
REGULAR MEETING OF THE BOARD OF TRUSTEES February 22, 1999

Minutes of the Regular Meeting of the Board of Trustees of the Village of Pleasantville held on 
Monday, February 22, 1999 at 8:30 p.m. at the Recreation Center, 359 Bedford Road, 
Pleasantville, New York 10570.

Present                Absent  
John M. Nonna, Mayor    X
Bernard S. Gordon, Trustee    X
Stephen W. Harrigan, Trustee    X
Jeremiah T. Lynch, Trustee    X
Brian J. Skarstad, Trustee    X
Linda E. David,  Administrator    X

Announcements:
Scheduled Meetings:
Work Session - Monday, March 1, 1999
Regular Meeting - Monday, March 8, 1999 at 8:30pm, with a work session preceding at 
6:30pm, Recreation Center.

Motion to open the following Public Hearings made by Trustee Gordon, seconded by Trustee 
Harrigan, all in favor.

Public Hearings:
Local Law Amending the Zoning District and Zoning Map Designation of Selected Properties 
from Medium Density Residence/Office “RO2” District to the  Central Business “A-1” District; 
from the Peripheral Business : “B” District to the Marble Avenue “MAD” District; from the 
Planned Light Manufacturing “M-1” District to the Marble Avenue “MAD” District; from the 
Planned Light Manufacturing “M-1” District to the Multiple Residence : “R-3” District; adding 
the Central Business Parking Overlay “CBP” District to selected properties located in the Central 
Business “A-1” District; from the Peripheral Business “B” District to the Multiple Residence “R-
3” District in the Village of Pleasantville.

Local Law amending Chapter 155, Streets and Sidewalks of the Code of the Village of 
Pleasantville so as to set forth requirements concerning the establishment of parking areas for 
residential uses within the unimproved portion of public street rights-of-way on selected streets 
in the Village of Pleasantville.

Local Law repealing existing Chapter 185, Zoning Code of the Village of Pleasantville and 
enacting a new Chapter 185, Zoning Code of the Village of Pleasantville.

Mr. Nonna stated that a vote would not be taken at this meeting.  The hearing would give the 
Board an opportunity to listen to the community and then make appropriate modifications to the 
proposed amendments.  

Mr. Nonna gave a brief history:  In February 1996, the Village adopted an update of the Master 



Plan that dealt to a large extent with problems in the business district.  The Master plan 
recommended that an attempt be made to make the zoning code more “friendly” to businesses 
and also that the residential character of the Old Village and along Marble Avenue be preserved. 
Under the law, the zoning code must be based on the Master Plan.  

Pleasantville has had a zoning code since 1927, which has been updated several times over the 
years--most recently in 1996.  A Zoning Code Task Force was appointed to make the zoning 
code conform to the new Master Plan and also to clean up the existing code, eliminating 
ambiguities and areas that had been problems for the Zoning Board and Planning Commission in 
the past.  The Task Force consisted of two members of the Planning Commission, the Zoning 
Board of Appeals Chairperson, a former Zoning Board of Appeals Chairperson, and a member of 
the business community.  These individuals worked on the zoning code for approximately 9-10 
months. 

After that, the Board of Trustees met with the Task Force to discuss its recommendations.  They 
Board of Trustees had two meetings on this subject in 1996 and 13 meetings on the subject in 
1997.  At that point, the Board referred the amendments to the Planning Commission for its 
comments, as required by Village Law of the State of New York.  The Planning Commission had 
a number of meetings on the subject in 1998 and then came back to the Board of Trustees with 
recommendations for changes to the amendments.  The Board of Trustees then met 10 more 
times on the subject with the Business Revitalization Task Force, the Housing Committee and 
the Planning Commission.  The Board of Trustees met a grand total of 25 times on the zoning 
amendment matter.

Mr. Nonna invited members of the community to come into the Village office if they were 
interested in reading minutes of any or all of those 25  meetings.

At this time, the amendments are being presented to the public for comments.  There are a few 
items that might be considered controversial.  Depending on public comments, there may be 
further changes to the draft code.

The Village has had assistance in the amendment process from the following individuals: 
Zoning attorneys Lawrence Dittelman, Esq. and Lynn Weinig, Esq., Planning Consultant Joanne 
Meder; and Building Inspector Michael Testa.
The overall goals of the amendments have been:  

? To try to improve zoning as it relates to the business district.
? To preserve the residential character of the our neighborhoods.

Joanne Meder gave a summary of the proposed amendments:

Proposed Zoning Map Amendments
It is recommended that three areas of the Village that are presently zoned non-residential be 
changed to residential:  

? Lincoln and Elm Streets would be changed from planned light manufacturing (M-1) to 



residential.  This would involve 40 tax lots equaling approximately 3 acres.  Three existing non-
residential uses would become “pre-existing non-conforming.”  The remainder of the area is 
already residential.

? Several lots on Cooley, Thomas, Hobby and Hopper Streets would be changed from 
business (B) to multiple-family residence (R-3).  There are no non-residential uses among these 
lots in existence at this time.  This would involve 33 tax lots covering approximately 3 acres.  It 
is a solid residential neighborhood now, and it the zoning change would protect that residential 
character.

? A few lots on the north side of Manville Road between Grant Street and Vanderbilt would 
be changed from mixed office/residence (RO-2) to central business (A-1), because that land is 
already developed to uses that are consistent with A-1.  Technically, this change would increase 
the development potential of that area, but it is not expected that any major development would 
take place.

? Several lots on the Marble Avenue corridor, currently zoned business (B) would be 
reclassified as “Marble Avenue District” (“MAD” is a new zoning classification in the Village). 
This new district is a result of the determination that the existing zoning along that corridor is not 
appropriate.   MAD zoning would eliminate inappropriate uses and require screening for parking 
lots, for example.  Most of the properties on both sides of Marble Avenue would be in the MAD 
district.  Two areas are proposed for rezoning:  part of Hopper and Hobby Streets and the 
southerly section from Castleton Street down to the town line includes 53 lots.  In that area, the 
minimum side yard and rear yard requirements would be increased, but only for lots adjacent to 
residential properties.  On the other side of the street, 61 lots would be put into the MAD district. 
Unlimited retail sales uses would be permitted. Minimum front yard setback would be reduced. 
Building coverage would also be reduced, but development potential would be increased.

? Several lots located in the A-1 District would become part of a new Central Business 
Parking Overlay District (CBP).  These lots would not be required to provide off-street parking. 
Basically, this district includes lots that are built from one lot line to the other and have no place 
for parking.  It would involve 62 lots covering approximately 5 acres.

Zoning Text Amendments

RESIDENTIAL DISTRICTS

? Reevaluation of “customary home occupation” and “professional office” regulations. The 
proposed amendments would consolidate these two categories to one category:  “home 
occupations.” The new category would be more broadly defined but would in some cases 
become more restrictive.  For example, it would not permit any non-resident employees.  Also, 
there would be a maximum of 500 square feet that would be devoted to a home occupation. 
There would be a requirement for screening and off-street parking.  The reason for the changes is 
in response to the current trend for more people to work at home.  The new definition is an effort 
to protect the character of our residential neighborhoods.



? Front-yard parking would be permitted in certain situations.  This is a result of the fact that 
the Planning Commission frequently receives applications for front yard parking but rarely 
approves it.  There is a great shortage of parking in residential neighborhoods, and it was decided 
that it would be appropriate to allow a certain amount of front-yard parking.  Designated pull-off 
areas would be paved to a maximum of 200 square feet for the purpose of parking no more than 
one car.  The parking would have to be screened and would need approval from the Building 
Inspector.

? Parking in the unimproved portion of public street rights-of-way would be allowed on ten 
specified streets, including Washington Avenue, Marble Avenue, Hobby Street and Meadow 
Lane and six others.  The Planning Commission would have the authority to determine if the 
need for this type of parking was demonstrated.  A grace period would be offered for people who 
currently have illegal parking in rights-of-way during which time they could apply for approval 
and, have an opportunity to bring those spaces into legal conformance.

? The parking of commercial and recreational vehicles on the properties of 1- and 2-family 
residences would be restricted to one such vehicle.  On multi-family properties, there could be 
more than one such vehicle; however, only one could be parked outside.  Any additional 
vehicles would have to be parked in a garage or similar structure.  Screening of commercial/ 
recreational vehicles would be required.  Any vehicle weighing more than 6,000 pounds or 
having more than 4 wheels would be prohibited.

? The bulk requirements concerning side- and rear-yard setbacks for accessory uses such as 
garages or tool sheds would be changed from 10 feet to 3 feet.  This would bring a large number 
of existing accessory buildings into conformity. Property line setbacks for swimming pools 
would also be reduced, from 50 to 20 feet.  There would also be setbacks defined for sport 
courts, etc.

NON-RESIDENTIAL DISTRICTS

? The types of uses permitted in the Old Village area would be revised according to a 
specific recommendation of the Master Plan update.  The new zoning would not permit gas 
stations, fast food restaurants, schools, or a number of other specified uses.

? Residential uses would be allowed with special permit approval in the A-1, A-2, and B-1 
Districts, subject to compliance with supplementary requirements.  This modification is designed 
to accommodate a number of residential projects that are proposed in these districts. Also, it is 
thought that these types of uses would bring vitality to the areas.  Residential uses in the Central 
Business District would have to be above the first floor.  Following are some of the requirements 
for residential uses in these districts:  no more than 2 bedrooms would be permitted, minimum 
floor areas would be defined, a separate entrance would be required, and off-street parking 
requirements would have to be complied with, except in the Central Business District.

? Regulations concerning retail stores selling food would be revised to permit the installation 
of 8 seats without classifying the use as a restaurant (except in MAD).  Currently, if a 
delicatessen installs even one seat, it becomes a “restaurant.”



? A limited number of retail uses would be permitted in the M-1 District.

? Parking in non-residential districts:  (a) allow right-of-way parking, (b) expand 
applicability of parking waiverability in A-1 District to include medical/dental office, other 
offices, research facilities, restaurants and fast-food restaurants.

? Parking lots that are accessory to a principal use may be used to park commercial vehicles 
only if the parking lot is located on the same lot as the principal use to which it is accessory.

? In a commercial off-street parking lot, the parking of commercial vehicles will be permitted 
only if they have no more than 4 wheels.

? Building height in the B and B-1 Districts is proposed to be decreased from 4 stories/48 
feet to 3 stories/36 feet.

? Minimum lot area requirements would be established it non-residential districts.

? Antennae (satellite, amateur radio, television and wireless cable) regulations would be 
expanded/revised, pursuant to requirements of FCC. There will be no more than two antennae 
permitted per lot, and screening will be required.

? Required sight triangles at intersections will be reduced in size but will still provide 
adequate visibility/safety.

? Parkland reservations, previously only required in connection with subdivisions, will now 
be required with multi-family projects.

Mr. Nonna summarized the four areas of amendments:  zoning map, residential properties, 
business properties, and residential & business properties.

He explained that there will still be the concept of non-conforming use and variances.  Therefore, 
in a situation where a use that was legal is made non-legal under the new zoning, that use would 
still be permitted.  Also, this would not affect the ability to get variances to do something that is 
not permitted, provided that certain standards are met.

The public was invited to comment on the proposed zoning amendments.

Sal Rubino, Bear Ridge Road was representing his mother who owns commercial property in 
Pleasantville.  Mr. Rubino felt it was discriminatory to eliminate the requirement for off-street 
parking in certain areas.  He thought the elimination of this requirement should be Village-wide. 
Regarding the parking of commercial vehicles, if an owner doesn”t have an appropriate place to 
park his vehicle, he should leave it at his place of business.  Regarding allowing front-yard or 
right-of-way parking, Mr. Rubino was not in favor of creating this type of “eye sore” throughout 
the Village.  He noted that the prohibition of parking on the street was in preparation for snow 
storms, which in recent years have occurred only 4 or 5 times each year.  In his opinion, it would 



be preferable to allow people to park on the street than to create a lot of paved parking spaces in 
front of houses.  If a car is on the street when it snows, plows can go around it; if it gets snowed 
in, people can dig themselves out.

John Guion, currently residing in Somers, was representing his wife, the owner of a building on 
Tompkins Avenue.  He read a statement, noting that the zoning code is basically an economic 
document.  It tells you to what use a property owner may put his property and to what extent an 
owner may building and how much of the tax burden shall be born by residential versus non-
residential tax payers.  He believes that from the zoning code flows the economic stability of the 
community.  Mr. Guion thinks the Board of Trustees should adopt a code that will have a 
positive effect on the business district and decrease the burden on residential tax payers.   In his 
opinion, the proposed zoning will increase non-conformity in the business district and thereby 
increase the burden on the residential tax payer.  He believes that the requirement for on-site 
parking should be totally eliminated in the business district.  He pointed out that there have been 
on-site parking requirements on and off since 1974, but only three buildings have been built 
since 1974 that conformed to the on-site parking requirement:  the EPN building, the 
Washington Avenue retail building, and the Cousins building.  The EPN building conforms to 
present zoning, but it would be non-conforming under the proposed zoning.  It is of a scale that 
some people believe is too big for Pleasantville.  The other buildings are smaller and have 
parking on site, but they are very expensive to lease, because they don’t utilize the land well. 
Prior to 1974, the Camilli building used 100% of the property and was two stories high; the Plaza 
building used 100% of the property; the building at the southeast corner of Wheeler (Clarks 
Corners), the Cadman’s building, the Nielsen’s building, Arcidiacono’s building (across from the 
railroad station), and the current Try & Buy/Bookstore building all cover 100% of their 
properties and do not provide parking on site.  If the requirement for on-site parking is 
eliminated, the parking needs and limitations would be the same.  Mr. Guion recommends 
removal of the 80% building coverage limitation.  He believes it should be permissible to build 
on 100% of the land.  If on-site parking is required, then Mr. Guion recommended that the height 
limitations be restored to 4 stores/46 feet.  Otherwise all property in the Central Business District 
will have been devalued. Pleasantville has changed over the years and will continue to do so. 
We need to progress.  In summary:  Mr. Guion recommended that the parking overlay be 
extended to the entire business district and the 80% coverage be increased to 100% coverage or 
4-story/46 feet height.

Louis DeFrancesco, with regard to parking in the Village rights-of-way, acknowledged that 
many families have 4 or 5 cars and have a need for additional parking.  In his opinion, it would 
be preferable to allow residents to use more of their own property and create parking on site by 
widening driveway aprons or creating parking in the rear of their property. He believes allowing 
parking in the rights-of-way will create eye sores.

Joe Cazzubbo, 45 Hobby Street said that Hobby Street has four houses with no driveways.  If it 
is illegal for them to park in the Village right-of-way, how did those houses get there?  There is 
no way for these people to parallel park.  Mr. Cazubbo would be in favor of allowing parking in 
the right-of-way on Hobby Street.  Also, if the area is re-zoned R-3, their will be an even greater 
parking problem.  He urged the Board to address the parking problems there.



Mr. Patane said there had been too little time since he received the zoning amendment notice for 
him to read the entire proposed ordinance.  He encourage the Board to have more than one more 
meeting before a vote is taken.  Mr. Patane lived in the Marble Avenue corridor from 1930 until 
1965 and had a business there for 53 years.  He attended many meetings about zoning over the 
years.  In 1972, he was opposed to the change made on Marble Avenue at that time.  He had a 
parcel that was split (M-1 and Business).  He thinks the area where his property is located should 
stay M-1’not MAD.  There are 61 parcels affected.  Mr. Patane believes that only 12 are 
residential at this time, including only 2 from the cemetery to the Mt. Pleasant line.  If the parcels 
stay small, the area will never be cleaned up.  It will be too expensive for people to buy four 
parcels, for example, clean them up and then build.  Regarding changing some of the M-1 district 
back to R-3, Mr. Patane does not think the area can support R-3.  He also believes it would be a 
mistake to change the parcels along Marble Avenue from M-1 to MAD.  If a non-conforming use 
is discontinued for more than one year, that use cannot be reinstated, so he has no incentive to 
clean up his property . . . if he takes cars away and makes an attractive grassy area, for example, 
he couldn’t go back to the original use. If property owners are required to plant shrubs and to 
have 5-foot setbacks, there will be no room left for parking.  Mr. Patane asked the Board of 
Trustees to consider carefully what they do to the Marble Avenue corridor.  He said that if the 
Village wants Marble Avenue to look nice, it has to help make it possible.  Don’t be too 
restrictive.  

Gus DeLaive, 41 Ashland Avenue, recalled when the setbacks for swimming pools were 
increased years ago based on the philosophy that otherwise Pleasantville might become a series 
of backyards with pools.  He wondered why the restrictions are being reduced.  Mr. Nonna said 
the Task Force felt the restrictions were too strict.  Even with the 20-foot setback, it will be 
pretty difficult to comply.

Toni Emerson, 25 Country Club Lane said she is sensitive to the Hobby Street parking situation. 
With regard to allowing parking in the Village rights-of-way, she pointed out that there are many 
safety issues to consider. This is a walking village, and many areas don’t have sidewalks.  If 
parking is allowed in rights-of-way, it will require people to walk around cars and into the street. 
She also thinks parking in rights-of-way would create an eye sore.

Joe Gullotta said he is not in favor of front-yard parking.  However, he would be in favor of 
relaxation of front, side and rear yard setbacks so that homeowners could provide adequate 
parking on their property. He agreed with Ms. Emerson:  the right of way is a pedestrian right-
of-way, and to allow parallel parking there would negate the ability of pedestrians to walk in that 
area.  They would have to walk in the street, which would not be safe.  Also, he thought that 
targeting certain areas for parking was discriminatory.  Over the years, the Village has allowed 
one-family lots to have multi-family homes; by allowing these conditions, the Village has crated 
the parking problems.  So, the Village should help find a solution.  The parking problem is 
Village-wide, not just in certain areas.  One area may be worse than another, but there are 
problems throughout the Village.

Dan Sweeney, 127 Pleasant Avenue wanted to make it clear that if someone goes to the trouble 
to create a parking space in the right-of-way, there is no guarantee that that person will be able to 
park there; whoever gets there first can park there.  He agreed with Mr. Gullotta that in many 



areas the right-of-way is the only place to walk.  If too many parking spaces were created in 
rights-of-way, we would not be able to continue calling ourselves a “walking” village. 
Regarding home businesses, Mr. Sweeney said he recently opened a small business in town and 
had considered doing it out of his home.  Technology today enables people to have businesses in 
their homes.  In his case, he realized that he would at least need a secretary or a paralegal, and 
the proposed zoning change would not have allowed him to do so. It would not be desirable to 
have ten people coming into a neighborhood and parking their cars to go to work, but today 
many people work out of their home.  Mr. Sweeney thought that perhaps one non-resident 
employee should be allowed.
Gay Carnes, 30 Onderdonk Road was concerned about home occupations.  One of her neighbors 
run a husband and wife business out of their home.  It creates considerable traffic, and she 
believes this type of situation devalues the values of neighboring properties.  Also, one of the gas 
stations in the Old Village is going out of business, and Mrs. Carnes wondered if it might be 
possible for the Village to acquire the property to create a parking lot.

Mr. Nonna stated that the home occupation issue had been very thoroughly studied.  Regulations 
used by other towns were investigated.  This matter is still under discussion.

Harry Borg, 96 Tompkins Avenue, said he owns property at the corner of the A District next to 
the B-1 District, where a project for affordable senior housing is under way.  His driveway 
services 426 and 430 Bedford Road.  He thought perhaps the A District should be squared off so 
that his small section of the B-1 district isn’t surrounded by A.  Mr. Nonna said the Board of 
Trustees will consider this.

Cathy Andreycak, 34 Sunnyside Avenue encouraged the Board to meet the needs of people with 
home occupations.  More and more people have home occupations, and she thought the existing 
list was arbitrary.  For example, she did not believe there was any difference between a social 
worker and a psychiatrist.  Mr. Nonna explained that the proposed amendments treats home 
occupations differently.

Don Tripp, 44 Orchard Street, noted that the development of the amendments was according to 
the recommendations of the Master Plan and the Zoning Task Force and was a product of years 
of hearings. He was not clear what the genesis was of the “designated pull-off” that essentially 
allows front-yard parking.  Mr. Tripp doesn’t recall people craving for front-yard parking. 
Aesthetically it is not pleasing.  He wondered where that came from.  In his opinion, allowing 
front-yard parking anywhere in the Village is not in the best long-term interest of Pleasantville. 
Mr. Nonna responded that several residents brought a request for front-yard parking to the 
Board, because they didn’t have adequate parking.  Mr. Tripp said according to current zoning, if 
someone wants front-yard parking, they have to come before the Planning Commission to 
request it.  The Planning Commission does not normally grant front-yard parking, because of 
aesthetics and because comments from neighbors are usually in opposition.  When such parking 
has been essential, the Planning Commission has approved it but has gone to great lengths to be 
sure that it is screened and located in such a manner that it would be least obtrusive.  The new 
law would allow parking adjacent to driveways.  Mr. Tripp thinks this regulation should stay the 
way it is, requiring Planning Commission approval.



Ed Elliot, 207 Edgewood Avenue, said he runs his architectural business out of his house.  The 
proposed home office ruling would make it difficult for him to expand his business at home, but 
the business is not large enough for him to rent space in the Village.  He would like to be able to 
have a part-time person to assist him when necessary, which would allow him to maintain a 
small business in his house.

Sal Rubino asked, “What is wrong with parking cars on the street?  That is where cars belong.” 
The “no parking” ordinance was about snow, and there are only a few snow days.  Cars belong 
on the street, not in the right-of-way and not in a widened driveway.  Mr. Rubino asked that the 
Board remove the ban on parking on the street”a “cheap” solution.

Mr. Nonna said the Public Hearing will be adjourned for two weeks, until March 8.  The Public 
Hearing will re-open on March 8 at 8:30 p.m.  At 7:30 p.m. on March 8, there will be a work 
session for the Board of Trustees to discuss some of the issues that were raised tonight.  Anyone 
interested in those issues should feel free to come at 7:30 to listen to the Board’s discussion. 
Topics covered will be:

? Right-of-way law (Chapter 155) and front-yard parking proposed change.
? Some of the issues regarding the Marble Avenue District (MAD)
? Central Business District parking overlay and 80% bulk requirements
? Home occupation changes
? 96 Tompkins Avenue
? February 21, 1999 letter from Pleasantville Housing Development Fund Corporation 
regarding side-yard setbacks in the B-1 District.

Motion to adjourn Public Hearings to Monday, March 8, 1999 at 8:30pm made by Trustee 
Harrigan and seconded by Trustee Lynch, all in favor.

Res. No. 99-35 - Pre-Check Register

Motion made by Trustee Skarstad and duly seconded by Trustee Lynch that the following 
resolution is put forth for adoption:

      RESOLVED: that Pre-Check Register dated February 22, 1999 covering check 
numbers 24366-24369, 24371-24457 have been reviewed and are hereby approved as listed 
below:

General Fund $ 62,674.39
Water $ 41,662.58
Pool $      643.82
Refuse $      486.50
$105,467.29

and further
      RESOLVED: that Capital Check numbers 2146-2153 totaling



$86,550.10 has been reviewed and are hereby
approved.

ADOPTED:
Bernard S. Gordon   Aye  
Stephen W. Harrigan   Aye  
Jeremiah T. Lynch   Aye  
Brian J. Skarstad   Aye  
John M. Nonna   Aye  

void ck #24370

Res. No. 99-36   - Approval of Minutes - February 8, 1999

Motion made by Trustee Lynch and duly seconded by Trustee Skarstad that the following 
resolution is put forth for adoption:

      RESOLVED: that the Board of Trustees have reviewed the minutes of the meeting 
held on Monday, February 8, 1999 and they are hereby approved.

ADOPTED:
Bernard S. Gordon   Aye  
Stephen W. Harrigan   Aye  
Jeremiah T. Lynch   Aye  
Brian J. Skarstad   Aye  
John M. Nonna   Aye  

Res. No. 99-37 - Designating the Central Business District and Adjacent Commercial Areas 
as Areas with Deteriorated Infrastructure

Motion made by Trustee Lynch and duly seconded by Trustee Skarstad that the following 
resolution is put forth for adoption:

Whereas, the Central Business District of the Village of Pleasantville is in need of infrastructure 
improvements to address deteriorating sidewalk and curb conditions, the lack of pedestrian 
amenities and the need to improve the street scape to provide an enhanced pedestrian orientation 
in the area, and
Whereas, the Central Business District of the Village of Pleasantville has experienced problems 
over the years which include a lack of adequate parking, a loss of pedestrian orientation, the 
absence of landscaping, an overabundance of telephone and electrical poles, the absence of an 
appropriate gateway as our main thoroughfare all of which have contributed to a “tired” and 
vacant look borne out by a relatively high vacancy rate and a lack of variety of stores and 
services, and

Whereas, the Village of Pleasantville is aware that housing and commercial establishments in the 
Central Business District of the Village requires vigilant code enforcement to ensure that decent 



housing stock is maintained in the following districts; M-1 (Planned Light Manufacturing), A-1 
(Central business ), A-2 (Central Business), B (Peripheral Business), B-1(Peripheral Business), 
MAD (Marble Avenue District) and

Whereas, the Pleasantville Housing Development Fund has acquired property in the Central 
Business District to convert it to Senior Citizen Housing and Nutrition Center and is also in the 
planning stages of acquiring and renovating the former Village Hall in the heart of downtown 
Pleasantville for additional Senior/Affordable Housing, and

Whereas, these locations will provide housing for our senior population (who for the most part 
rely on pedestrian travel) that will benefit from sidewalk and street scape improvements, and

Whereas, the Business Revitalization Task Force and the Village’s Beautification Committee has 
regularly reported on the need to improve the street scape in the downtown areas and the need to 
attract more of a variety of commercial establishments to increase and attract pedestrian traffic in 
the downtown area, in addition to the need to increase code enforcement activities to continue to 
improve the quality of life for the residents in the Central Business District and to continue to 
improve the viability of the downtown commercial district, and

Whereas, the Business Revitalization Task Force has regularly reported on the need to improve 
parking, signage, traffic patterns, street furniture and the overall appearance of the entire Central 
Business District, in addition to the need to increase code enforcement, to improve the quality of 
life throughout the commercial districts of the Village, and

Whereas, the Village is actively working with a non-profit organization to renovate and re-open 
the Rome Theater as a Cultural Arts Center enhancing the re-development of Pleasantville’s 
Commercial area, and

Whereas, the Village has recently experienced the opening of two new exciting restaurants that 
we know will enhance the attractiveness of the downtown area and encourage visitors to the 
Village of Pleasantville, and

Whereas, the Village has adopted a comprehensive update to the Village’s Master Plan and has 
thoroughly reviewed, revised and updated the Village’s Zoning Code and Map thereby 
strengthening the Village of Pleasantville’s commitment to its’ Central Business District as a 
resource for both residents and visitors,

Now therefore be it resolved that the Central Business District and adjacent commercial areas as 
delineated in the attached map, are hereby designated as substandard areas and in need of 
infrastructure improvements pursuant to Article 15, Section 502 (4) of the General Municipal 
Law and it is further

Resolved that the Village of Pleasantville believes that these areas are of vital importance to the 
Village and that the Village must maintain the economic viability of the commercial district to 
improve and enhance the livability and appeal of the entire area by undertaking infrastructure 
improvements, by increasing code enforcement activities and studying the area to determine 



what infrastructure improvements should be instituted in future years.

ADOPTED:
Bernard S. Gordon   Aye  
Stephen W. Harrigan   Aye  
Jeremiah T. Lynch   Aye  
Brian J. Skarstad   Aye  
John M. Nonna   Aye  

Res.  No. 99-38 - Legal Notice - March 16, 1999 Election

Motion made by Trustee Gordon and duly seconded by Trustee Harrigan that the following 
resolution is put forth for adoption:

      RESOLVED: that the Board of Trustees of the Village of Pleasantville hereby 
authorizes the Village Clerk to public the following
legal notice:

LEGAL NOTICE

BE IT RESOLVED that the Board of Trustees of the Village of Pleasantville hereby authorizes 
the Village Clerk to publish in the official newspaper of the Village of Pleasantville, at least ten 
days prior to March 16, 1999, the date and information of the Village Election as follows:

RESOLVED: that the annual Village Election will be held on Tuesday, March 16, 1999 for the 
purpose of electing two Trustees (each for a three year term) and one Justice (for a term of four 
years) and further

RESOLVED: that the names and addresses of the nominees for Trustees and Justice are as 
follows:

Village Party:
Jerry T. Lynch, 51 Great Oak Lane, Pleasantville, N.Y.

Independent Party for Kathy Gale
Kathryn Gale, 188 Edgewood Avenue, Pleasantville, N.Y.

New Pleasantville Party:
Michael Gilfeather, 1 Virginia Place, Pleasantville, N.Y.

Friends of John Curley
John J. Curley, 50 Clark Street, Pleasantville, N.Y.

and further



RESOLVED: that the boundaries of the Village Election Districts shall be set forth on the map 
entitled “Village of Pleasantville Election Districts” as revised by the Town of Mount Pleasant 
dated October 1, 1982 and on file in the Office of the Village Clerk.  The place and time of 
holding the elections shall be as follows:  the polling place of the Village Election Districts 
(Town Districts 13, 14, 15, 20, 31, and 43) shall be at the Pleasantville High School, Romer 
Avenue in said Village and the polls shall be open from 7:00am and shall close at 9:00am.

Judith Weintraub
Village Clerk
Village of Pleasantville
March 1, 1999

ADOPTED:
Bernard S. Gordon   Aye  
Stephen W. Harrigan   Aye  
Jeremiah T. Lynch   Aye  
Brian J. Skarstad   Aye  
John M. Nonna   Aye  

Res. No. 99-39  - Bond Resolution authorizing the issuance of $21,994 Serial Bond to pay 
the cost of the purchase of playground equipment for parks
Res. No. 99-40 - Bond Resolution authorizing the issuance of $25,000 Serial Bond to pay the 
cost of Planning and Testing Water Tank
Res. No. 99-41 - Bond Resolution authorizing the issuance of $75,000 Serial Bond to pay the 
cost of Construction of various sidewalks
Res. No. 99-42 - Bond Resolution authorizing the issuance of $100,000 Serial Bond to pay 
the cost of Reconstruction & Resurfacing of various roads
Res. No. 99-43 - Bond Resolution authorizing the issuance of $160,000 Serial Bond to pay 
the cost of Replacement of Underground Liquid Fuel Tanks
Res. No. 99-44 - Bond Resolution authorizing the issuance of $400,000 Serial Bond to pay 
the cost of improvement of land located at Marble Ave, Village Lane, Hopper Street, Saw 
Mill River Parkway for use as playing fields
Res. No. 99-45 - bond Resolution authorizing the issuance of $775,000 Serial Bond to pay 
the cost of Reconstruction of Village Hall

Res. No. 99-46 - Authorization to Go Out For Bid for Ballfield Improvements at Parkway 
Fields

Motion made by Trustee Lynch and duly seconded by Trustee Harrigan that the following 
resolution is put forth for adoption:

      RESOLVED: that the Board of Trustees of the Village of Pleasantville
hereby authorizes the Village Clerk to advertise and Invite Bids for  Ballfield Improvements at 
Parkway Fields.



ADOPTED:
Bernard S. Gordon   Aye  
Stephen W. Harrigan   Aye  
Jeremiah T. Lynch   Aye  
Brian J. Skarstad   Aye  
John M. Nonna   Aye  

New Business:      None

Written Communication:           None

Motion to adjourn meeting made by Trustee Skarstad and seconded by Trustee Harrigan, all in 
favor.

Adjourned: 10:30pm

                                                    
Village Clerk
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