TOWN OF WESTPORT

ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW BOARD

MEETING MINUTES SEPTEMBER 28, 2010
The meeting was brought to order at 7:30 PM by George Masumian, Chairman. Minutes for the meeting of July 27 were approved as presented.

MEMBERS PRESENT: George Masumian, David Mann, Vesna Herman, Jon Halper and Ward French.  
1. 21 Charles Street: ZBA #6918, Installation of wireless telecommunications (No dates on material)
Appeared: Alex Giannaras, representing T-Mobile
Mr. Giannaras said T-Mobile proposes mounting 11 antennas on the façade of 21 Charles St. They will be flush with the parapet and painted to match the building. He provided an extensive package of specs and photos of the site.
Board members had no questions.

George Masumian asked if there was any way the antennas could be placed inboard. Mr. Giannaras said they cannot mount them behind the structure because it is an impervious material that would block the signal.
Vesna Herman said they were not making the building any better or any worse. Board members agreed.

Mr. Masumian said we can only hope that you can come up with a better way than making buildings look like pincushions. Mr. Giannaras said they were trying.

APPLICATION IS RECOMMENDED FOR APPROVAL AS PRESENTED. (Unanimous)

2. 582 Post Road East: ZBA #6919, signage (dated Sept 10, 2010)
Appeared:  Michael Calise representing the owner

Mr. Calise said it is a roof top sign, replacing an existing sign, and it conforms to size. The variance required is for it’s location above the roof line. The sign is a 24 sq. ft. white panel with 5 inch black letters and a color graphic of women in dresses.

Ward French asked what the sign is made of. Mr. Calise said it is a plastic fiber board with applied letters and graphics and will be screwed to the frame. Mr. French asked if the gooseneck sign lights would remain and was told yes.

Jon Halper asked if it is the logo for the store. Mr. Calise said yes.

Vesna Herman asked if the font or the illustration is the logo. Mr. Calise didn’t know. Ms. Herman said there is a big discrepancy between the loose style of the illustration and the 
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rigid letters. She thought it would be easier on the eye if there is more of a connection between the graphics and the letters. Mr. Calise said it would be addressed.

George Masumian said there is a big variation between the lettering in the application and the lettering on the sign. Which would it be? Mr. Calise said it would be addressed.

Ward French had no problem with the design but said he would like to see the sign a better quality.

Jon Halper said he had no problem with the size or location but didn’t think the graphics look designed, or maybe it’s just a bad representation of what they want to do. In any case, he was not comfortable with it as it is.

David Mann thought the graphics look half baked.

George Masumian asked the applicant to return with a reworked design.

APPLICANT IS ASKED TO RETURN WITH A REDESIGNED SIGN. (Unanimous)

3.
919 Post Road East, applicant returning, façade renovations


Appeared:   Tom Probert, Architectural Designer; Andy Im, property owner
Mr. Probert said they were returning after the first submission with a redesign. 
(Board members corrected the orientation of the drawings – North is changed to West, etc.)
The changes include:

· removing the shed area on the west side of the structure and building new exterior walls on a concrete foundation with footings

· building a new single gable roof to the rear of that portion of the building

· reconfiguring the interior into 4 retail spaces

· providing handicap access to the rear half of the building

Materials:

· standard size gray brick veneer siding to the eaves

· gray vinyl siding in gabled area

· black architectural asphalt roof shingles 

· dark gray awnings where indicated on plans
Jon Halper asked about potential retail clients. Mr. Im said he has an interior designer and an antiques store interested in the front space. Mr. Halper asked how much of the building is being saved vs new building or renovation. Mr. Probert said he is renovating 60% and keeping 40%. Mr. Halper asked if it might be more cost effective to demolish it. Mr. Probert said no, there are good block walls and utilities installations that can be used.
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Vesna Herman said at the first presentation a rug store was mentioned as a single tenant. Mr. Im said he is no longer interested. Ms. Herman asked if they were thinking of using any of the space as residential and was told no.

Ward French asked if the large area being removed is for coverage issues. Mr. Probert said no, it was a lean-to shack and worthless. The space could be used for parking. Mr. French asked how the trim would be done. Mr. Probert said with aluminum which has lines indicating a Colonial design. Mr. French said the entire roof looks like it has to come off. Mr. Probert said no, it’s pretty strong. The south side of the building will be reroofed. 

David Mann said there is quite a bit of demolition and asked how they had arrived at what we see today. Mr. Probert said he inspected the building and realized the front and east side needed to be reinforced and the ceilings brought to 10 ft. 

George Masumian asked how the materials were chosen. Mr. Probert said the client requested maintenance free. Mr. Masumian asked where the mechanicals would be located. Mr. Probert said probably on the roof. Mr. Masumian said if they are on the roof, it is a requirement that they are hidden, it is something that will have to be considered. He asked how the style would be described. Mr. Probert said it is as close as possible to residential Colonial, except for the brick.

David Mann asked about the awnings; there is no sense of detail in how they relate to doors or windows. Ward French said that they are not consistently placed on the façade in the drawings. Mr. Probert said it is because of the building height; awnings have to be 8 feet up to walk under. 
Vesna Herman said it is a very complex and prominent site. The proposal is still very schematic, it has no sense of style or whether it wants to be residential or commercial. To build it the way it is being shown will be difficult; it needs to be studied more and taken to a different level of architecture.

Jon Halper said he didn’t think what was being presented is appropriate – materials, palette or design.

Ward French agreed. It’s still too schematic, it needs more details. It is complex because the building is a wreck. It needs more study and the design to evolve greatly. He could not support it as it is. Mr. Probert asked what he wants to see. Mr. French said the design is not as strong as it could be, he would like to see the building improve.

David Mann agreed. The building materials are homogenous, there is no differentiation between the old and new or whether it is 2 buildings or one. The direction does not feel resolved enough.
George Masumian said he appreciated that they had taken the time to rework the original design. Now it looks like a small, gray office building for insurance agents, not like its intention as retail space. This is a schematic, to give feedback the ARB needs to see enough development to comment.
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Jon Halper said it looks like it has been addressed as an engineering problem; it is low maintenance, you can get in and out, it has windows and it won’t fall down. The ARB is here to look at design. 

There was discussion of specific elements that didn’t work for the building’s intended use. George Masumian suggested they consider the intent of the building, take the ARB’s comments into consideration and create a new design.
APPLICANT WAS ASKED TO RETURN WITH A NEW DESIGN.  (Unanimous)
4. Amendment #618: Planning and Zoning application #10-033, modifications to Sections 32-12, regarding Inclusionary Two-Family and Multi-Family  Dwellings

5. Amendment #619: Planning and Zoning application #10-034, to add new Section 39A, Inclusionary Housing Overlay District
Appeared:  Michelle Perillie, Planning and Zoning office

After many questions and much discussion, board members agreed with George Masumian that they need more time and information before they can possibly comment on the proposals. There is too much detail to digest in such a short time. The ARB should have been part of the process from the start.
The density and height of the areas created with this zoning will be different from anything else in town. Without studies and model analysis for each specific zone there is no way to judge the end ramifications of the proposals.

The ARB strongly urges the Planning and Zoning Commission to provide land use boards and town citizens more detailed and visual information, and more time and opportunity for feedback and discussion, before taking action on these regulations.

6. Review of Amendment #621, appl. #10-037, Residential Structures Coverage Regulations.

Appeared:  Michelle Perillie, Larry Bradley, Planning & Zoning Office
Mr. Bradley said the proposal is the first step in reducing the overall potential for maximum building coverage in town by 20%. In order to make it easier for the public to digest, the Planning and Zoning Commission decided to do it in 3 steps, addressing building coverage first and following up with height and setback regulations.
After discussion of the details of the proposal, the board strongly disagreed that an incremental approach is feasible. Specifically, the coverage proposal presented actually allows for houses with a larger footprint. Without all the components, there is no way to understand the impact the regulations will have. The concern is whether Planning and Zoning has fully comprehended the overall picture and is writing regulations 
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incrementally to that end, or if regulations are being written without any concept of the real end results. Again, without studies and model analysis, there is no way to judge the ramifications of the proposals. 

The ARB strongly urges the Planning and Zoning Commission to take more time in order to provide the town with a comprehensive proposal addressing coverage, height and setbacks. The proposal should be accompanied by studies and model analysis that make the end results more understandable for all.
THE ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW BOARD DOES NOT SUPPORT THE PROPOSED TEXT AMENDMENT #621.
Sally Palmer

Recording Secretary 
