VILLAGE OF BALDWINSVILLE

ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW BOARD MEETING MINUTES

Monday, January 4, 2010
PRESENT:
Dave Mott – Chairman



Dean Johnson



Don Cronk



Connie Taft



Toni Kleist



Marie Giannone, Board Secretary

Also Present: 
Tim Baker, Village Engineer

Motion to approve minutes of December 7, 2009 meeting was made.  

Dean Johnson added a comment to the Twin Trees section of the minutes:  Our discussion centered around the approval that it is likely that the entire building will be renovated soon.  The straight, aluminum store front façade is not what this board is looking for.  This was allowed as a short term measure.  Chairman Mott said in the December 7th meeting the board discussed that the applicant was interested in applying for Community Development Program Grant and was looking for a long term strategy for the whole project.  Dean Johnson said he wanted the minutes to reflect this so that if somebody goes back and said the board approved a straight aluminum storefront for Twin Trees, that there is some rationale for that decision.  Chairman Mott said it was also a separate looking piece of parcel on that building to get them tenancy in there, but looking to strategize on a long term resolve and they were looking into Community Development funds to renovate the entire building.  The board approved it based on the trust that the applicant would move forward with that.

Dean Johnson had the following comment to be added to the Dooley Mack application located at 34 Oswego St:  The sign will be on the Oswego Street side, clarification that the application was for two (2) signs, front and rear of the building.  The sign that hangs over the sidewalk is on the front side and the other sign is on the rear of the building.   Chairman Mott said that being that the sign on the rear of the building is not in violation of village code, there was no reason that the applicant could not move forward with the application.  This was approved and understood that the rear sign was ready to go on that.  
Based on the above changes, a motion was made by Chairman Mott to approve the minutes with corrections noted and seconded by Toni Kleist.  Approved.

NEW BUSINESS:

Application for signage for 45 Oswego Street, Fresh Mex Mexican Grill.  
This application was discussed at the last meeting and Chairman Mott had a few comments for Mr. Silver, representing Fresh Mex Mexican Grill.  Chairman Mott said if the board agrees, he would like to take the signage list and change the four (4) 18” x 24” oval cactus signs and give a new nomenclature to those as “decorative  accents”.   The board agreed.  These two “decorative accents” are not part of the application.  The application is for two (2) signs 32” x 96” main carved sign and 32” x 96” second sign facing south, both with gooseneck lighting.  The first sign falls within the allotted space and there is an application with ZBA for the second sign for corner lot approval.  
Chairman Mott read the detailed material list and Dean Johnson said that the board should review that as a facade embellishment; it is still decoration on a building.  
The material to be used for the sign board is a wood byproduct called medex, which is ground up wood mixed with glue, hardened, rot and termite resistant.  Mr. Silver said it is the latest in sign industry.   The lettering is carved.  The embellishment (cactus) is polystyrene which is a plastic byproduct.  It is dimensional about 1” thick cut out of oval, cut into the product.  

Comments by board:  Mr. Cronk said it would be a nice addition to the village.

Motion by Chairman Mott to approve the application for 45 Oswego Street as submitted based on ZBA approval for all of the signs but at a minimum the minimum allotted signs and all embellishments.  

Seconded by Connie Taft.  Approved by board.

No. 4  Update on 3-5-7-9 W. Genesee St.  Toni Kleist had nothing to report but will keep the board up to date.  Awaiting engineering report.
No. 2 Village Code on Signage Section 57-3 
Discussion on Village Code Section 57-3:

· Projected Sign – projects over the sidewalk

· Surprised that this type of sign is prohibited in village code.

· Looking through history in the village code and zoning, these types of signs were prohibited due to setbacks of buildings.  Village did not want posts out that hung over the sidewalks.  Was not put in place as a safety factor but more likely to prohibit people from putting posts out next to the sidewalk with a sign  hanging over and possibly even a visual impediment to traffic.  

· Working with Planning, ZBA, Village Board with the concept of bringing in build to lines, this code is terribly outdated that the village does not have that type of signs as most places that have sidewalk storefronts have that particular type of sign.

Chairman Mott said he would like to bring to the village board on Thursday, January 7, 2010 a recommendation to repeal this part of the code, but the board must come up with some guidelines that we would want to have in the code:  Discussion with ideas followed:
· Dimensional Size (Envelope)
· Weight Size will determine material 

· Bracket 

· Height of the lowest point of sign has to have clearance for highway equipment

· 3 times the weight of the component that it is hanging is the minimum that the bracket should be weighted for and it be rated or proven that 3 times weight.

· Signage change will only be for Central Business District
· Signs will hang only from buildings

· Do not change 4’ from right of way line

· EOP Edge of Pavement line 

· Right of way line if the face of the building

· Has to be 8’ from public right of way

· Sign shall not exceed 12 sq ft (two sided)

· Limit to first floor occupancy?

· No back lit signs

· No internally lit signs

· Limits per building or storefront

· Signs shall not exceed 24 sq ft. (two sided)
· Lighting package can be interpreted by ARB

· Signs shall not impede village planted trees, utility lines and poles
· Only pertains to Commercial Overlay District

Chairman Mott said for the record they are not looking to change the concept of this other than the portion over the sidewalk.    Paragraph 57-1 Purpose states right of way, it is the curb line that divides the sidewalk from the street.  
Chairman Mott said envelope (for square footage) is already defined in ARB guidelines – envelope being the outer maximum of the shape.  

Chairman Mott said the wording in village code “…… in no event shall any part of any sign extend over a sidewalk” (From Section 57.3 (D.1) needs to be removed. 
Chairman Mott will make a presentation to the Village Board on behalf of ARB on this village code change.  Dean Johnson said the process will start, but will have to go to Legal for review.  Chairman Mott said this was a start of the process.  He thanked the members for their input.
Next Agenda item temporary A-Frame Signs

Discussion by board members on A-frame signs.  Chairman Mott said the change in village code to signage could be an alternative to the A-frame signs.  The board agreed that they did not want to take business away by prohibiting these A-frame signs but were looking for an alternative.  

· Do A-frame signs hamper pedestrian access

· A-frame signs cause problems for snow removal

· Businesses like A-frame signs

· Residents do not like A-frame signs

· Signs are suppose to be out during day time only

· Can vehicles really see the signs driving by
· Approximately 44 signs in the business district

· Signs are up all year round

· Some A-frame signs are bolted in concrete

· Businesses use A-frame signs as the only means of advertising because of location

· Should a permit be required with annual fee?

Chairman Mott asked board members for alternatives?  It is in the code that A-frame signs should be removed at end of business day, but are not. The code reads “……signs are not placed in a position that will obstruct or impair the vision of pedestrian and vehicular traffic.  Such signs shall be limited to sixteen (16) square feet.” (Section 57.3 E(4).
Section 57.4.4 Time Limits of Signs – Sunrise to Sunset.

Chairman Mott asked the board for the approval to bring this up at the village board meeting.  The board gave Chairman Mott their approval to recommend to the village board eliminating A-frame signs or at least settle for a time limit – sunrise to sunset.  Another alternative could be a marquee with signs hanging down of each business at that location.

Meeting adjourned at 8:10 p.m.  Next ARB meeting is scheduled for February 1, 2010.  

Respectfully submitted,

Marie Giannone

Marie Giannone

ARB Secretary
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