Planning Commission Meeting

Minutes

Wednesday, August 4, 2010

I.
Call Meeting to Order/ Roll Call/ Agenda Approval:


Chair, Chris May called the meeting to order at 6:00 p.m.

Planning Commission Members Present: Chairperson Chris May; Members:  James Brown. Donna Young, Gene Barry Absent: Eppie Quintana, Billy Valencia. Staff: Georgann Valdez. Audience:  George Whitt, Ex-Officio Member and Business Owner Cindy Swanameyer.

James Brown moved to approve the agenda as is. Seconded by Donna Young and passed by unanimous voice vote. 

II.
Approval of Minutes for July 7, 2010:

James Brown moved to approve the minutes.  Gene Barry seconded the motion and it passed by unanimous voice vote. 

III.      New Business: Gene Barry, Vice Chair assumed the Chair on request of the 

Chairman May.

A. Review letter to Town board regarding Sign Code and McClanahan request for larger sign than code requires.

The Planning Commission is to review and discuss an appeal to the Town Board from McClanahan Properties LLC, subject property 565 Goddard Avenue to deviate from the current sign code dimensions for projecting signs in the downtown business district. 

Cindy Swanameyer presented a drawing of a sign for 6 tenants that is 65 SF. There may be anywhere from three to seven tenants in the building. The front of the building has been rented to Wells Liquor and the back is still vacant at this time. With the original sign that stays within the code, the letters are only five inches and from a distance that would be difficult to read. Chairman May stated the limitations for projecting signs is 25 SF. Cindy stated we feel like we need to have the business names for the tenants on the sign that are clearly visible from a distance and is open to suggestions. 

Donna suggested a projecting sign within the code limitations and have the tenants listed on the front of the building. Cindy remembered when their Shur Valu sign was against the building, even the truck drivers had a difficult time finding the building. 

Mayor George Whitt explained how long the Sign Code has been in effect and how it was developed. Following several meeting over a period of two years, citizens and business owners set the specifics for signs in the business district and stated the sign requested by the McClanahans is larger than the code allows.  Cindy saw signs in Durango that are similar to what she is requesting. Chairman May stated each municipality has their own Ordinances and sign codes. If the sign is flat against the building the code allows for 50 square feet in front. With the 565 Goddard building the street frontage of 50 feet, a sign 100 square feet total for the front and back of the building would be allowed.

Chairman May was present when the sign code was developed. The work began in August, 2003, and was modified slightly in 2007. He excused him self as Chair to give a review of the creation of the sign code. He stated the purpose was to develop a sign code compatible with the needs of businesses to promote their location and desires of the business community to improve the general look of the downtown and to make Goddard Avenue more attractive visually and to encourage a level playing field for all businesses to succeed. The guiding principles behind the Ordinance were to be for the benefit of all, encourage needed sign purposes and artistic expression, and yet reduce clutter and distraction created by too much signage. The actual wording on sign purposes is found the Municipal Code in Paragraph 3-7-1 C.  The general limitations are 50 SF for any one sign. (Paragraph 3-7-6 B 1 c), considering architectural scale, width of sidewalks and street and preserving our small town feel. With the zero front setback on Goddard, the study indicated signs could project over the right of way but certain additional limitations would be proper, reducing the size to 25 SF (Paragraph 3-7-6 B 2 a).  To date every applicant has complied with every limitation.

Cindy said the sign would represent several businesses, not just one and asked this be taken into consideration. She understands the purpose of the Sign code but feels the sign up against the building will not be seen and that most of the businesses will be in the back of the building.  People are not going to know they are back there and they will fail, although the parking and the entrance are back there. But those driving down Goddard will not be aware of the businesses in the back. James Brown inquired as to the sign planned for the back of the building. Cindy responded with the sign “Center Point Complex” on the wall with dimensions 27’ X 84” (approx. 15 SF). Without knowing the number of tenants or the length of their stay, it is hard to predict the actual sign needed. Mayor Whitt suggested hanging a sign within the code limitations and placing an additional sign on the corners of the building. Chairman May stated off premise signs are not allowed. Cindy asked in what other communities did when there were several businesses in the same building. Chris responded they used slide in cards. He suggested Cindy come to the meetings with the Downtown Steering Committee, and speak with James Dietrich. He may give her ideas on the sign. The 65 SF sign would be 2.5 times larger than the code allows and would set a terrible precedent. Other businesses would expect the same allowance. When asked by James Brown, Chris read from the code that signs that change color, blink or flash are illegal. A moving storyboard of the tenants, whether video display, would be allowed, as long as it did not flash, blink or change color.  Vice Chair Gene Barry said if the Commission votes to uphold the Sign Code Ordinance, then the ball would be in their court to design a sign that would meet the limitations. Chris suggested that murals are considered a type of signage and only the business names on murals count toward the square footage. Cindy suggested signs with multiple business within one building be considered when the code is being reviewed. Chris stated it was considered when the code was being developed and the signs cannot dominate the streetscape and that is why the numeric limitations were set. 

Chris May made a motion: We have heard the testimony of the applicant for McClanahan properties LLC, subject property 555 Goddard Avenue, in the downtown Business Zoning District, we have examined the ordinance and its reasons. We have considered the impact that an exception could have on all local businesses. We call attention to the precedent that could be set by an exception. I therefore move to sustain the current sign code found in Municipal Code 2007, and that we recommend to the Ignacio Town Board to deny the appeal. James Brown seconded the motion. The motion passed unanimously by voice vote.
VII.
Adjournment  

James Brown moved to adjourn the meeting, which was seconded by Donna Young and passed by unanimous voice vote.  The meeting was adjourned at 6:41 p.m. 
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