
Minutes 
Architectural Review Board 

Village/Town of Mount Kisco 
Wednesday April 21, 2010  

7:30 P.M. 
 

Meeting called to order at 7:30 pm, Wednesday April 21, 2010 at the 
Municipal Building Mount Kisco, New York.   
 
Members Present:     Chairman Kevin Kelly 
     Bruce Hartleben 
    Patti Kiernan 
    Anne Houck 
    Nancy Abramson 
           
Members Absent: None      
      
Staff Present:  None 
 
Staff Absent:   Austin Cassidy 
 
Returning Cases: 
 

1. MPH Contracting – Casey Helber   Case #ARB09-48 
95 West Way       Amend Previous 
Mount Kisco, New York 10549                Approval/Alterations 
 
Michael Helfer, Contractor representing the homeowner 
 

Chairman Kelly: This applicant was before us several months back.  
 
Michael Helfer: We were granted an approval. 
 
Chairman Kelly: You also had to get a ZBA variance? 
 
Nancy Placona: Yes. 
 
Chairman Kelly: You were obviously under construction and I believe Austin had 
asked you to stop working. 
 
Michael Helfer: That is correct. 
 
Nancy Abramson: Why did you have to stop working?  
 
Chairman Kelly: I believe there was deviation from what was approved and what 
was being built. 
 
Michael Helfer: We had a couple of issues while building with the specs from the 
engineer. As you can see from the roof in the original drawing jogged down from the 
peak and this was not jiving with the numbers. We brought it up a little higher and 
ran the ridge. 
 
Chairman Kelly: Let me ask you a question. Right now you are saying that this is the 
right version on the second page? 
 
Michael Helfer: Yes, this right here has the roof line going across the front like this. 
The pictures that are in front of you that is obviously not complete. There is no roof 
line going across the middle here. That is when Austin came out and ordered us to 
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stop work. The rafters going right up to the ridge instead of coming down a little. 
This is what we want to do. If you look at this in comparison to right here. Not only 
that… 
 
Chairman Kelly: It looks like on the side the rake is flush with the house? 
 
Michael Helfer: Yes. 
 
Chairman Kelly: So this look even on the new drawing is not accurate.  
 
Michael Helfer: This is a new drawing. These dormers right now… 
 
Chairman Kelly: In this picture the side gable wall and the new shed dormer appear 
to be on the same plane. If you look at this drawing here we have a set back that 
use to be dimensioned in one point in time that was 18”. Unless my eyes are playing 
an optical illusion and I only have one picture to go by, they are on the same plane. 
Do you see what I mean? 
 
Michael Helfer: Are we talking about… 
 
Chairman Kelly: In this drawing the roof line comes down on the side and this plane 
is back according to this drawing 18” 
 
Michael Helfer: Yes, that is the same thing. Let me give you a better photograph. 
You are still going to have that 18”. 
 
Chairman Kelly: Show me how you have it. 
 
Michael Helfer: It is not a front picture. What you see here is what it is. The dormers 
are actually jogging in 18”, so you will have the original 9 pitch of the roof coming 
down 18” and then you have the dormer the same on both sides. I do apology for 
not having a better photograph of the front. There are actually three rafters there. 
 
Chairman Kelly: It maybe 18” overall. I just want to be clear here.  
 
Michael Helfer: Obviously we had to change also besides the dormers the kitchen 
window. That is the window on the left side and we added a little bathroom.  
 
Chairman Kelly: This has changed also? 
 
Michael Helfer: That is original.  
 
Chairman Kelly: I am looking at the space that was there. It is hard to tell. Talk to 
me about those upper windows. 
 
Michael Helfer: When I approached the engineer about the changes that needed to 
be done, what I told him was that we were keeping the original. All these windows 
are framed. The drawing that you see, the original drawing… 
 
Chairman Kelly: Do you have a floor plan of the new house, because I do not have 
that. 
 
Michael Helfer: Yes. This is the upstairs floor plan. Here are some interior pictures 
inside the house. 
 
Chairman Kelly: Last time the applicant was in front of us I distinctly requested to 
have verification that these front windows, because there are inconsistencies all over 
the place with these plans. This is a horror show. These show double hung and this 
shows encasement. I am willing to bet that does not meet legal egress. 
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Michael Helfer: The windows that you see on this plan here, those are the windows 
that are framed in the house. 
 
Chairman Kelly: Are they double hung or casement? 
 
Michael Helfer: They are casement. They are what he called for right there. 
 
Chairman Kelly: What the board saw was double hung. It is a hot spot. 
 
Michael Helfer: I understand you guys. I have been having issues with the engineer. 
I have been on him. We have been delayed a month already and I stressed to him, 
you have to have things perfect, because I do not want to be shut down. All this 
framing on the original plan I framed the casement windows. 
 
Chairman Kelly: When this came in front of the board, we did not get plans we only 
got elevations. I questioned and right now what I see here does not meet code on 
the new drawings.  
 
Michael Helfer: Those windows are these specs. 
 
Chairman Kelly: How does anyone here know that? 
 
Anne Houck: We can’t approve that. 
 
Chairman Kelly: And you are changing the look. Personally you have double hung 
down below unless you are telling me that those are not double hung either. 
 
Michael Helfer: They are all casement.  
 
Chairman Kelly: So basically it doesn’t look anything like this?  
 
Nancy Abramson: What is this? (Referring to plan) 
 
Chairman Kelly: Those are double hung. Casements are the ones that swing out. I 
am more confused than ever now. 
 
Michael Helfer: Like I said it is whatever… 
 
Chairman Kelly: If it is double hung we need to inform Austin that it does not meet 
the code. 
 
Michael Helfer: Why do you say it doesn’t meet the code? 
 
Chairman Kelly: 5.7 is the minimum egress in a bedroom. You go to your floor plan 
where you call out a different window on a different elevation. Are there any other 
pre-existing windows on the side?  
 
Michael Helfer: No.  
 
Chairman Kelly: Right now you don’t comply. 
 
Michael Helfer: I am sorry they are double hung. 
 
Chairman Kelly: The schedule says double hung? 
 
Michael Helfer: Yes. 
 
Chairman Kelly: The floor plan shows casement and the elevation a show double 
hung and double hung does not meet the code. 
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Michael Helfer: But you approved it last time. 
 
Chairman Kelly: It absolutely was questioned. If we go back to the minutes I 
remember this one distinctly. I suggested going back to the building department, 
because I questioned it because we did not have enough data. I did not know if the 
side had a legal egress window, then these don’t have to be legal egress, do you 
follow me?  Right now you need one in each bedroom that meets the code and most 
of that is not this domain. These windows are going to look graphically different and 
you telling me that these windows are potentially different. 
 
Michael Helfer: Yes, just the one kitchen window and then we are adding that small 
window in the bathroom.  
 
Chairman Kelly: In the interest of the homeowner we have issues here. I suggest 
that, Austin is back when?  
 
Nancy Placona: He is back in the office on Tuesday. 
 
Chairman Kelly: He is actually in the office Tuesday; let’s try to set up a work 
session for Tuesday. I don’t know how in all fairness review this. I do not know what 
I have here. I don’t know if these are casement, double hung and what the sizes 
are? 
 
Michael Helfer: They are right there.  
 
Chairman Kelly: That (pointing to the applicant plans that were brought to the 
meeting) is not what you represented to the board in out packets. 
 
Michael Helfer: I apologize. Those are the sizes and they are to code.  
 
Chairman Kelly: In good consciences you are not showing me that. You need to talk 
with your P.E., because he did a horrific job.  
 
Michael Helfer: Shouldn’t he have the window sizes on this plan here? (Directing 
attention to plans that were submitted to board’s packet) 
 
Chairman Kelly: They should be exactly what you are putting in. The elevations 
should correspond to the floor plan, should correspond to what you really are 
building. One of the reasons why you are back here is because you are deviating 
from what was originally approved. Actually look at the size of that window on the 
originally approved and the size of this one. It has changed again.  What are the 
square footage of the window schedule Bruce? 
 
Bruce Hartleben: 36 -37. 
 
Chairman Kelly: It gives you how many square feet? 
 
Bruce Hartleben: 36-37 double hung. 
 
Chairman Kelly: And you are saying that they are casement? 
 
Michael Helfer: I am saying whatever the plans say there 
 
Chairman Kelly: What do you have on the job site? Are they double hung or 
casement?  
 
Michael Helfer: They are framed to these specs. 
 
Bruce Hartleben: The windows are not in? 
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Michael Helfer: No. They are framed to compliance, which I know for fact. I am not 
trying to argue. 
 
Anne Houck: The problem is that the document does not show the code and we have 
to approve this document. This document becomes a legal document. 
 
Michael Helfer: This has been approved. 
 
Chairman Kelly: You submitted tonight this. Right now what you are showing me I 
know looking at them does not meet he code. This is something that you are 
working off of in the field, which does not correspond to what I have in packet here.  
 
Michael Helfer: Did you need a whole new set of plan? 
 
Chairman Kelly: We absolutely need a set of plans. This is a good reason to go back 
and say that is a mistake look on this page. In the interest in trying to help you I am 
suggesting a work session with Austin, to clear out this mess and we can go forward 
from there. I do believe we have to table this for tonight. I am sorry and I know that 
you are trying to frame this thing.  
 
Michael Helfer: I just don’t understand and again I understand your points. I thought 
that you were only dealing with the front of the house. We have these set of plans 
that were approved. 
 
Chairman Kelly: You are not building by them.  
 
Michael Helfer: We had to make changes to the front of the house. 
 
Chairman Kelly: That is why you are in front of us tonight. This is the front of the 
house and I don’t have a plan that is accurate. If you are saying we are doing 
double hung and the plan that you are framing to says casement, which it does on 
the bottom, so tell me what they are. Let’s table this and I will make myself 
available with Austin and if he can’t do it Tuesday, Wednesday will be fine. I am 
trying to help the applicant but this is a mess. 
 
Michael Helfer: So we have to wait another month? 
 
Chairman Kelly: I am trying to do a work session with the Building Inspector and get 
to the bottom of this. Be prepared, and have a whole set of plans and drawings. Not 
what you are thinking What you are working off as to opposed to what you have 
submitted. Call Kenneth and ask him for a complete set that you need them for this 
meeting. 
 
Michael Helfer: So this is a meeting that you want me to come to? 
 
Chairman Kelly: Somebody should be coming, either you or, your client. I am trying 
not to slow you down. The Building Inspector is out of town. 
 
Michael Helfer: So you tell me what I should bring. What I should have this guy do 
is… 
 
Chairman Kelly: I want a full and accurate set of plans, whether we are building 
double hung and what sizes they are and assure me that they meet egress. Right 
now from what I have here we are building two new bedrooms up here and they 
don’t meet egress. If they are casement windows they might, but we need to check 
that. That is not what is on the drawings that we reviewed tonight. 
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Michael Helfer: I understand what you are saying. Believe me I have had nothing 
but problems with this guy. I am kind of fed up myself and I am sure that you guys  
are to. I am trying to do the best I can and get everything going. 
 
Chairman Kelly: We will table this and hopefully in a work session we can work this 
out and help you so you can move onto another project. 
 
Michael Helfer: So the size of the windows does everything seem to be Kosher?  
 
Chairman Kelly: I want to get an accurate set of plans. Right now if it is casement 
the look is going to change and this board is basically concerned about esthetics. Me 
being an architect this is defiantly a code violation. If Austin based it off of casement 
yet the applicant is showing double hung that is a red flag. I know he put a stop 
work order on it, there could be more than one reason there is a stop work order on 
it. We will try to work it out on Tuesday or Wednesday and get you back to work. 
 
Michael Helfer: Should I have him do a new window schedule for the front of the 
house? 
 
Chairman Kelly: I want a schedule and whatever windows are being installed and tell 
him they must meet NYS code and we will go from there. Thank you. 
 
Michael Helfer: How will I know who to meet and when.  
 
Chairman Kelly: Nancy will reach out to you and set up the appointment. 
 
Michael Helfer: Thank you. 
 
2. Filippo Simone     Case #ARB07-39 
    127 Barker Street     New Construction 
    Mount Kisco, New York 10549 
 
    Dan Simone, Architect, representing the applicant 
 
Dan Simone: I was in front of your board many years ago as the site plan has taken 
quite a few years. We are back now because we have received site plan approval 
and I want to finalize with your board for the architecture of the building. 
 
Nancy Abramson: I remember you being here before. Why don’t you give us a 
summary? 
 
Dan Simone: There were issues with the driveway location and some of the board 
members wanted to look at alternate driveway locations and configurations.  
 
Nancy Abramson: The Planning Board? 
 
Dan Simone: And DEP dragged it out for a long amount of time. Here we are. 
 
Chairman Kelly: Correct me if I am wrong, didn’t you present this to us as a 
courtesy at one time. 
 
Anne Houck: It was an FYI session just to let us know where you were headed. 
 
Dan Simone We did bring it in just as a conceptual and to see if we were headed in 
the right direction. Basically it is a two story framed office building. 2250 square feet 
total.  
 
Anne Houck: There is nothing there right now. 
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Dan Simone: The photographs here show the existing building across the street. 
This is from the property looking towards the gas station. There is a heavy row of 
pine trees. These pictures are all from the center of the property. This looks back 
toward Boston Market and this looks up Barker Street to the adjacent residential 
home. That is the view from the property and currently a vacant parcel and partially 
cleared.  
 
Nancy Abramson: You work with the residence behind? 
 
Nancy Placona: This property had a subdivision awhile back and since then returned 
to the Planning Board for their approval of a two story office building. 
 
Dan Simone: I believe it was 2002 when the sub-division was approved. We tried to 
keep the architecture a little more residential looking and compliment the building 
across the street. There is also a two story colonial and that is the law offices at this 
point. They have a large stone wall as you see in that picture, so we tried to bring 
the brown tones of the stone into our section. We are going with a moss green and 
hardy plank on the siding and a driftwood 30 year shingle for the roof with white 
trim on the windows. Also with cottage style windows with the transoms and straight 
cottage style double hung for the second floor.  
 
Nancy Abramson: What is next to this going up the hill? 
 
Dan Simone: Past this there is this small ranch house and it mostly behind the 
Boston Market. On the right past the law offices is a 50 foot vegetated strip that 
connects the condo piece and beyond that is a residence. 
 
Nancy Abramson: My personal concerns are making the transition from the business 
area to the residential area. When one is putting together the design I think that you 
would be sensitive to the transition.  
 
Dan Simone. That property line there is very heavily wooded and there is an existing 
fence in place and none of those trees are coming down. We have been able to 
maintain those large trees along the property line in addition the pines that are 
along the gas station property will be maintained or transplanted, so that we can 
maintain that buffer. The large maples (3) on the frontage that will be maintained. 
So the building and the parking are tucked in around all the mature trees. 
 
Chairman Kelly: Do you have your site plan?  
 
Dan Simone: I don’t and I am sorry.  
 
Anne Houck: The site plan was approved? 
 
Nancy Placona: Yes.  
 
Chairman Kelly: The gas station is here and Boston Market is here and it is pushed 
back. That fifty foot parcel is an emergency exit for the condos is after the house?  
 
Dan Simone: Across the street and after the law offices. 
 
Chairman Kelly: I think I have it all straight. 
 
Dan Simone: This is the plot for this building and the tower section is over here, the 
residence is here and the Boston Market is right on the property line and the gas 
station is here and the law offices here. (Viewing of the abutting properties)  There 
is a vacant strip and a house somewhere in this area. 
 
Nancy Abramson: Can you go through that again? 
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Dan Simone: Repeated previous information. 
 
Chairman Kelly: Let’s walk through the materials, lighting. 
 
Dan Simone: I included the initial application so the site lighting is a holophane 
patina is the model. 
 
Chairman Kelly: James Hardy clapboard and that is heather moss. Then we are 
using the synthetic Eldora do stone, and you switch over to stucco. 
 
Dan Simone: We switch over to stucco on the sides because it is not visible.  
 
Chairman Kelly: What color is that? (Referring to plan). 
 
Dan Simone: We were going to do the stucco grey. 
 
Chairman Kelly: The landing on the stairs. 
 
Dan Simone: The landing will be wrapped in the same stone. That was an oversight. 
 
Chairman Kelly: I make a note on it. Then we have two fiber cast columns at the 
entrance? 
 
Dan Simone: 8” tapered rounds. 
 
Chairman Kelly: The covered entry itself is made out of? 
 
Dan Simone: The covered entry is a framed tip and the same roofing, wood framed 
and white Hardy plank trim. 
 
Chairman Kelly:  The doors right behind them. 
 
Dan Simone: They are Anderson type commercial double doors white trim. 
 
Patty Kiernan: No hardware on that? 
 
Dan Simone: Yes there is hardware. It is going to be stock and brass. 
 
Chairman Kelly: The overhang is how much a foot? 
 
Dan Simone: Yes twelve inches, except for the upper story. On the hip I hugged the 
rake adjacent to create a shadow effect so it doesn’t look like it blends, because the 
walls are stacked. 
 
Chairman Kelly: The garage door is? 
 
Dan Simone: I did not really call one out. It will probably be white fiberglass and 
tucked in the back so you don’t really see. If you prefer a certain model I will 
accommodate.  
 
Chairman Kelly: I just want you to be consensus and the transition to the residential 
neighborhood. 
 
Dan Simone: This one faces the wall of the Boston Market.  
 
Chairman Kelly: It will be white? 
 
Dan Simone: Yes, white.  
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Patty Kiernan: This area here? 
 
Dan Simone That will be wide plank hardy white board. It is a board and a batten 
look. That area was to all without breaking it in some respects. This is to create a 
capital over the windows and frame the transcends on the front. The stone looked 
too much going all the way up, so I wanted to create something that broke that up. 
 
Chairman Kelly: This is two panels and a little reveal? 
 
Dan Simone: Correct and then the Hardy plank to create a shadow box there. There 
will be a vent and I did not show it off of the rear. The bathrooms are stacked where 
these little windows are on the right elevation. So just about there, will be a small 
vent for the restroom. 
 
Chairman Kelly: What about the furnace? 
 
Dan Simone: Going in the basement. 
 
Chairman Kelly: Is it a direct vent or a chimney? 
 
Dan Simone: We would like to go with the direct vent because we do not want to put 
a chimney on it. 
 
Chairman Kelly: Somewhere along this façade there will be a vent. 
 
Dan Simone: Probably off the back, because it will be a little more exposed. The 
right side the grade is a little higher. 
 
Chairman Kelly: I would check with Austin to see how close you can come to a 
window. 
 
Dan Simone: Ok. 
 
Chairman Kelly: How about a little about lighting. 
 
Dan Simone: The site lighting it is a holophane and a patina model. A little on the 
contemporary side. I think I called it out as a graphite grey finish. 
 
Chairman Kelly: That is going where? How about the lighting on the building itself? 
 
Dan Simone: I did not call anything out. WE are going to have the code required by 
the doors. 
 
Chairman Kelly: It will be in the soffit here? 
 
Dan Simone: Yes. There will be no wall mounted floods, it will not be needed. Just 
the entrance lighting that is required. We did not pick out a fixture at this point. 
 
Chairman Kelly: There will probably be another one here. (referring to plans) 
 
Dan Simone: Yes the secondary entrance on the side.  
 
Chairman Kelly: What about at the garage? 
 
Dan Simone: Yes at the garage within the illumination guidelines.  
 
Chairman Kelly: No spot lighting? 
 
Dan Simone: It really is not permitted under the guidelines. 
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Anne Houck: This is not before us today, but since this is an office building will there 
be a directory of some kind? 
 
Dan Simone: It will depend on the tenants. There are no tenants selected for the 
building at this point. We would probably consider a small monument sign. WE are 
not considering any signage at this point since there are no tenants selected. 
 
Anne Houck: As you proceed we recommend that you return with a sign package for 
the building. 
 
Dan Simone: Yes. The most you are going to have are two tenants. 
 
Chairman Kelly: Are there any more questions? If not can we get a motion? 
 
Anne Houck: I move that we approve the plans for 127 Barker Street as per 
discussed as noted. 
 
Patty Kiernan: I second. 
 
Anne Houck: Aye, on the motion 
Patty Kiernan: Aye, on the second 
Nancy Abramson: Aye. 
Bruce Hartleben: Aye. 
Chairman Kelly: Aye. 
 
Board All Ayes. 
 
New Cases: 
 
 1. 280 East Main Street #2 LLC   Case #ARB10-8 
     280 East Main Street    Signage 
     Mount Kisco, New York 10549  
 
     Chris Thomas, representing the applicant 
 
Chris Thomas: These are photographs of the site right now. 
 
Nancy Placona: This applicant was before you about a year ago for their canopy. 
They returned to the Planning Board and Zoning Board of Appeals and have since 
received approval for the canopy. This applicant is presenting tonight a re-branding 
for the station. 
 
Chris Thomas: We are changing from Getty to America. We think that it is a better 
looking brand. We just received our trade mark this week and that has been very 
exciting. We are keeping the signs the same dimension as the previous approval. 
They will fit right into the existing pole sign. Actually the sign that is going on the 
building is actually smaller than the original one that you approved.  
 
Nancy Abramson: This is a new gas company? 
 
Chris Thomas: It is our brand and one that we came up with. 
 
Chairman Kelly: There is also one other thing that everyone needs to know. I had 
mentioned to Austin and Nancy is aware of it. Not that this is earth shattering, but 
the canopy was approved for 13’6” or 13’9” in height and now we are a foot and half 
higher 14’6”. There was a deviation in the construction. Tell us how that happened. 
 
Chris Thomas: I don’t know how they came up with 13’5”. The norm in the industry 
is 14’6” and is based upon trucks getting underneath the canopy without having hit 
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the canopy. I don’t know how we got to 13’9”, it should have been 14’6” from the 
beginning. 
 
Chairman Kelly: We have delved into the last few days. They did receive a variance 
for the canopy since it was close to the sidewalk and road. When they got their 
Zoning approval there was no restriction on the height. I just want the board to 
know that it did change and I don’t think that it adversely affects it. You just should 
know. 
 
Nancy Placona: Austin was treating this as a field change. 
 
Nancy Abramson: Can we go back for just a minute. Is this a nationwide logo or 
generic? 
 
Chris Thomas: It is generic logo. We are going to have five locations so far 
Jamesport Long Island, East Elmhurst, Queens, this site and Millwood Road in 
Greenburgh and another location. 
 
Nancy Abramson: So this is the logo for this company? 
 
Chris Thomas: Yes. 
 
Nancy Abramson: So if I went to any of those places I would see this logo? 
 
Chris Thomas: Yes. This week we just got our trademark, and it was quite the 
process. 
 
Nancy Abramson: Where do you get your gas from?  
 
Chris Thomas: Everybody’s gas comes from the same tank. 
 
Chairman Kelly: They are here because it is a deviation from the original approval. 
They comply dimensionally. Out of policy they had to come back. We could not let it 
go up without its proper review. Are there any questions? 
 
Bruce Hartleben: Is the lighting changing? 
 
Chris Thomas: No. 
 
Nancy Abramson: What is this sign in the photograph.  
 
Chris Thomas: It is our wall sign. We were not allowed to put that up until our 
review tonight. It is going right below the peak and below those goosenecks. I did 
not get another picture of the pole sign, but that is the only other signage. 
 
Nancy Placona: The pole sign is the exact dimensions as the previous approval. They 
are just going to slide it right in.  
 
Chairman Kelly: Are there any questions from the board? If not can I get a motion? 
 
Patty Kiernan: I motion that we approve the signage 280 Main Street previously 
known as Getty to their new brand American as presented. 
 
Bruce Hartleben: Second. 
 
Patty Kiernan: Aye, on the motion. 
Bruce Hartleben: Aye, on the second. 
Anne Houck: Aye 
Nancy Abramson: Aye 
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Chairman Kelly: Aye. 
 
Board All Ayes. 
 
Chairman Kelly: Let the record note that we did discuss the change of the height of 
the canopy. 
 
Chris Thomas: I will see you next month. We will be doing some work on the front 
façade around the bays and add some trim so it looks more colonial. 
 
Nancy Abramson: That is great. 
 
 2. Nidia Illescas – Hair Expressions    Case #ARB10-5 
     239 E. Main Street       Comprehensive 
     Mount Kisco, New York 10549    Sign Package 
 
    Rosa Illescas, representing the application 
 
Rosa Illescas: I believe you have all the information in front of you. 
 
Nancy Abramson: What was here before? 
 
Rosa Illescas: It was another hair salon. 
 
Chairman Kelly: It is another salon replacing a salon. 
 
Rosa Illescas: WE want to change our name.  
 
Nancy Placona: Let me remind the board you are reviewing a sign package for this 
building. There are only two tenants in this building. The landlord has signed of that 
the hair salon can represent this application. The second tenant will be put into the 
amortization schedule. 
 
Nancy Abramson: They are going to have a lot of work to do. 
 
Anne Houck: They are going to have to take down their awnings. 
 
Nancy Placona: The awnings could stay as long as it is part of the package and they 
use them for architectural features on the building, but in this case they are 
proposing that they be removed. 
 
Nancy Abramson: What does it say now? 
 
Nancy Placona: It stated the name of the previous salon and she is not proposing 
any awnings. 
 
Rosa Illescas: I think that this looks better with the sign panels and no awning. Also 
the building needs to be cleaned.  
 
Nancy Abramson: I think that this looks very nice. Our concern is you are the first 
and the other tenant is going to have to match your basic look. 
 
Rosa Illescas: What you are not seeing is that they would be all on the same level. 
The next door tenant’s awning is retractable and you cannot see it in the 
photographs.  
 
Nancy Abramson: All I am saying is that they are going to have a lot of work to do. 
Because if she does not show an awning here there will be no awnings. My opinion is 
that this is really nice.  
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Patty Kiernan: Her point is that the other tenant is going to have to step it up. 
 
Chairman Kelly: Let’s talk about materials. There is no lighting on it? 
 
Rosa Illescas: I was told that we could not have any lighting. If it was up to me I 
would add lighting so my customers could see us. 
 
Chairman Kelly: Goosenecks are not allowed? 
 
Nancy Placona: Goosenecks are allowed and again there maybe some conditions in 
her lease with the landlord, but lighting is allowed by our code. 
 
Rosa Illescas: Will we need a permit to put them up?  
 
Chairman Kelly: You would need an electrical permit. Since this is part of the 
package you would want to show us what the type of lighting would look like. In this 
case if it was a black gooseneck it would be fine. 
 
Rosa Illescas: We would have the option to put lighting up? 
 
Anne Houck: If that is something that you would like we can add it to you package 
and approve tonight. 
 
Chairman Kelly: At least you would have some better exposure. Do you want me to 
show two gooseneck lights?  
 
Rosa Illescas: When I drive by I do not see and there are so many limitations as to 
what you can do. Yes this is something that I would like to do in the future. 
 
Nancy Placona: I would include that in the package tonight so that you would not 
have to return to the board. 
 
Nancy Abramson: So if we approve goosenecks the other tenant would also have to 
put them up? 
 
Chairman Kelly: Yes. 
 
Nancy Abramson: This building looks like it needs to be cleaned up.  
 
Chairman Kelly: It could use a power wash. Under the awning here is the original 
color of the building. 
 
Rosa Illescas: It is very hard because the landlord does not live here. 
 
Nancy Abramson: You might want to do that and that is just my opinion.  
 
Chairman Kelly: If this building were power washed it certainly would help. The gold 
is paint. 
 
Patty Kiernan: No it is beige. 
 
Chairman Kelly: How do we want to handle this? The applicant has the right to add 
two gooseneck lights in the approved sign package ? There would be two plus the 
sign. 
 
Nancy Placona: Is your board satisfied with the location?  
 
Chairman Kelly: I believe there is enough room above it.  
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Bruce Hartleben: It will be straight across and I think that they will be fine. 
 
Chairman Kelly: The sign is centered on the store itself and the height is ok. It might 
need adjusting after the goosenecks go in. You are right this photograph does not 
help. Are there any questions or concerns? 
 
Patty Kiernan: I would just like to go on the record and is it possible to have the 
building power washed? The sign is going to be very nice and as a recommendation 
from the board would be to have the building power washed. 
 
Chairman Kelly: It would look nice with the black goosenecks. 
 
Nancy Abramson: The landlord is going to have to know what is going on.  
 
Patty Kiernan: We can make sure that the landlord would get a copy of the minutes 
and approval.  
 
Chairman Kelly: We need the record to show we would prefer the owner to paint the 
entrance door to the upstairs residence black to tie the building all together. 
 
Anne Houck: And to power wash the entire building. We can recommend it. 
 
Patty Kiernan: Can we get the window frames also painted black? 
 
Chairman Kelly: We do not know if the window frames are aluminum.  I have to ask, 
the neon sign. 
 
Nancy Placona: The sign is interior and falls within the code as permitted. It is just 
an “Open” sign. 
 
Nancy Abramson: How many are you allowed? 
 
Nancy Placona: One. 
 
Chairman Kelly: Can we get a carefully crafted motion? 
 
Anne Houck I motion that we accept the sign package as amended, to include the 
option for up to (2) gooseneck lights above the sign. The board further recommends 
that the doorway to the upstairs residence be painted black and the building be 
power washed as part of maintaining a pleasing and esthetic appearance. The 
approval is to consist of one 24” x 120” ¼” aluminize sign panel. The background 
color is black and the lettering is beige. The tallest letter is to be no bigger than 
7.5”. The sign is to read “Hair Expressions Salon and Day Spa. No awning. 
 
Chairman Kelly: A question before we vote on it. The open sign can it be moved to 
the door or is there no way to wire it? 
 
Rosa Illescas: If we can we will but I don’t think it would be possible.  
 
Bruce Hartleben: The sign package is black background and beige letters? 
 
Chairman Kelly: Yes 
 
Anne Houck: Aye, on the motion. 
Bruce Hartleben: Aye, on the second. 
Nancy Abramson: Aye. 
Patty Kiernan: Aye. 
Chairman Kelly: Aye. 
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 3. Sutton Manor Condominiums    Case#ARB10-7 
     234 N Bedford Rd      Signage 
     Mount Kisco, New York 10549   
 
    Ina Grober, and Mark Koller, representing the application 
 
Chairman Kelly: Just so we can bring the board up to speed on this. At one point in 
time this property was all owned by one person. Correct me if I am wrong. 
 
Ina Grober: This is the condominiums and we are on the board. 
 
Mark Killer: Your statement was correct, this property was owned by one person, 
then it went to Bedford Development and now it is the condos. 
 
Nancy Abramson: It has been around for how long?  
 
Ina Grober: It has been open since January 2007 
 
Nancy Abramson: Are you happy there? 
 
Ina Grober: It is very convenient and I do love it there. 
 
Mark Koller: Mt. Kisco is a very hospitable town. 
 
Chairman Kelly: The land that this is going on is owned by the association? The 
restaurant?  
 
Nancy Placona: There has been conversation with the restaurant regarding their 
sign. This will more than likely come before your board for a variance. 
 
Chairman Kelly: So I should put the blinders on for this application. The restaurant 
sign is on the condos property. 
 
Nancy Abramson: How can we not say anything? 
 
Nancy Placona: I have had conversation with Sutton Manor regarding signage. Right 
now before you tonight is the sign for Sutton Manor.  
 
Chairman Kelly: Right now the restaurant has a sign on your property and along 
with the other sign, the one with the round circles, what is that?  
 
Ina Grober: That is the restaurant sign. 
 
Chairman Kelly: How am I giving an approval on a sign when there is already a sign 
there that should not be there?  
 
Nancy Placona: You can’t deal with that sign only the sign that is before you tonight. 
 
Chairman Kelly: For arguments sake, Say Sutton wants to be up front. 
 
Nancy Placona: I believe Austin visited the site to see the location of the signs. 
 
Chairman Kelly: Say LaCamelia sign disappears down the road, could Sutton have 
the opportunity to put their sign where they want? 
 
Nancy Placona: I would have to verify that with Austin. 
 
Ina Grober: We were unaware that Austin was out there. 
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Nancy Abramson: This sign LaCamelia will go away, and this is a very nice sign 
(Sutton Manor). LaCamelia comes back and they want a sign, what happens?  Why 
are we putting a sign here?  
 
Patty Kiernan: I thought once the sign goes away another sign cannot go there? 
 
Nancy Placona: LaCamelia would have to apply for a sign, it would be denied by the 
Building Inspector and then that would flag the applicant to go before ZBA for a 
variance. They would also need written permission from the property owner. 
 
Nancy Abramson: You can’t put two monuments together. 
 
Anne Houck: They would have to get permission from the property owner. 
 
Nancy Placona: LaCamelia will have to get a written agreement from Sutton Manor 
to place a sign on their property, which LaCamelia would then apply for signage, be 
denied, go to the ZBA for their Variance and it them would come back to your board 
for esthetic review, with the permission of Sutton Manor. Sutton Manor can decide or 
give them an outline as to the type of sign that would be acceptable to put up. 
 
Kevin Kelly: Having said that is there a possibility that the Sutton Manor Sign could 
get relocated? Then we may not approve the sign. For argument sake maybe it 
belongs there (referring to the survey of the placement of the sign) and I can see no 
reason at the moment looking at looking at the engineer drawing, why it couldn’t be 
there. 
 
Nancy Placona: Austin thought that maybe it might be interfering with utilities, catch 
basins. 
 
Bruce Hartleben: How about this side of the street?  
 
Chairman Kelly: That could be a block when you try to pull out. I think the sign is a 
very nice sign. I am not grasping the logistics on how we can pull this off. Other 
than saying that potentially that sign might be relocated. I tend to agree with you 
LaCamelia may stay out in the cold and I don’t see how this is going to work. 
 
Nancy Abramson: I don’t remember our code well enough why Sutton Manor allows 
them to have a hang tag. We approved a hang tag at a florist. 
 
Bruce Hartleben: The sign that we approved recently for Sherwin Williams to allow 
the second tenant to co-locate on their sign. 
 
Chairman Kelly: This would be to give them some space for the potential tenant 
down the road.  
 
Bruce Hartleben: If they design this they could possibly add to it. 
 
Nancy Abramson: If we move forward on this and like you stated Nancy LaCamelia 
has to work with these people. Ultimately there cannot be two monument signs next 
to each other.  
 
Chairman Kelly: Unless the Zoning Board of Appeals overrules us. I think it might be 
interesting if there was the ability to put a second sign under that saying LaCamelia  
if they had an agreement with them for the land use and that it became a directional 
sign for your community and the restaurant. You would set the precedent for the 
look of it because it is your sign. That might be a clean way to get out of this mess. 
 
Nancy Placona: They (LaCamelia) would still have to seek a variance. 
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Chairman Kelly: Now for now it is in one location, clean. 
 
Nancy Abramson: Nancy I know you started to say something, when would 
LaCamelia coming down?  
 
Nancy Placona: It could be awhile since conversations have just started with them.  
 
Nancy Abramson: Your belief is that it will come down? 
 
Nancy Placona: Eventually, I cannot put a timeline on it. LaCamelia will have to 
come forward with their application for the ZBA. 
 
Chairman Kelly: Is there a sense of urgency for this sign? 
 
Ina Grober: Only because it has been three and half years. People come to visit and 
end up turning in at Burger King. 
 
Mark Koller: Delivery people make a wrong turn and end up being very confused. 
 

   Ina Grober: I hate to say this because it sounds negative, because it has been so 
long for us to come before you for a sign. We feel like there might be a lot of 
discussion and opposition from LaCamelia or the owner of he property. WE don’t feel 
that we should be denied having a building sign. If they put up a lot of discussion 
and takes time and we are willing to work with LaCamelia, he is a lovely neighbor. 

 
Chairman Kelly: It is your property. You need to get an agreement in place and then 
a variance. I just as one board member would like to see your sign as being the 
primary sign and be consistent, and maybe designed with an empty plaque there 
that eventually becomes LaCamelia if it is ever approved by the Zoning Board. 
 
Anne Houck: As long as there is written agreement between the properties. 
 
Chairman Kelly: Your sign could be moved out to here. 
 
Nancy Abramson: I don’t think that is their responsibility to be concerned… 
 
Patty Kiernan: However if they do and want to be a good neighbor, then they are 
going to have to eventually figure this out. Why not give them the option so they 
can get their sign up. 
 
Nancy Abramson: It could take a long time. 
 
Chairman Kelly: Actually they will only be asking for one variance? 
 
Nancy Placona: More than likely two. They will need to come up with their land 
agreement, then a ZBA approval for the prohibited sign and they your board would 
have to approve esthetics. They also would need to seek a variance for a second 
story sign on their building. 
 
Nancy Abramson: Who knows how long this process would take. 
 
Chairman Kelly: I honestly think that Sutton Manor is getting penalized; they should 
be the front sign. That is their property. 
 
Bruce Hartleben: What is the option for the tag line and height? 
 
Nancy Placona: Eight feet is the highest the entire sign can be. They would have to 
work it out between themselves as to how big Sutton Manor would allow them. 
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Chairman Kelly: How tall is this now? 
 
Nancy Placona: Close to eight feet. 
 
Chairman Kelly: It is 3 feet by 4 feet and we are not sure as to the height. There is 
potential to get the highest they can. Can this board make a proposal to move 
LaCamelia sign and put their sign (Sutton Manor) in the place of LaCamelia sign? 
 
Nancy Placona: This board cannot force them to move the sign. 
 
Chairman Kelly: The sign is on someone else’s property. 
 
Nancy Placona: That is between the property owners. 
 
Chairman Kelly: I understand that. 
 
Ina Grober: They won’t.  Our board is still in the hands of the builder. The builder 
has made private contract with the person that sold them the land. It is still 3-2 on 
the board managers. We are the 2 and the 3 are not going to vote to do anything to 
give displeasure. This is the box we are in on a lot of matters. I am glad they don’t 
have to come before the Architectural Review Board. This is not the only problem we 
have. 
 
Anne Houck: It is their board’s decision. As a convince for their board with the 
existing condition the sign and the place that is currently proposed would for the 
time being be satisfactory to all parties at the moment, and it is better than no 
signage at all. 
 
Ina Grober: That is satisfactory to both parties at the moment. 
 
Chairman Kelly: I understand and agree to that. However how do we approve a 
second sign on this property? 
 
Anne Houck: That would be a new day and a new deal. 
 
Nancy Abramson: At the same time… 
 
Anne Houck: We don’t have to worry about that. We will worry about that then. 
 
Nancy Abramson: No, tomorrow the sign is going up and the other one stays. There 
are going to be two signs up there until this is resolved.  
 
Patty Kiernan: It will have to come down it is not compliant. 
 
Anne Houck: It will have to come down because it is illegal.  
 
Chairman Kelly: Is that the case, I did not hear that. Are you saying if this board 
approves the Sutton Manor sign tonight before this sign goes up this one 
disappears? I did not hear that.  
 
Nancy Placona: No. 
 
Anne Houck: This sign will have to come down, because it is an off premise sign.  
 
Nancy Abramson: It is not happening tomorrow. So for the next year before this is 
all resolved we are stuck with it.  
 
Anne Houck: It is better for Sutton Manor to have a sign than to have no sign at all. 
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Chairman Kelly: But there is already a sign on there property. 
 
Nancy Abramson: I understand. 
 
Too Many People Speaking. 
 
Nancy Placona: There is a sign on Sutton Manor but only visible as you enter the 
property. Pin mounted on the wall as you enter the property and it is not at the 
road. There is also a street sign at the road that states “Sutton Drive” with an arrow. 
 
Ina Grober: No there is no sign there are letters on a wall… You are right there is 
signage there. This is not on a map and nobody but us can get there and it is only 
the post office or tax address. It is not a street or drive in the Village which is 
another problem that really is a permanent problem. People don’t get emergency 
calls because there is no Sutton Drive. 
 
Chairman Kelly: Right now there is only one sign on their property. What we are 
trying to do is to give Sutton Manor the ability to as I say drive the bus.  
 
Mark Koller: Thank you. 
 
Chairman Kelly: I have a concept that we would like to vote on assuming that we 
are all in the same boat and I will find out in a moment. Take the sign that you 
proposed, increase it to the maximum height and I believe that is eight feet. This 
would allow for a potential sign to be added underneath for the restaurant at the 
time that you make an agreement with them (A land Agreement) they go to the 
Zoning Board and then we would have one sign, one monument sign, with Sutton on 
the top and the restaurant underneath it, same color, and same font. So that it is all 
uniform and to have you out front where the restaurant sign is now.  
 
Ina Grober: My opinion and only an opinion. The restaurant has been there twenty 
five years with… 
 
Chairman Kelly: They elected to sell the property and they lost rights when they did 
so. They sold to the developer to build condos. When they sold the property they 
should have realized they don’t get to enjoy the sign anymore. 
 
Ina Grober: If we discuss with them and they don’t agree? 
 
Chairman Kelly: You can come back to this board. 
 
Ina Grober: Ok. I do foresee, we are aware and having a project come to us that as 
owners we were not made aware of. There is no easement in our offering plan 
stating it, but there is a private agreement between the people that bought the land 
and built our building and the people that own the rest of the land that, that sign will 
remain. I don’t want us or you to enter into any kind of legal hassle that would last 
3-5 years. We understand and are very grateful in taking your position trying to get 
us some relief. 
 
Mark Koller: I would like to clarify something. Are you making the assumption that 
LaCamelia  sign is going to come down?  
 
Chairman Kelly: Yes.  
 
Mark Koller: We don’t know when? 
 
Chairman Kelly: What I am proposing tonight if the board approves. Is to take that 
sign (Sutton Manor) and increase it to eight feet and I don’t see anything in that 
addresses height. Allowing room for a second sign in the future to go underneath 
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that. It would be good visibility for everybody driving by. It is on your property, the 
sign would comply by our regulations and I believe this board would probably 
approve that tonight. Then that would give you the power to go back to your board 
and the restaurant and say you can have your sign there if you get a land 
agreement to be on there. Then they would go to the Zoning Board of Appeals 
granting the variance. The Zoning Board would know that the ARB would prefer that. 
Meanwhile then you get your sign. 
 
Ina Grober: I understand. We would be thrilled. 
 
Mark Koller: That is a lighted sign.  
 
Chairman Kelly: Is there any regulations saying that they can’t light their sign? 
 
Nancy Placona: Who can’t light their sign? 
 
Mark Koller: LaCamelia. 
 
Chairman Kelly: there are no regulations saying you can’t have spot lighting on your 
sign. 
 
Nancy Placona: Your sign (Sutton Manor) can have up lighting on their sign.  
 
Mark Koller: That would be terrific. 
 
Ina Grober: We would be happy with that and we represent the opinion of most of 
the homeowners.  
 
Chairman Kelly: If the restaurant doesn’t like that and can’t make a deal with the 
developer the fall back position is that frankly they should be here. They can come 
back to this board and re-review and re-open the case that at such time they would 
have a better solution. 
 
Nancy Abramson: It sounds like we are all on the same page, but how long do you 
anticipate two signs being up?  
 
Chairman Kelly: Right now in my mind this sign should be removed (LaCamelia) 
tomorrow.  
 
Nancy Placona: Your only recourse at this moment is to put them on notice first and 
then issue a violation. They will be given X amount of days to comply. 
 
Chairman Kelly: How many? 
 
Nancy Placona: I am not sure I would have to check with Patti Tipa. If it is not acted 
upon within that period of time the fines could go as high as $2,500 per day. 
 
Chairman Kelly: So they will react quickly. I will motion that we will accept the 
Sutton Manor sign design, color, font, and style with the following caveat. The sign 
can be increases to the maximum height (8) per the code allowing them the ability 
in the future to add a potential second sign provided that there is an agreement with 
the Zoning Board and the adjacent restaurant ahead of time on the same 
monument. That particular sign will now be located where the restaurant sign 
presently is right now. Meaning that the LaCamelia sign is to be removed as soon as 
possible and the Sutton Manor sign can be put in its place. If the applicant would like 
it lit, up lighting would be approved providing that it doesn’t cause any traffic 
problems.  
 
Patty Kiernan: I second. 
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Chairman Kelly: Aye, on the motion 
Patty Kiernan: Aye, on the second 
Nancy Abramson: Aye. 
Anne Houck: Aye. 
Bruce Hartleben: Aye. 
 
Board All Ayes. 
 
Nancy Abramson: What happens now? 
 
Ina Grober: LaCamelia rents property from Mr. Warshauer, therefore LaCamelia has 
no say in what happens. Mr. Warshauer now lives in Florida and our board will be 
handing him Mr. Warshauer. WE will not be able to have any conversation with him 
to agree with this plan. 
 
Nancy Abramson: Them who gets noticed? 
 
Nancy Placona: The landowners. 
 
Mark Koller: I need a little clarification. The sequence of events, LaCamelia will be 
served a violation and it will take time to come down. 
 
Chairman Kelly: Nancy would know the best. The board made a proposal and voted 
on it. You will start your paperwork for the permit and there will be a hiccup because 
there is a sign in its way. Counsel will get involved and I am sure that a notice will 
go out to the restaurant is in violation and then the clock will start ticking. I am sure 
that we’ll get a response from their counsel saying we want our sign and at that 
point you will show them that there is a way. This board thinks that they can have a 
sign that is lit providing that there is an agreement between the two properties. And 
they get their variance from the Zoning Board. You had a unanimous decision and 
hopefully they will agree with our decision.  
 
Mark Koller: Are these minutes going to be published? 
 
Nancy Placona: Yes. 
 
 4. David Graham     Case #ARB10-4 
     39 Prospect Street     Additions/ 
     Mount Kisco, New York 10549  Alterations 
 
     David Graham, Architect 
     Jamie O’Grady, property owner 
 
David Graham: These are the photographs of the adjacent property owners. This is a 
house that we renovated about a year ago and that is the garage that was also 
done. These photos are from across the street. What we are proposing in the center 
of the building is a shed dormer and we want to put a gable on that so we can 
enlarge the windows and an accent window here. Right now there is a shed roof over 
the entry porch. We are hoping to get permission to make a gable here and then 
there is this wing on the side it has kind of a shallow roof we are going to make it a 
threesome by putting a roof on that. It is a beautiful property and a funky house. 
We are trying to give it a little bit more organization.  
 
Chairman Kelly: Let’s talk about materials. 
 
David Graham: WE are matching the existing. WE are matching the rakes on the 
trim. It is all painted wood. We are replacing the windows. Everything is going to 
match. There will be copper flashing over the eve over the front door.  
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Chairman Kelly: Are there any questions, Bruce? 
 
Bruce Hartleben: Not yet. 
 
David Graham: This piece here is getting a cris cross roof.  
 
Anne Houck: The entry area, the existing post will remain?  
 
David Graham: I am going to wrap it with trim and cap it. What we are doing is we 
are taking that section off and match the ridge and gable and a vaulted ceiling 
inside. Actually on the side by doing that and this is kind of awkward, here. This is a 
contemporary shape when we build our peak that funky thing will go away. It will be 
more traditional.  
 
Anne Houck: I believe it was a summer cottage at one time and added onto.  
 
Chairman Kelly: I have no problems with this. Can we get a motion if no one has 
any concerns? 
 
Nancy Abramson: I make motions that accept the proposal for 39 Prospect Street as 
presented. 
 
Patty Kiernan: Second.  
 
Nancy Abramson: Aye, on the motion 
Patty Kiernan: Aye, on the second 
Anne Houck: Aye. 
Bruce Hartleben: Aye 
Chairman Kelly: Aye. 
 
Board All Ayes. 
 
 5. 251 E. Main Street LLC     Case #ARB10-6 
     251 E. Main Street      Bldg. Alterations 
     Mount Kisco, New York 10549 
 
     Cami Luppino, representing the application 
     Joe Bueti, tenant 
 
Cami Luppino: I am doing some work for Joe Bueti and his partner that will be going 
into the old Woody’s on Main Street. Essentially this is the building with the 
neighboring properties. Up the hill is the professional building and downhill is the 
Pour Bar and across the street is the Mt. Kisco Diner. 
 
Chairman Kelly: Nancy didn’t we have at one time to match the existing green color 
on the monument sign?  
 
Cami Luppino: I am so hoping that this is not going to be an issue after our 
presentation. 
 
Nancy Placona: Once you here the presentation you will see that they are going in 
another direction with color. 
 
Cami Luppino: We are hoping that we will have a solution by the end of this 
meeting. With that being said, normally this is just to remind you of the teal. We are 
proposing an overall color change for the entire site as well as modifications to the 
existing sign package. These are the existing elevations here. These are the existing 
details. The teal metal roof as well all the aluminum clad around the windows and 
the building is white. We are proposing a change if you will is that the metal roof be 
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painted this Benjamin Moore steel wool color, and that is the entire building. What 
little bit of fascias that show through will also be painted the steel wool.  Or proposal 
is to paint the entire building including the columns this coastal fog color. We are 
looking to differentiate the restaurant space from the rest of the building by painting 
the wall that falls underneath the deep side of the roof a darker color.  
 
Chairman Kelly: That color is going from where to where? 
 
Cami Luppino: All the walls on the building are the coastal fog, and then there is a 
break. This is the Main Street elevation and all underneath there would be the Texas 
leather and bring it around the corner here and to this point. That is the restaurant 
space. The additional way we were looking to differentiate the façade and because it 
really is part of the framework of the corridor of the street. At each of these 
locations and I don’t know if you know that there are these jut outs, also in the 
stucco. In each of the retail spaces this area here (referring to plans and sign areas.) 
that is where the signs will go. What we are proposing is that at each of the 
protruding spaces at the restaurant space (Main Street Façade) that we have a 
stationary shed style awning out of the sunbrella material and this Tuscan color. In 
terms of the sign package we are trying to understand. Currently the sign was over 
what was the entrance to the restaurant. There were three doors on the front of the 
restaurant. We are changing the main entrance significantly in term of creating a 
vestibule inside. It will become very clear that is the main entry. This then will 
require us according to the sign package to shift the location of the sign on the Main 
Street façade. In essence the sign currently is in this first protrusion and we 
according to the code would have to move it on over. With that being said to save all 
the tenants a significant amount of money and not have to go forward with a new 
sign package because we are proposing to paint the roof and the signs currently 
match the roof color we though that it would make sense if the fonts all stayed the 
same and the lettering stays the same and the signs probably would not even have 
to be removed to be painted. We would paint them the same color as the roof, so 
the signs would then be the steel wool color with white lettering and being 
illuminated as is. 
 
Chairman Kelly: The Tuscany color is the panel? 
 
Cami Luppino: The Tuscany is the awnings. 
 
Chairman Kelly: Ok. The sign itself will match the roof.  
 
Nancy Abramson: The awnings are not the signage? 
 
Cami Luppino: Correct.  
 
Chairman Kelly: There is no awning where the signage will be? 
 
Cami Luppino: Correct. We are seeking a variance from the town. I guess what will 
happen is that we would be denied by you tonight and then get in front of the 
Zoning Board. We would like to seek a variance to have a second sign. Currently 
there are tow signs for the restaurant. One is over the existing door and the second 
faces the parking lot elevation. The reason being two fold, one is that it is already 
there so it is a current condition and two and that when you are coming down Main 
Street you cannot see the sign. It is not that we want to relocate it; we want to 
relocate it so that it falls in with the town code. We would like to put up an additional 
sign. The sign is already there in the second location, we would just like to the 
variance for it. 
 
Anne Houck: You are seeking the variance for it to stay in the present location? 
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Cami Luppino: Yes. The monument would stay the same and obviously we would be 
painting it so that it would match the rest of the building. This building was done in 
the 80’s and the teal was a fashionable color at that time and is no longer. I think 
that this is modern and it feels good and reflective of the space that we have inside.  
 
Nancy Abramson: Do you already have a tenant? 
 
Cami Luppino: Joe Bueti is the tenant. We have a building permit and have 
completely changed the interior of the space and it is fabulous. 
 
Nancy Abramson: What is the restaurant going to be? 
 
Joe Bueti: New American with an atmosphere that will cater to families. 
 
Nancy Abramson: Great.  
 
Anne Houck: Is this the name. 
 
Joe Bueti: No, that is still in the works. 
 
Cami Luppino: What I did not mention is that we are proposing lighting. Where the 
protrusions are we opted for gooseneck lighting. This is the fixture that we are 
proposing except that it will be galvanized. There are eight of them.  
 
Bruce Hartleben: The circles are coming out? 
 
Cami Luppino: Yes the circles are coming out. We are looking to take what was a 
relatively decent architectural building back then and without making too many 
architectural changes to the building and making it quieter and the front up to date. 
 
Anne Houck: I believe at one time this was a car dealership. 
 
Cami Luppino: Those are the color schemes. We are also looking to make 
modifications to the plantings. This is the current site plan that was approved. I am 
a little confused about some of the plantings because on one hand this is part of the 
approved site plan. 
 
Nancy Placona: Landscaping is a site plan issue which is not this arena, but a 
Planning Board item.  
 
Chairman Kelly: You are off the hook for this one. 
 
Nancy Abramson: Do they need to go before them?  
 
Cami Luppino: I don’t believe it was ever on a site plan and I don’t know why we 
have to go and modify the site plan. 
 
Nancy Placona: We would have to back and pull the approved plan and any changes 
that you are intending to make, i.e. landscaping it would require that you submit a 
conceptual application for the Planning Board to make the amendments to it. 
 
Cami Luppino: Even thought there was never a planting plan we would have to go 
before the Planning Board? 
 
Nancy Placona: You submit you landscaping plan to the Planning Board for approval 
for that site and that would now become the site plan of record. 
 
Cami Luppino: Just so I understand, we are not modifying the patio, but we did 
speak to the building department on resetting the pavers that are there. It is a 
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horrible tripping hazard. The building department said that we could go ahead with 
the repair. So now all we would have to do is go before the Planning Board. 
 
Anne Houck: So the monument sign would stay in the same location and the only 
thing is the color. 
 
Cami Luppino: Correct. The stucco part of the sign would match the building and the 
aluminum of the sign would match the steel grey of the signs. 
 
Chairman Kelly: The second sign Nancy according to the code we would have to 
deny. 
 
Nancy Placona: What will happen is that they will apply for a sign permit which 
Austin will deny and that will trigger them to file an application to go before the 
Zoning Board of Appeals to seek a variance for a second sign. This board tonight will 
review your application for esthetics. 
 
Cami Luppino: So that is up to this board. 
 
Nancy Placona: Correct. 
 
Chairman Kelly: There is no door here? 
 
Cami Luppino: We wish there was. 
 
Nancy Abramson: If there was it would not require the ZBA. 
 
Cami Luppino: We thought long and hard about it. 
 
Chairman Kelly: We make recommendations to the ZBA. 
 
Nancy Placona: Absolutely. 
 
Chairman Kelly: Although coming from the north to south your sign where it is going 
to be will give you better exposure. The same logic applies to the second sign, you 
would have past by the building and then oh there it is.  
 
Cami Luppino: If you are coming up the hill you would never see the sign that we 
are looking to get the variance for. When you are coming down the hill you don’t see 
the sign that we have a matter of right to.  
 
Anne Huck: Kevin’s point is it would not be seen. 
 
Cami Luppino: Correct. 
 
Chairman Kelly: Are there any questions or concerns? Can we get a motion? 
 
Anne Houck: I move that we accept the sign package and color pallet changes for 
251 Main Street as presented. We advise the Zoning and Planning Boards to 
consider an additional sign on the south elevation of the building. 
 
Nancy Abramson: Second. 
 
Anne Houck: Aye, on the motion. 
Nancy Abramson: Aye, on the second. 
Bruce Hartleben: Aye. 
Patty Kiernan: Aye.  
Chairman Kelly: Aye. 
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Cami Luppino: Thank you. We were advised to cover the Woody’s sign so we would 
not have to go to the trouble of removing them until we are ready for the new sign. 
Thank you for having us. 
 
Chairman Kelly: We need a motion to accept the minutes from March 17, 2010. 
 
Anne Houck: I motion that we accept the minutes from March 17, 2010. 
 
Nancy Abramson: Second. 
 
Anne Houck: Aye, on the motion. 
Nancy Abramson: Aye, on the second. 
Patty Kiernan: Aye. 
Bruce Hartleben: Aye. 
Chairman Kelly: Aye. 
 
Board All Aye, 
 
Chairman Kelly: Motion to adjourn. 
Bruce Hartleben: Second. 
 
Board All Ayes. 
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