
 
AGENDA FOR BOARD OF TRUSTEES REGULAR MEETING           

VILLAGE OF IRVINGTON, NY 
MONDAY, SEPTEMBER 14, 2026 AT 7:00 PM 

** The Village Board Meeting will take place at 85 Main Street. Board members and staff will 
be present at 85 Main Street. The public may join in person or via Zoom ** 
 

Join Zoom Webinar 
https://us02web.zoom.us/j/89221391749 

 
Webinar ID: 89221391749 

 
Use Computer Audio or Dial-in Audio: (646) 558-8656 

  
1. Call to order by Mayor Arlene Burgos 

2. Pledge of allegiance to the flag of the United States of America 

3. NYCOM Service Awards 

4. Announcements 

 a. Setting a Public Hearing regarding proposed removal of a member of the Zoning 
Board of Appeals  

 b. Setting a Public Hearing amending the Zoning Code with respect to traffic standards in 
special permit requirements for Multi-Family/Office (MFO) District  

 c. Check over $25K 
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5. Correspondence 
Any member of the public who wishes to have written communications delivered to the 
Village Board prior to a regular meeting must submit a paper copy to the Village 
Administrator’s Office by noon on the Friday preceding the meeting. The submission 
must be clearly labeled “Written Communications” in the subject line or title.  
 
Alternatively, written communications may be submitted by email to 
writtencommunications@irvingtonny.gov by noon on the Friday preceding the meeting.  
 
Written communications received by the deadline will be included in the Village Board 
agenda packet. Submissions received after the deadline will be included in the agenda 
packet for the next regular Village Board meeting.  
 
Please note that written communications will not be read aloud during the meeting. 
However, members of the public who wish to speak about their submitted written 
communications may do so during the public comment portion of the meeting, either in 
person or via Zoom. 

 a. Irvington Fire Department members 

 b. Cedar Ridge community 

 c. Steven Balet 

 d. Michael Hanna 

6. Public comment (please limit comments to no more than 3 minutes) 

7. Consent Agenda 

 a. Minutes of the Village Board from the Regular Meeting held on September 3, 2026 

 b. Approval of 2026-27 budget transfers and modifications 

8. Acceptance of gift from the Garden Club of Irvington 

 a. Resolution 

 b. Letter from Garden Club 

9. Authorization to approve Change Order #6 for the Harriman Road/US Route 9 
culvert project 

 a. Resolution 

 b. Change Order #6 

10. Approval of proposal for key card access upgrade with Stratagem Security 

 a. Resolution 

 b. Stratagem Security proposal 
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11. Authorization to submit a grant application for the 2026-27 Justice Court Assistance 
Program 

 a. Resolution 

 b. Pacific Transglobal Construction Corp estimate 

12. Bond resolution authorizing the issuance of up to $1,053,200 aggregate principal 
amount serial bonds to finance the costs of (i) the acquisition of communications 
equipment and (ii) the acquisition, construction and reconstruction of HVAC 
improvements, all in and for the village. 

 a. Resolution 

13. Bond resolution authorizing the issuance of up to $891,000 aggregate principal 
amount serial to finance the costs of the acquisition of machinery and apparatus for 
construction and maintenance 

 a. Resolution 

14. Amending and restating a bond resolution authorizing the issuance of up to 
$1,400,000 aggregate principal amount serial bonds to finance the costs of the 
acquisition of a fire-fighting vehicle 

 a. Resolution 

15. Reports of Boards, Standing Committees and Officers 

 a. Trustee Liaisons reports 

 b. Village Administrator's report 

  Memo on ARB & Board of Trustees Communication Timeline and Exhibits 

 c. Village Clerk-Treasurer's report 

 d. Village Attorney's report 

16. Public comment (please limit comments to no more than 3 minutes) 

17. Review of action items 

18. Adjournment 
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1 
 

TO:  Mayor and Board of Trustees 
  Charles Hessler, Village Administrator 
 
FROM: Marianne Stecich, Village Attorney 
 
CC:  Stephen Leventhal 
  Randy Huff and Members of the Architectural Review Board 
 
DATE:  August 31, 2026 
 
RE:  Architectural Review Board 
 
 
There was a lot of confusion last Tuesday night over the various communications (or lack 
thereof) between the Board of Trustees, Charles and me, on the one hand, and Randy Huff and 
the ARB, on the other. I have gone through my files and put together the following timeline and 
attached backup for it. The emails referred to below are included in a document being sent along 
with this memorandum. 
 
March 23, 2026  76 North Broadway (Varma) was on the ARB agenda for informal review. Only 
three members were at the meeting, one of whom (Asya Trakht) was supposed to be recused (but 
there was no mention of it and she remained on the dais). The architectural consultant was not 
there. Varma made a presentation, but there was no discussion of the application by the ARB 
members. 
 
April 17, 2026   I received an email from Sarah Palermo about comments she had received from 
the ARB’s architectural consultant, which she had forwarded to Varma’s architect. I forwarded 
this email to the Board of Trustees with a note that I was concerned that the bulk and mass 
comments were not within the purview of the ARB. (email 1) 
 
April 27, 2026  Mayor Burgos, Charles Hessler and I met with Randy Huff to discuss how the 
new architectural consultant fit into the ARB process. At the end of the meeting, Randy agreed to 
write to Varma with revised comments, leaving out mass and bulk. 
 
That same day, there was an ARB meeting, but 76 North Broadway was not on the agenda. The 
minutes of that meeting do not reflect any discussion of the Varma application. 
 
April 29, 2026   Rather than send the communication agreed to at the April 27 meeting, Randy 
wrote to the applicant that “The Architectural Review Board  stands by the findings presented in 
the ARB’s Consulting Architect’s report.” The complete email is attached as email 2. Randy 
never communicated back to the Mayor, the Village Administrator or the Village Attorney that he 
was not going to follow through with the agreement he made on April 27. 
 
The same day, Randy Huff sent a memo to the Planning Board entitled: “ARB Comments on 76 
North Broadway.” (email 3) 
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April 30, 2026  At the request of the Mayor, the Village Attorney wrote to Randy Huff and asked 
“where did the ARB’s findings (in the April 29 “ARB Comments”) that that ‘there are potentially 
significant adverse impacts to historical resources, visual resources and community character and 
a positive declaration is warranted’ come from? You did not mention them at Monday's meeting, 
and I did not see any discussion of those matters in the ARB meeting videos. If there was a 
discussion with the ARB, it would have to be at a public meeting, properly noticed under the 
Open Meetings Law.” (email 4) The Mayor and the Board were concerned that the ARB was 
violating the Open Meetings Law. 
 
May 4, 2026  Randy did not respond, so the Village Attorney wrote again: “You have not 
responded to my question below as to what was the source of the "ARB statement" on SEQRA? 
Before Cesare can acknowledge it at Wednesday's Planning Board meeting, it is important to 
know when the ARB voted on it and who participated in the vote. As I said earlier, I did not see 
any record of it in the ARB minutes or meeting video.”  (email 5) 
 
Randy responded the same day: “The source for the SEQRA statement is the Planning Board 
materials, specifically the AKRF memo on SEQRA and various submittals regarding areas 
within the ARB's purview. We reviewed these materials in preparation for the informal 
presentation and the applicant's tentative April schedule. A formal vote will occur when the ARB 
is officially requested to weigh in on the matter. In my experience, the ARB has never taken up a 
matter without a Planning Board referral or a scheduled visit by the Building Department.” 
(email 6) 
 
The same day, the Village Attorney wrote: “So is it accurate to say that the ARB never voted on 
the ‘ARB Comments on 76 North Broadway’ that you asked to be distributed to the Planning 
Board?” (email 7) 
 
Randy responded: “The intent was a letter from the Chair as I signed it. It was not a letter from 
the entire Board and did not require a vote. If you find any legal issues preventing the Planning 
Board Chair from acknowledging my letter, please let me know.” (email 8) 
 
May 5, 2026  The Village Attorney wrote back to Randy: “The intent of the letter is unclear and 
confusing. While you signed it, the letter is presented as a communication from the ARB.  The 
caption on top is ‘ARB Comments on 76 North Broadway,’ and the penultimate paragraph begins 
‘After reviewing AKRF's April 2026 analysis of SEQRA . . . the ARB finds there are . . . .’ You 
can understand why I asked for clarification. 
 
“Since the Architectural Review Board did not approve the letter, I am advising the Planning 
Board Chairman not to acknowledge it.  A recommendation or findings from the ARB would 
have to be voted on at a properly noticed public meeting, subject to the Open Meetings Law.” 
(email 9)  Again, the Mayor and Board were concerned about why the ARB was apparently not 
following the Open Meetings Law. 
 
Randy responded: “I made the edits to improve clarity. The intent of the letter and my goal is to 
fix all design issues in this application during site planning and before it reaches the ARB for 
final approval.”  (email 10) 
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May 6, 2026 Randy wrote to the Village Attorney to ask if there were other legal issues in his 
letter that prevent it from being acknowledged by the Planning Board. She responded: “As I 
wrote, ‘Since the Architectural Review Board did not approve the letter, I am advising the 
Planning Board Chairman not to acknowledge it.  A recommendation or findings from the ARB 
would have to be voted on at a properly noticed public meeting, subject to the Open Meetings 
Law.’” (email 11)  In these communications, the substance of the communications was not at 
issue, but rather the fact that the findings were never properly discussed or voted on in a public 
ARB meeting. 
 
Randy then wrote: “I edited the original document and removed ‘recommendations and findings 
from the ARB.’ I also changed the letter so it is clearly from the Chair. Are there any legal issues 
with my revised letter?” The revised letter is attached as email 12. At no point did the Village 
Attorney ask or direct Randy to revise the letter. Randy continued to not address the process 
issue, which was the apparent violation of the Open Meetings Law. 
 
The Village Attorney responded that the letter was still not acceptable:  “The letter is still 
problematic, for a number of reasons. Sending it from the ARB Chair makes it appear as if it is 
an ARB communication. Otherwise, why would you not send it as Randy Huff (which would 
raise ethical problems, as you were advised in Charles Hessler's email of last evening). 
 
“In addition to it appearing to be a communication from the ARB, it expressly says: ‘I am 
submitting this letter as a summary of the ARB’s preliminary § 9-5 Site Planning report 
notes on bulk, massing, character and historic significance as SEQRA areas of concern for the 
ARB to comment.’ 
 
“When did the ARB make this preliminary report? I did not see any minutes (video or written) of 
such a discussion and report. As you know, any discussion would have to be at a publicly 
noticed, open to the public, meeting.” (email 13) 
 
Randy responded: “You previously advised that a letter from the ARB requires a vote, so I 
revised the document to be from the Chair. Now it appears you are advising that the Chair cannot 
send such a letter without a vote either. 
 
“Furthermore, I understand your point that Charles’s email from last night was intended to advise 
me of ethical issues should I send the letter as an individual. I did not realize that email was 
specifically directed at this letter. 
 
“At this point, I recognize the letter will not be delivered and see no need to continue this 
discussion.” (email 14) 
 
May 8, 2026  Randy wrote the attached letter to Mayor Burgos, asking for a Planning Board 
referral on the Varma application. (email 15) 
 
May 14, 2026  Charles Hessler responded on behalf of the Mayor that the Planning Board had 
already made a referral. (email 16) 
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May 27, 2026  The ARB held a meeting at which Randy Huff brought up the 76 North Broadway 
application. The 76 North Broadway application was not on the agenda of the meeting, and 
Varma had received no notice that its application was going to be discussed. In fact, Varma had 
been on the agenda, but asked to be removed from it. (The agenda is attached as exhibit 17.) 
 
Randy read the memo he intended to submit to the Planning Board (attached as Exhibit 18). 
There was no discussion of it by the ARB members, except for Aysa Trakht, who said she was 
recused, but continued to sit on the dais and stated her opposition to the project “as a neighbor.” 
Following Randy’s reading the memo, he took a vote to approve the comments. The memo was 
then sent to the Planning Board, which acknowledged the report at its June 3, 2026 meeting. The 
Planning Board Chairman stated that everyone on the Planning Board had received the document 
and considered the issues raised in it. (See minutes of June 3, 2026 Planning Board meeting, at 
page 62.)  
 
May 29, 2026  Charles Hessler wrote to Randy to inquire what is his “understanding of the 
ARB’s role within the Village’s land use review process and how you believe the process is 
intended to function.” (His entire memo is included as email 18a) 
 
June 2, 2026 The Board of Trustees sent a memo to the members of the Architectural Review 
Board, stating their serious concerns about “what occurred, and what did not occur at the ARB’s 
May 27, 2026 meeting.” That complete memo is annexed to this timeline, because it is a concise 
exposition of the missteps of the ARB and its chairman. The memo concluded with a request that 
“the ARB provided a full accounting of the basis for its findings regarding the Varma property, 
including when and how those findings were developed. . . . The Board of Trustees remains 
available to meet and discuss these concerns at your earliest convenience.”  Exhibit A 
 
June 5, 2026   Randy sent an email stating: “we are working on a response. There is a lot to 
contemplate here.” (email 19) 
 
June 26, 2026 Charles Hessler wrote to Randy to ask when he “thought the response would be 
ready so that we can discuss it.” (email 20) 
 
June 30, 2026 Randy wrote: “I intend to respond this week.” (email 20) 
 
July 2, 2026  Randy wrote: “I will address this next week.” (email 20) 
 
July 8, 2026  Randy wrote to Charles Hessler to “request that the Board of Trustees authorize 
separate legal counsel for the ARB on this issue.” (email 21) 
 
July 10, 2026  The Board of Trustees responded, stating that it did not believe separate counsel 
was necessary, and inviting the ARB to attend the Board of Trustees work session on July 15, 
2026. That letter is annexed to this timeline, as it is a good expression of the Board of Trustees’ 
continuing concerns. (Exhibit B) 
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July 13, 2026  Charles Hessler wrote to the ARB to see if anyone was able to come to the July 
15th meeting.  Randy Huff replied “Let me think about this.” (email 22) 
 
July 14, 2026  Steven Leventhal, an attorney, wrote to the Village Attorney “on behalf of 
Chairperson Randy Huff” to say that a meeting on July 15 would not give Mr Huff sufficient 
time to prepare for a discussion with the Board of Trustees. He said he would contact her “to 
arrange a mutually convenience [sic] meeting date.” (email 23) 
 
July 16, 2026  Charles wrote to the ARB to ask whether they were available to meet with the 
Board of Trustees at its meetings of August 12 or 17. (email 22) No one responded. 
 
July 28, 2026  Charles wrote to the ARB to let them know the Board of Trustees had changed its 
meeting dates to August 4 and 25 and asked which meeting would work for them. (email 24) 
Again, no one responded. 
 
August 6, 2026  Because Charles received no response to his proposed meeting dates, Trustee 
Kleinman wrote to Randy to tell him the next two Board of Trustees meetings were August 25 
and September 9. He told him to let Charles know by August 10 which meeting the ARB 
members would be able to attend. (email 25) 
 
August 10, 2026  Randy sent an email to Kent saying “I am waiting for our lawyer’s response. 
Once I have that, we can let you know.” (email 26) 
 
August 12, 2026  Randy emailed the Board of Trustees: “After consulting with counsel regarding 
the BOT’s request for a public meeting on the 76 North Broadway Varma application, legal 
counsel advised that ARB members cannot discuss a pending ARB application outside of the 
ARB’s publicly noticed meeting. If any Trustee wants to be heard on this application, the 
Trustees, along with the public and the applicant, can attend the ARB hearing on this application. 
 
“If the Village Attorney has any questions about this legal advice, please contact Steven 
Leventhal who has reached out previously.” (email 27) 
 
That same day, the Village Attorney wrote to Mr. Leventhal to explain that the “Board has no 
interest in discussing the substance or the merits of the 76 North Broadway application.” Its 
“concern is with the serious procedural failings and missteps by your client, and by the entire 
ARB, in the handling of the 76 North Broadway application.” Included with the email was a 
copy of the Board of Trustees’ June 2, 2026 letter. The email concluded: “If Mr. Huff and the rest 
of the ARB do not meet with the Board of Trustees on September 9, the Board of Trustees will 
take whatever actions are necessary to address both the concerns expressed in its June 2, 2026 
letter and the ARB’s refusal to meet with the Board of Trustees.” (email 28) 
 
August 13, 2026  Mr. Leventhal emailed the Village with “a suggestion that we believe would be 
more beneficial to the Village and to the members of its boards.” That suggestion was that 
NYCOM be invited to present a training program for members of all Village Board. (email 29) 
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The Village Attorney responded that the Village was taking steps to get training for its board 
members. “That does not eliminate the need for the Board of Trustees to meet with the ARB 
about the incidents described in the Board's June 2, 2026 letter. As stated in my previous email, 
the Board of Trustees intends to take up this matter at its September 9, 2026 meeting.” (email 29) 
 
August 18, 2026  Charles wrote to the ARB to “formally request the full ARB’s attendance at our 
September 9th meeting.” The email went on to explain what the Board intended to discuss. (email 
30) 
 
August 21, 2026  Randy responded that “the ARB members are unavailable for the September 9 
date due to scheduling conflicts and travel. 
 
“More importantly, the members have expressed significant legal concerns regarding a public 
joint meeting to discuss a pending matter. Because the 76 North Broadway application remains 
an active, open proceeding, public discussion of the application outside of the ARB's established 
administrative process risks compromising the legal integrity and impartiality of the land use 
review.”  (email 31) 
 
Charles responded that he had advised the ARB that the Board of Trustees had two meetings in 
October (the 5th and the 14th) and asked which date the members can attend. (email 32) 
 
Randy responded: “Our independent legal advice is to avoid a public joint meeting to discuss a 
pending matter.” (referring to the 76 North Broadway application) (email 33) 
 
Charles wrote back: “As previously indicated, this discussion is not about 76 North Broadway. It 
is about policies and procedures of the ARB generally.” (email 33) 
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Village of Irvington Board of Trustees 85 Main Street Irvington, New York 10533 

June 2, 2026 

 

RE: ARB Conduct — May 27, 2026 Meeting; 76 N. Broadway (Varma Property) 

Members of the Architectural Review Board;  

The Irvington Board of Trustees writes to express serious concerns regarding the 
Architectural Review Board's recent conduct in connection with the application for the 
Varma property at 76 N. Broadway, and in particular, regarding what occurred, and what did 
not occur, at the ARB's May 27, 2026, meeting. 

I. The May 27 Meeting Was a Proceeding in Name Only 

The Board of Trustees has reviewed the recording of the May 27 meeting, and what we 
observed was deeply troubling. No representative for the applicant was present. There was 
no public discussion. There were no comments, questions, or deliberations from ARB 
members. The Chair simply read aloud from various documents. 

This is not how a public body conducts its business. A meeting that consists solely of the 
Chair reading a prepared statement, with no applicant present to respond, no prior notice 
to the public to allow for public comment, and no engagement from board members, is not 
a meaningful exercise of the ARB's review function. It raises serious questions about 
whether the findings purportedly emanating from that meeting reflect any genuine 
deliberation by the ARB as a body, or whether they were predetermined and simply 
announced. 

Merely stating that reading aloud is akin to the recommendations being made “available to 
the public” is not sufficient. 

II. The ARB's Findings Are Unexplained and Unsupported by the Record 

The Board of Trustees is also compelled to address the ARB's apparent determination that 
"there are potentially significant adverse impacts to historical resources, visual resources, 
and community character and a positive declaration is warranted." These are significant 
findings with legal and procedural consequences for the applicant and for the Village. 

Yet a review of the ARB's meeting record, including the May 27 meeting and prior sessions, 
reveals no discussion, analysis, or deliberation that would support such a determination. 
The findings in the letter were not raised or discussed with the other members of the ARB. 

Exhibit A
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They do not appear in any ARB meeting video. The Board of Trustees is therefore left with no 
understanding of when these findings were developed. 

If these findings were the product of deliberation that occurred outside of a properly 
noticed public meeting, that would constitute a violation of New York's Open Meetings Law, 
and any findings resulting from such deliberation would be without legal effect. 

III. The Chair Has Previously Misrepresented Individual Views as Official ARB Findings 

The Board of Trustees must also address a prior instance of Chair Huff acting unilaterally 
and misrepresenting his individual views as the official position of the Architectural Review 
Board. The document at issue, titled "ARB Comments on 76 North Broadway" and 
submitted as "a summary of the ARB's preliminary § 9-5 Site Planning report notes," was 
written and signed by Randy Huff alone. However, it was not deliberated upon, voted on, or 
authorized by the ARB. It is, in substance, a personal letter reflecting Chair Huff's individual 
views. Yet it purports throughout to speak for "the ARB," states that "the ARB finds there are 
potentially significant adverse impacts to historical resources, visual resources and 
community character," and concludes that "a positive declaration is warranted," findings of 
considerable legal significance in the SEQRA process. This is precisely the conduct that 
concerns the Board of Trustees. An ARB Chair does not have unilateral authority to issue 
SEQRA comments on behalf of the ARB. Those comments, if they are to carry any weight 
whatsoever, must result from genuine deliberation at a properly noticed public meeting of 
the full ARB. The comments when voted on by the ARB would then be sent to the Planning 
Board for consideration when the Planning Board makes the SEQRA determination as the 
lead agency. No such meeting of the ARB took place. The letter should not be treated as 
official ARB comments. 

IV. The ARB Has Misread Section 9-5 of the Village Code 

The Board of Trustees also must correct what appears to be a persistent misreading of 
Section 9-5 of the Village Code. That section provides that applications "shall be referred to 
the Board of Architectural Review for its recommendation and report to the Planning 
Board." That referral occurs automatically and simultaneously: when Village staff transmits 
application materials to the Planning Board and Village consultants, the same materials 
are sent to all ARB members. That transmission is the referral. It is the appropriate moment 
for the ARB to review the application and submit its recommendations to the Planning 
Board. 

This has been explained to the Chair directly, both in person and in writing. No separate or 
antecedent referral from the Planning Board is required, and the suggestion that Village 
staff have failed to follow proper procedure is incorrect. 
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V. The Board of Trustees Expects Immediate Corrective Action 

The ARB plays a role in our Village, and the Board of Trustees has no interest in being in 
conflict with the ARB. We do, however, have an obligation to ensure that all Village bodies 
operate lawfully, transparently, and fairly, to applicants and to the public alike. The conduct 
described above falls short of that standard. 

We ask that the ARB provide a full accounting of the basis for its findings regarding the 
Varma property, including when and how those findings were developed. We further ask 
that the ARB recommit to conducting its proceedings in a manner that affords applicants a 
meaningful opportunity to be heard and that reflects genuine deliberation by the Board as a 
whole. Finally, we request that the ARB acknowledge receipt of the letter sent on May 29, 
2026, to the Chair of the ARB by the Village Administrator, Charles Hessler, related to ARB 
processes.  

The Board of Trustees remains available to meet and discuss these concerns at your 
earliest convenience. 

Sincerely, 

The Irvington Board of Trustees 

cc: Village Attorney; Planning Board Chair; Village Administrator 
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Emails and Exhibits to 
ARB Timeline Memorandum 
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76 North Broadway -- Architectural consultant
From: masjeb@aol.com <masjeb@aol.com>
To: Arlene Burgos, Josie Bloom, Kent Kleiman, logrodnek@irvingtonny.gov, David Zwiebel, Charles Hessler
Cc: Cesare Manfredi, ed marron, Sarah Palermo
Date: Apr 17, 2026, 12:50 PM

I was copied on this email from Sarah Palermo to the office of Varma's architect (Peter
Gaito), advising her of the comments made by the Village's consulting architect on the 76
North Broadway proposal:

On Apr 16, 2026, at 10:19 AM, Sarah Palermo
<spalermo@irvingtonny.gov> wrote:
 
Hi Eileen, 
 
Yes, I did receive your email about being heard at the
May meeting.
 
I did receive comments from the ARB in regards to your
application so if you would like to address them on your

next submission you can (the deadline is May 4th at
4:00pm). Here are the comments I received:
 
﻿It is recommended that additional drawings be provided
that describe this new building’s context and scale
comparison to the adjacent buildings.

This design’s large scale, mass, height and architectural
character is not in scale with its historic setting which is
primarily single-family houses. The facade’s multiple
materials are busy, do not ameliorate the buildings large
footprint and architecturally confusing. The exterior
materials should be simplified and respond to the
existing site building’s material palettes which is largely
red brick, stone or painted wood siding. In addition, the
building’s flat roof is atypical of its residential setting.
 All of the building’s plan have 90 degree corners with
the exception of the southwest corner which is not 90
degrees against the setback.  Although this provides

1Email 1
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minimal additional square footage, this results in an
awkward massing and exterior elevation.

Study of pre-war apartment buildings in Westchester
County would aid the applicant in understanding how
larger apartment buildings better fit into their context
of single-family houses through proper massing and
window patterns as well as utilizing high-quality exterior
materials. 

Further study should be given on how the project’s
large footprint can be redesigned to be more in scale
with the adjacent houses to the east and south.

The proposed window designs, doors and balconies are
highly repetitive and irregular and should be further
studied to improve and calm the exterior facade.

The entry gate seems grandiose and overstated  and
should be simplified. 

All rooftop mechanical units should be shown on the
drawings and shielded from view. Any exterior wall
mechanical grilles or dryer vents should be shown in the
drawings.
 
 
Sarah Palermo
Village of  Irvington
Building Department

<image001.jpg> 85 Main Street
spalermo@irvingtonny.gov

Think before you print. Save a tree !

 

While many of the comments are appropriate, many of them do not seem to take into
account the MFO zoning. Nor does it seem to take into account that immediately to the north
of the MFO District is a large multifamily development. The Planning Board has been
reviewing the plans for almost two years, and the latest version of the development meets all
of the bulk and mass requirements of the MFO District.

I thought you all should be aware of this.

2
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Marianne Stecich
Stecich Murphy & Lammers, LLP
505 White Plains Road, Suite 206
Tarrytown, New York  10591
914-261-5995

3
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Fwd: Comments to the 76 North Broadway Applicant
From: Charles Hessler <chessler@irvingtonny.gov>
To: Marianne Stecich
Date: Apr 29, 2026, 4:36 PM

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: Randy Huff <randolph.huff@gmail.com>
Date: April 29, 2026 at 4:03:24 PM EDT
To: Sarah Palermo <spalermo@irvingtonny.gov>
Cc: Charles Hessler <chessler@irvingtonny.gov>
Subject: Comments to the 76 North Broadway Applicant
Reply-To: randolph.huff@gmail.com

Sarah,

Below is a comment to be sent to the Applicant for 76 North Broadway. Thanks.

The Architectural Review Board (ARB) stands by the findings presented in the ARB’s 
Consulting Architect’s report dated April 13th, 2026 on the submission from your informal 
presentation. Regarding the Board's review of the current application under § 9-6, the
 Village Attorney advised that the ARB is not authorized to issue formal comments to the 
applicant on matters specifically of scale and massing that result in a change to the 
allowable building envelope. Until such time that the applicant appears before the
 ARB for either the § 9-5 Site Planning Report or § 9-6 Final Review, this board's 
comments in the April 13th, 2026 letter will be redirected to the Planning Board and do 
not require a response from the applicant.
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Randy Huff

Chair Irvington Architectural Review Board
[EXTERNAL] This email is from outside the Village of Irvington- Please use caution when
opening links and attachments!
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ARB Comments on 76 North Broadway 
At the meeting on April 27th to discuss the 76 North Broadway application process, it was made 
clear the ARB will not be receiving a § 9-5 Site Planning Report referral from the Planning Board 
Chair on this application. This is unfortunate since the § 9-5 Site Planning Report is the ARB’s 
only chance to inform the Planning Board on design issues before the site plan approval.  

The Village Attorney advised that at this time, the current progress on the application in site plan 
review makes it inappropriate for the ARB to formally review matters regarding scale and 
massing.  

While I see the issue with timing, the Planning Board Chair should have scheduled the required 
ARB referral at an appropriate time during the past 12 months so as not to diminish the required 
role of the ARB in site planning. Regardless of timing and appropriateness, the issues with scale 
and massing remain and need to be dealt with as they have a negative impact on the 
desirability, property values and character of the neighborhood which directly impact the ARB’s 
ability to approve the application.  

Contrary to the belief expressed at the meeting that the only way to deal with mass and scale 
issues is to reduce the allowable build envelope, Architects have many tools to deal with this 
topic without reducing the building size or footprint. An open discussion on the topic would be 
beneficial to the residents of Irvington and the applicant.  

I was also informed at our meeting that the next scheduled ARB visit for this application will be a 
§ 9-6 final review and vote by the ARB for permit approval. Since the ARB will not have a 
chance to weigh in on design review matters with the Planning Board, I am submitting this letter 
as a summary of the ARB’s preliminary § 9-5 Site Planning report notes on bulk, massing, 
character and historic significance as SEQRA comments.

After reviewing AKRF’s April 2026 analysis of SEQRA, including items within the ARB scope, the 
ARB finds there are potentially significant adverse impacts to historical resources, visual 
resources and community character and a positive declaration is warranted.  

The specific impacts the ARB would have addressed in a § 9-5 Site Planning Report include: 

Randy Huff 

Chair of Irvington's Architectural Review Board

● Contextual issues with Massing and Visibility
● Aesthetic impact assessment
● Roofline character
● Elevation issues impacting the streetscape
● Broadway Corridor impacts from the removal the hill
● Historic impacts on the SHPO eligible structures adjoining the property
● ARB’s determination of Local Historic Significance
● Window and opening issues with irregular shapes and repetitiveness
● The grandiose and overstated entry gate
● Current design’s inability to blend with the existing community character
● The findings in the letter from the five architectural preservationists
● The ARB Consulting Architect’s preliminary findings for the ARB
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ARB Comments on 76 North Broadway
From: masjeb@aol.com <masjeb@aol.com>
To: Arlene Burgos
Date: Apr 30, 2026, 11:10 AM

Dear Randy -- I just got off the phone with the Mayor and she asked me to write you to
explain again that Section 9-5 of the Code does not require a referral from the Planning
Board. That section provides:

That referral is made every time an application comes in. At the same time that Sarah sends
the email with the Planning Board agenda and the link to the applications on the Village
website to the Planning Board and the Village's consultants, she sends the same email to all
of the ARB members (and, now, the architectural consultant). It is at that point that the ARB
can review the applications and make any recommendations to the Planning Board.

We thought that was made clear at our meeting last Monday. Hopefully, this email will
eliminate any confusion.

Additionally, where did the ARB's findings that "there are potentially significant adverse
impacts to historical resources, visual resources and community character and a positive
declaration is warranted" come from? You did not mention them at Monday's meeting, and I
did not see any discussion of those matters in the ARB meeting videos. If there was a
discussion with the ARB, it would have to be at a public meeting, properly noticed under the
Open Meetings Law.

Marianne Stecich
Stecich Murphy & Lammers, LLP
505 White Plains Road, Suite 206
Tarrytown, New York  10591
914-261-5995

§ 9-5 Site development plan applications.

Every application for site development plan approval for the
construction, reconstruction or alteration of any building or structure
shall be referred to the Board of Architectural Review for its
recommendation and report to the Planning Board. This referral shall be
in addition to the referral required by § 9-6.
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Re: ARB Comments on 76 North Broadway
From: masjeb@aol.com <masjeb@aol.com>
To: randolph.huff@gmail.com
Cc: Arlene Burgos, Charles Hessler
Date: May 4, 2026, 2:06 PM

Dear Randy -- You have not responded to my question below as to what was the source of
the "ARB statement" on SEQRA? Before Cesare can acknowledge it at Wednesday's
Planning Board meeting, it is important to know when the ARB voted on it and who
participated in the vote. As I said earlier, I did not see any record of it in the ARB minutes or
meeting video.

Marianne Stecich
Stecich Murphy & Lammers, LLP
505 White Plains Road, Suite 206
Tarrytown, New York  10591
914-261-5995

On Thursday, April 30, 2026 at 12:04:38 PM EDT, masjeb@aol.com <masjeb@aol.com> wrote:

Dear Randy -- I just got off the phone with the Mayor and she asked me to write you to explain
again that Section 9-5 of the Code does not require a referral from the Planning Board. That
section provides:

That referral is made every time an application comes in. At the same time that Sarah sends
the email with the Planning Board agenda and the link to the applications on the Village
website to the Planning Board and the Village's consultants, she sends the same email to all
of the ARB members (and, now, the architectural consultant). It is at that point that the ARB
can review the applications and make any recommendations to the Planning Board.

§ 9-5 Site development plan applications.

Every application for site development plan approval for the
construction, reconstruction or alteration of any building or structure
shall be referred to the Board of Architectural Review for its
recommendation and report to the Planning Board. This referral shall
be in addition to the referral required by § 9-6.
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We discussed this at our meeting with you om Monday and made it clear that the initial receipt
by the ARB of the application when sent by Sarah satisfies Section 9-5 (“shall be referred to
the [ARB]”). This is the appropriate time for the ARB to give recommendations and comments
to the Planning Board pursuant to Section 9-5.  Hopefully, this email will eliminate any
confusion.

Additionally, where did the ARB's findings that "there are potentially significant adverse
impacts to historical resources, visual resources and community character and a positive
declaration is warranted" come from? You did not mention them at Monday's meeting, and I
did not see any discussion of those matters in the ARB meeting videos. If there was a
discussion with the ARB, it would have to be at a public meeting, properly noticed under the
Open Meetings Law.

Marianne Stecich
Stecich Murphy & Lammers, LLP
505 White Plains Road, Suite 206
Tarrytown, New York  10591
914-261-5995
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Re: ARB Comments on 76 North Broadway
From: Randy Huff <randolph.huff@gmail.com>
To: masjeb@aol.com
Date: May 4, 2026, 3:03 PM

Marianne,

The source for the SEQRA statement is the Planning Board materials, specifically the AKRF memo on
SEQRA and various submittals regarding areas within the ARB's purview. We reviewed these materials in
preparation for the informal presentation and the applicant's tentative April schedule. A formal vote will
occur when the ARB is officially requested to weigh in on the matter. In my experience, the ARB has never
taken up a matter without a Planning Board referral or a scheduled visit by the Building Department.

Regarding your point on Section 9-5, I understand your position that the referral requirement is legally
fulfilled when Sarah publishes the Planning Board agenda. However, from a practical perspective, the
Planning Board should formally request the ARB referral when the site review enters the final architectural
phase. If we were to act solely on new items from the PB agenda, we would have reviewed this applicant's
preliminary 2024 plans, which have since been discarded. 

Best regards,

Randy Huff

On Mon, May 4, 2026 at 2:06 PM masjeb@aol.com <masjeb@aol.com> wrote:
Dear Randy -- You have not responded to my question below as to what was the source of
the "ARB statement" on SEQRA? Before Cesare can acknowledge it at Wednesday's
Planning Board meeting, it is important to know when the ARB voted on it and who
participated in the vote. As I said earlier, I did not see any record of it in the ARB minutes
or meeting video.

Marianne Stecich
Stecich Murphy & Lammers, LLP
505 White Plains Road, Suite 206
Tarrytown, New York  10591
914-261-5995

On Thursday, April 30, 2026 at 12:04:38 PM EDT, masjeb@aol.com <masjeb@aol.com> wrote:
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§ 9-5 Site development plan applications.

Dear Randy -- I just got off the phone with the Mayor and she asked me to write you to
explain again that Section 9-5 of the Code does not require a referral from the Planning
Board. That section provides:

Every application for site development plan approval for the
construction, reconstruction or alteration of any building or structure
shall be referred to the Board of Architectural Review for its
recommendation and report to the Planning Board. This referral
shall be in addition to the referral required by § 9-6.

That referral is made every time an application comes in. At the same time that Sarah sends
the email with the Planning Board agenda and the link to the applications on the Village
website to the Planning Board and the Village's consultants, she sends the same email to all
of the ARB members (and, now, the architectural consultant). It is at that point that the ARB
can review the applications and make any recommendations to the Planning Board.

We discussed this at our meeting with you om Monday and made it clear that the initial
receipt by the ARB of the application when sent by Sarah satisfies Section 9-5 (“shall be
referred to the [ARB]”). This is the appropriate time for the ARB to give recommendations
and comments to the Planning Board pursuant to Section 9-5.  Hopefully, this email will
eliminate any confusion.

Additionally, where did the ARB's findings that "there are potentially significant adverse
impacts to historical resources, visual resources and community character and a positive
declaration is warranted" come from? You did not mention them at Monday's meeting, and I
did not see any discussion of those matters in the ARB meeting videos. If there was a
discussion with the ARB, it would have to be at a public meeting, properly noticed under the
Open Meetings Law.

Marianne Stecich
Stecich Murphy & Lammers, LLP
505 White Plains Road, Suite 206
Tarrytown, New York  10591
914-261-5995
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Re: ARB Comments on 76 North Broadway
From: masjeb@aol.com <masjeb@aol.com>
To: Randy Huff
Cc: Arlene Burgos, Charles Hessler
Date: May 4, 2026, 4:55 PM

So is it accurate to say that the ARB never voted on the "ARB Comments on 76 North
Broadway" that you asked to be distributed to the Planning Board?

Marianne Stecich
Stecich Murphy & Lammers, LLP
505 White Plains Road, Suite 206
Tarrytown, New York  10591
914-261-5995

On Monday, May 4, 2026 at 03:03:30 PM EDT, Randy Huff <randolph.huff@gmail.com> wrote:

Marianne,

The source for the SEQRA statement is the Planning Board materials, specifically the AKRF memo on SEQRA
and various submittals regarding areas within the ARB's purview. We reviewed these materials in preparation
for the informal presentation and the applicant's tentative April schedule. A formal vote will occur when the ARB
is officially requested to weigh in on the matter. In my experience, the ARB has never taken up a matter without
a Planning Board referral or a scheduled visit by the Building Department.

Regarding your point on Section 9-5, I understand your position that the referral requirement is legally fulfilled
when Sarah publishes the Planning Board agenda. However, from a practical perspective, the Planning Board
should formally request the ARB referral when the site review enters the final architectural phase. If we were to
act solely on new items from the PB agenda, we would have reviewed this applicant's preliminary 2024 plans,
which have since been discarded. 

Best regards,

Randy Huff

On Mon, May 4, 2026 at 2:06 PM masjeb@aol.com <masjeb@aol.com> wrote:

Dear Randy -- You have not responded to my question below as to what was the source
of the "ARB statement" on SEQRA? Before Cesare can acknowledge it at Wednesday's
Planning Board meeting, it is important to know when the ARB voted on it and who
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§ 9-5 Site development plan applications.

participated in the vote. As I said earlier, I did not see any record of it in the ARB
minutes or meeting video.

Marianne Stecich
Stecich Murphy & Lammers, LLP
505 White Plains Road, Suite 206
Tarrytown, New York  10591
914-261-5995

On Thursday, April 30, 2026 at 12:04:38 PM EDT, masjeb@aol.com <masjeb@aol.com> wrote:

Dear Randy -- I just got off the phone with the Mayor and she asked me to write you to
explain again that Section 9-5 of the Code does not require a referral from the Planning
Board. That section provides:

Every application for site development plan approval for the
construction, reconstruction or alteration of any building or
structure shall be referred to the Board of Architectural Review for
its recommendation and report to the Planning Board. This
referral shall be in addition to the referral required by § 9-6.

That referral is made every time an application comes in. At the same time that Sarah
sends the email with the Planning Board agenda and the link to the applications on the
Village website to the Planning Board and the Village's consultants, she sends the same
email to all of the ARB members (and, now, the architectural consultant). It is at that point
that the ARB can review the applications and make any recommendations to the Planning
Board.

We discussed this at our meeting with you om Monday and made it clear that the initial
receipt by the ARB of the application when sent by Sarah satisfies Section 9-5 (“shall be
referred to the [ARB]”). This is the appropriate time for the ARB to give recommendations
and comments to the Planning Board pursuant to Section 9-5.  Hopefully, this email will
eliminate any confusion.

Additionally, where did the ARB's findings that "there are potentially significant adverse
impacts to historical resources, visual resources and community character and a positive
declaration is warranted" come from? You did not mention them at Monday's meeting,
and I did not see any discussion of those matters in the ARB meeting videos. If there was
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a discussion with the ARB, it would have to be at a public meeting, properly noticed under
the Open Meetings Law.

Marianne Stecich
Stecich Murphy & Lammers, LLP
505 White Plains Road, Suite 206
Tarrytown, New York  10591
914-261-5995
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Re: ARB Comments on 76 North Broadway
From: Randy Huff <randolph.huff@gmail.com>
To: masjeb@aol.com
Cc: Arlene Burgos, Charles Hessler
Date: May 4, 2026, 5:22 PM

Marianne,

The intent was a letter from the Chair as I signed it. It was not a letter from the entire Board and did not
require a vote. If you find any legal issues preventing the Planning Board Chair from acknowledging my
letter, please let me know.

Randy

On Mon, May 4, 2026 at 4:55 PM masjeb@aol.com <masjeb@aol.com> wrote:
So is it accurate to say that the ARB never voted on the "ARB Comments on 76 North
Broadway" that you asked to be distributed to the Planning Board?

Marianne Stecich
Stecich Murphy & Lammers, LLP
505 White Plains Road, Suite 206
Tarrytown, New York  10591
914-261-5995

On Monday, May 4, 2026 at 03:03:30 PM EDT, Randy Huff <randolph.huff@gmail.com> wrote:

Marianne,

The source for the SEQRA statement is the Planning Board materials, specifically the AKRF memo on
SEQRA and various submittals regarding areas within the ARB's purview. We reviewed these materials in
preparation for the informal presentation and the applicant's tentative April schedule. A formal vote will occur
when the ARB is officially requested to weigh in on the matter. In my experience, the ARB has never taken
up a matter without a Planning Board referral or a scheduled visit by the Building Department.

Regarding your point on Section 9-5, I understand your position that the referral requirement is legally
fulfilled when Sarah publishes the Planning Board agenda. However, from a practical perspective, the
Planning Board should formally request the ARB referral when the site review enters the final architectural
phase. If we were to act solely on new items from the PB agenda, we would have reviewed this applicant's
preliminary 2024 plans, which have since been discarded. 

Email 8

Page 113 of 183

mailto:masjeb@aol.com
mailto:masjeb@aol.com
mailto:randolph.huff@gmail.com


§ 9-5 Site development plan applications.

Best regards,

Randy Huff

On Mon, May 4, 2026 at 2:06 PM masjeb@aol.com <masjeb@aol.com> wrote:

Dear Randy -- You have not responded to my question below as to what was the
source of the "ARB statement" on SEQRA? Before Cesare can acknowledge it at
Wednesday's Planning Board meeting, it is important to know when the ARB voted on
it and who participated in the vote. As I said earlier, I did not see any record of it in the
ARB minutes or meeting video.

Marianne Stecich
Stecich Murphy & Lammers, LLP
505 White Plains Road, Suite 206
Tarrytown, New York  10591
914-261-5995

On Thursday, April 30, 2026 at 12:04:38 PM EDT, masjeb@aol.com <masjeb@aol.com> wrote:

Dear Randy -- I just got off the phone with the Mayor and she asked me to write you to
explain again that Section 9-5 of the Code does not require a referral from the Planning
Board. That section provides:

Every application for site development plan approval for the
construction, reconstruction or alteration of any building or
structure shall be referred to the Board of Architectural Review
for its recommendation and report to the Planning Board. This
referral shall be in addition to the referral required by § 9-6.

That referral is made every time an application comes in. At the same time that Sarah
sends the email with the Planning Board agenda and the link to the applications on the
Village website to the Planning Board and the Village's consultants, she sends the
same email to all of the ARB members (and, now, the architectural consultant). It is at
that point that the ARB can review the applications and make any recommendations to
the Planning Board.
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We discussed this at our meeting with you om Monday and made it clear that the initial
receipt by the ARB of the application when sent by Sarah satisfies Section 9-5 (“shall be
referred to the [ARB]”). This is the appropriate time for the ARB to give
recommendations and comments to the Planning Board pursuant to Section 9-
5.  Hopefully, this email will eliminate any confusion.

Additionally, where did the ARB's findings that "there are potentially significant adverse
impacts to historical resources, visual resources and community character and a
positive declaration is warranted" come from? You did not mention them at Monday's
meeting, and I did not see any discussion of those matters in the ARB meeting videos.
If there was a discussion with the ARB, it would have to be at a public meeting, properly
noticed under the Open Meetings Law.

Marianne Stecich
Stecich Murphy & Lammers, LLP
505 White Plains Road, Suite 206
Tarrytown, New York  10591
914-261-5995
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Re: ARB Comments on 76 North Broadway
From: masjeb@aol.com <masjeb@aol.com>
To: randolph.huff@gmail.com
Cc: Arlene Burgos, Charles Hessler
Date: May 5, 2026, 12:07 PM

Randy - The intent of the letter is unclear and confusing. While you signed it, the letter is
presented as a communication from the ARB.  The caption on top is "ARB Comments on 76
North Broadway," and the penultimate paragraph begins "After reviewing AKRF's April 2026
analysis of SEQRA . . . the ARB finds there are . . . ." You can understand why I asked for
clarification.

Since the Architectural Review Board did not approve the letter, I am advising the Planning
Board Chairman not to acknowledge it.  A recommendation or findings from the ARB would
have to be voted on at a properly noticed public meeting, subject to the Open Meetings Law.

Marianne Stecich
Stecich Murphy & Lammers, LLP
505 White Plains Road, Suite 206
Tarrytown, New York  10591
914-261-5995

On Monday, May 4, 2026 at 05:22:50 PM EDT, Randy Huff <randolph.huff@gmail.com> wrote:

Marianne,

The intent was a letter from the Chair as I signed it. It was not a letter from the entire Board and did not require
a vote. If you find any legal issues preventing the Planning Board Chair from acknowledging my letter, please
let me know.

Randy

On Mon, May 4, 2026 at 4:55 PM masjeb@aol.com <masjeb@aol.com> wrote:

So is it accurate to say that the ARB never voted on the "ARB Comments on 76 North
Broadway" that you asked to be distributed to the Planning Board?

Marianne Stecich
Stecich Murphy & Lammers, LLP
505 White Plains Road, Suite 206

Email 9

Page 116 of 183

mailto:masjeb@aol.com
mailto:masjeb@aol.com


Tarrytown, New York  10591
914-261-5995

On Monday, May 4, 2026 at 03:03:30 PM EDT, Randy Huff <randolph.huff@gmail.com> wrote:

Marianne,

The source for the SEQRA statement is the Planning Board materials, specifically the AKRF memo on
SEQRA and various submittals regarding areas within the ARB's purview. We reviewed these materials in
preparation for the informal presentation and the applicant's tentative April schedule. A formal vote will
occur when the ARB is officially requested to weigh in on the matter. In my experience, the ARB has
never taken up a matter without a Planning Board referral or a scheduled visit by the Building
Department.

Regarding your point on Section 9-5, I understand your position that the referral requirement is legally
fulfilled when Sarah publishes the Planning Board agenda. However, from a practical perspective, the
Planning Board should formally request the ARB referral when the site review enters the final architectural
phase. If we were to act solely on new items from the PB agenda, we would have reviewed this
applicant's preliminary 2024 plans, which have since been discarded. 

Best regards,

Randy Huff

On Mon, May 4, 2026 at 2:06 PM masjeb@aol.com <masjeb@aol.com> wrote:

Dear Randy -- You have not responded to my question below as to what was the
source of the "ARB statement" on SEQRA? Before Cesare can acknowledge it at
Wednesday's Planning Board meeting, it is important to know when the ARB voted
on it and who participated in the vote. As I said earlier, I did not see any record of it
in the ARB minutes or meeting video.

Marianne Stecich
Stecich Murphy & Lammers, LLP
505 White Plains Road, Suite 206
Tarrytown, New York  10591
914-261-5995

On Thursday, April 30, 2026 at 12:04:38 PM EDT, masjeb@aol.com <masjeb@aol.com> wrote:

Page 117 of 183

mailto:randolph.huff@gmail.com
mailto:masjeb@aol.com
mailto:masjeb@aol.com
mailto:masjeb@aol.com
mailto:masjeb@aol.com


§ 9-5 Site development plan applications.

Dear Randy -- I just got off the phone with the Mayor and she asked me to write you
to explain again that Section 9-5 of the Code does not require a referral from the
Planning Board. That section provides:

Every application for site development plan approval for the
construction, reconstruction or alteration of any building or
structure shall be referred to the Board of Architectural Review
for its recommendation and report to the Planning Board. This
referral shall be in addition to the referral required by § 9-6.

That referral is made every time an application comes in. At the same time that Sarah
sends the email with the Planning Board agenda and the link to the applications on
the Village website to the Planning Board and the Village's consultants, she sends
the same email to all of the ARB members (and, now, the architectural consultant). It
is at that point that the ARB can review the applications and make any
recommendations to the Planning Board.

We discussed this at our meeting with you om Monday and made it clear that the
initial receipt by the ARB of the application when sent by Sarah satisfies Section 9-5
(“shall be referred to the [ARB]”). This is the appropriate time for the ARB to give
recommendations and comments to the Planning Board pursuant to Section 9-
5.  Hopefully, this email will eliminate any confusion.

Additionally, where did the ARB's findings that "there are potentially significant
adverse impacts to historical resources, visual resources and community character
and a positive declaration is warranted" come from? You did not mention them at
Monday's meeting, and I did not see any discussion of those matters in the ARB
meeting videos. If there was a discussion with the ARB, it would have to be at a
public meeting, properly noticed under the Open Meetings Law.

Marianne Stecich
Stecich Murphy & Lammers, LLP
505 White Plains Road, Suite 206
Tarrytown, New York  10591
914-261-5995
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Re: ARB Comments on 76 North Broadway
From: Randy Huff <randolph.huff@gmail.com>
To: masjeb@aol.com
Cc: Arlene Burgos, Charles Hessler
Date: May 5, 2026, 1:32 PM

Marianne,

I made the edits to improve clarity. The intent of the letter and my goal is to fix all design issues in this
application during site planning and before it reaches the ARB for final approval. 

Randy

On Tue, May 5, 2026 at 12:08 PM masjeb@aol.com <masjeb@aol.com> wrote:
Randy - The intent of the letter is unclear and confusing. While you signed it, the letter is
presented as a communication from the ARB.  The caption on top is "ARB Comments on
76 North Broadway," and the penultimate paragraph begins "After reviewing AKRF's April
2026 analysis of SEQRA . . . the ARB finds there are . . . ." You can understand why I
asked for clarification.

Since the Architectural Review Board did not approve the letter, I am advising the Planning
Board Chairman not to acknowledge it.  A recommendation or findings from the ARB would
have to be voted on at a properly noticed public meeting, subject to the Open Meetings
Law.

Marianne Stecich
Stecich Murphy & Lammers, LLP
505 White Plains Road, Suite 206
Tarrytown, New York  10591
914-261-5995

On Monday, May 4, 2026 at 05:22:50 PM EDT, Randy Huff <randolph.huff@gmail.com> wrote:

Marianne,

The intent was a letter from the Chair as I signed it. It was not a letter from the entire Board and did not
require a vote. If you find any legal issues preventing the Planning Board Chair from acknowledging my
letter, please let me know.
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Randy

On Mon, May 4, 2026 at 4:55 PM masjeb@aol.com <masjeb@aol.com> wrote:

So is it accurate to say that the ARB never voted on the "ARB Comments on 76 North
Broadway" that you asked to be distributed to the Planning Board?

Marianne Stecich
Stecich Murphy & Lammers, LLP
505 White Plains Road, Suite 206
Tarrytown, New York  10591
914-261-5995

On Monday, May 4, 2026 at 03:03:30 PM EDT, Randy Huff <randolph.huff@gmail.com> wrote:

Marianne,

The source for the SEQRA statement is the Planning Board materials, specifically the AKRF memo on
SEQRA and various submittals regarding areas within the ARB's purview. We reviewed these materials
in preparation for the informal presentation and the applicant's tentative April schedule. A formal vote
will occur when the ARB is officially requested to weigh in on the matter. In my experience, the ARB
has never taken up a matter without a Planning Board referral or a scheduled visit by the Building
Department.

Regarding your point on Section 9-5, I understand your position that the referral requirement is legally
fulfilled when Sarah publishes the Planning Board agenda. However, from a practical perspective, the
Planning Board should formally request the ARB referral when the site review enters the final
architectural phase. If we were to act solely on new items from the PB agenda, we would have
reviewed this applicant's preliminary 2024 plans, which have since been discarded. 

Best regards,

Randy Huff

On Mon, May 4, 2026 at 2:06 PM masjeb@aol.com <masjeb@aol.com> wrote:

Dear Randy -- You have not responded to my question below as to what was the
source of the "ARB statement" on SEQRA? Before Cesare can acknowledge it at
Wednesday's Planning Board meeting, it is important to know when the ARB
voted on it and who participated in the vote. As I said earlier, I did not see any
record of it in the ARB minutes or meeting video.
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§ 9-5 Site development plan applications.

Marianne Stecich
Stecich Murphy & Lammers, LLP
505 White Plains Road, Suite 206
Tarrytown, New York  10591
914-261-5995

On Thursday, April 30, 2026 at 12:04:38 PM EDT, masjeb@aol.com <masjeb@aol.com> wrote:

Dear Randy -- I just got off the phone with the Mayor and she asked me to write
you to explain again that Section 9-5 of the Code does not require a referral from
the Planning Board. That section provides:

Every application for site development plan approval for the
construction, reconstruction or alteration of any building or
structure shall be referred to the Board of Architectural
Review for its recommendation and report to the Planning
Board. This referral shall be in addition to the referral
required by § 9-6.

That referral is made every time an application comes in. At the same time that
Sarah sends the email with the Planning Board agenda and the link to the
applications on the Village website to the Planning Board and the Village's
consultants, she sends the same email to all of the ARB members (and, now, the
architectural consultant). It is at that point that the ARB can review the applications
and make any recommendations to the Planning Board.

We discussed this at our meeting with you om Monday and made it clear that the
initial receipt by the ARB of the application when sent by Sarah satisfies Section 9-
5 (“shall be referred to the [ARB]”). This is the appropriate time for the ARB to give
recommendations and comments to the Planning Board pursuant to Section 9-
5.  Hopefully, this email will eliminate any confusion.

Additionally, where did the ARB's findings that "there are potentially significant
adverse impacts to historical resources, visual resources and community character
and a positive declaration is warranted" come from? You did not mention them at
Monday's meeting, and I did not see any discussion of those matters in the ARB
meeting videos. If there was a discussion with the ARB, it would have to be at a
public meeting, properly noticed under the Open Meetings Law.
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Marianne Stecich
Stecich Murphy & Lammers, LLP
505 White Plains Road, Suite 206
Tarrytown, New York  10591
914-261-5995

SEQRA EAF Part 2_ Review
of Architectural & Historic I
mpacts.pdf
50 KB
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Re: ARB Comments on 76 North Broadway
From: masjeb@aol.com <masjeb@aol.com>
To: Randy Huff
Cc: Arlene Burgos, Charles Hessler
Date: May 6, 2026, 1:01 PM

As I wrote, "Since the Architectural Review Board did not approve the letter, I am advising the
Planning Board Chairman not to acknowledge it.  A recommendation or findings from the ARB
would have to be voted on at a properly noticed public meeting, subject to the Open Meetings
Law."

Marianne Stecich
Stecich Murphy & Lammers, LLP
505 White Plains Road, Suite 206
Tarrytown, New York  10591
914-261-5995

On Wednesday, May 6, 2026 at 10:06:49 AM EDT, Randy Huff <randolph.huff@gmail.com> wrote:

Marianne,

Are there any other legal issues in my letter that prevent it from being acknowledged by the Planning Board?

Randy

On Tue, May 5, 2026 at 1:32 PM Randy Huff <randolph.huff@gmail.com> wrote:
Marianne,

I made the edits to improve clarity. The intent of the letter and my goal is to fix all design issues in this
application during site planning and before it reaches the ARB for final approval. 

Randy

On Tue, May 5, 2026 at 12:08 PM masjeb@aol.com <masjeb@aol.com> wrote:

Randy - The intent of the letter is unclear and confusing. While you signed it, the letter
is presented as a communication from the ARB.  The caption on top is "ARB
Comments on 76 North Broadway," and the penultimate paragraph begins "After
reviewing AKRF's April 2026 analysis of SEQRA . . . the ARB finds there are . . . ." You
can understand why I asked for clarification.

Email 11
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Since the Architectural Review Board did not approve the letter, I am advising the
Planning Board Chairman not to acknowledge it.  A recommendation or findings from
the ARB would have to be voted on at a properly noticed public meeting, subject to the
Open Meetings Law.

Marianne Stecich
Stecich Murphy & Lammers, LLP
505 White Plains Road, Suite 206
Tarrytown, New York  10591
914-261-5995

On Monday, May 4, 2026 at 05:22:50 PM EDT, Randy Huff <randolph.huff@gmail.com> wrote:

Marianne,

The intent was a letter from the Chair as I signed it. It was not a letter from the entire Board and did not
require a vote. If you find any legal issues preventing the Planning Board Chair from acknowledging my
letter, please let me know.

Randy

On Mon, May 4, 2026 at 4:55 PM masjeb@aol.com <masjeb@aol.com> wrote:

So is it accurate to say that the ARB never voted on the "ARB Comments on 76
North Broadway" that you asked to be distributed to the Planning Board?

Marianne Stecich
Stecich Murphy & Lammers, LLP
505 White Plains Road, Suite 206
Tarrytown, New York  10591
914-261-5995

On Monday, May 4, 2026 at 03:03:30 PM EDT, Randy Huff <randolph.huff@gmail.com> wrote:

Marianne,

The source for the SEQRA statement is the Planning Board materials, specifically the AKRF
memo on SEQRA and various submittals regarding areas within the ARB's purview. We reviewed
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§ 9-5 Site development plan applications.

these materials in preparation for the informal presentation and the applicant's tentative April
schedule. A formal vote will occur when the ARB is officially requested to weigh in on the matter.
In my experience, the ARB has never taken up a matter without a Planning Board referral or a
scheduled visit by the Building Department.

Regarding your point on Section 9-5, I understand your position that the referral requirement is
legally fulfilled when Sarah publishes the Planning Board agenda. However, from a practical
perspective, the Planning Board should formally request the ARB referral when the site review
enters the final architectural phase. If we were to act solely on new items from the PB agenda, we
would have reviewed this applicant's preliminary 2024 plans, which have since been discarded. 

Best regards,

Randy Huff

On Mon, May 4, 2026 at 2:06 PM masjeb@aol.com <masjeb@aol.com> wrote:

Dear Randy -- You have not responded to my question below as to what was
the source of the "ARB statement" on SEQRA? Before Cesare can
acknowledge it at Wednesday's Planning Board meeting, it is important to
know when the ARB voted on it and who participated in the vote. As I said
earlier, I did not see any record of it in the ARB minutes or meeting video.

Marianne Stecich
Stecich Murphy & Lammers, LLP
505 White Plains Road, Suite 206
Tarrytown, New York  10591
914-261-5995

On Thursday, April 30, 2026 at 12:04:38 PM EDT, masjeb@aol.com <masjeb@aol.com> wrote:

Dear Randy -- I just got off the phone with the Mayor and she asked me to
write you to explain again that Section 9-5 of the Code does not require a
referral from the Planning Board. That section provides:

Every application for site development plan approval for
the construction, reconstruction or alteration of any
building or structure shall be referred to the Board of
Architectural Review for its recommendation and report
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to the Planning Board. This referral shall be in addition to
the referral required by § 9-6.

That referral is made every time an application comes in. At the same time that
Sarah sends the email with the Planning Board agenda and the link to the
applications on the Village website to the Planning Board and the Village's
consultants, she sends the same email to all of the ARB members (and, now,
the architectural consultant). It is at that point that the ARB can review the
applications and make any recommendations to the Planning Board.

We discussed this at our meeting with you om Monday and made it clear that
the initial receipt by the ARB of the application when sent by Sarah satisfies
Section 9-5 (“shall be referred to the [ARB]”). This is the appropriate time for
the ARB to give recommendations and comments to the Planning Board
pursuant to Section 9-5.  Hopefully, this email will eliminate any confusion.

Additionally, where did the ARB's findings that "there are potentially significant
adverse impacts to historical resources, visual resources and community
character and a positive declaration is warranted" come from? You did not
mention them at Monday's meeting, and I did not see any discussion of those
matters in the ARB meeting videos. If there was a discussion with the ARB, it
would have to be at a public meeting, properly noticed under the Open
Meetings Law.

Marianne Stecich
Stecich Murphy & Lammers, LLP
505 White Plains Road, Suite 206
Tarrytown, New York  10591
914-261-5995
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ARB Chair’s Letter on 76 North Broadway 
At the meeting on April 27th to discuss the 76 North Broadway application process, it was made 
clear the ARB will not be receiving a § 9-5 Site Planning Report referral from the Planning Board 
Chair on this application. This is unfortunate since the § 9-5 Site Planning Report is the ARB’s 
only chance to inform the Planning Board on design issues before the site plan approval.  
 
The Village Attorney advised that at this time, the current progress on the application in site plan 
review makes it inappropriate for the ARB to formally review matters regarding scale and 
massing.  
 
While I see the issue with timing, the Planning Board Chair should have scheduled the required 
ARB referral at an appropriate time during the past 12 months so as not to diminish the required 
role of the ARB in site planning. Regardless of timing and appropriateness, the issues with scale 
and massing remain and need to be dealt with as they can have a negative impact on the 
desirability, property values and character of the neighborhood which directly impact the ARB’s 
ability to approve the application.  
 
Contrary to the belief expressed at the meeting that the only way to deal with mass and scale 
issues is to reduce the allowable build envelope, Architects have many tools to deal with this 
topic without reducing the building size or footprint. An open discussion on the topic would be 
beneficial to the residents of Irvington and the applicant.  
 
I was also informed at our meeting that the next scheduled ARB visit for this application will be a 
§ 9-6 final review and vote by the ARB for permit approval. Since the ARB will not have a 
chance to weigh in on design review matters with the Planning Board, I am submitting this letter 
as a summary of the ARB’s preliminary § 9-5 Site Planning report notes on bulk, massing, 
character and historic significance as SEQRA areas of concern for the ARB to comment..  
 
After reviewing AKRF’s April 2026 analysis of SEQRA, including items within the ARB scope, I 
see there are potentially significant adverse impacts to historical resources, visual resources 
and community character that the ARB should address in a public meeting in order to formally 
submit SEQRA comments.  
 
The specific impacts the ARB would address in a § 9-5 Site Planning Report and SEQRA 
comments would include: 

●​ Contextual issues with Massing and Visibility 
●​ Aesthetic impact assessment 
●​ Roofline character 
●​ Elevation issues impacting the streetscape 
●​ Broadway Corridor impacts from the removal the hill 
●​ Historic impacts on the SHPO eligible structures adjoining the property 
●​ ARB’s determination of Local Historic Significance 
●​ Window and opening issues with irregular shapes and repetitiveness 
●​ The grandiose and overstated entry gate 
●​ Current design’s inability to blend with the existing community character 
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●​ The findings in the letter from the five architectural preservationists 
●​ The ARB Consulting Architect’s preliminary findings for the ARB 

 
I urge the Planning Board to pause any vote on closing out SEQRA and refer the matter to the 
ARB for input.   
 
 
Randy Huff 
 
Chair of Irvington's Architectural Review Board 
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Re: ARB Comments on 76 North Broadway
From: masjeb@aol.com <masjeb@aol.com>
To: Randy Huff
Cc: Arlene Burgos, Charles Hessler
Date: May 6, 2026, 3:11 PM

Randy -- The letter is still problematic, for a number of reasons. Sending it from the ARB
Chair makes it appear as if it is an ARB communication. Otherwise, why would you not send
it as Randy Huff (which would raise ethical problems, as you were advised in Charles
Hessler's email of last evening).

In addition to it appearing to be a communication from the ARB, it expressly says: "I am
submitting this letter as a summary of the ARB’s preliminary § 9-5 Site Planning report notes on
bulk, massing, character and historic significance as SEQRA areas of concern for the ARB to
comment." 

When did the ARB make this preliminary report? I did not see any minutes (video or written) of
such a discussion and report. As you know, any discussion would have to be at a publicly
noticed, open to the public, meeting.

Marianne Stecich
Stecich Murphy & Lammers, LLP
505 White Plains Road, Suite 206
Tarrytown, New York  10591
914-261-5995

On Wednesday, May 6, 2026 at 01:37:40 PM EDT, Randy Huff <randolph.huff@gmail.com> wrote:

Marianne,

I edited the original document and removed "recommendations and findings from the ARB". I also changed the
letter so it is clearly from the Chair. Are there any legal issues with my revised letter?

Randy

On Wed, May 6, 2026 at 1:01 PM masjeb@aol.com <masjeb@aol.com> wrote:

As I wrote, "Since the Architectural Review Board did not approve the letter, I am advising
the Planning Board Chairman not to acknowledge it.  A recommendation or findings from the
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ARB would have to be voted on at a properly noticed public meeting, subject to the Open
Meetings Law."

Marianne Stecich
Stecich Murphy & Lammers, LLP
505 White Plains Road, Suite 206
Tarrytown, New York  10591
914-261-5995

On Wednesday, May 6, 2026 at 10:06:49 AM EDT, Randy Huff <randolph.huff@gmail.com> wrote:

Marianne,

Are there any other legal issues in my letter that prevent it from being acknowledged by the Planning
Board?

Randy

On Tue, May 5, 2026 at 1:32 PM Randy Huff <randolph.huff@gmail.com> wrote:
Marianne,

I made the edits to improve clarity. The intent of the letter and my goal is to fix all design issues in this
application during site planning and before it reaches the ARB for final approval. 

Randy

On Tue, May 5, 2026 at 12:08 PM masjeb@aol.com <masjeb@aol.com> wrote:

Randy - The intent of the letter is unclear and confusing. While you signed it, the
letter is presented as a communication from the ARB.  The caption on top is "ARB
Comments on 76 North Broadway," and the penultimate paragraph begins "After
reviewing AKRF's April 2026 analysis of SEQRA . . . the ARB finds there are . . . ."
You can understand why I asked for clarification.

Since the Architectural Review Board did not approve the letter, I am advising the
Planning Board Chairman not to acknowledge it.  A recommendation or findings
from the ARB would have to be voted on at a properly noticed public meeting,
subject to the Open Meetings Law.

Marianne Stecich
Stecich Murphy & Lammers, LLP
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505 White Plains Road, Suite 206
Tarrytown, New York  10591
914-261-5995

On Monday, May 4, 2026 at 05:22:50 PM EDT, Randy Huff <randolph.huff@gmail.com> wrote:

Marianne,

The intent was a letter from the Chair as I signed it. It was not a letter from the entire Board and
did not require a vote. If you find any legal issues preventing the Planning Board Chair from
acknowledging my letter, please let me know.

Randy

On Mon, May 4, 2026 at 4:55 PM masjeb@aol.com <masjeb@aol.com> wrote:

So is it accurate to say that the ARB never voted on the "ARB Comments on
76 North Broadway" that you asked to be distributed to the Planning Board?

Marianne Stecich
Stecich Murphy & Lammers, LLP
505 White Plains Road, Suite 206
Tarrytown, New York  10591
914-261-5995

On Monday, May 4, 2026 at 03:03:30 PM EDT, Randy Huff <randolph.huff@gmail.com> wrote:

Marianne,

The source for the SEQRA statement is the Planning Board materials, specifically the AKRF
memo on SEQRA and various submittals regarding areas within the ARB's purview. We
reviewed these materials in preparation for the informal presentation and the applicant's
tentative April schedule. A formal vote will occur when the ARB is officially requested to
weigh in on the matter. In my experience, the ARB has never taken up a matter without a
Planning Board referral or a scheduled visit by the Building Department.

Regarding your point on Section 9-5, I understand your position that the referral requirement
is legally fulfilled when Sarah publishes the Planning Board agenda. However, from a
practical perspective, the Planning Board should formally request the ARB referral when the
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§ 9-5 Site development plan applications.

site review enters the final architectural phase. If we were to act solely on new items from the
PB agenda, we would have reviewed this applicant's preliminary 2024 plans, which have
since been discarded. 

Best regards,

Randy Huff

On Mon, May 4, 2026 at 2:06 PM masjeb@aol.com <masjeb@aol.com> wrote:

Dear Randy -- You have not responded to my question below as to what
was the source of the "ARB statement" on SEQRA? Before Cesare can
acknowledge it at Wednesday's Planning Board meeting, it is important to
know when the ARB voted on it and who participated in the vote. As I said
earlier, I did not see any record of it in the ARB minutes or meeting video.

Marianne Stecich
Stecich Murphy & Lammers, LLP
505 White Plains Road, Suite 206
Tarrytown, New York  10591
914-261-5995

On Thursday, April 30, 2026 at 12:04:38 PM EDT, masjeb@aol.com <masjeb@aol.com>
wrote:

Dear Randy -- I just got off the phone with the Mayor and she asked me to
write you to explain again that Section 9-5 of the Code does not require a
referral from the Planning Board. That section provides:

Every application for site development plan approval
for the construction, reconstruction or alteration of
any building or structure shall be referred to the
Board of Architectural Review for its recommendation
and report to the Planning Board. This referral shall
be in addition to the referral required by § 9-6.

That referral is made every time an application comes in. At the same time
that Sarah sends the email with the Planning Board agenda and the link to
the applications on the Village website to the Planning Board and the
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Village's consultants, she sends the same email to all of the ARB
members (and, now, the architectural consultant). It is at that point that the
ARB can review the applications and make any recommendations to the
Planning Board.

We discussed this at our meeting with you om Monday and made it clear
that the initial receipt by the ARB of the application when sent by Sarah
satisfies Section 9-5 (“shall be referred to the [ARB]”). This is the
appropriate time for the ARB to give recommendations and comments to
the Planning Board pursuant to Section 9-5.  Hopefully, this email will
eliminate any confusion.

Additionally, where did the ARB's findings that "there are potentially
significant adverse impacts to historical resources, visual resources and
community character and a positive declaration is warranted" come from?
You did not mention them at Monday's meeting, and I did not see any
discussion of those matters in the ARB meeting videos. If there was a
discussion with the ARB, it would have to be at a public meeting, properly
noticed under the Open Meetings Law.

Marianne Stecich
Stecich Murphy & Lammers, LLP
505 White Plains Road, Suite 206
Tarrytown, New York  10591
914-261-5995
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Re: ARB Comments on 76 North Broadway
From: Randy Huff <randolph.huff@gmail.com>
To: masjeb@aol.com
Cc: Arlene Burgos, Charles Hessler
Date: May 6, 2026, 3:56 PM

Dear Marianne,

You previously advised that a letter from the ARB requires a vote, so I revised the document to be from
the Chair. Now it appears you are advising that the Chair cannot send such a letter without a vote either.

Furthermore, I understand your point that Charles’s email from last night was intended to advise me of
ethical issues should I send the letter as an individual. I did not realize that email was specifically directed
at this letter.

At this point, I recognize the letter will not be delivered and see no need to continue this discussion.

Best regards,

Randy Huff

On Wed, May 6, 2026 at 3:11 PM masjeb@aol.com <masjeb@aol.com> wrote:
Randy -- The letter is still problematic, for a number of reasons. Sending it from the ARB
Chair makes it appear as if it is an ARB communication. Otherwise, why would you not
send it as Randy Huff (which would raise ethical problems, as you were advised in Charles
Hessler's email of last evening).

In addition to it appearing to be a communication from the ARB, it expressly says: "I am
submitting this letter as a summary of the ARB’s preliminary § 9-5 Site Planning report notes
on bulk, massing, character and historic significance as SEQRA areas of concern for the ARB
to comment." 

When did the ARB make this preliminary report? I did not see any minutes (video or written) of
such a discussion and report. As you know, any discussion would have to be at a publicly
noticed, open to the public, meeting.

Marianne Stecich
Stecich Murphy & Lammers, LLP
505 White Plains Road, Suite 206
Tarrytown, New York  10591
914-261-5995
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On Wednesday, May 6, 2026 at 01:37:40 PM EDT, Randy Huff <randolph.huff@gmail.com> wrote:

Marianne,

I edited the original document and removed "recommendations and findings from the ARB". I also changed
the letter so it is clearly from the Chair. Are there any legal issues with my revised letter?

Randy

On Wed, May 6, 2026 at 1:01 PM masjeb@aol.com <masjeb@aol.com> wrote:

As I wrote, "Since the Architectural Review Board did not approve the letter, I am advising
the Planning Board Chairman not to acknowledge it.  A recommendation or findings from
the ARB would have to be voted on at a properly noticed public meeting, subject to the
Open Meetings Law."

Marianne Stecich
Stecich Murphy & Lammers, LLP
505 White Plains Road, Suite 206
Tarrytown, New York  10591
914-261-5995

On Wednesday, May 6, 2026 at 10:06:49 AM EDT, Randy Huff <randolph.huff@gmail.com> wrote:

Marianne,

Are there any other legal issues in my letter that prevent it from being acknowledged by the Planning
Board?

Randy

On Tue, May 5, 2026 at 1:32 PM Randy Huff <randolph.huff@gmail.com> wrote:
Marianne,

I made the edits to improve clarity. The intent of the letter and my goal is to fix all design issues in
this application during site planning and before it reaches the ARB for final approval. 

Randy
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On Tue, May 5, 2026 at 12:08 PM masjeb@aol.com <masjeb@aol.com> wrote:

Randy - The intent of the letter is unclear and confusing. While you signed it, the
letter is presented as a communication from the ARB.  The caption on top is
"ARB Comments on 76 North Broadway," and the penultimate paragraph begins
"After reviewing AKRF's April 2026 analysis of SEQRA . . . the ARB finds there
are . . . ." You can understand why I asked for clarification.

Since the Architectural Review Board did not approve the letter, I am advising
the Planning Board Chairman not to acknowledge it.  A recommendation or
findings from the ARB would have to be voted on at a properly noticed public
meeting, subject to the Open Meetings Law.

Marianne Stecich
Stecich Murphy & Lammers, LLP
505 White Plains Road, Suite 206
Tarrytown, New York  10591
914-261-5995

On Monday, May 4, 2026 at 05:22:50 PM EDT, Randy Huff <randolph.huff@gmail.com> wrote:

Marianne,

The intent was a letter from the Chair as I signed it. It was not a letter from the entire Board and
did not require a vote. If you find any legal issues preventing the Planning Board Chair from
acknowledging my letter, please let me know.

Randy

On Mon, May 4, 2026 at 4:55 PM masjeb@aol.com <masjeb@aol.com> wrote:

So is it accurate to say that the ARB never voted on the "ARB Comments
on 76 North Broadway" that you asked to be distributed to the Planning
Board?

Marianne Stecich
Stecich Murphy & Lammers, LLP
505 White Plains Road, Suite 206
Tarrytown, New York  10591
914-261-5995

Page 136 of 183

mailto:masjeb@aol.com
mailto:masjeb@aol.com
mailto:randolph.huff@gmail.com
mailto:masjeb@aol.com
mailto:masjeb@aol.com


On Monday, May 4, 2026 at 03:03:30 PM EDT, Randy Huff <randolph.huff@gmail.com>
wrote:

Marianne,

The source for the SEQRA statement is the Planning Board materials, specifically the
AKRF memo on SEQRA and various submittals regarding areas within the ARB's purview.
We reviewed these materials in preparation for the informal presentation and the
applicant's tentative April schedule. A formal vote will occur when the ARB is officially
requested to weigh in on the matter. In my experience, the ARB has never taken up a
matter without a Planning Board referral or a scheduled visit by the Building Department.

Regarding your point on Section 9-5, I understand your position that the referral
requirement is legally fulfilled when Sarah publishes the Planning Board agenda.
However, from a practical perspective, the Planning Board should formally request the
ARB referral when the site review enters the final architectural phase. If we were to act
solely on new items from the PB agenda, we would have reviewed this applicant's
preliminary 2024 plans, which have since been discarded. 

Best regards,

Randy Huff

On Mon, May 4, 2026 at 2:06 PM masjeb@aol.com <masjeb@aol.com> wrote:

Dear Randy -- You have not responded to my question below as to
what was the source of the "ARB statement" on SEQRA? Before
Cesare can acknowledge it at Wednesday's Planning Board meeting, it
is important to know when the ARB voted on it and who participated in
the vote. As I said earlier, I did not see any record of it in the ARB
minutes or meeting video.

Marianne Stecich
Stecich Murphy & Lammers, LLP
505 White Plains Road, Suite 206
Tarrytown, New York  10591
914-261-5995

On Thursday, April 30, 2026 at 12:04:38 PM EDT, masjeb@aol.com
<masjeb@aol.com> wrote:
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§ 9-5 Site development plan applications.

Dear Randy -- I just got off the phone with the Mayor and she asked me
to write you to explain again that Section 9-5 of the Code does not
require a referral from the Planning Board. That section provides:

Every application for site development plan
approval for the construction, reconstruction or
alteration of any building or structure shall be
referred to the Board of Architectural Review for its
recommendation and report to the Planning Board.
This referral shall be in addition to the referral
required by § 9-6.

That referral is made every time an application comes in. At the same
time that Sarah sends the email with the Planning Board agenda and
the link to the applications on the Village website to the Planning Board
and the Village's consultants, she sends the same email to all of the
ARB members (and, now, the architectural consultant). It is at that point
that the ARB can review the applications and make any
recommendations to the Planning Board.

We discussed this at our meeting with you om Monday and made it
clear that the initial receipt by the ARB of the application when sent by
Sarah satisfies Section 9-5 (“shall be referred to the [ARB]”). This is the
appropriate time for the ARB to give recommendations and comments to
the Planning Board pursuant to Section 9-5.  Hopefully, this email will
eliminate any confusion.

Additionally, where did the ARB's findings that "there are potentially
significant adverse impacts to historical resources, visual resources and
community character and a positive declaration is warranted" come
from? You did not mention them at Monday's meeting, and I did not see
any discussion of those matters in the ARB meeting videos. If there was
a discussion with the ARB, it would have to be at a public meeting,
properly noticed under the Open Meetings Law.

Marianne Stecich
Stecich Murphy & Lammers, LLP
505 White Plains Road, Suite 206
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Tarrytown, New York  10591
914-261-5995
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FW: 76 North Broadway
From: Arlene Burgos <aburgos@irvingtonny.gov>
To: Marianne Stecich
Date: May 8, 2026, 12:31 PM

 

Here it is. Let me see if anyone responded. I did not.

From: Randy Huff <randolph.huff@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, May 6, 2026 4:39 PM
To: Arlene Burgos <aburgos@irvingtonny.gov>; Kent Kleiman <kkleiman@irvingtonny.gov>; David
Zwiebel <dzwiebel@irvingtonny.gov>
Subject: 76 North Broadway

 

Even after incorporating every revision requested by the village attorney, it has become clear that further
obstacles are being created to prevent my letter as Architectural Review Board (ARB) Chair from reaching
the Planning Board Members. The objective of the enclosed correspondence is straightforward: the ARB
must have the chance to provide formal input to the Planning Board prior to the finalization of SEQRA
determinations and site planning for the 76 North Broadway project.

A preliminary assessment by our Architect has highlighted numerous concerns that require resolution
during the site planning phase. Regrettably, because that review was prematurely disclosed, the Planning
Chair is now refusing to accept any reports or feedback from the ARB. This shift toward gamesmanship
and personal bias regarding the application is a disservice to village residents, as most applicants typically
value the opportunity to identify and resolve design flaws early in the process.

The ARB is being prevented from fulfilling its role of providing formal commentary on SEQRA and design-
related issues, despite its ability to contribute meaningfully to the project. While the Architect’s initial
observations were mischaracterized as negative criticism that needed to be kept from the applicant, they
were actually intended as constructive feedback meant for resolution, consistent with our standard
procedures.

The addition of our new Architect to the ARB has already benefited Irvington by proposing improvements
that assist applicants and bolster property values. For those who missed the April ARB meeting, I strongly
recommend viewing it to see his contributions to the Main Street and Havemeyer projects. Specifically, he
identified a massing concern on Havemeyer that the Planning Board overlooked, demonstrating how such
issues can be addressed without altering the maximum build size.

Email 15
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Please find the attached letter requesting that the Planning Board formally refer this application to the
ARB for necessary design and SEQRA review.

Sincerely,

Randy Huff
Chair, Architectural Review Board

[EXTERNAL] This email is from outside the Village of Irvington- Please use caution when opening links
and attachments!

Review of Architectural & H
istoric Impacts .pdf
50 KB
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RE: 76 North Broadway
From: Charles Hessler <chessler@irvingtonny.gov>
To: Randy Huff
Date: May 14, 2026, 3:28 PM

Good afternoon Randy,

 

The Mayor passed along your message to me. Please note that if you refer to the Minutes from the
Planning Board from the meeting of 2/4/2026 found here, you will see on page 46 that the Planning
Board refers the applicant for the 76 North Broadway project to the ARB. This should suffice as a
referral.

 

Charles

 

From: Arlene Burgos <aburgos@irvingtonny.gov>
Sent: Friday, May 8, 2026 7:55 AM
To: Board <board@irvingtonny.gov>
Cc: Charles Hessler <chessler@irvingtonny.gov>; Marianne Stecich <masjeb@aol.com>
Subject: RE: 76 North Broadway

 

Forwarding to the entire board.

 

 

From: Randy Huff <randolph.huff@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, May 6, 2026 4:38:34 PM
To: Arlene Burgos <aburgos@irvingtonny.gov>; Kent Kleiman <kkleiman@irvingtonny.gov>; David
Zwiebel <dzwiebel@irvingtonny.gov>
Subject: 76 North Broadway

 

Even after incorporating every revision requested by the village attorney, it has become clear that further
obstacles are being created to prevent my letter as Architectural Review Board (ARB) Chair from reaching
the Planning Board Members. The objective of the enclosed correspondence is straightforward: the ARB

Emaill 16
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must have the chance to provide formal input to the Planning Board prior to the finalization of SEQRA
determinations and site planning for the 76 North Broadway project.

A preliminary assessment by our Architect has highlighted numerous concerns that require resolution
during the site planning phase. Regrettably, because that review was prematurely disclosed, the Planning
Chair is now refusing to accept any reports or feedback from the ARB. This shift toward gamesmanship
and personal bias regarding the application is a disservice to village residents, as most applicants typically
value the opportunity to identify and resolve design flaws early in the process.

The ARB is being prevented from fulfilling its role of providing formal commentary on SEQRA and design-
related issues, despite its ability to contribute meaningfully to the project. While the Architect’s initial
observations were mischaracterized as negative criticism that needed to be kept from the applicant, they
were actually intended as constructive feedback meant for resolution, consistent with our standard
procedures.

The addition of our new Architect to the ARB has already benefited Irvington by proposing improvements
that assist applicants and bolster property values. For those who missed the April ARB meeting, I strongly
recommend viewing it to see his contributions to the Main Street and Havemeyer projects. Specifically, he
identified a massing concern on Havemeyer that the Planning Board overlooked, demonstrating how such
issues can be addressed without altering the maximum build size.

Please find the attached letter requesting that the Planning Board formally refer this application to the
ARB for necessary design and SEQRA review.

Sincerely,

Randy Huff
Chair, Architectural Review Board

[EXTERNAL] This email is from outside the Village of Irvington- Please use caution when opening links
and attachments!
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*submitted new materials 

 

 AGENDA 

Architectural Review Board 

Village Hall – Village of Irvington, New York 

Wednesday, May 27, 2026 – 8:00 PM 
 

** The Architectural Review Board meeting will take place at 85 Main Street.  Board members and staff will 

be present at 85 Main Street.  The applicants will present via Zoom. The public is welcome to attend in 

person or join via Zoom ** 

 

Join Zoom Meeting 

https://us02web.zoom.us/j/89204288467  

Meeting ID: 892 0428 8467 

Use Computer Audio or Dial-in Audio: (646) 558-8656 

 

 

New Matters    

 

2026-25 Abbott House – 100 North Broadway – Exterior Elevation Changes 

 

2026-24 Lee – 9 Beechwood Road – Exterior Elevation Changes 

 

2026-23 Masuch – 1 Deep Hollow Close – Propane Tank 

 

2026-22 Vincent – 50 Ardsley Avenue West - Fence 

 

2026-21 Thornburgh – 32 Erie Street - Fence 

 

2026-20 LeBuhn – 44 North Brook Lane - Fence  

 

Continuations 

 

2025-73 Salton – 16 South Cottenet Street – Solar Panels 

 

Revisions (of previously approved projects) 

 

2024-52 Marra – 42 Main Street – Exterior Elevation Changes 

 

*2019-06 Bridges/Frank – 3 Shady Lane – Exterior Elevation Changes 

 

Historic Overlay District (Demolition) 

Referrals from Planning Board 

 
In order to view Architectural Review Board submissions online, please follow the following steps: 

 

Step 1. Go to the Village website, www.irvingtonny.gov. 

Step 2: Click on the “View Land Use Board Submissions” link just underneath the “Welcome” photo.  

Step 3: Click on the “Architectural Review Board” folder to see the PDFs of the submissions  

 

Plans are also available for review at the library during business hours at 12 South Astor Street 

Exhibit 17
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Architectural Review Board of Irvington, NY

Comments on Planning Board 2024-18

76 N Broadway - DKR9 LLC

May 27, 2026

The Architectural Review Board submits these comments based on the Informal presentation by
DKR9 LLC, on February 23rd, 2026 to the ARB, their latest submission to the Planning Board

for June 6th, 2026, documents submitted to the Planning Board and the Board of Trustees, and

incorporates input from the Village of Irvington Consulting Architect.

Attached at the end is the Village of Irvington Consulting Architect's Report along with the

complete list of referenced documents.

The comments are arranged under the guidance of the ARB's four purposes

A. Improve the exterior appearance of buildings and other structures throughout the Village.
B. Continue the harmonious development of the Village.
C. Prevent the impairment of the property values of improved and unimproved property.
D. Protect the historic character of the Village, including, in particular, the Irvington Historic

District, which as of January 2014, is listed on the National Register of Historic Places.

Comments on the 76 N Broadway - DKR9 LLC Application

Improve the exterior appearance of buildings and other structures

throughout the Village." § 9.1 A

The proposed demolition of the 1850 Woodcliff Manor along with the proposed replacement
structure fail to satisfy the Architectural Review Board's purpose under § 9.1 A.

The existing c.1850 Woodcliff Manor blends with the surrounding properties which

includes SHPO eligible structures adjoining the site, three structures on Strawberry Lane

circa 1860 and structures circa 1880 on 88 North Broadway. The proposed building
should at least meet or preferably exceed the current level of visual and aesthetic

compatibility with the surrounding structures. If the demolition goes forward along with

the current proposed design, this would result in a destructive and irreversible adverse

impact to the character of this neighborhood.

1

Exhibit 18

Page 145 of 183



According to the Village of Irvington Consulting Architect's Report, the proposed

replacement structure fails to offer an improvement due to the following factors:

The proposed building's large scale, mass, height, and architectural character

are not in scale with its historic setting in the neighborhood. The only institutional

sized building neighboring the proposed site, 88 North Broadway, is a brick

building with peaked and varied rooflines which is an example of how to blend

with the single family homes.

The facade uses multiple materials described as busy and architecturally

confusing, failing to reduce the building's large footprint. The exterior materials

should be simplified to respond to the existing palette of red brick, stone, or

painted wood siding.
The building's flat roof is atypical of its residential setting, where buildings have

sloped roofs and dormers.

The proposed window designs, doors, and balconies are arranged in a highly

repetitive pattern and irregular shapes and need further study to " improve and

calm the exterior facade".

Continue the harmonious development of the Village." § 9.1 B

The proposed structure and the plan for the property are fundamentally at odds with the

Architectural Review Board's mandate under § 9.1 B, harmonious development.

The proposed new construction introduces a mass, height, and scale that is entirely out

of character for the building site and the North Broadway Corridor. The proposed
structure is not compatible with the neighborhood's established visual pattern, which is

predominantly composed of single-family residential homes. The inconsistency with the

existing Village landscape and, in particular, the Broadway Corridor is a consequential
and pivotal change to the village.

This disharmony is exacerbated by the project's approach to the land itself. Instead of

designing the architecture to work with and complement the existing, natural slope of the

topography, the project radically alters the natural sloping hillside in order to create a

large, flat building surface. This massive excavation requires the construction of retaining
wall systems that reach heights of up to 30 feet, almost three stories. The permanent
alteration of the hillside and the prominence of these retaining walls demonstrate that the

land would be forcefully contorted to accommodate the massive structure, thereby

disrupting the scenic and historic character of the corridor in a significant way.

Further contributing to the lack of harmonious development, the Village of Irvington's

Consulting Architect specifically noted design flaws such as the non -square southwest

2
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corner, which results in an "awkward massing and exterior elevation" on the front of the

building. The proposed excavation and the proposed new building design result in a

serious architectural detriment to the site. An issue that was avoided in the applicant's

original design.

Prevent the impairment of the property values of improved and

unimproved property." § 9.1 C

The proposed development fails to meet the Architectural Review Board's stated purpose under

9A C to prevent the impairment of property values.

The cumulative adverse impact of the design's incompatibility, massive scale, and

permanent alteration of the historic Broadway Corridor and reconstructed landscape
creates a detrimental effect on the neighborhood's character, which directly risks

impairing the property values of surrounding homes as determined by the following
factors.

1. Incompatible Mass and Architectural Flaws

The design's large scale, mass, and height are entirely out of character for the North

Broadway corridor, which is predominantly single-family residential. The Village's

Consulting Architect identified specific architectural features that contribute to a

perceived decline in quality and aesthetics:

The facade utilizes multiple materials deemed busy and architecturally confusing.
The flat roof design is atypical of the residential setting.
The proposed windows, doors, and balconies are highly repetitive and irregular.
The architect also noted that the non -square southwest corner results in

awkward massing and exterior elevation," suggesting a final building

appearance that lacks the quality and craftsmanship expected in the historic

neighborhood.

2. Permanent Degradation of Historic Landscape

The project's proposal to drastically reshape the land — rather than adapting the design
to the existing topography —results in an irreversible visual intrusion that is inconsistent

with the scenic character of the corridor. The extensive excavation to create a flat

building site on a steep slope requires the construction of multi -story retaining walls,

reaching heights up to 30 feet. The prominence of these walls and the permanent
alteration of the hillside are at odds with the Village goal in the Comprehensive Plan to

protect the scenic character of the land. The result would be a permanent devaluing of

3

Page 147 of 183



the overall look and feel of this Village gateway and a detrimental impact to property
values.

3. Loss of Historic Asset

The decision to demolish Woodcliff Manor, a structure determined by the ARB to be of

local historical significance," constitutes a dramatic and irreversible action. The ARB is

specifically mandated to assess whether the removal of a significant historic structure

along with the newly constructed structure unfavorably impacts the character of the

surrounding neighborhood and, by extension, the property values of nearby homes. The

loss of this historic resource and its replacement with a design deemed out of scale and

architecturally irregular is a detriment to the area's character, making the proposed
structure impossible to fulfill the mandate to prevent the impairment of property values.

Protect the historic character of the Village, including, in particular, the

Irvington Historic District, which as of January 2014, is listed on the

National Register of Historic Places." § 9.1 D

The demolition of Woodcliff Manor and its proposed out of character replacement is in direct

conflict with the Architectural Review Board's purpose to " Protect the historic character of the

Village" under § 9.1 D.

The ARB determines that Woodcliff Manor is a structure of " local historical

significance," meeting the intent set forth in the Village code § 224-47.9. The decision

to demolish this significant historic asset stands in opposition to the mandate to protect
the Village's historic character.

Instead of protection, the proposed action is a destructive one, immediately and

irreversibly eliminating a historic resource. The ARB's determination, supported by
documentation from the Irvington Historic Society, the Westchester Historic Society, and

a preservation architect, confirm the cultural and architectural importance of the Manor.

Furthermore, the new design intended to replace the Manor fails to honor the historic

character of the Village. The Village Consulting Architect's report highlights the

deficiencies in the new building's:

Incompatible Scale and Massing: The building's large scale, mass, height, and

architectural character are not in scale with its historic setting, which consists

predominantly of single-family residences. The design is incompatible with the

established visual pattern of the North Broadway corridor.

4
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Facade Fails to Reduce Visual Mass: The facade uses multiple materials that

are described as busy and architecturally confusing, which fails to minimize

the building's large footprint. The architect recommends that the exterior

materials be simplified to align with the existing neighborhood palette of red brick,

stone, or painted wood siding.

Atypical Roof Design: The proposed flat roof is atypical of the residential

setting, where most neighboring buildings feature sloped roofs. The MFO Zoning
code § 224-47.10 E ( 5) also reinforces the preference for "variation in roof

heights, use of pitched roofs, and other roof elements such as cross gables and

dormer windows".

Massing and Elevation Irregularity: Specific design elements, such as the

non -square southwest corner, lead to an " awkward massing and exterior

elevation," indicating a final appearance that does not complement the existing
historic architectural quality of neighboring properties.

Repetitive Window Patterns: The proposed window designs, doors, and

balconies are noted as highly repetitive and irregular and need further study to

improve and calm the exterior facade".

Out -of -Character Entry Gate: Demolition of a large section of the original

Broadway wall is proposed to be replaced with a " grandiose and overstated"

entry gate. This is a serious aesthetic resource impact along the Broadway
corridor and out of character for North Broadway where historic walls,

understated entry gates and minimal signage are the norm.

In addition to the ARB purpose to protect the historic character of the Village, the

Village's MFO zoning code reinforces this same purpose by stating that new construction

be of a design that complements the existing character of the neighborhood and

community, and use materials compatible with the neighborhood and historic

character of the Village ( MFO District § 224-47.10 E ( 3)). By demolishing and replacing
a local historic significant structure with a design that is visually incompatible, awkwardly

massed, and out of scale with its setting, the proposed development actively damages
rather than protects the historic character of the Village.

ARB Determination of " local historic significance"

The MFO zoning code, § 224-47.9 Sections D(3) & F(5), gives the planning Board the ability to

award FAR and Coverage bonuses related to adaptive reuse if the ARB determines it to be of

local historic significance".

The current application proposes demolition of the Woodcliff Manor, identified in the Irvington

5
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Historic Society's inventory of structures that designates the subject property as " landmark

eligible". This local inventory created in 1976 by local preservationists and local historians has

been submitted to the BOT and the ARB to alert the Boards of their significance when any of

these properties are considered for actions. Additionally, a letter by Joseph Pell Lombardi, a

preservation architect and owner of the 1850 Octagon House in Irvington, NY, speaks of a report

he prepared detailing the history of this structure. The Historic Structure Report for Woodcliff is

available from the Irvington Historic Society and concludes that Woodcliff is a house with a main

block built most likely by John Mann sometime after 1787. Other additional documentation

includes a Westchester Historic Society letter, a letter from Irvington's Preservation Architects,

and a letter from Marissa Marvelli, a Historic Preservationist.

Using the Planning Board submittals from the various professionals, historic society records of

architectural significance along with the historical and cultural records of Woodcliff Manor, the

ARB determines the Woodcliff Manor property meets the intent in our code of " local historic

significance". The applicant should revisit the adaptive reuse of the Woodcliff Manor as

proposed in their 2024 submissions.

Closing Note

Although these comments are intended as architectural design review comments for the

Planning Board, for the reasons stated above, we believe this development will have potentially

significant adverse impacts to historic resources, community character and visual resources.

The Planning Board is encouraged to refer the application back to the ARB if architectural

changes occur during site plan review.

Village of Irvington, Architectural Review Board 5/27/2026

Reference Materials

1. Irvington Preservation Architects Letter 2026-04-08

2. Irvington Historical Society List of Significant Historical Buildings c.1974 - 2024

3. Westchester County Historical Society Letter 04-03-2021

4. Woodcliff Manor Joseph Lombardi Preservation Architect Letter 12-04-2024

5. Woodcliff Manor Marissa Marvelli Historic Preservationist 06-04-2021

6. DKR9 LLCNarma RE Submission to Planning Board 06-04-2026

7. DKR9 LLCNarma RE Submission to ARB 2026-03-23

8. DKR9 LLCNarma RE Submission to Planning Board 2024-07-03
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Village of Irvington Consulting Architect's Report

76 North Broadway

It is recommended that additional drawings be provided that describe this new building's context

and scale comparison to the adjacent buildings. The applicant should also justify why the

existing historic building is being demolished, especially since their earlier scheme proposed

saving it would be a benefit to the site. The applicant should clearly describe how their

proposed design has been designed to fit in with the adjacent neighbor's height scale and mass.

They should describe how their proposed design works with the existing grading and why the

design of the new canopy facing North Broadway is so prominent.

This design's large scale, mass, height and architectural character is not in scale with its historic

setting which is primarily single-family houses. The facade's multiple materials are busy, do not

ameliorate the building's large footprint and are architecturally confusing. The exterior materials

should be simplified and respond to the other existing buildings material palettes which is largely
red brick, stone or painted wood siding. In addition, the building's flat roof is atypical of its

residential setting with most buildings having sloped roofs. All of the building's plan have 90

degree corners with the exception of the southwest corner which is not 90 degrees against the

setback. Although this provides minimal additional square footage, this results in an awkward

massing and exterior elevation.

Study of pre-war apartment buildings in Westchester County would aid the applicant in

understanding how larger apartment buildings better fit into their context of single-family houses

through proper massing and window patterns as well as utilizing simple high -quality exterior

materials.

Further study should be given on how the project's large footprint can be redesigned to be more

in scale with the adjacent houses to the east and south.

The proposed window designs, doors and balconies are highly repetitive and irregular and

should be further studied to improve and calm the exterior facade.

The entry gate seems grandiose and overstated and should be simplified.

All rooftop mechanical units should be shown on the drawings and shielded from view. Any
exterior wall mechanical grilles or dryer vents should be shown in the drawings.

Gary Brewer

Irvington Architectural Consultant

caryarewerarcii ec .com
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Re: 76 North Broadway
From: masjeb@aol.com <masjeb@aol.com>
To: Randy Huff
Cc: msirota@guardiandd.com, asyatrakht@hotmail.com, mosberg@optonline.net, gail.weiler10@gmail.com,
aangatamin@gmail.com, Arlene Burgos, Josie Bloom, Kent Kleiman, logrodnek@irvingtonny.gov, David Zwiebel,
Charles Hessler, Katie Bugna, Cesare Manfredi
Date: Jun 5, 2026, 4:45 PM

Randy -- I will forward your email to the Board of Trustees, who wrote the memo. Your
response should be directed to them. Have a good weekend.

Marianne Stecich
Stecich Murphy & Lammers, LLP
505 White Plains Road, Suite 206
Tarrytown, New York  10591
914-261-5995

On Friday, June 5, 2026 at 04:24:38 PM EDT, Randy Huff <randolph.huff@gmail.com> wrote:

Marianne,

We are working on a response. There is a lot to contemplate here.

Randy Huff
Chair of Irvington
Architectural Review Board

On Tue, Jun 2, 2026 at 4:18 PM masjeb@aol.com <masjeb@aol.com> wrote:

Please see the attached letter from the Board of Trustees.

Marianne Stecich
Stecich Murphy & Lammers, LLP
505 White Plains Road, Suite 206
Tarrytown, New York  10591
914-261-5995
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Re: 76 North Broadway
From: Randy Huff <randolph.huff@gmail.com>
To: Charles Hessler
Cc: Marianne Stecich
Date: Jul 2, 2026, 3:00 PM

I will address this next week.

Have a good weekend.

Randy

On Tue, Jun 30, 2026 at 9:57 AM Randy Huff <randolph.huff@gmail.com> wrote:
Charles,

I intend to respond this week.

Randy

On Fri, Jun 26, 2026 at 4:20 PM Charles Hessler <chessler@irvingtonny.gov> wrote:
Thank you Randy. The Mayor wanted me to inquire when you thought the response would be ready
so that we can discuss it.

Have a good weekend.

Charles 

Sent from my iPhone

On Jun 5, 2026, at 4:24 PM, Randy Huff <randolph.huff@gmail.com> wrote:

﻿
Marianne,

We are working on a response. There is a lot to contemplate here.

Randy Huff
Chair of Irvington
Architectural Review Board

Email 20
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On Tue, Jun 2, 2026 at 4:18 PM masjeb@aol.com <masjeb@aol.com> wrote:
Please see the attached letter from the Board of Trustees.

Marianne Stecich
Stecich Murphy & Lammers, LLP
505 White Plains Road, Suite 206
Tarrytown, New York  10591
914-261-5995

[EXTERNAL] This email is from outside the Village of Irvington- Please use caution when
opening links and attachments!
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Re: 76 North Broadway
From: Randy Huff <randolph.huff@gmail.com>
To: Charles Hessler
Cc: Marianne Stecich
Date: Jul 8, 2026, 3:59 PM

The ARB received the letter sent by the Board of Trustees and Village Counsel on June 2nd, 2026, 
regarding the 76 North Broadway Varma Application.

Because this communication comes directly from the Board of Trustees through the Village’s 
attorney, the ARB needs legal advice from its own counsel.  This will ensure everything is handled 
correctly and avoids any potential conflicts of interest.

Respectfully request that the Board of Trustees authorize separate legal counsel for the ARB on this 
issue.

Thank you,

Randy Huff 

Chair of the Architectural Review Board

On Fri, Jun 26, 2026 at 4:20 PM Charles Hessler <chessler@irvingtonny.gov> wrote:
Thank you Randy. The Mayor wanted me to inquire when you thought the response would be ready so
that we can discuss it.

Have a good weekend.

Charles 

Sent from my iPhone

On Jun 5, 2026, at 4:24 PM, Randy Huff <randolph.huff@gmail.com> wrote:

﻿
Marianne,

We are working on a response. There is a lot to contemplate here.

Email 21
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Randy Huff
Chair of Irvington
Architectural Review Board

On Tue, Jun 2, 2026 at 4:18 PM masjeb@aol.com <masjeb@aol.com> wrote:
Please see the attached letter from the Board of Trustees.

Marianne Stecich
Stecich Murphy & Lammers, LLP
505 White Plains Road, Suite 206
Tarrytown, New York  10591
914-261-5995

[EXTERNAL] This email is from outside the Village of Irvington- Please use caution when
opening links and attachments!
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RE: Letter from Board of Trustees
From: Charles Hessler <chessler@irvingtonny.gov>
To: randolph.huff@gmail.com, Karnit Mosberg
Cc: asyatrakht@hotmail.com, gail.weiler10@gmail.com, aangatamin@gmail.com, Arlene Burgos, Josie Bloom, Kent
Kleiman, Larry Ogrodnek, David Zwiebel, masjeb@aol.com
Date: Jul 16, 2026, 3:27 PM

Good afternoon,

 

I hope this email finds you well. The Village Board is holding meetings on the following days:

 

Work Session – August 12, 2026 at 7:00 PM
Regular Meeting – August 17, 2026 at 7:00 PM

 

Both meetings will be held in the Irvington Court Room and online via Zoom.

 

Please let me know which meeting works for the members of the ARB to attend and I will add the
discussion to the agenda.

Sincerely,

Charles Hessler

 

Charles G. Hessler

Village Administrator

Village of Irvington     

85 Main St.               

Irvington, NY 10533

Tel:  (914) 591-4358

Email 22
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Fax: (914) 591-4072

                     www.irvingtonny.gov

 

 

 

From: Randy Huff <randolph.huff@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, July 13, 2026 12:10 PM
To: Karnit Mosberg <mosberg@optonline.net>
Cc: Charles Hessler <chessler@irvingtonny.gov>; of Irvington Village <officeirvingtonny@gmail.com>;
msirota@guardiandd.com; asyatrakht@hotmail.com; gail.weiler10@gmail.com; aangatamin@gmail.com;
Arlene Burgos <aburgos@irvingtonny.gov>; Josie Bloom <jbloom@irvingtonny.gov>; Kent Kleiman
<kkleiman@irvingtonny.gov>; Larry Ogrodnek <logrodnek@irvingtonny.gov>; David Zwiebel
<dzwiebel@irvingtonny.gov>; masjeb@aol.com
Subject: Re: Letter from Board of Trustees

 

Let me think about this.

 

Randy

 

On Mon, Jul 13, 2026 at 11:34 AM Karnit Mosberg <mosberg@optonline.net> wrote:

Sorry but I am away. 

 

Sent from my iPhone

On Jul 13, 2026, at 11:22 AM, Charles Hessler <chessler@irvingtonny.gov> wrote:

﻿

Good morning,
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I would like to inquire if anyone on the ARB is able to come to the meeting on July 15th to
discuss this matter.

Sincerely,

Charles Hessler

 

Charles G. Hessler

Village Administrator
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Village of Irvington     

85 Main St.               

Irvington, NY 10533

Tel:  (914) 591-4358

Fax: (914) 591-4072

                     www.irvingtonny.gov
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From: Village of Irvington <officeirvingtonny@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, July 10, 2026 9:43 AM
To: randolph.huff@gmail.com; msirota@guardiandd.com; asyatrakht@hotmail.com;
mosberg@optonline.net; gail.weiler10@gmail.com; aangatamin@gmail.com
Cc: Arlene Burgos <aburgos@irvingtonny.gov>; Josie Bloom <jbloom@irvingtonny.gov>;
Kent Kleiman <kkleiman@irvingtonny.gov>; Larry Ogrodnek
<logrodnek@irvingtonny.gov>; David Zwiebel <dz.dz@verizon.net>; Charles Hessler
<chessler@irvingtonny.gov>; masjeb@aol.com
Subject: Letter from Board of Trustees

 

Good morning!   Please see the attached letter from the Village Board of Trustees.

 

Thank you,

 

 

[EXTERNAL] This email is from outside the Village of Irvington- Please use caution when
opening links and attachments!

[EXTERNAL] This email is from outside the Village of Irvington- Please use caution when opening links
and attachments!
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Village of Irvington w/Randy Huff
From: steven@lmbesq.com <steven@lmbesq.com>
To: MASJEB@aol.com
Date: Jul 14, 2026, 12:31 PM

Dear Ms. Stecich,

 

This is written on behalf of ARB Chairperson Randy Huff in response to the July 10, 2026 letter of the
Irvington Board of Trustees inviting Mr. Huff to attend tomorrow’s Board meeting. I have not yet had
an opportunity to meet with Mr. Huff or to discuss this matter in depth. Therefore, a meeting
tomorrow will not give Mr. Huff sufficient time to prepare for a meaningful discussion of the topic
addressed in the Board’s letter. Once we have had an opportunity to properly prepare for a
discussion with the Board, I will contact you to arrange a mutually convenience meeting date. Thank
you for your anticipated courtesy and cooperation.

 

Steven G. Leventhal

Leventhal, Mullaney & Blinkoff, LLP

15 Remsen Avenue

Roslyn, New York 11576

Phone: (516) 484-5440 Ext. 101

Fax: (516) 324-4263

e-mail: steven@lmbesq.com
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Re: Letter from Board of Trustees
From: Charles Hessler <chessler@irvingtonny.gov>
To: randolph.huff@gmail.com, Karnit Mosberg
Cc: asyatrakht@hotmail.com, gail.weiler10@gmail.com, aangatamin@gmail.com, Arlene Burgos, Josie Bloom, Kent
Kleiman, Larry Ogrodnek, David Zwiebel, masjeb@aol.com
Date: Jul 28, 2026, 9:39 AM

Good morning,

Due to scheduling conflicts, the Village Board is rescheduling their August 12th work session to August
4th. The Board is rescheduling their regular meeting to August 25th. Both meetings will start at 7 pm and
will take place in person in the Irvington Court or online via zoom.

Let me know which meeting works for you so I can add the discussion to the agenda.

Sincerely,

Charles
Sent from my iPhone

On Jul 16, 2026, at 3:27 PM, Charles Hessler <chessler@irvingtonny.gov> wrote:

Good afternoon,

 

I hope this email finds you well. The Village Board is holding meetings on the following days:

 

Work Session – August 12, 2026 at 7:00 PM
Regular Meeting – August 17, 2026 at 7:00 PM

 

Both meetings will be held in the Irvington Court Room and online via Zoom.

 

Please let me know which meeting works for the members of the ARB to attend and I will
add the discussion to the agenda.
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Fwd: Board meeting follow up
From: Kent Kleiman <kkleiman@irvingtonny.gov>
To: Arlene Burgos
Cc: Charles Hessler, Marianne Stecich (masjeb@aol.com)
Date: Aug 10, 2026, 2:44 PM

FYI, I have not received a response yet. 

Please see the letter below. 

Kent

Begin forwarded message:

From: Kent Kleiman <kkleiman@irvingtonny.gov>
Date: Aug 6, 2026 at 3:42 PM
To: Randy Huff <randolph.huff@gmail.com>
Subject: Board meeting follow up

Hi Randy,

Village Administrator Charles Hessler reached out to you on two
occasions, on July 16 and July 28, to provide several Board of
Trustees meeting dates for the Architectural Review Board
members to consider for a discussion with the Board of
Trustees on ARB procedures and processes. To date, Charles
has not received confirmation regarding the ARB's intention to
attend any of the proposed meetings.

The next available Board of Trustees meeting is scheduled for
Tuesday, August 25, at 7:00 p.m. The following Board of Trustees
work session will be held on Wednesday, September 9, at 7:00
p.m.

Please let Charles know by Monday at 5:00 p.m.which of these
meetings the ARB members will be able to attend so that the
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appropriate arrangements can be made.

Thank you, and we look forward to your response.

Sincerely,

Kent Kleiman

Irvington Board of Trustees
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Fwd: Letter from Board of Trustees
From: Randy Huff <randolph.huff@gmail.com>
To: asya trakht, Karnit Mosberg, Gail Weiler, Aan Amin, Arlene Burgos, Josie Bloom, Kent Kleiman, Larry Ogrodnek,
David Zwiebel, Charles Hessler, Marianne Stecich
Date: Aug 12, 2026, 4:31 PM

After consulting with counsel regarding the BOT’s request for a public meeting on the 76 North Broadway
Varma application, legal counsel advised that ARB members cannot discuss a pending ARB application
outside of the ARB’s publicly noticed meeting. If any Trustee wants to be heard on this application, the
Trustees, along with the public and the applicant, can attend the ARB hearing on this application.

If the Village Attorney has any questions about this legal advice, please contact Steven Leventhal who has
reached out previously.

Randy Huff
ARB Chair

---------- Reply ---------
From: Village of Irvington <officeirvingtonny@gmail.com>
Date: Fri, Jul 10, 2026 at 9:43 AM
Subject: Letter from Board of Trustees
To: <randolph.huff@gmail.com>, <msirota@guardiandd.com>, <asyatrakht@hotmail.com>,
<mosberg@optonline.net>, <gail.weiler10@gmail.com>, <aangatamin@gmail.com>
Cc: <aburgos@irvingtonny.gov>, <jbloom@irvingtonny.gov>, <kkleiman@irvingtonny.gov>,
<logrodnek@irvingtonny.gov>, David Zwiebel <dz.dz@verizon.net>, <chessler@irvingtonny.gov>,
<masjeb@aol.com>

Good morning!   Please see the attached letter from the Village Board of Trustees.

Thank you,

Letter to ARB.pdf
435 KB
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Irvington - Letter from Randy Huff
From: masjeb@aol.com <masjeb@aol.com>
To: steven@lmbesq.com
Cc: Arlene Burgos, Josie Bloom, logrodnek@irvingtonny.gov, Kent Kleiman, David Zwiebel, Charles Hessler, Katie
Bugna
Date: Aug 12, 2026, 10:30 PM

Dear Mr. Leventhal:
                                                     
On July 14, 2026, you wrote to me to reschedule a meeting that the Irvington Board of Trustees
requested with your client, Mr. Huff, and the Architectural Review Board (ARB) and concluded with
“I will contact you to arrange a mutually convenience [sic] meeting date.” Instead, today the Board of
Trustees received your client’s email refusing to attend a meeting with them to discuss the procedural
shortcomings of one of its boards. Mr. Huff’s attempt to avoid the meeting – according to him, after
consulting with you -- by describing it as one to discuss a particular application before the ARB, is a
further reflection of his misunderstanding of the real issue here.
 
As the Board of Trustees explained in its original, June 2, 2026 letter to the members of the ARB, the
Board’s concern is with the serious procedural failings and missteps by your client, and by the entire
ARB, in the handling of the 76 North Broadway application. I have attached a copy of that letter for
your convenience.
 
The Board has no interest in discussing the substance or the merits of the 76 North Broadway
application with the ARB. As its June 2 and July 10, 2026 letters made clear, the Board’s purpose in
meeting with the ARB is “to better understand the process followed by the ARB and to ensure that
ARB proceedings are conducted transparently, fairly, and in accordance with the requirements
applicable to Village boards.”
 
It is now two and a half months since the Board of Trustees requested a meeting with the ARB, during
which time the Board offered several dates for such a meeting, all of which were ignored. If Mr. Huff
and the rest of the ARB do not meet with Board of Trustees on September 9, the Board of Trustees
will take whatever actions are necessary to address both the concerns expressed in its June 2, 2026
letter and the ARB’s refusal to meet with the Board of Trustees.

Marianne Stecich
Irvington Village Attorney
914-261-5995
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BOT.ARBletter.pdf
59 KB
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Re: Irvington - Letter from Randy Huff
From: masjeb@aol.com <masjeb@aol.com>
To: steven@lmbesq.com
Cc: 'Arlene Burgos', 'Josie Bloom', logrodnek@irvingtonny.gov, 'Kent Kleiman', 'David Zwiebel', 'Charles Hessler',
'Katie Bugna'
Date: Aug 13, 2026, 3:43 PM

The Village is taking steps to get training for its board members. That does not eliminate the
need for the Board of Trustees to meet with the ARB about the incidents described in the
Board's June 2, 2026 letter. As stated in my previous email, the Board of Trustees intends to
take up this matter at its September 9, 2026 meeting.

Marianne Stecich
Stecich Murphy & Lammers, LLP
505 White Plains Road, Suite 206
Tarrytown, New York  10591
914-261-5995

On Thursday, August 13, 2026 at 02:41:56 PM EDT, steven@lmbesq.com <steven@lmbesq.com> wrote:

Dear Ms. Stecich,

 

We have a suggestion that we believe would be more beneficial to the Village and to the members of its boards,
all of whom share a desire to discharge their duties properly. We suggest that NYCOM be invited to present a
training program for the members of all Village Boards on compliance with the Open Meetings Law and best
meeting practices.

 

Steven G. Leventhal

Leventhal, Mullaney & Blinkoff, LLP

15 Remsen Avenue

Roslyn, New York 11576

Phone: (516) 484-5440 Ext. 101

Fax: (516) 324-4263

e-mail: steven@lmbesq.com
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From: masjeb@aol.com <masjeb@aol.com>
Sent: Wednesday, August 12, 2026 10:31 PM
To: steven@lmbesq.com
Cc: Arlene Burgos <aburgos@irvingtonny.gov>; Josie Bloom <jbloom@irvingtonny.gov>;
logrodnek@irvingtonny.gov; Kent Kleiman <kkleiman@irvingtonny.gov>; David Zwiebel
<dzwiebel@irvingtonny.gov>; Charles Hessler <chessler@irvingtonny.gov>; Katie Bugna
<kbugna@irvingtonny.gov>
Subject: Irvington - Letter from Randy Huff

 

 

Dear Mr. Leventhal:

                                                     

On July 14, 2026, you wrote to me to reschedule a meeting that the Irvington Board of Trustees requested with
your client, Mr. Huff, and the Architectural Review Board (ARB) and concluded with “I will contact you to
arrange a mutually convenience [sic] meeting date.” Instead, today the Board of Trustees received your client’s
email refusing to attend a meeting with them to discuss the procedural shortcomings of one of its boards. Mr.
Huff’s attempt to avoid the meeting – according to him, after consulting with you -- by describing it as one to
discuss a particular application before the ARB, is a further reflection of his misunderstanding of the real issue
here.

 

As the Board of Trustees explained in its original, June 2, 2026 letter to the members of the ARB, the Board’s
concern is with the serious procedural failings and missteps by your client, and by the entire ARB, in the
handling of the 76 North Broadway application. I have attached a copy of that letter for your convenience.

 

The Board has no interest in discussing the substance or the merits of the 76 North Broadway application with
the ARB. As its June 2 and July 10, 2026 letters made clear, the Board’s purpose in meeting with the ARB is “to
better understand the process followed by the ARB and to ensure that ARB proceedings are conducted
transparently, fairly, and in accordance with the requirements applicable to Village boards.”

 

It is now two and a half months since the Board of Trustees requested a meeting with the ARB, during which
time the Board offered several dates for such a meeting, all of which were ignored. If Mr. Huff and the rest of the
ARB do not meet with Board of Trustees on September 9, the Board of Trustees will take whatever actions are
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necessary to address both the concerns expressed in its June 2, 2026 letter and the ARB’s refusal to meet with the
Board of Trustees.

 

Marianne Stecich

Irvington Village Attorney

914-261-5995
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Board of Trustees and ARB Meeting: September 9
From: Charles Hessler <chessler@irvingtonny.gov>
To: Randy Huff, asyatrakht@hotmail.com, Karnit Mosberg, gail.weiler10@gmail.com, aangatamin@gmail.com
Cc: Board, masjeb@aol.com
Date: Aug 18, 2026, 9:33 AM

Dear Members of the ARB,

 

I am writing on behalf of the Board of Trustees to formally request the full ARB's attendance at our
upcoming meeting on September 9.

 

As the Board stated in its June 2, 2026 letter to the ARB, and in several communications since, it has been
asking the ARB to explain how it reached the findings it made at its May 27, 2026 meeting on the 76
North Broadway application, and why it voted on the matter when it was not on the agenda and the
applicant was not present.

 

This meeting is necessary to review administrative processes and ensure that the ARB is operating in full
compliance with Village code and State law. As stated in our previous communications, the BOT will not
be discussing the substance or merits of the 76 North Broadway application.

 

Our agenda will focus on the following items:

·         Procedural Compliance: Ensuring all ARB proceedings are conducted transparently and
strictly adhere to Village code and State law.

·         Communication Protocols: Establishing a clear process for our boards to effectively
communicate and address issues when they arise.

·         Future Trainings: Outlining and scheduling necessary training sessions for ARB members.

·         Operational Feedback: Discussing current administrative challenges and determining what
support is needed moving forward.

 

We hope that this discussion will support the land use process moving forward.
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Please confirm your attendance by Friday, August 21.

 

Sincerely,

Charles Hessler, Village Administrator

On behalf of the Board of Trustees

 

Charles G. Hessler

Village Administrator

Village of Irvington     

85 Main St.               

Irvington, NY 10533

Tel:  (914) 591-4358

Fax: (914) 591-4072

                     www.irvingtonny.gov
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RE: Board of Trustees and ARB Meeting: September 9
From: Charles Hessler <chessler@irvingtonny.gov>
To: Arlene Burgos, randolph.huff@gmail.com
Cc: asyatrakht@hotmail.com, Karnit Mosberg, gail.weiler10@gmail.com, aangatamin@gmail.com, Board,
masjeb@aol.com
Date: Aug 21, 2026, 12:03 PM

Hello Randy and Members of the ARB,

 

As you may recall, I wrote to you on August 18th to provide the Board meeting dates in October (October

5th and October 14th) and asked the ARB to identify by noon today, which date the ARB members or one
or more representatives are free can attend. We provided these dates in response to the communications

I received from ARB members about scheduling difficulties with the September 9th Board meeting
previously proposed. The email from 8/18 is attached.

 

Please let me know which date in October the ARB can attend ASAP as it is noon.

 

Secondly, regarding including the letter that you send me at 11:39 AM (which is attached) to the Board’s
agenda, we can include it. It would also be prudent for us to include any previous email requests and
exchanges between the Board and the ARB to frame the issue.

 

Charles

 

From: Arlene Burgos <aburgos@irvingtonny.gov>
Sent: Friday, August 21, 2026 11:41 AM
To: randolph.huff@gmail.com; Charles Hessler <chessler@irvingtonny.gov>
Cc: asyatrakht@hotmail.com; Karnit Mosberg <mosberg@optonline.net>; gail.weiler10@gmail.com;
aangatamin@gmail.com; Board <board@irvingtonny.gov>; masjeb@aol.com
Subject: RE: Board of Trustees and ARB Meeting: September 9

 

Randy,
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As you are aware,  the Board has asked the ARB to provide a date when the members are available to
meet with the Board. Does the ARB plan to provide a date to meet with the Board?

Thanks. 

Arlene

 

 

 

Sent from my Galaxy

 

 

 

-------- Original message --------

From: Randy Huff <randolph.huff@gmail.com>

Date: 8/21/26 11:38 AM (GMT-05:00)

To: Charles Hessler <chessler@irvingtonny.gov>

Cc: asyatrakht@hotmail.com, Karnit Mosberg <mosberg@optonline.net>, gail.weiler10@gmail.com,
aangatamin@gmail.com, Board <board@irvingtonny.gov>, masjeb@aol.com

Subject: Re: Board of Trustees and ARB Meeting: September 9

 

Charles,

 

If the BOT is meeting on this topic, please include the attached response in the public record.

 

Randy

 

On Tue, Aug 18, 2026 at 9:33 AM Charles Hessler <chessler@irvingtonny.gov> wrote:

Dear Members of the ARB,
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RE: Board of Trustees and ARB Meeting: September 9
From: Charles Hessler <chessler@irvingtonny.gov>
To: randolph.huff@gmail.com
Cc: Arlene Burgos, asyatrakht@hotmail.com, Karnit Mosberg, gail.weiler10@gmail.com, aangatamin@gmail.com,
Board, masjeb@aol.com
Date: Aug 21, 2026, 1:40 PM

Hello,

As previously indicated, this discussion is not about 76 North Broadway. It is about policies and
procedures of the ARB generally.

 

Charles

 

From: Randy Huff <randolph.huff@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, August 21, 2026 12:23 PM
To: Charles Hessler <chessler@irvingtonny.gov>
Cc: Arlene Burgos <aburgos@irvingtonny.gov>; asyatrakht@hotmail.com; Karnit Mosberg
<mosberg@optonline.net>; gail.weiler10@gmail.com; aangatamin@gmail.com; Board
<board@irvingtonny.gov>; masjeb@aol.com
Subject: Re: Board of Trustees and ARB Meeting: September 9

 

Our independent legal advice is to avoid a public joint meeting to discuss a pending matter. "Because the
76 North Broadway application remains an active, open proceeding, public discussion of the application
outside of the ARB's established administrative process risks compromising the legal integrity and
impartiality of the land use review." If the application is closed out by October, I believe ARB Members could
speak at a public meeting on the topic.  

 

Randy Huff

Chair, Architectural Review Board
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On Fri, Aug 21, 2026 at 12:04 PM Charles Hessler <chessler@irvingtonny.gov> wrote:

Hello Randy and Members of the ARB,

 

As you may recall, I wrote to you on August 18th to provide the Board meeting dates in October

(October 5th and October 14th) and asked the ARB to identify by noon today, which date the ARB
members or one or more representatives are free can attend. We provided these dates in response to

the communications I received from ARB members about scheduling difficulties with the September 9th

Board meeting previously proposed. The email from 8/18 is attached.

 

Please let me know which date in October the ARB can attend ASAP as it is noon.

 

Secondly, regarding including the letter that you send me at 11:39 AM (which is attached) to the
Board’s agenda, we can include it. It would also be prudent for us to include any previous email
requests and exchanges between the Board and the ARB to frame the issue.

 

Charles

 

From: Arlene Burgos <aburgos@irvingtonny.gov>
Sent: Friday, August 21, 2026 11:41 AM
To: randolph.huff@gmail.com; Charles Hessler <chessler@irvingtonny.gov>
Cc: asyatrakht@hotmail.com; Karnit Mosberg <mosberg@optonline.net>; gail.weiler10@gmail.com;
aangatamin@gmail.com; Board <board@irvingtonny.gov>; masjeb@aol.com
Subject: RE: Board of Trustees and ARB Meeting: September 9

 

Randy,

As you are aware,  the Board has asked the ARB to provide a date when the members are available to
meet with the Board. Does the ARB plan to provide a date to meet with the Board?

Thanks. 

Arlene
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	1. Call to order by Mayor Arlene Burgos
	2. Pledge of allegiance to the flag of the United States of America
	3. NYCOM Service Awards
	4. Announcements
	a. Setting a Public Hearing regarding proposed remova
	Resolution

	b. Setting a Public Hearing amending the Zoning Code 
	Resolution
	Local Law

	c. Check over $25K
	Check over $25K


	5. Correspondence
	a. Irvington Fire Department members
	Irvington Fire Department members

	b. Cedar Ridge community
	Cedar Ridge community

	c. Steven Balet
	Steven Balet

	d. Michael Hanna
	Michael Hanna


	6. Public comment (please limit comments to no more than 3 minutes)
	7. Consent Agenda
	a. Minutes of the Village Board from the Regular Meet
	September 3, 2026 minutes

	b. Approval of 2026-27 budget transfers and modificat
	Budget transfers and modifications


	8. Acceptance of gift from the Garden Club of Irvington
	a. Resolution
	Resolution

	b. Letter from Garden Club
	Letter from Garden Club


	9. Authorization to approve Change Order #6 for the Harriman Road/US Route 9 culvert project
	a. Resolution
	Resolution

	b. Change Order #6
	Change Order #6


	10. Approval of proposal for key card access upgrade with Stratagem Security
	a. Resolution
	Resolution

	b. Stratagem Security proposal
	Stratagem Security proposal


	11. Authorization to submit a grant application for the 2026-27 Justice Court Assistance Program
	a. Resolution
	Resolution

	b. Pacific Transglobal Construction Corp estimate
	Pacific Transglobal Construction Corp estimate


	12. Bond resolution authorizing the issuance of up to $1,053,200 aggregate principal amount serial bonds to finance the costs of (i) the acquisition of communications equipment and (ii) the acquisition, construction and reconstruction of HVAC improvements, all in and for the village.
	a. Resolution
	Resolution


	13. Bond resolution authorizing the issuance of up to $891,000 aggregate principal amount serial to finance the costs of the acquisition of machinery and apparatus for construction and maintenance
	a. Resolution
	Resolution


	14. Amending and restating a bond resolution authorizing the issuance of up to $1,400,000 aggregate principal amount serial bonds to finance the costs of the acquisition of a fire-fighting vehicle
	a. Resolution
	Resolution


	15. Reports of Boards, Standing Committees and Officers
	a. Trustee Liaisons reports
	b. Village Administrator's report
	 Memo on ARB & Board of Trustees Communication Time
	ARMtimelineand ExsA&B
	ARBtimeline.combinedemails


	c. Village Clerk-Treasurer's report
	d. Village Attorney's report

	16. Public comment (please limit comments to no more than 3 minutes)
	17. Review of action items
	18. Adjournment



