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   Jack Gress, Bill Monti and John White
Supervisor Lucas called the Public Hearing to order at 7:35 P.M.

The Notice of Public Hearing appeared in the August 10, 2011 issue of The Journal News and was read by Supervisor Lucas.  

Supervisor Lucas:  Cynthia, you sent us a couple of changes that we talked about at the last meeting.  When I went back and looked at it there were a couple of thoughts that I had so maybe I will just make a couple of quick comments.  
On Page 2, under Temporary Signs, it’s B. 2.  We changed it from 45 days to 10 days before an event; that includes political, civic, philanthropic, educational institutions.  I don’t remember discussing 10 days is the right number.  I know originally we had 45.
Councilwoman Rosmarin:  I think the reason for 10 days was for elections you could put it up the weekend before…
Supervisor Lucas:  I know, but I don’t know if that’s sufficient; I’m just throwing that out.  I don’t know if 10 days is enough.

Ms. Curtis:  We sort of tested it this year with the library fair.  We put ours up exactly 1 week before and it seemed to be great because it was like that last minute reminder, oh there is something coming up this coming weekend.  To the other extreme when signs are up for more than 30 days, you kind of forget about them.  You just have to pick a number, if you want 10 days, if you want 2 weeks.
Supervisor Lucas:  Two weeks is better than 10 days, it’s over two weekends.  That seemed to be a bit short for me.
Councilwoman Rosmarin:  I think 10 days is really good because people complain so much about the signs particularly the political signs and autumn is the most beautiful time of the year.

Supervisor Lucas:  Well St. James has a sign out for two or three weeks, they wouldn’t be allowed to do that for their auction.  Ten days is short.

Ms. Curtis:  You want to think about what’s the most effective.
Councilman Bobolia:  It’s not even just the local signs, you get the County signs and the other elections going on and they are all over the Town not just on people’s lawns but they are in right-of-ways, they are in triangles.  You get tried of looking at them and it used to be they would put them up before the Primary, take them down for a week or so or two weeks and then be right back up again.  It’s like almost seamless from the end of August, the beginning of September on through November.  So, again, I don’t know whether 10 days or 2 weeks or what.
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Councilman Kamenstein:  I don’t have a problem with 2 weeks. The only thing that I do have a problem with is when St. James had their auction signs up is that they put a huge sign up in the triangle where Rt. 116 and 121 meet where we have had numerous accidents there and it just blocks the line of vision.  I was very concerned about that, quite frankly, we were lucky nothing happened.  I don’t have any objection to St. James having a sign out but where they put it created a public safety issue.  
Supervisor Lucas:  That particular one there was a line of sight issue because I actually sat there and looked.  Of course anything there is probably not optimal.  So forget about political signs completely, you have things like St. James auction, you have other things.  This is 4 feet in size so somebody is going to have to go down to the Casafina guys and tell them that that sign is illegal, we are going to have to go to St. James and tell them that that sign is illegal, because that was 6 square feet. 

Ms. Curtis:  Well the Casafina signs are illegal anyway because it’s off premises and it’s not allowed.  I know the building inspector keeps going after them.  We’re talking here community events.  We actually started with 1 week and we changed it to 10 days because we wanted to catch the two weekends.  Whatever you want to do.
Councilwoman Rosmarin:  You know the other thing is that now with the internet the whole mode of communication is different.
Supervisor Lucas:  There’s a hell of a lot of signs out there.  Well, we don’t need to belabor it, we can discuss it.  We went from 45 to 10 days; at least 2 weeks I would think would be reasonable.

Down at the bottom on #7, I would just also state that whatever State laws suggesting, if State law changes…
Ms. Curtis:  That’s why I added “shall be the minimum necessary to be conspicuous”.

Supervisor Lucas:  Yes, but the State has specific requirements to.

Ms. Curtis:  That’s what I reviewed.  They don’t specifically say public placement.  They use this terminology.  
Councilman Kamenstein:  They use to say it.

Supervisor Lucas:  But Cynthia they have a minimum of one sign every 600 feet, they have a minimum height, because when I had to post my property I had to follow that.  But I don’t see that here.

Ms. Curtis:  Well we don’t have to repeat what the State says.  What we are trying to do is just make it reasonable for us.
Supervisor Lucas:  I know but I think you’re in contradiction.  You’re saying, no higher than 7 feet; well let’s just make sure.

Ms. Curtis:  I thought you might need, “the minimum necessary to be conspicuous”.
Councilman Kamenstein:  Cynthia, maybe the law has changed ok, maybe it has changed but at one point in time you had to have one posted every 50 feet and it had to be a minimum of 10 feet high so maybe that’s changed, ok but we have to allow whatever the existing statues are allowed, so if you could rephrase that a little bit to take that into account rather than saying, “the minimum necessary to be conspicuous” because conspicuous is a rather vague word and if somebody doesn’t post it in accordance to the existing statues than it wouldn’t be posted legally and if there was a trespassing issue they would have no recourse.  Do you know what I mean?  
Ms. Curtis:  Uh hum.

Councilman Kamenstein:  I think it’s just a wording issue.

Supervisor Lucas:  So, I have two more things I am going to mention.  Section 250-41, 30% of the building façade length.  You know there are things like Bella Ella pizza is greater than 30%.
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Ms. Curtis:  That one went through Planning Board review.  Unless it was a preexisting, non-conforming sign, than we had to respect that.

Supervisor Lucas:  I don’t see a problem with some of those smaller buildings having something greater than 30%.
Ms. Curtis:  Are you saying you like that or you don’t want that?

Supervisor Lucas:  I would think greater than 30% would be ok in some of those cases where you have a narrow building, no?  And then the only other thing it keeps on talking about things a violation of this, but it doesn’t say anything about what happens in violation, I don’t know if that’s required in this section at all.
Councilman Bobolia:  It’s at the end, Section 250-43. Enforcement.  
Supervisor Lucas:  Those are just a couple of quick comments and it is a public hearing and I think I will turn it over to somebody in the public that wants to talk.

Councilman Kamenstein:  Under B. 9., I thought we went over this, this thing about the height of any free-standing sign shall not exceed four (4) feet”.  There are a lot of signs that are very tasteful, I mean you could have posts which would be considered part of the sign and the sign itself may be actually 6 or 7 feet above the ground so…
Ms. Curtis:  I apologize that was changed to 6 feet.

Councilman Kamenstein:  But it isn’t there.

Ms. Curtis:  Right, I apologize I will change it.

Supervisor Lucas:  Does anyone else want to say anything?
Councilman Bobolia:  Yes, B. of 250-39, we’ve talked about this before, the political signs, philanthropic, they have to be taken down 3 days after the event but real estate signs 20 days from a closing.  You just have the one real estate sign but you have very many political signs; why wouldn’t that also be 3 days?

Ms. Curtis:  It was just an enforcement issue.  It takes a long time to find out after a sale happened.  I have no problem making it 3 days.
Councilman Bobolia:  When I see political reading the stuff that Jack sent us from the State, you know you can’t discriminate against political; they should have the same rules and regulations as other types of signs.  That was my only thing and with regard to the heading of this paragraph, which was in bold I take it to mean that these signs in 1., 2., 3., ect. that they are discussing, they don’t have any size, height, setback, or placement specifications other than set forth in the numbered paragraphs below.  So, for instance, if temporary signs don’t have any setback provisions in there, they can be on premises, off premises, people tend to put garage sale signs on telephone poles and things like that, is that going to continue?

Ms. Curtis:  The way it’s written now, it will continue, yes.
Councilman Bobolia:  You also see Open House signs which are also temporary, certainly they can’t put it on the property, they would have to put it on a corner, intersection or something like that.  Ok, I just wanted to get a better understanding of it.  It seems to work ok for me.
Supervisor Lucas:  Why was 5. taken out?  What was the thought about removing the holiday decorations?
Ms. Curtis:  We didn’t feel that holiday decorations were really signage.

Councilman Bobolia:  Since you are not allowed to put signs in the State right-of-way, I want to cut back on these political signs that always get picked up by the DOT and thrown wherever, why don’t we just state that you can’t place political signs in the State right-of-way?
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Ms. Curtis:  Well, what if the DOT changes their rules tomorrow?

Councilman Bobolia:  They are not going to change.  Still we will have less signs.
Mr. Baroni:  I don’t think you need to put that in your Code, that’s their regulation.
Councilman Bobolia:  Ok, I’m just trying to discourage people from putting signs in all these triangles.

Mr. Baroni:  You don’t have to allow political signs in your right-of-ways.  Other towns routinely pick those off.  Private property you can’t control, but public property that’s local, you can control and just remove them.  The same way that the State DOT does it.
Councilman Bobolia:  Right now they are permitted, I guess in the Town right-of-ways unless people want to make a change on that.
Councilwoman Rosmarin:  Can we?

Supervisor Lucas:  At some point in time it becomes ridiculous; somebody is going to have to manage all of this.  It’s nice to have some nice easy blanket thing saying you can’t do this.

Ms. Curtis:  Well, it’s not so much about managing it, it’s about enforcing it.  What the DOT does is they do come through and do their sweep and take them down.

Supervisor Lucas:  When they get a complaint.

Ms.Curtis:  You have a building inspector who right now is going around on a regular basis and pulling signs up.  Look at the back of the car at any time and you will see it’s full of signs.  They are doing it, the question is what do you want as the imagine of North Salem?  What do you want to allow?  You’ve talked about eliminating it from Town right-of-ways before but I didn’t hear a consensus so I didn’t add it.
Councilman Bobolia:  I don’t know that we have one.
Councilwoman Rosmarin:  What does everybody think about that?

Supervisor Lucas:  A Town right-of-way includes a lot of people and what they consider their front property that we put signs on.
Councilman Kamenstein:  That’s the issue, that’s the problem.

Supervisor Lucas:  I’m more than happy to pull signs out of all the Town right-of-ways but your going to have a lot of people saying why are you taking it from there and I’m going to say that’s not your property.

Councilman Bobolia:  You would need a survey to figure out where the right-of-way ends and the people’s property begins.

Councilman Kamenstein:  It’s a very tricky issue because even though as a resident they actually pay taxes on that piece of property but the Town may actually…

Supervisor Lucas:  Well a right-of-way is quite wide in some areas, some areas, it’s not.

Councilman Bobolia:  Well could you write it so we are restricting it from the triangles?
Supervisor Lucas:  I think road intersections.

Mr. Baroni:  You may want to put in this regulation what you’re going to do on your own public right-of-way, that’s a policy determination from the Town Board but it’s not part of your law.

Councilwoman Rosmarin:  I was thinking that the purpose of addressing this is that people are in this Town because they think it’s beautiful, a big reason why they are here, they think it’s beautiful and there 
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are so many complaints because of all the political signs in the fall just ruining all the views and so I would think it’s good to be as restrictive as we can because people prefer the beauty of the Town.

Ms. Curtis:  You know it’s not just political signs.  We do get a lot of calls about other signs.

Supervisor Lucas: Just DOT signs.
Ms. Curtis:  Not just the DOT signs.  There has been a series of signs up on Hardscrabble Road and the phone calls have come in saying, are they ever going to come down?  I say, you have to call the building inspector.  So it’s not just the political signs, when other signs are up and they start to bend over and look terrible, every time the Casafina signs go up the phone calls come in, so it is on a lot of people’s minds, the signage.
Supervisor Lucas:  Why don’t we open it up to the public right now, we can always come back in.  I think Jack had his hand up earlier.
Jack Gress:  I would like to address the Board at this public hearing on the Sign Ordinance.  I got a couple of things that I am concerned about and I’m going to start with the political signs first because you were spending so much time on it.  I actually sent a letter to Warren and I think I copied the Board as well, where I was probably one of the biggest culprits of everybody in putting up political signs in the last campaign and they just got out of hand and I thought that the sign ordinance that we had at 45 days was ridiculous, it’s probably the longest time period allowed in any town and I actually had recommended 10 days.  I like the 10 day frame period.  I had suggested one day after the event.  I see no reason why it can’t be taken down immediately but I understand that you have to give people reasonable time, so I have no problem with that section right there at all.  Two weeks wouldn’t make a big difference to me.
My concern is here that the temporary sign issue has not been properly addressed.  You have temporary signs that have different restrictions and I don’t believe that is permitted.  I think that all temporary signs have to be considered equal and if your going to say one temporary sign should be black and another should be white, one should be 4 square feet and another should be 6 square feet, I think that you could run into a problem and I think that the Town should look into that legally and make sure that that is correct.  I’m not an attorney so I don’t know, but it seems to me as though you’ve got restrictions on different types of temporary signs that are different and if you want to tell me that a political sign can only be 4 square feet but yet if I have a project sign it can be 6 square feet, they are both temporary signs so I think that you would be in error and from what I’ve read in the regulation 71-page booklet I think that this issue is addressed in four or five lawsuits that were lost by municipalities.

Supervisor Lucas:  Roland, do you have any comments on that?
Mr. Baroni:  No, I would have to check into that a little more closely.

Mr. Gress:  All the rest of the stuff is pretty much standard and is what other municipalities use.  Peter had addressed one of my questions the wording “necessary to be conspicuous” was a concern that I had because it just didn’t explain in detail.  That was on 250-39, B. 7., I think Peter basically addressed what I was going to say.    
The other issue that I have concern with is the new amended sign ordinance takes the authority away from the Building Department.  The Code Enforcement Officer no longer has the right to issue a building permit without first going to the Planning Board.  The Planning Board of course naturally oversees the site plan review which is not even an issue here.  If there is a site plan and they recommend it to the Building Department and then the Building Department issues a building permit, that’s fine but if we have Code and the Code is written correctly there is no reason why the Building Department, the Code Enforcement Officer shouldn’t be able to issue a building permit based on what’s in the Code itself and the Building Inspector wording was taken out of the Code completely and I really think that the Code Enforcement Officer is the agent for the Town Board to enforce the Code and to issue the permits as necessary.  The Planning Board is an advisory board that advises the Town Board on what they would like to see in zoning and I don’t think that it should be the Planning Board’s position to be issuing the authority for a sign permit unless it’s a site plan.
Ms. Curtis:  I’m sorry the Building Inspector is the person who issues the permit.  
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Mr. Gress:  Yes, but he can no longer issue a sign permit unless he has the authority given to him from the Planning Board.

Ms. Curtis:  That’s always been the case.

Mr. Gress:  The way I read the previous sign law, the Building Department had the right to issue a sign permit for anything that was in here and I don’t know you would think you had to go to the Planning Board.

Councilman Bobolia:  I believe it was always referred to the Planning Board.

Ms. Curtis:  This has not changed.  The person goes in and talks to the Building Inspector (inaudible) who sends it over to the Planning Board, the Planning Board makes the recommendation on the sign permit and the Building Inspector actual is the one who issues the permit and enforces this section of Code on sign permits.

Mr. Gress:  Ok, fair enough.

Ms. Curtis:  I will refer it to Mr. Baroni.  I think this is a legal question you are getting into here.
Mr. Gress:  I am addressing the Board and I would like to continue.  This is how I read it, if I have misinterpreted then that’s fine but the way I look at it in most towns the building department has the authority to issue a sign permit.  They don’t have to go to the Planning Board to issue a sign permit, they abide by the code and if the code specifies that it’s a height of 4 feet and it has to be no more than 4 square feet, it could be 2 x 2 whatever they want, if they go according to what the code says, then the building department simply issues a building permit.  That authority is not given to the Code Enforcement Officer here and I think it should be.  
Supervisor Lucas:   Well, as part of subdivisions it stays with the Planning Board.
Mr. Gress:  I have no problem with that.  

Supervisor Lucas:  We can find out.  What your even suggesting is legally it has to be with the building inspector?

Mr. Gress:  If somebody wants to get a sign permit for a project and it states in the code that the height of the sign must be no more than 6 feet and no more than 8 square feet and its written right there, then there is no reason why the building inspector shouldn’t be able to issue a sign permit.  I don’t think you should have to go back to the Planning Board.  I see where the building inspector terminology was removed completely from the sign ordinance, you know in an authoritative way and if I interrupted that wrong…
Councilman Kamenstein:  Are you referring to 250-42 C., Jack?
Mr. Gress:  No place in particular, I just had basically read it in general.

Councilman Kamenstein:  Well I understand that but…

Supervisor Lucas:  42 C.I think, it says, “If there are no sign plan approval or site plan approval, the applicant must submit an application to” and we had Building Inspector but now it says Planning Board.

Councilman Kamenstein:  Cynthia, why has it changed to Planning Board?

Ms. Curtis:  We didn’t change it.

Councilman Kamenstein:  Then why is Building Inspector struck out and Planning Board inserted there if you didn’t change it?

Ms. Curtis:  I’m sorry I must be looking at the wrong thing.
Councilman Kamenstein:  250-42, C. It appears that there was a change, ok.  Originally it was Building Inspector and now it’s Planning Board.
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Ms. Curtis:  The reason we switched it over to the Planning Board is because the way it’s written now, they were going over to the Building Inspector and he was saying you don’t pick-up an application here, you pick it up over at the Planning Board office, so people were confused.  The Code said go to the Building Inspector and the Building Inspector was saying well it’s the Planning Board that issues the permit so we changed it to say just come directly to the Planning Board and not do a 2-step process.  These are only for people who need a permit.  Most of the people do not need a permit.
Councilman Kamenstein:  Just to clarify it then, ok because I’m confused, it says here in 250-42, C., “In the case of a sign which is not submitted as part of a site development plan, a sign plan for such sign shall be subject to review and approval by the Planning Board.”  Every sign has to have Planning Board approval, is that what you’re saying?
Ms. Curtis:  No, most of the signs you see around Town don’t need approval from anybody because they are either temporary signs, or they are the real estate signs…

Councilman Kamenstein:  Well I’m talking about the permit signs.

Ms. Curtis:  So the signs that need permits are most of your commercial establishments.
Councilman Kamenstein:  Farms, commercial establishments…

Ms. Curtis:  But if the farm sign is just a name plate then that’s also exempt from going through the permit process.  As long as it follows the guidelines of a nameplate sign.

Councilman Kamenstein:  Let me ask you a question, if a sign conforms size wise and setback wise to our statues, why do we need any permits whatsoever?

Ms. Curtis:  It doesn’t, it doesn’t need a permit.
Councilman Kamenstein:  It doesn’t require any permit?
Ms. Curtis:  Right.

Councilman Kamenstein:  So, it’s only when a sign exceeds either in size or in placement setback that a permit would be required at all?
Ms. Curtis:  Right, or if it’s a commercial establishment.  Most of your commercial establishments are not doing name plates so, if it’s one of those façade signs, one of those big signs…

Councilman Kamenstein:  Isn’t it clarified how large a commercial establishment sign could be?

Ms. Curtis:  Well the reason they are coming to Planning Board is that’s all part of site plan anyway.

Councilman Kamenstein:  I understand that which is part of site development process ok but let’s say an existing commercial establishment comes and wants to put up a new sign that is within the size limits that are allowed under our ordinance, do they need site plan review or a building inspector’s review or anything else, quite frankly?
Ms. Curtis:  Right now they do but what we are doing at the Planning Board level is we are now writing the resolution that says for instance, if you have a change in occupant and they are going to put up a size that conforms to what’s already approved, don’t come back to us.  So we are building that right into the resolution saying we don’t want them to have to keep coming back just for a sign.  
Councilman Kamenstein:  I guess I’m just curious why they should have to come back at all, why it should require the resolution if they are conforming to our statues, why should they have to come back at all?  I guess that’s the question I’m asking.
Councilman Bobolia:  Because it’s always been that way.
Ms. Curtis:  It’s the way Site Development Plan Review is written.  Trust me; we’re trying to make this easier we don’t want people to have to keep coming back.
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Councilman Bobolia:  So what Peter and Jack are saying, now we ought to rethink this, perhaps for commercial signs where the Building Inspector, Code Enforcement Officer’s function is ministerial, he just looks at it, you know it’s the right size, it’s the right lettering, does it really need to go to the Planning Board?  That’s just a philosophical thing.  
Ms. Curtis:  And that’s what we are trying to get to.  Assuming it’s a replacement sign, no they would not.  That’s what we are trying to get to.

Councilman Bobolia:  Right, well you might have a new business and it might be a little bit smaller, it might be a little bit larger, so there’s replacements.  I keep thinking of Salem Center, the signs are being changed all the time.
Mr. Gress: I will rephrase what I’m saying.  What I believe is that if a sign requires a permit and it doesn’t require a site plan and it complies with the Code, there should be terminology here giving the Building Inspector the authority to issue the sign permit and not have to get his permission from the Planning Board and I think that passing this permission to the Planning Board is incorrect.  
I think that the Planning Board should do their site plan and then the Building Department should issue the permit.  But if there is anything that complies here you shouldn’t have to go to the Planning Board at all and if you chose to want to have it that way, that’s your prerogative but my opinion is that I don’t think it should be that way.  It’s as simple as that.
Councilwoman Rosmarin:  Because why?

Mr. Gress:  First of all because we have a Code Enforcement Officer who is certified by the State of New York to enforce the Code for the Town of North Salem and if your going to take the job away from the Code Enforcement Officer and give it to any Board, Planning, Zoning, whatever and it’s not their purview to take, that’s his job, let him do it.

Councilwoman Rosmarin:  What does the Planning Board add?  I mean do they look at the aesthetics?
Mr. Gress:   The way I look at it is, the Planning Board is an advisory board to the Town Board and Zoning Board ok, the Planning Board makes rules and regulations.  If you want to pass the sign ordinance you could have the Planning Board make rules and regulations on how to enforce, that’s not a problem.

Supervisor Lucas:  Jack, before that one what was the other comment you made?

Mr. Gress:  The other issue was the temporary signs, I think that too many different definitions here for temporary signs; they should all be the same.
Councilman Bobolia:  I want to get back to your point again.  Cynthia, let’s compare going the Planning Board route to the Code Enforcement Officer.  What’s the additional time period that one has to go through, I have a commercial establishment, I’m a new store owner, I want to put a nice sign up and right now I have to go through the Planning Board.  How long does it take, what are the consultant’s fees on that?  I’m trying to compare that then just going directly to the Code Enforcement Officer and let him interpret the Code and give the permit, that’s the way I look at it.

Ms. Curtis:   There are no consultant fees; you just pay the permit fee.  You put your application into the Planning Board and you’re on the next agenda with a resolution of approval if everything is in order.  If there is cause for discussion, we just had a perfect example, we had someone come in with a sign and it raised a lot of questions with the Planning Board about safety and setback and size and visual aesthetics, so we had a discussion with the applicant at the meeting and he came back the next meeting, I think with about 75% changes in accordance with what the Board said and a new design of his own and everyone loved it and it passed that next meeting.  So, it was a very good interchange because we gave him some ideas that he hadn’t thought of like putting his street number up there, which he hadn’t had in the past, things like that.  So, it was a very beneficial thing, I think it was worthwhile having the Board review it, it was a commercial establishment.  All the ones that we basically go through are commercial establishments and for instances the Open Land Foundation with all of their special signs they are putting up.  We are not sending them out, there are no consultant fees, we do it in-house.  
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Councilman Bobolia:   So if there are no problems, one meeting, if there’s some kind of issue, two meetings?
Ms. Curtis: Yes.

Bill Monti:  It seems to me that if you write a regulation it should be clear enough that the Zoning Code Enforcement Officer should be able to implement it on the spot.  So that you don’t have to go through a whole series of things.  I see it very well from the Zoning Board perspective, someone comes in to the Building Inspector and says I would like to accomplish this, whatever this is and the Building Inspector looks at it and says yes what you want to do is what is in the Code or no you need a variance and you would then go to the Zoning Board and that’s the end of the thing.  
Something as simple as a sign, if we can’t write a clear set of rules and regulations of what we believe our signs should be…

Supervisor Lucas:  I think to a great extent we are trying to control some of the aesthetics and I think that’s why the Board was looking at it.  I understand, I mean it’s a balancing act quite frankly because there are signs that we might not want around Town.

Councilman Kamenstein:  That’s the issue, it’s the aesthetics.

Supervisor Lucas:  I think we probably could rely on the Building Inspector to figure that out but again when you write it down in black and white it’s like what does the style of the fence look like?  You know we tried that for how many years as opposed to post and rail.  We finally kind of gave up other than saying you can’t have a chain link fence in the front yard or whatever it is.  So, I think it comes down to aesthetics.  I don’t quite frankly know at what point it needs to go to the Planning Board.  Obviously on site plan that’s something I think we all understand but the individual sign above you know the pizza parlor entering Croton Falls from what you say it can only be a foot high, the letters could be 2 foot by 30% of the width that may be enough for everybody to figure out.  I don’t know as I’m convinced one way or the other but I think that’s why we are sending it to the Planning Board.

Councilwoman Reeve:  One thing that might be helpful would be to make it a little bit clearer that the Planning Board is there for new site plans and the only issue that should come back to the Planning Board would be if somebody wants to change the sign in a way that doesn’t conform with what is set out here.  It’s not as clear perhaps in the language as it might be because…
Supervisor Lucas:  Well I know if you have a sign that has been permanently grandfathered, if your changing the company name and things like that, I think that’s allowed.  You’re allowed to proceed with it.
Councilwoman Reeve:  Right and that’s in here but I think that perhaps the permitted sign maybe would help in the paragraph to make it a little clearer.

Ms. Curtis:  All styles come to the Planning Board.  If they meet the criteria that they are exempt, they don’t need a permit but if they want to do anything that exceeds the criteria of what is permitted, then they go through a Planning Board permit process.  

Supervisor Lucas:  The issue Bill brought up is whether or not that is required or whether this should be written so that…
Ms. Curtis:  I’m not sure if your Building Inspector wants another burden on him to be reviewing a set of plans on a sign that’s different from what the Code allows.

Councilman Kamenstein:  I think the issue is if somebody is just replacing a sign that is in the Code or they are changing the name on the sign or whatever, as long as the sign doesn’t exceed the size of the previous sign, then there should be no referral back to the Planning Board.
Ms. Curtis:  That’s why we built that in, so it doesn’t have to come back to us.  We don’t want to see replacement signs just changing a name.

Councilman Kamenstein:  You said that was in the Planning Board resolution, right?
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Ms. Curtis:  Yes.  We are putting it in the resolution now, but now I’m putting it in the Code, that’s here for any sign that’s being replaced.  We don’t want them to come back to the Planning Board, they just go to the Building Inspector and say we are upgrading our sign and changing our tenant, here’s the new name.

Councilman Kamenstein:  Quite frankly, I’m not even quite sure as long as the sign placement doesn’t change and the size doesn’t change, why they would even have to go through the Building Inspector and say we’re going to put a new name on the sign.  I mean are they changing Joe’s Garage to Charlie’s Garage, why does the Town even want to get involved in that?  I don’t understand that.
Ms. Curtis:  Well, maybe I miss spoke, they don’t have to get a permit from him but what he likes is for people to notify them so that it doesn’t come in as a complaint later and then he has to go out and figure out what happened.  But there is no permit required if it’s a replacement; if it’s a repair or a replacement.

Councilwoman Reeve:  Is it clear in here?
Councilman Bobolia:  It’s at 250-38 B., “No sign permit is required for a change in name or business.”

Councilwoman Reeve:  Ok.

Ms. Curtis:  By the way I do have the DEC regulations on the posted signs if you want some copies.  There is no height requirement.
Councilman Bobolia:  250-44 the Nonconforming Signs.  You changed the language, now it says, “Any sign which was in existence prior to the effective date of the chapter…”  How is one to know what the effective date of this chapter is?  
Mr. Baroni:  When it gets printed in the Code Book they tell you the adoption date.

Councilman Bobolia:  The original adoption date, not the amended.

Mr. Baroni:  That amended date will be in the Code Book.

Councilman Bobolia:  So, we’re talking about the amended date now of the chapter when we say the effective date or when this was first passed?

Mr. Baroni:  Of this package of amendments, I believe.

Supervisor Lucas:  It will say adopted a certain date and it will say amended a certain date and I don’t know if they track the amended words.

Councilman Bobolia:  So any sign that was put up today would then be grandfathered because if I didn’t get a permit and I just put it up, it would be grandfathered, yes?  

Mr. Baroni:  Well I’m not sure if it was a requirement under the present code.

Councilman Bobolia:  That’s why I want to know what this means, “any sign which was in existence prior to the effective date of this Chapter”.  Does it mean as amended or the original date of the law?

Mr. Baroni:  If there was a requirement and he had a permit before the adoption of this set of amendments, then yes.

Councilman Bobolia:  But there is now, yes.

Mr. Baroni:  Ok, well then that sign would not be conforming.

Councilman Bobolia:  Right, so it’s the date of that law, when we first started requiring permits for signs?

Mr. Baroni:  Right.

Councilman Bobolia:  Ok.
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Supervisor Lucas: Bill, I answered your question, do you have more comments?

Mr. Monti:  No, I just don’t want to see it on a board and an operating authority that’s really vested in the Building Inspector.  I’m looking at it from that point of view.  The Building Inspector has an authority, right?  You hired the Building Inspector as your enforcement authority, as your interrupting authority, your Board is your advisory as to what the regulations should or maybe should not be, then you either adopt those regulations or you don’t.  Once they are adopted then you have some someone else that’s enforcement.  You have the regulatory over here and you have the enforcer over here.  The regulatory, you are the regulatory by adopting the code, you set the regulations.  If you give it to a Board to adopt you have five people, six people that usually doesn’t work.  

Councilwoman Rosmarin:  Well, Cynthia just gave an example where it worked beautifully and everybody was even happier with it.

Ms. Curtis:  Many of your Code chapters are handled by a board.

Supervisor Lucas:  How many sign permits do we have?

Ms. Curtis:  Half a dozen a year.

Supervisor Lucas:  Are there that many?

Ms. Curtis:  But the number should go down because as we are implementing both by resolution and if you were to adopt this, they wouldn’t have to come back.  That’s what we hope to achieve.  For instance, North Salem Center he sends in each one of his individual tenants and I said to him why don’t you come in as the landlord and just do them all.  Set the standard that you want to see there and then they never have to come back every time a tenant changes.  But what’s happening now, is each tenant is trying to do its own thing.   So that’s what we are trying to get the landowners to do it.

Councilman Bobolia:   Did Bruce have any comments?

Ms. Curtis:  Everything gets circulated to Bruce.

Supervisor Lucas:  We can ask him again.

John White:  You keep mentioning aesthetics which I certainly support but there’s a safety issue to where I’ve seen on these triangles.  In fact, in Purdy’s you come up and there will be signs and you can’t see the traffic and that may be under the State right-of-way but I’m not so sure we can expect the State is going to….

Supervisor Lucas:  Well, the State DOT pulls them out of there as soon as you complain.  They send a truck over to take them all in.

Ms. Curtis:  Does our Highway Department have the authority and our Building Inspector to pull them too?

Supervisor Lucas:  If they took them out the DOT wouldn’t care.  
Mr. White:  The tags on the telephone poles or electrical poles are also illegal but the utilities never do anything about it unless they are wood or metal.  If they are wood or metal then they can be a hazard so then they will respond to it.

Mr. Gress:  Can I ask that you continue this public hearing until you get some answers to some of the questions?
Supervisor Lucas:  Yes and if there are some designs or signs or things that we think the Building Inspector or maybe even people could do as of right, I wouldn’t be adverse to kind of outlining those.  I know we have then for temporary signs but maybe there are some things that you always approve for a permanent sign.

Mr. Gress:  I also noticed that in this local law there are no definitions and usually in a lot of the other sign ordinances that I looked up that they have tons of definitions explaining certain things.  
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Ms. Curtis:  It’s in the beginning of Chapter 250, “Zoning”, so you’re not going to see it in this particular chapter but it’s in the Zoning definitions.  
Mr. Gress:  The other thing I was trying to follow on how the sign regulations were set-up and I saw in a couple of the Planning Board minutes that they were briefly discussed at the Planning Board meetings and what the members wanted but everything seemed to rely on the July minutes which have not been posted yet and of course I wanted to find out what happened at the July meeting because there really was nothing from the Planning Board other than two sentences that referred to the Sign Ordinance that they had worked on.
Ms. Curtis:  I think if you go back a year, I could point you to the minutes, we did the first review of the Sign Ordinance about a year ago, we got most of it flushed out then and then we got busy with something else. 

Mr. Gress:  I read through the two recent meetings where you discussed the signage and it was two little tiny paragraphs and then things were postponed until the July meeting but then I couldn’t find those minutes and I just got busy and forgot to call and ask for them.  I only wanted to get some background, that’s all, I didn’t want to come here and stupidly ask questions that may have been discussed by people before.
Ms. Curtis:  If you really want the background of the Planning Board discussion, I’ll take you back to when we first started working on this, I can point those minutes out to you.

Mr. Gress:  Great.

Mr. Baroni:  Do we have a confirming letter from Westchester County for the record?
Town Clerk Ms. Howley:  No.

Mr. Baroni:  So we have to adjourn and wait for that as well. 

Supervisor Lucas: We can solve some of the political things just by probably agreeing among ourselves.  

Mr. Baroni:  I have to say that in my experience that signage either involves the Planning Board or the Architectural Review Board.  Some communities have a very powerful ARB that gets themselves involved in a lot of stuff.  You don’t really have that here but rarely have I ever seen a building inspector who just handles signage on his own.

Supervisor Lucas:  If I asked Bruce he would probably tell me he doesn’t want to either.  
Supervisor Lucas:  Are there any other comments?

Mr. Monti:  Just a thought about signage.  I traveled up around Columbia County and you see in some of the towns every piece of property has a uniform sign on it with the number of the house and I often wonder how, Peter for example, with the fire department, how do you find some of these pieces of property?

Councilman Kamenstein:  As you said, we don’t have a uniform thing.  I’ll tell you the truth, you could have it but then you’d have to tell people that they would all have to be posted in exactly the same area or something like that.  It’s a rural community and you do your best and 99% of the time we are able to identify and some people just don’t put a number out there at all even though they are suppose to.  And when we go to those houses we tell them we almost missed your house.
Mr. Monti:  But what I have seen in some of the rural communities like in Columbia County, they have a uniform sign...

Supervisor Lucas:  You have to have numbers out there of a certain size and we were enforcing it and we did require everybody to do it and most of the people have them out there.  
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Mr. Gress:  One last thought, you guys are allowed to regulate the quantity of signs.
Supervisor Lucas:  How do you do that?

Mr. Gress:  Well, you can say that one event can’t be more than 6 signs per town, I’ve seen that regulation. 

Supervisor Lucas:  We can find out if that’s allowed.

Councilman Bobolia:  That goes for elections, six signs?

Mr. Gress:  No, according to your law, just for election signs the way I read it is that you could limit the number of temporary signs town-wide period.  

Supervisor Lucas:  Are there any other comments?  There were none.  
Supervisor Lucas:  We will continue the public hearing maybe not at the next meeting but I think what we will do is probably wait until we get the letter back from the County acknowledging it.

There being no further questions or comments and all those wishing to be heard, having been heard, the

Public Hearing to Consider Amending Chapter 250, Article IX, of the Town Code Entitled, “Sign Regulations” was adjourned at 8:25 P.M.
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