreground. From most residential properties, views of the Facility
will be substantially or fully screened by intervening dense mature vegetation — even during
winter leaf-off-season.

The Mount Kisco Chase residential neighborhood borders the host property to the south.
Facility will be fully screened from this neighborhood by intervening landform and vegetation.
Similarly, potential Facility views from residences along Sarles Street, Linden Lane and Deer
Knoll will be substantially or completely screened by dense existing vegetation.

The residential property at 2 Sarles Street is directly adjacent to the host property. The parcel
boundary is approximately 109 feet east of the proposed tower center and the primary
residential structure is approximately 388 feet east of the Facility. Facility views will occur from
this residential property. Views will be filtered through existing tree stems and branches, or
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though small gaps between existing trees. Such views will be substantially reduced during
summer leaf-on season.

22 Sarles Street is on the east side of Sarles Street directly opposite the host property. The
primary residential structure is approximately 900 feet east of the tower center. The Facility will
be substantially screened by dense woodland vegetation from the portion of the property in
the immediate vicinity of the residential structure. A filtered view of the facility through
existing deciduous tree stems and branches will occur in the vicinity of a tennis court at the
north end of the property. This view will be substantially or completely screened during
summer leaf-on season.

The Penwood Road residential neighborhood is on the north side of NY Rte. 172. The nearest
residential structure is approximately 850 feet northwest of the tower center. Filtered views
through existing deciduous stems and branches are possible from properties nearest the
Facility during winter leaf-off season. Such visibility will be substantially or completely screened
during summer leaf-on season.

The nearest residential structure to the Facility is the Marsh Sanctuary caretaker’s cottage
approximately 288 feet west of the Facility. The Marsh Sanctuary property line in this area is
approximately 143 feet west of the proposed tower center. Facility views will occur from this
location. Views will be filtered through existing tree stems and branches, or though small gaps
between existing trees. Such views will be substantially reduced during summer leaf-on season.

Visibility from Public Roads - Of the 6.3 miles of public roads within ¥ mile of the Facility, direct

project views above intervening vegetation were found only along an approximately 650-foot-
long segment of NY Rte. 172 between Wallace Road and Woodcrest Lane. This view would
affect eastbound motorists travelling at the posted 30 mph speed limit for approximately 15
seconds. The Facility will be similarly visible to pedestrians on the public sidewalk in this area.
Intermittent filtered views of the Facility through existing deciduous trees will occur along an
approximately 2,500-foot-long segment of NY Rte. 172 between Woodcrest Lane and Sarles
Street. These views will be substantially or completely screened during summer leaf-on season.

Visibility from Aesthetic Resources of Local Importance — The Facility will be visible fow on the

horizon above the intervening tree line from portions of Leonard Park in the vicinity of the ball
fields and the pond adjacent to the Japanese tea house at a distance of more than % mile. The
Facility will be substantially or fully screened from undeveloped areas of the park by existing
mature woodland vegetation.

The Facility will be fully screened by existing topography and intervening woodland vegetation
from the southern portion of the Marsh Sanctuary. The Facility is within 300 feet of the Marsh
Sanctuary Brookside parking area, amphitheater and caretakers’ home. The Facility will be
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seasonally visible through intervening mature deciduous and evergreen woodland from this
area.

Visibility from Scenic Resources of Statewide Significance — The facility will not be visible from

any scenic resource of statewide significance.

Visual Impact Conclusion - Visual impact is defined by the NYS Department of Environmental

Conservation as follows:

“Aesthetic impact occurs when there is a detrimental effect on the perceived
beauty of a place or structure. Mere visibility a project should not be a threshold
for decision making Instead a project, by vi