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Minutes 
Architectural Review Board 

Village/Town of Mount Kisco 
Wednesday, April 20, 2011 

7:30 pm 
 

 
Meeting called to order at 7:40 pm, Wednesday, April 20, 2011, at the 
Municipal Building, Mount Kisco, New York. 
 
Members Present:   Chairman Kevin Kelly  

Anne Houck 
Patty Kiernan  
Jim MacDonald 

 
Members Absent:  Bruce Hartleben 
 
Staff Present:   Austin Cassidy 
 
Staff Absent:  None 
 
Returning Cases: 
 
1.  My Home, My Planet    Case #ARB10-37 
 74 South Moger Avenue   Add to sign package 
 Mount Kisco, NY 10549  
 
Chairman Kelly called the first case, 74 South Moger Avenue.  Mayan 
Metzler appeared before the Board. 
 
Mr. Metzler said he has removed the blue “My Home” sign on the left side 
of the building and would like to hang a 16’x2’ aluminum sign over the 
door so that people know who he is and what he does because currently 
he has no signage.   
 
Chairman Kelly said he is confused as to how the sign is connected.  He 
asked how wide is the existing fascia band?  He thinks potentially this sign 
is way out of scale.  It looks way too big if the drawing is a real 
representation of what the sign is going to look like.  Jim MacDonald 
stated that one of his big concerns is how is this sign physically attached?  
He stated that the way the sign is feels that it is just applied to the fascia 
without any structure, which is a cause for concern.   
 
Mr. Metzler stated a lot of people can see his store but do not know what 
he does, which is why he was hoping to put up a big sign.  He feels the 
logical place to do this is in the middle above the door.  He didn’t want to 
put it right above the door because that is where the street number is 
displayed.  He said that he can come back with another specification 
showing how he is going to attach sign. 
 
Jim MacDonald stated that the store is very elegant and thought out, but 
it feels that the sign has been applied in a very crude way and may need 
more thought.  Patty Kiernan asked if the blue was painted out as it 
appeared on the drawings?  Mr. Metzler stated yes, that the building is 
painted blue and white.   
 
Chairman Kelly stated that it seems the sign has just been stuck to the 
building without any rhyme or reason right now.  He wishes there was a 
better solution.  Jim MacDonald stated that the mounting is critical 
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because when it gets windy there could be issues and the sign may rip off.  
He also suggested thinking about the lighting of the sign so it can be seen 
at night.  Mr. Metzler said he wants to keep it simple and does not plan on 
lighting the sign at all.  He said if the sign is mounted with the right 
adhesive it is not going to go anywhere because it is aluminum. 
 
Chairman Kelly suggested talking to the sign guy and come back showing 
a detail on how sign will be mounted.  Chairman Kelly asked for feedback 
from other members of the board.  Patty Kiernan agreed that the store is 
elegant but something about the sign doesn’t reflect that.  She stated 
maybe something hanging would be nice. 
 
Anne Houck asked if the address “74 South Moger Avenue” was etched in 
the glass above the door?  Mr. Metzler stated that it is glued.  Patty 
Kiernan asked if there was a way to put that address on the sign, possibly 
underneath the name of the business?  Mr. Metzler asked if he takes the 
sign and puts it above the door would he have to go a lot smaller?  He 
wants to have the biggest sign possible which is 16 feet.   
 
Chairman Kelly said that the sign is compliant when it comes to size but 
the mounting of it is the issue.  He stated that there might be a better 
solution as to where the sign is located.  He said maybe the sign would 
look better hanging above the door.  He asked if the soffit is currently lit? 
Mr. Metzler stated the soffit is not lit.  Chairman Kelly stated it could be 
nice having light washing over the sign under the soffit. 
 
Chairman Kelly asked what is the maximum width that is allowed by code?  
Anne Houck stated 75% of the storefront not to exceed 16 feet.   
 
Chairman Kelly asked what about if the sign went up on the railing, would 
that be considered second story signage?  Austin Cassidy stated that the 
railing would be less of an issue than the sign being considered a rooftop 
sign, which is prohibited.  Mr. Metzler stated that he would have preferred 
to put the sign on the railing but didn’t think that would get approved.  
Chairman Kelly said that he is open-minded but he wants to make sure it 
isn’t prohibited.  Austin Cassidy stated that the fact that it is a rooftop 
sign could be an issue and that a decision should be made at a later time.   
 
Jim MacDonald stated that it feels to him that it would be considered more 
part of the fascia and part of the front parapet than a rooftop sign.  
Chairman Kelly stated that the store is very open, what happens if the 
sign becomes part of the fascia?  He said it would be much more stable as 
part of the fascia.  He stated it would be much more solid.  Chairman Kelly 
explained that he is just throwing out ideas but now it would also be a 
great sign location.   
 
Austin Cassidy stated that if the Board speaks to the letter its reasonable 
that it is not a rooftop sign than we can base decisions upon that.  
Chairman Kelly stated that at this point in time he is not ready to pass 
this.  He would like to see at least another alternative.  If we are locked 
into the current submission than he wants to see how it’s really mounted.  
He wants to see the side profile and the Board can move on from there.  
He asked the Board for their input.  Anne Houck agreed with Chairman 
Kelly.  Mr. Metzler voiced his concern that he’s worried that the Board’s 
issue is not really how it’s mounted and he does not want to wait another 
month to come back to the Board and have it not voted on again because 
it is out of place.  Chairman Kelly explained that he is trying to look for 
alternatives.  He stated that he is an advocate for trying to get things 
approved, but he is just not comfortable right now approving this.  If it 
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was underneath mounted in pin-mounted letters that would’ve worked.  
Chairman Kelly is trying to figure out how to incorporate sign to not be on 
a roof deck and make it part of the parapet.  Chairman Kelly also 
explained that it doesn’t mean just slapping it to the rail.  Changing the 
parapet would actually mean bringing the doorway up to make it look like 
it is the entrance.  Chairman Kelly also stated however, he is not sure if 
Mr. Metzler will want to spend the money to do that.  Mr. Metzler said he 
would rather give up and focus on his shop in the city before he was to do 
that.   
 
Patty Kiernan stated she understands Mr. Metzler’s frustration in not 
wanting to come back and not have signage approved again.  Mr. Metzler 
stated he is looking for some sort of direction.  Patty Kiernan agreed with 
Chairman Kelly and stated it doesn’t seem as big of an expense to mount 
it underneath the soffit and keep the sign 16 feet.  Chairman Kelly also 
explained that keeping the sign under the soffit is giving the store a lot of 
exposure too.  Jim MacDonald stated to come back with one or two 
alternatives: below or up above and how it will be mounted.  Anne Houck 
stated that if you were to put it below the address could build on the soffit 
band.  Chairman Kelly stated that if it is going above we need to be 
careful how that parapet gets modified, and he is not going to want to 
spend the money to do that.   
 
Chairman Kelly stated that the graphic is simple and asked the other 
members of the Board if there was any issue with the graphic.  Nobody 
had an issue with the graphic.  Chairman Kelly suggested looking at the 
mounting details, such as what the board is going to be made out of.  Mr. 
Metzler double checked that in general the Board would prefer the sign on 
the bottom?  The Board agreed that the sign would look better mounted 
on the bottom.  Chairman Kelly advised Mr. Metzler that once he gets a 
sample from his sign guy he could email the rendering to Chairman Kelly 
in order to give him a head start. 
 
2.  65 South Moger Avenue   Case #ARB11-4    

Mount Kisco, NY 10549 Comprehensive Sign 
Plan & Façade 
Alterations 

 
    
Mr. Wayne Timonan, principal of Timonan Design and Mr. Rich Alexander 
from Mount Kisco Sign Company appeared before the Board.  Mr. 
Alexander said they are before the Board with a Comprehensive Sign 
Package and some aesthetic issues for 65 South Moger Avenue.   
 
Chairman Kelly wanted to recap what happened at the last meeting.  
Chairman Kelly stated that last time they saw the Board the outcome was 
pretty positive about the concept in general.  The Board was looking for a 
different finish on letters (matte vs. glossy), they had some concerns 
about the banner & the canopy in the rear, and the Board wanted a little 
more thought about the applied decorative panels in the front (colorwise).   
Chairman Kelly stated he wanted to discuss the front first because that 
would probably be the easiest. 
 
Mr. Alexander stated that he was going to begin discussing the finishes.  
He said that they decided to go with the PMS color of gold.  The finish is 
showing on the grills.  Chairman Kelly asked, the upper section and all of 
the small areas are now going to get the cross section as shown on the 
board?  Mr. Alexander said yes, that they tied all the finishes together and 
they are all the same.  The grills are PMS874C, and the same letter and 
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style will be the finishes for the sign.  The sign will be a brushed aluminum 
front.  The background just behind the lettering will have a hand furnished 
effect on the aluminum, which is a sharp look.  They are going to edge 
light the entire sign with recessed LEDS, which will give a really sharp 
effect.  This will provide a halo effect of light.   
 
Chairman Kelly asked how they are addressing the GAP.  Mr. Alexander 
stated that the GAPs signage complies with the new sign law as written.  
Chairman Kelly stated that this is where he is torn.  He stated that he 
likes the idea a lot and that it is a cool look, but is concerned that they are 
blind eyed to the GAPs sign.  He stated it still is a comprehensive sign 
package for the building and he wonders if the GAP is on board 
hypothetically doing the same background, border, and lighting.  Jim 
MacDonald stated that he did agree with that, and one thing he did notice 
was how different this sign was from the GAP when he went through the 
information.  Jim MacDonald also stated that having dealt with GAP on 
other projects they are very corporate, and are not that flexible with their 
logo and image.  He stated that this felt like it was a little in left field.   
 
Anne Houck stated that there is no rule that says that the signs have to 
match at all, and that the intention of the ordinance was not to make all 
signs match one another.  Jim MacDonald stated that he is worried about 
the continuity.  Chairman Kelly stated that he wants each sign to have 
their own character, but he is worried that there are other buildings out 
there with comprehensive sign packages that they turn their heads on.  
Anne Houck stated that there are also buildings where they have not 
changed their corporate logos at all.  Chairman Kelly stated that Lexus 
had to seriously modify their monument sign.  Anne Houck said that they 
changed the size of the sign but they did not change their corporate logo.  
Mr. Timonan stated that he feels it is important that they create their own 
identity and keep the two-story lobby element as being their main sort of 
identity.  Mr. Alexander stated that he thought about continuity as well.  
Mr. Alexander stated that he saw continuity in the fact that both signs are 
“techy” signs.  Patty Kiernan and Anne Houck both stated that they have 
no issue with the proposed signs. 
 
Chairman Kelly asked what is going on with the two side panels and the 
stamped artwork?  He asked if they are still thinking of lighting them from 
behind?  Wayne Timonan stated he’s been talking with the manufacturers 
of the panels and fabricating sort of a pan, which would determine size 
and allow us to float the panels off the building with concealed LEDS 
behind it.  Wayne Timonan stated in order to be effective the panels need 
to be a fairly strong vibrant red color instead of a darker red.  He stated 
that the brighter shades of red would also create a more higher-end 
design look.  He stated what they are trying to do is to come up with a red 
that could be “their color” for both signage and graphics and advertising 
and everything.  Chairman Kelly asked, what color red are we proposing?  
Wayne Timonan answered he does not have an exact color yet and he 
described that he thought it would be hard for the Board to decide on 
colors in the room.  He thinks the Board needs to really see it to decide.  
Chairman Kelly explained in the interest of moving the project along it 
would be easier if he had colors to look at.  Wayne Timonan explained that 
tonight the subject he really wanted to concentrate on was the sign 
because everything else is still evolving.  Chairman Kelly stated that the 
panels for this meeting would be tabled.   
 
Chairman Kelly asked about the signage for the back of the building.  Mr. 
Alexander stated they are proposing the same signage for the back as 
they are for the front.  The back signage is a slightly wider version than 
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signage on the front.  Wayne Timonan stated that the current bicking on 
the canopy construction would be scored tubular aluminum framework, 
and painted in a pale gold.  One thing Wayne Timonan wanted to discuss 
was the two pole signs.  Anne Houck clarified it is a black pole.  Chairman 
Kelly asked the Board if anyone had issues with the signage in the rear.  
Jim MacDonald stated at least the signage can go to the edges.  Mr. 
Alexander stated they didn’t want to go more than 75% of the frontage.  
Chairman Kelly asked Austin Cassidy if he requires photometrics for 
lighting in commercial areas like that in the parking lot?  Austin Cassidy 
stated for illumination fixtures, yes.  Chairman Kelly stated he wants to 
stay focused on signs and it seems that the Board keeps mixing and 
matching elements of this project.  Mr. Alexander asked if the Board could 
approve the aesthetics and then follow up with the Building Inspector with 
regards to the illumination?  Chairman Kelly asked the Board if they are 
okay with that and the Board agreed that they were okay with that.   
 
Anne Houck wanted to go back and review both front and rear signage.  
Jim MacDonald stated that the interpretation of the storefront (75%) their 
entire frontage is actually the width of the building.  If we interpret it that 
way we could get the signage to line up because right now its not locking 
into the architecture very well.  Chairman Kelly raised the question, what 
about the GAP?  Anne Houck stated in no way adding two inches to the 
sign still do not take up 75% of the building.  Mr. Alexander stated the 
signs are shown a little bit lighter so that we can see a contrast.  In 
actuality the finish is going to be a little more subtle, and not as apparent 
as what the Board is feeling now.  Chairman Kelly stated that the 
interpretation and the majority of the Board seems to think that you are 
nowhere near the 75% and that you can add two inches to either side of 
the sign.  Chairman Kelly said the applied applicays everybody likes, the 
concept of the signage and materials everybody likes, and obviously the 
letters comply to size, so all we are going to focus on tonight is the front 
entrance sign, the rear entrance sign, the window detailing, and the light 
fixtures (which will potentially get approved subject to review by Austin on 
the lighting and the temperature of the lighting).  Chairman Kelly said the 
light fixtures cannot be installed until that information is provided to 
Austin.   
 
Anne Houck asked if the lampposts are gold, and Wayne Timonan stated 
they are cast aluminum and that they are going to put on a pale gold 
powder coat finish.  One of the issues that came up was that they might 
have to deal with potential graffiti problems because there is a minor 
graffiti problem now.  The manufacturer advised maybe they should clear 
coat it with a matte clear coat on top of the gold so that if there is graffiti 
it can be removed.  Jim MacDonald asked if it was possible to get the color 
to match the range of the color shown on the drawing.  Chairman Kelly 
asked to discuss the railings, what color are they going to be?  Wayne 
Timonan stated they will be the same gold color.  That gold color will be 
applied to the canopy, the railing, the lightposts, and the edge perimeter 
of the sign.  Wayne Timonan stated where he ran into the problem was 
making the transition back to the ships rail.  Anne Houck stated she thinks 
that the railing is distracting.  She suggested what about deleting the 
ships rail and doing posts?  Wayne Timonan said the problem is that the 
ships railing wraps around the pier right now and looks ugly, like a cage.  
He would hate to install the light and leave the ships railing the way it is.  
Chairman Kelly stated that the question is that you have two railings 
colliding right now; he asked if they would like to change the entire 
railing.  Wayne Timonan stated that was a possibility.  He at least wants 
to change the front railing.  There is actually a double railing on both sides 
of the ramp that anyone could change, it would be a lot more work and 
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money but that might be the only thing that really looks right.  Dealing 
with the contradictory styles is what the concern and issue is.  Wayne 
Timonan stated that he doesn’t believe the shifts railing does much for the 
building.  Jim MacDonald stated that it is hard to go half way on this.  
Anne Houck suggested maybe powder coating the entire railing and have 
it be one whole piece of one design.  Wayne Timonan asked if he would 
have to submit more details about that?  Chairman Kelly stated that we 
can just make note on the drawings now saying that you are just going to 
refinish the existing railing to match the color of the letters and the 
lampposts.  The Board is looking at photos of the building and railings.  
Chairman Kelly stated these are the alternatives: refinish the railing the 
way it is, replace the whole front of the railing at minimum and the entry 
steps so it all reads one from the street, or pick up the cross bracing detail 
and make a railing that looks like the rest of what you are doing up 
above?  Jim MacDonald stated that the cross bracing idea seems like a 
stronger idea than the others.   
 
Anne Houck asked if there was any other place to put the light fixtures 
that would still accent the entrance?  Wayne Timonan stated that with the 
existing three steps and the concrete pier on either side, it just seemed 
like a natural entranceway.  Chairman Kelly stated that in the interest of 
getting you open, let’s table the railing or suggest that you paint it gold to 
match the proposed light fixtures.  Chairman Kelly asked Austin Cassidy if 
they would have to come back for a change of railing detail?  Austin 
Cassidy stated that its drawn from the menu we are creating now so he 
doesn’t see the purpose in coming back.  Chairman Kelly stated we could 
put in the motion that he has the option in the future to change the railing 
to a basket weave railing detail similar to the architecture he has above.   
 
Chairman Kelly asked for a motion to approve the sign as 
submitted for the front of the building; for the rear of the building 
with a minor modification of adding two inches on both sides; 
accepting the lightposts as submitted, provided that the gold 
finish matches the lettering of the signs and the applicant provides 
the lighting photometrics to the Building Inspector for approval 
prior to issuance of the permit; and that the existing railings get 
refinished to match the finish of the lampposts.  The applicant also 
has the right to modify the rear railings to match the architecture 
of the basket weaved detail in the upper elevation provided it 
meets present code and can be approved by the Building Inspector 
in the future so they do not have to come back before this Board.  
Anne Houck made the motion as stated by Chairman Kelly, Patty 
Kiernan seconded the motion.  All ayes.  
 
New Cases: 
 
1. Glenncliff, LLC     Case #ARB11-10 
 151 Sarles Street    Enclosed tennis court 
 Mount Kisco, NY 10549  
 
Haley Weiss, David Abelow from Abelow Sherman Architects, and Ed 
Delaney from Bibbo Associates Engineering appeared before the Board. 
 
Ms. Weiss stated they are proposing to add an enclosed tennis court to 
the side of this house on Sarles Street.  They understand that what they 
are adding is a large enclosure and they have gone through great lengths 
to obscure the building as much as possible from the neighbors, from the 
development down below, and from any view as you drive up to this 
historic house.  Ms. Weiss handed out site photos to be passed around to 
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the Board, and the Board spent time discussing items on the presentation 
board.  Ms. Weiss stated that the house will still be the highest structure 
on the ridge and the tennis building will be down about eight feet.  Ms. 
Weiss showed a photo from the development below looking up at the 
house in the winter where it would be most visible and in summer would 
not be visible at all and showing the silhouette of the existing house.  
Anne Houck asked from which street the photo was taken from.  It was 
taken from the Toll Brothers property, Mount Kisco Chase.  Ms. Weiss also 
showed photos looking down at the development.  She also presented the 
Board with site plan of the property, and pointed out the new structure.  
Ms. Weiss stated that they added a stand of evergreen trees so that this 
house will not be visible from the houses below.  David Abelow stated that 
there is a ridgeline where the evergreen trees will go and the trees will be 
eighteen to twenty two feet tall.  Ms. Weiss explained that they have also 
added a trellis to the outside of the building.  The building is made out of 
corrugated metal.  She showed a presentation of what the trellis will look 
like on the building.   
 
Chairman Kelly stated that he wished he had a front elevation head on of 
the existing house and how it is merging with the building.  Chairman 
Kelly explained that the partial elevation doesn’t show how everything 
relates to the existing mass.  Chairman Kelly asked to look at the site plan 
again.  He asked if they are planning to match the materials of the house 
on that elevation or continue it on the side too?  David Abelow stated this 
was something they studied and the conclusion they came to was if they 
tried to match the material because of the massing of this building and its 
particular form that it would in no way compliment the main house.  Their 
decision was in every way possible to turn this into a landscape element, 
because even treating the building with the same brick and fenestration 
would create a sense of mass that would be counterproductive to 
ameliorating as much as possible the effect of the large volume of the 
tennis building.   
 
Ms. Weiss explained that the trellis is on the east and west and facing the 
house but the side facing the house has a brick red stucco where it is 
clearly seen from the master bedroom on the second floor of the house.  
The Board then discussed elements on the presentation boards.  David 
Abelow stated they are treating the facades with green trellis (the downhill 
side) which is sitting at the lowest point of elevation in the natural 
landscape basin.  They considered putting material on that side but 
decided it would actually never be seen unless someone physically walked 
around that side of the building.  The choice was to treat the important 
corners from the perspective of if someone drove up to this home one 
would see a green wall.  The foundation wall would be a stone veneer wall 
on the two corners and as it dissipates down to grade it will be concrete.  
Jim MacDonald asked if there was any other stone like that on the 
property?  David Abelow stated there is a significant stone wall that goes 
out to the outcropping, so they are treating it not as a building wall but 
more as a landscaping wall.  David Abelow described the stone walls on 
the presentation boards.  Ms. Weiss described the different views that 
were presented on the boards. 
 
Chairman Kelly asked to hear more about the screened trellis.  David 
Abelow said it’s a manufactured product, a cataloged item that comes in 
modules and it’s attached by fasteners to the metal building.  It is a three 
dimensional grid that will hold plant material, either some sort of ivy or 
evergreen, that would promote plant growth and also keep plants from 
growing into the building.  Jim MacDonald asked if the trellis comes in any 
different finish, like a bronze or a darker finish?  He stated that maybe a 
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darker finish would step it back a bit more.  Ms. Weiss stated that they 
make them in green also.  David Abelow stated that an evergreen or Kelly 
green may be too bright, but suggested more of a British racing green 
kind of color.   
 
Anne Houck suggested talking to a landscape architect about whether or 
not you are going to get enough light.  Twelve feet is the amount of space 
between this building and the actual house.  It may be a wall where you 
are not getting enough light.  David Abelow stated maybe they could plant 
some sort of tree or tree like shrub that is conducive to shade growth and 
fill that area with them.   
 
Anne Houck asked if they had samples of the stone color that they are 
using.  David Abelow stated that they would do an eight inch ledge so 
they would have a full elegant style with “dry looking joints?” and they 
would have Bedford Stone or a vendor come in and drop off pallets that 
might work.   
 
Anne Houck asked how long it takes to erect one of these courts?  David 
Abelow stated after the foundation it probably takes about 7-12 days and 
that it is done in stages.  Ms. Weiss stated that their hope is that if 
someone else was to purchase this house someday and didn’t want this 
structure, that it could be taken down easily without affecting the exterior.  
It could be easily dismantled.  David Abelow said that the windows are 
dark, but not black, sash fixed units and awning sash, which will be 
mechanically operated from inside the building.  Ms. Weiss stated that 
there will be no exterior lighting.   
 
Anne Houck made the motion to accept the proposal for the 
enclosed tennis court project at 151 Sarles Street as presented 
with the suggestion that the metal lattice projection try and match 
the exterior finish as much as possible, Patty Kiernan seconded 
the motion.  All ayes. 
 
2. Buckingham Properties   Case #ARB11-11 
 344 Main Street     Façade Alterations 
 Mount Kisco, NY 10549 
 
Vincent Franze from Franze and Franze Architecture appeared before the 
Board. 
 
Vincent Franze stated that they are proposing a façade upgrade, an 
enhancement or refreshment, at the corner of Main Street and Moore 
Avenue.  He said they are proposing to use stucco and some fiberglass 
medallion prefabricated backing elements, and some muntin inserts at the 
upper floor to give this building a fresh new look.  Vincent Franze said that 
his client feels like this building has sat kind of unchanged and a little tired 
for a while, and this upgrade will make the building more marketable.  
Vincent Franze stated that his client has plans in the works to change 
finishes and enhance the building.  He stated that it is all about trying to 
maximize his occupancy.   
 
Vincent Franze passed out physical samples to the Board.  He showed 
examples of the fiberglass medallions that they will be using.  He showed 
an example of the texture and color that they are going to use, which they 
call limestone. He stated that he did not have a physical sample of the 
awning but showed images that show the rendering.  Vincent Franze 
stated that they are proposed as louvered awnings, so they really are 
architectural elements.  They are not going to hold snow or protect 
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anyone in any meaningful way from the rain.  They are going to cast a 
little bit of shade at the front door, and more than anything else they are 
just going to sort of say entrance.   
 
Chairman Kelly asked if they were proposing any lighting?  Vincent Franze 
stated they were not presenting any new lighting.  Vincent Frazne also 
stated that he was not there in order to propose signage and that they 
would be coming back in order to apply for signage.   
 
Anne Houck asked if the square inserts will have a semi demi gothic 
tracing design?  Vincent Franze said yes, it will be sort of celtic.  Anne 
Houck asked if the building will retain the finish presented or will another 
finish be applied?  Vincent Franze said they don’t want to apply another 
finish.  Anne Houck asked if the pseudo keystones that are above the 
windows will be made of the stucco?  Vincent Franze stated yes they will 
be made of the stucco with flashing and applied to the brick.   
 
Patty Kiernan made the motion to accept the changes to the 
façade at 344 Main Street as proposed.  Jim MacDonald seconded 
the motion.  All ayes. 
 
Minutes: March 16, 2011 
 
Chairman Kelly:  Can we get a motion to accept the minutes? 
 
Motion:  Anne Houck made a motion to approve the minutes from 
the March 16, 2011 meeting as presented.  Patty Kiernan seconded 
the motion.  Remainder of the Board voted all aye. 
 
Chairman Kelly:  The meeting is now adjourned.  Thank you. 
 
Meeting adjourned at 9:10 pm. 
 
 
 
 
 


