HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION 

MEETING MINUTES

December 1, 2009, 7:30 p.m.  

Delancey Hall 

MEMBERS PRESENT:
Bruce Buchholtz




Debby Moore





Gail Pantezzi





Marcia Rockwood





David Talbot





Steve LaRocca





MEMBERS ABSENT:
Francis Tuoti, Chairman





Susie Thompson

ALSO PRESENT:

Janice Will, Recording Secretary

Bruce Buchholtz called the meeting to order.  

Waive reading and accept October 6, 2009 meeting minutes as written.
Motion by:

Debby Moore

Seconded by:
Steve LaRocca

All in favor.

The members present noted the scheduled date of the next meeting:  Tuesday, January 5, 2010.

Gail Pantezzi brought the others up to date on the construction/fence-building at Snow Hill Farm.  She explained that the issue is complicated, because Snow Hill Farm has a conservation easement agreement with the North Salem Open Land Foundation on one of the lots comprising the farm.  Ms. Pantezzi stated that under such an arrangement, the land-owners may use all of their land, but there are certain instances where restrictions require NSOLF agreement.

Debby Moore said the O’Donohues have an agricultural exemption that frees them from most local zoning laws.

Ms. Pantezzi said the farm consists of 117 acres.  She stated that big trucks carrying stone have been traversing Keeler Lane (and the Keeler Lane bridge) of late, and the stone is being placed on the dirt track that is Howe Lane, beginning in the vicinity of a pond and the Malone property.  Ms. Pantezzi said she saw an e-mail from Linda Gracie expressing concern about a 6 ft.-high fence going up on the Snow Hill property right on the Leahys’ property line (99 Keeler Lane), and she told Ms. Gracie that she would look into it.  Ms. Pantezzi commented that because the HPC is neutral, it would be good for them to try and assist an historic landmark-owner, especially as Ms. Gracie has not been able to speak to Ms. O’Donohue.
Ms. Pantezzi said the Building Inspector, Bruce Thompson, has met with the O’Donohues.  The Building Inspector also suggested that the neighbors turn to the NSOLF for help, because they have the conservation easements.  The NS Open Land Foundation wrote to the O’Donohues to point out to them that they must submit a proposal for the NSOLF’s approval of the fencing, and the fence installation has ceased for now.

Ms. Pantezzi said it is always a bad idea to install a fence on a property line, because it can only be properly maintained with access to the adjoining property, which is prohibited.  She said it is sorrowful that no consideration has been afforded the 3 closest neighbors who are contending with a muddy mess now, and there will be a lot of traffic in the future.
Ms. Rockwood asked why, if the fencing is to deter deer, the O’Donohues don’t employ the  double rows of regular fencing that work so well, but Mr. Buchholtz pointed out that that sort of fencing might not keep the O’Donohues’ cattle in.
David Talbot wondered how the situation involves the HPC.    

Ms. Pantezzi responded that they could write a letter to the O’Donohues, explaining about the landmark properties on Keeler Lane and the historic, if un-landmarked, cottage, and urge them to give consideration to the effect of their activities on these properties.  She suggested the HPC might also talk to the Keeler Lane residents about establishing an historic district, which could be helpful to them in the future.  Ms. Pantezzi indicated that she would speak to Linda Gracie about energizing her neighbors.  She commented that they weren’t interested in the past but might feel differently now, and she added that Jeff Morris, the president of the NSOLF, lives on Keeler Lane.  
Marcia Rockwood asked if there is another way the O’Donohues could get the trucks in, and Ms. Pantezzi said they could use Route 121.

Ms. Moore said she thinks the problem is the type of fence, and people would probably have less of an objection to a farm fence.   She added that the Malones are the ones who should be objecting to the muddy conditions, because it is their trafficked way.  
Mr. Buchholtz asked what the Gracies want from the HPC.

Ms. Pantezzi said Ms. Gracie is simply distressed and wanted information, so she told her she would look into it.

Mr. LaRocca commented that Ms. Gracie should know the HPC cannot help, because the work is not on a landmarked property.  
Ms. Moore said she is concerned about the bridge bearing the weight-load of all the trucks carrying stone.

Ms. Pantezzi said the bridge was reinforced with steel girders and concrete piers, so it can probably withstand the weight.  She stated that either the Highway Department or the Building Department would have all the information and suggested that Ms. Moore look into it.  
On another subject, Ms. Pantezzi stated that the Town office buildings are in bad shape and not being maintained.

Ms. Moore agreed, saying she had been surprised by all the mildew on Lobdell House.

Mr. Talbot said the HPC should write to the Town Board about the lack of maintenance of the buildings.

Mr. Buchholtz agreed that they could do that.  He added that a letter to Ms. Gracie and/or the other neighbors expressing concern about their plight and mentioning the possibility of an historic district could be drafted also.
Ms. Moore suggested looking at the Zoning Ordinance to see what agricultural properties can and cannot do.  
Ms. Pantezzi said the NSOLF can determine the appropriateness of the fence.

Mr. Talbot said the HPC can only express its displeasure and ask the O’Donohues to consider their neighbors, but the NSOLF should pursue the issue.  
Mr. Buchholtz proposed that Ms. Pantezzi draft a letter to Ms. Gracie and the neighbors regarding consideration of establishing a historic district.

Ms. Pantezzi said she thought it would be better to raise the subject of the historic district in a conversation/not in the letter.  She said she will call Ms. Gracie to tell her what she has learned and suggest that she consider the concept of a historic district and see what her neighbors think, because it will offer more potential protection for Keeler Lane in the future.
Ms. Pantezzi suggested writing a letter to the O’Donohues, telling them about the HPC’s work and their concerns regarding the landmarks on Keeler Lane and asking the O’Donohues to work with their neighbors.

Mr. Buchholtz asked if they should wait and see how things go with the NSOLF.

Ms. Pantezzi said they could send a letter to the OLF similar to the letter to the O’Donohues, expressing their concerns about the historic landmarks on Keeler Lane and the rural character of the road itself.  She added that they could say they hope to see these conflicts resolved with consideration of the character and nature of the neighborhood.  Ms. Pantezzi will e-mail a draft of this letter to the other HPC members for comment.

Ms. Pantezzi noted that there is an increasing amount of debris on the O’Donohue property that is very close to the Titicus River.  The group discussed the situation and agencies that might have jurisdiction over activities near the watershed.

Ms. Moore said it is important to reach a diplomatic resolution with the O’Donohues that leaves everyone happy; if they were to abandon their agricultural activities and subdivide their land, there could be dozens of residences built there.

Ms. Pantezzi reiterated that she will draft 2 letters (to the NSOLF and the O’Donohues) and e-mail them to the other HPC members, and she will call Linda Gracie.

Mr. LaRocca said the fence issue could be solved with buffer planting.
Ms. Moore said Ms. O’Donohue is active in the 4-H with Steve Mulligan, who could be approached about the problem.  She added that the 4-H meets on Peter Kamenstein’s farm on Finch Road, so he might be someone to talk to also.  She stated that she will call the Highway Department about the weight-bearing capacity of the Keeler Lane bridge.

Mr. Buchholtz handed out drafts of a Chapter 132 (Proposed Purdys Historic District) for the Town Ordinance, as well as a map outlining the proposed perimeter of a Purdys historic district that was discussed and agreed upon at a previous meeting.  He explained that he extrapolated information from other historic district laws, including New Hampshire, Connecticut and New York,  and put it all together as a separate chapter.  He stated that he has recently learned that Susie Thompson and Cynthia Curtis feel that a lot is already covered in Chapters 130 and 131, and additions should be incorporated into those existing chapters.  Mr. Buchholtz said he thinks the separate chapter is more specific, but he just wants to see the Purdys historic district covered in the local law in some way.
Ms. Pantezzi noted that there is nothing in the existing law about how the historic district is to be established.

Mr. Buchholtz said some parts of his chapter 132 are repetitive, but the chapter is definitive.

It was agreed that the Boundaries of District section (132-04) is needed, but the sections on demolition and alteration permits are unnecessary.  The section on alterations and additions guidelines (132-07) is good.  It is less restrictive/more general in tone than the similar section for historic landmark properties.  
Mr. Buchholtz asked if the others felt 132-07 was too specific.

Ms. Pantezzi pointed out that if the buildings in the district are of multiple periods and architectural styles, it would not be appropriate for them to have to meet the same requirements for paint colors, etc.

Alterations and Additions Guidelines
Mr. LaRocca commented that appropriate use of property is already governed by the zoning ordinance and may not be something that can be regulated by the HPC.  

Mr. Buchholtz said the dual/mixed use zoning in some parts of 116 and Route 22 could be a problem. He added that some municipalities have very restrictive rules for these districts, including more uniform architectural requirements.  He thinks the North Salem one should be more broadly-based in part because of the existing diversity of use.

Ms. Moore said they should be consulting the zoning ordinance to see what uses are currently permitted.   

In keeping with Mr. Buchholtz’s feeling that more broadly-based guidelines are appropriate, Mr. LaRocca suggested the phrase consideration of appropriate use for the first paragraph of 132-07.
Mr. Talbot agreed, saying that they are just presenting guidelines and a request for consideration.  
Paint

Ms. Moore felt this section was inappropriate for a district.  She said the purpose of an historic district is to preserve an area as it is including structures, roads and landscape features, and the individual houses are not necessarily historic landmarks.  Ms. Moore commented that she feels structural change should only be prohibited on the front/street-facing side of buildings.  
Mr. LaRocca suggested removing the first sentence in this section (Paint colors should remain the same.)

Ms. Moore expressed concern that the entire section on paint would be seen as too restrictive/put Purdys residents off the idea of the historic district.

Ms. Rockwood said it seems fair to ask people to give consideration to what suits the district.

Mr. LaRocca stated that the HPC has never made an issue of paint, but the impact is different when a building is part of a specific district.

Mr. Talbot said the section only asks for consideration/is just a guideline.

The last sentence in the Paint section will be removed (Out-buildings are considered separately.)
Windows and Doors

Mr. LaRocca said the HPC needs to decide whether or not they would take issue with major changes to parts of buildings that are not seen publicly, although this can be dealt with on a case-by-case basis. He added that the Federal guidelines say additions should not duplicate existing buildings.
Ms. Moore reiterated that if the historic district section goes through as written in the draft, the residents of Purdys will not go along.  She said she would prefer that it just state that the district is historic because of the way it came about (the houses were moved), and property-owners may not tear down and re-construct their buildings unless they re-build them to look the same as before.
Mr. LaRocca said they need to try to find a way to present voluntary guidelines.

Ms. Moore said the concern of the district should be the public spaces (roadways, fences, etc.).  She agreed that additions should not be permitted on the fronts of buildings.
Mr. Talbot said modern doors and windows would change the character of the buildings.  He stated that if the requirements are re-cast as guidelines for present owners, it would be more acceptable because it would establish an adherence to a look and feel but not restrict people to anything specific.

Regarding the statement that new windows should be made of wood, Ms. Moore referred to a newly-refurbished house in Croton Falls.  She said the house looks beautiful, none of the new work is wood, and it will last longer than wood.

Ms. Pantezzi agreed that as the styles and uses in the district are mixed, it would be hard to be very specific beyond asking that buildings be kept the way they are.  Property-owners could be asked to consult the HPC when they plan renovations.
Lighting

Mr. Talbot said again that it is better to re-cast the language as recommendations and guidelines instead of prohibitions.  He commented that small steps should be taken at first.
This section may be unnecessary/already part of the Code.  Mr. Buchholtz will check with the Building Inspector.
Signage/ Fences, Gates and Walls (2 sections)

Ms. Pantezzi said uniform signage is very nice, but she is unsure whether Purdys is ready for this.

Ms. Moore was in favor of requiring low fences (white) and walls (natural stone) in front yards.  She stated that requirements/limitations on signage are already contained in the local ordinance.
Mailboxes/Trees

These sections to be deleted.  Trees are already covered in the local law.

132-08 through 132-13 

Also to be deleted/already covered in Chapters 130 and 131.
Mr. Buchholtz said he will try to incorporate what was discussed into Chapters 130 and 131 without redundancy.

132-03 (Purpose)

Mr. Talbot stated that this section is important, but Ms. Pantezzi said it already exists in Chapter 130.

Mr. Buchholtz commented that it is not specific to the Purdys historic district, and Mr. Talbot said maybe it would better to have it in the historic district section.
Ms. Pantezzi said something should be re-stated about why the Purdys historic district is desirable and explain about the moving of the hamlet and its character today. 
Mr. LaRocca said this is always done with any landmark; outline preservation guidelines, key features and the reasoning behind the establishment of boundaries.
Mr. Buchholtz suggested they turn to the map of the proposed district.

Having missed the October meeting when the map was initially discussed and agreed upon, Ms. Pantezzi had many questions.

It was agreed to exclude lots 220 and 221.

Mr. Talbot said he would save something he was planning to present for another meeting as it was getting quite late.

Ms. Moore expressed interest in applying for historic landmark status for a house she owns in Purdys, and Mr. Buchholtz said he would help her with the paperwork.

Mr. Buchholtz moved to adjourn the meeting at approximately 9:30.

Respectfully submitted,

__________________________ 

Janice Will, Recording Secretary
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