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Also Present:
Mr. Craven – part of meeting
Chairperson Isley called the meeting to order welcoming everyone and explaining the procedure of the meeting.  The following items were discussed with action taken as shown.

Item #03-26 – False Alarms At Schools.  It was pointed out Mr. Craven had asked that this item be referred to Committee and Mr. Isley welcomed Mr. Craven to the meeting.  It was explained this ordinance was adopted on July 1, 2004 and went into effect on September 1, 2004.  The ordinance was adopted to try to address an inordinate amount of police calls responding to false alarms.  The ordinance is graduated as it relates to fines and the intent of the ordinance is to provide an incentive to alarm owners to keep their systems in working order thereby reducing or eliminating time spent by the Police Department in responding to false alarm calls.  It was pointed out Committee members received in their agenda packets a memorandum which outlines false alarm calls at Wake County Public Schools.  It appears there are a number of schools that are experiencing a number of calls and are close to being cut off from police responding to the alarms as they have approached the cut off number.  The information pointed out there between September 1, 2004 and March 1, 2005 has been 142 false alarms at Wake County Public Schools which represents 89.4 man hours at a cost of $5,200.04.  The penalty collected from those schools has totaled $13,600.
Mr. Isley stated as he understands the staff is not recommending waiver or reducing the fine for any system.  The intent of the ordinance is to make sure that property owners pay attention to their alarm system with Mr. Buonpane pointing out the owner of the system has control over the fines and how many false alarms come in.

Mr. Craven expressed appreciation for the Committee discussing this item pointing out he did not invite any school personnel to come in.  This item came out of a visit he made to Sanderson High School in which, among other things, this issue was discussed.  He stated as he understands the penalties comes from each principle’s check book which basically keeps new computers from being put on the desks in the schools.  The fines are not paid by the general school system funds.  He pointed out schools are a little different animal.  They have extended use over an extended period of time, a lot of extra curricular activity and a number of people beyond the educational system.  He stated there may be great control in the area where the alarms are set but no control over what goes on in the other end of the building.  He understands many times people come into the parking lot, hit the wrong door, try to get in, hit another door, etc., so there is difficulty.  The schools do require a high level of security.  They have the usual problems of vandalism and some other troublesome issues for which security must be provided.  He stated a school is an open facility which has a lot of varied uses and high level of uses and that is a combination that our ordinance doesn’t seem to accommodate.  Mr. Craven stated his original thought was to ask for a complete waiver of the fines for the school system.  He stated however looking over the information provided it seems that some of the schools are doing a very good job while others or not.  He talked about the number of fines that some schools have paid.  He asked about the possibility of raising the number of false alarms from 2 to 5 before a fine is issued.  He pointed out we could do that and still recoup our cost for handling the alarms.  He stated if we approach the issue in this way it could be done without undue expense to the schools and also give them greater incentives to maintain their alarms but also give more flexibility.

Mr. Isley stated that sounds like a good idea but every good idea can be challenged.  He questioned if it is possible to do what Mr. Craven is suggesting, that is, could we have a different schedule for schools than for other locations.  City Attorney McCormick stated he thought it would be difficult to change the schedule for schools only.  He feels we would have to look at all locations which have alarms to see if there are categories that would have the same characteristics as far as usage, etc., such as other governmental building, etc.  He stated if the Committee was inclined to do something along the lines mentioned by Mr. Craven, he would hope they wouldn’t do it just for schools but allow an opportunity to look at categories of similar characteristics.
Police Major Sholar pointed out the City is at a point of starting to discontinue answering false alarms at some locations.  He pointed out there are only a few schools that are having problems.  He pointed out if alarms are set and maintained properly, he does not feel there would be a problem.  He stated possibly some of the schools are just setting their alarm system too early or not using them properly.  He stated he does not feel it will help the situation to raise the number of calls before a fine is issued.  He stated we are not recouping our costs as the City does not get the money.  In response to questioning from Ms. Kekas, Major Sholar pointed out the reason that most false alarms occur is that people simply forget that the system is on or forget to cut it off.  He stated that pulling or pushing on a door shouldn’t set the alarm off, it must be a problem with the particular alarm.
Mr. Isley stated if the committee is going to think about going from 2 to 5 alarms before a fine is issued, he would like to get more information.  He stated the Ordinance has only been in effect since September.  He stated rather than doing something at this point he wonders if it could be just held in committee for some time period or remove it from the agenda and bring it up when we have a full year of experience.  He stated his feeling is it would be better to get a full year of experience under out belts and to get more information before thinking about changing the ordinance.

Bruce Mamel, 904 Cedar Downs Drive, explained he works at a large school and pointed out many times teachers and coaches have keys to the school.  He talked about the possibility of sending a strong letter to the school system indicating they should train their staff and talked about the possibility of the school system passing the fine to the responsible person as it relates to the alarm not being maintained or set properly.  Ms. Kekas questioned how much education the school system gives its employees with the alarm system.  Mr. Mamel stated he does not know and he knows nothing about the alarm system in the public school where he teaches.  He stated again people probably just forget to turn the alarm off or on and there is no excuse for that.  It is like going into one’s private residence.  If they are responsible they should turn the alarm off or on properly.

Mr. Regan putted out no matter where the false alarm occurs, it uses police hours.  He stated here we are talking about the ordinance being in place since September 2004 and has used 89.4 man hours.  He stated that equates to four police officers per year just to respond to false alarms at the school system and that is a significant use of police time.  He pointed out in looking over the fines that have been issued there are some schools which have no problems and others that are having the problems so some schools are not managing as well as others.  We should talk to the school system and request that they manage the systems better.  He stated at this point he just does not see the argument to increase the number of calls before a fine is issued that maybe the school system should check out what is wrong and why so many false alarms are occurring.  The schools that are having the problems should work with the schools that are addressing the issue to learn how to manage.
In response to questioning, City Attorney McCormick indicated he thought the City keeps these fines.  Mr. Regan pointed out there is a significant amount of fines that the City of Raleigh collects for violation of City Ordinances which go to the school system so the City is contributing to the school system.  He stated he wants to support our schools but to realize that it takes four police officers per year who are literally doing nothing but responding to false alarms at schools does cause him concerns.  Discussion took place as to how to proceed.

Mr. Craven pointed out he bought this issue up not at the request of the school system.  It was the result of some conversations with principals who are very aware of the problems.  He talked about what his suggestion would accomplish and again stated it is not a problem of the school system or negligence of the school system just a problem at certain locations.  He stated he appreciated the committee’s desire to clean the agenda but questioned if it could be held in Committee until we get one full year of data and the Committee, in its spare time, could see if they could come up with some type language that would be appropriate to apply to all institutions in this category.  Discussion took place as to how to approach the issue after which Mr. Isley moved that we get a full year of information and then proceed to determine if some adjustments should be made.  His motion was seconded by Ms. Kekas and it was agreed the best way to handle the issue was to ask that the matter be placed on the agenda the first meeting in November as a special item to receive a report and at that time the Council could decide if further action is needed.  It was unanimously agreed to take that course of action.

Item #03-13 – Entertainment Ordinance – Distance Requirements.  Mr. Buonpane pointed out the last time this issue was discussed, staff was directed to conduct additional research into the original rationale for the 500 foot minimum distance requirement between an establishment holding an amplified entertainment permit and a residence located in an area zoned R-10 or less.  He stated this provision of the ordinance sunset in 2001 and therefore no minimum distance requirement is in effect.  He pointed out staff has been unable to determine the precise rationale for including a minimum distance requirement.

Waverly Smith, 3505 Brentwood Road, indicated the distance requirement was in the ordinance and the City allowed it to expire.  He stated he is suggesting that it be reinstated into the ordinance but rather than 500 feet that it be extended to 1,000 feet.  He stated we have had a lot of clubs that do open and from the time they open, everyone knows they are going to create problems.  He stated the police do a good job talking with the neighborhood, working with everyone but permits are issued.  He stated we end up with clubs located too close to neighborhoods and thereby problems are caused.
Mr. Isley questioned if there has been any significant issues since that section of the ordinance sunset.  City Attorney McCormick indicated there has not.  He talked about the downtown housing market that seems to be taking off and the relationship of the housing to the entertainment district.  He stated Council may want to give this a little more time to work without a distance requirement, see how the downtown entertainment district and housing develop work together.  Mr. Smith stated he feels there should be some discretion given to downtown but he is talking about suburban neighborhoods.  He pointed out there were two clubs in his neighborhood, Limelight and Shadows and the only reason they didn’t develop into a problem is that they closed before anything could happen.  In response to questioning he stated those were closed down because the landlord discovered that they could cause problems as they were too close to neighborhoods and did not renew the lease.

Mr. Isley expressed appreciation to Mr. Smith for bringing the concern before the City Council.  He pointed out however when the City passes an ordinance with the intent that it would sunset, there must have been some good reason.  He stated he has not heard any evidence that it is necessary to have the distance requirement.  He stated he would be inclined to report this issue out with no action taken.  He does not see any need for the distance requirements given the other protections we have in place.

In response to questioning from Mr. Regan, City Attorney McCormick talked about provisions the City can use to close down problem locations talking about the police having a good working relationship with the ALE officers and the use of Chapter 19 Public Nuisance Laws.  City Attorney McCormick talked about the variety of tools the ALE officers and ABC laws have to deal with problem cases.  He touched on the Chapter 19 Public Nuisance Law and how that can be applied.

Mr. Isley pointed out it looks as if we have at least two ways that have been successful in closing down problem locations and if those are working he feels we should go with that.  It is a level of government that is not needed and at this point he sees no need for the Council to reinstate or increase a distance requirement.
Ms. Kekas pointed out she does not know that she would be in favor of increasing the distance but what the City Attorney is talking about is ways to deal with the problem after they become a problem.  What Mr. Smith is talking about is a preventative way to address the situation.  Mr. Smith pointed out that is correct and nothing says that a club could not be open it just gives the City Council the opportunity to approve the location.  Mr. Buonpane explained the process that is followed now which considers location.  City Attorney McCormick pointed out the City has no control over where ABC permits will be issued.

The amplified entertainment ordinance and the fact that the City is working on that, the desire to have restaurants in neighborhoods and the fact that many of the restaurants would need a live entertainment permit and how all of that fits together was talked about.  Mr. Regan pointed out he just does not necessarily want government involved in the free market but if someone is a bad neighbor we have ways to go after them.  Mr. Isley stated he is not in favor of extending the radius requirements.  Mr. Regan moved that the Committee not recommend reinstating the distance requirement and report the item out of committee, pointing out the whole issue he feels will be discussed by the full City Council in connection with the amplified entertainment permit.  His motion was seconded by Mr. Isley.  Mr. Isley pointed out this issue is clearly wrapped around the amplified entertainment permit and talked about the difficult legal and enforcement problems.  Mr. Regan talked about not punishing everyone for the sins of a few and he feels the distance requirement would punish everyone.  Mr. Smith stated it would not prohibit anyone from opening a restaurant or club or whatever, it would just give more control and give the City Council the opportunity to approve the location.  Mr. Regan pointed out if there is no problem he feels it is unfair restriction on the free market.  He stated if there is a location, club, restaurant or whatever that is causing a problem we should go after them 100 percent and he is all for that but he does not see that we should make it difficult for everyone.  Ms. Kekas talked about the preventative nature of Mr. Smith’s suggestion.  The motion as stated was put to a vote which resulted in Ms. Kekas voting in the negative.
Item #03-16 – Sign Ordinance – Enforcement.

Item #03-19 Sign Ordinance – Temporary Sign – Weekends.

Item #03-25 – Signs – Temporary Events.  Budget Manager Buonpane indicated the Committee asked that an informal task force be put together to discuss the sign issues.  He stated the task force consisted of representatives from the Raleigh Appearance Commission, Raleigh Regional Association of Realtors, Homebuilders Association of Raleigh – Wake County and the Triangle Apartment Association.  The Greater Raleigh Merchants Association and the CACs were invited but did not participate.  There were several individual citizens involved as well as city staff.  He stated they pulled together two meetings but no precise recommendation was developed.  He stated the views were different depending on the association represented.  He stated Committee members received copies of the different recommendations.  He stated he provided committee members copies of the various position statements, a number of correspondence, emails, etc.  The Committee also asked for some information on what other jurisdictions are doing and that has been provided.  He pointed out what staff really needs is direction from Council as to whether the Council wants to enforce the existing sign ordinance, modify the ordinance or what.

Mr. Regan stated it would be helpful if the Committee had some discussions and laid some ground work as to how these discussions would go.  He stated there are questions as to what extent the City can discern between signs if there are constitutional issues and exactly what the ground rules are.
City Attorney McCormick indicated he feels that is crucial to this discussion.  He pointed out the City of Raleigh has a lot of experience in sign regulations and has a pretty good sign ordinance in place that has received national attention.  He stated as far as the constitutional analysis is concerned, signs are speech and speech is protected by the Constitution.  He talked about constitutional law that indicates you cannot favor commercial over noncommercial and talked about allowing noncommercial signage which is 60 square feet of signage on every property.  He talked about constitutional law which indicates you cannot favor commercial signage over non-commercial signage and you can’t allow commercial signage where you do not allow non-commercial.  You can not favor one non-commercial over another.

City Attorney McCormick indicated if the City is going to prohibit signs in the right-of-way we have to pay attention to those rules.  He stated almost all of the signs that appear in the right-of-way are commercial so he feels there would be a problem if the City tries to say you can have one type commercial sign but not another and to allow commercial signs and not allow noncommercial.  He stated basically what he is saying is we pretty much have to allow all type signs or no signs.

Mr. Regan questioned if there is anyway we could discern between signs based on new business or something of that nature.  He talked about what is happening in the North Hills area and pointed out he would be in favor of allowing some signage for businesses that are opening in a new location that is allow a certain size sign for a certain type period within a certain distance of the new location.  City Attorney McCormick pointed out what we are talking about today are signs on the public right-of-way.  He talked about what the sign ordinance says as it relates to businesses and pointed out he does not feel there is anyway to discern between signs as it relates to age of business.  He stated what he feels Mr. Regan is talking about is our off-premise sign ordinance.  Mr. Regan pointed out if we limited signage to businesses in a new location, allowed them for a certain length of time and a certain distance from the new location, he feels that we will have less signs.  He stated now we have signs everywhere but if we put some kind of restriction he feels there would be fewer signs.  He stated he is okay with a few signs in the right-of-way promoting certain things such as new businesses pointing out that is an economic development tool.  Hypothetical situations such as the number of businesses that open in any one location or any area within a given time, the amount of signs that would allow and how Mr. Regan’s theory would work was talked about.  Mr. Regan pointed out right now our ordinance doesn’t allow any kinds of signs in the right-of-way but we don’t enforce it so we’ve got millions of signs.  What he is talking about is to allow a certain amount of signs for a certain period of time.  He feels that is a public service to let people know where the new businesses are and will serve all involved.  He sees that as being a plus and a service to the people.

Zoning Enforcement Administrator Strickland showed slides of several intersections pointing out he made the photographs on March 19.  He showed the various intersections which had 45 to 55 and up to 97 signs.  He explained the different type signs he saw and where they were pointing out this is just what he observed in a very short time.

Mr. Isley pointed out the City has not modified its sign ordinance.  He feels one of the first things the Committee needs to determine is whether to enforce the current ordinance.  He stated once that decision is made then the Council could discuss how to deal with temporary signs on the weekends.

Ms. Kekas pointed out she went through all of the information that was included in the agenda packet and also talked with the City Attorney about this issue.  She stated she has seen Raleigh look pretty bad recently with all of the temporary signs popping up everywhere.  She moved to enforce the current sign ordinance and if in a year or so down the road we want to make changes we could do that.  She stated she feels we should enforce the current ordinance and that will clear out all of the signs and then if needed we could come back and review whether we want to modify the ordinance.  She stated she feels the first thing that has to occur is to get rid of all the signs.

Mr. Regan questioned if the people who enforce the sign ordinance are the same people that enforce the public nuisance laws.  Mr. Strickland pointed out it is the same department but a different division.  Mr. Regan questioned if there were more important ordinances that need to be enforced.  He stated he agrees that we should enforce all of our ordinances but questioned if we have the manpower.  He pointed out we have a number of different ordinances and violations and the problem range from murder down to enforcing the sign ordinance.  He questioned if all of the things that this department has to enforce are equal in need.  He stated he would hate to see all of our resources move towards enforcing the sign ordinance when we may have more important matters to address.  He stated again he feels we should enforce all laws but enforce the laws that are most important first.  Mr. Strickland talked about how they moved to enforce the law pointing out when they get complaints that affect a neighborhood safety, etc., they move forward.  He pointed out what we are talking about here is observation violations most of these occur on the weekend.  The resources to enforce the law and the fact that the Inspections Department has moved in and enforced the sign ordinance previously was discussed at length.  Mr. Regan stated he just needed to make sure that we are not set by moving to enforce the sign ordinance we are not taking resources away from something more important and he would like some assurance.  He stated maybe the Council needs to have some sort of report on resources needed, the workload, what it would take to consistently enforce the sign ordinance, timetables, etc.  Mr. Strickland pointed out they have put another position for a zoning inspector in the upcoming budget.  He explained how they enforce the law now by having two or three inspectors work on a weekend removing the signs, taking pictures, etc.  He talked about violations, the amount of civil penalties that were collected on one Saturday alone and the feeling that enforcement could be done with the current staff.  He talked about how they set their priorities, how the inspectors deal with the observational violations and what they have done in the past.  He talked about the administrative fees that we now have available and how the fines have been increased and the feeling that will have a bigger impact.  Mr. Regan questioned whether the City can collect the fines pointing out he had heard that we do not have that ability.  The fact that the fines go to the school system with the City Attorney pointing out we do collect fines and have written a big check to the school system.  Mr. Regan stated he had heard the fines were not working, it is hard to identify the owners of signs, difficulty in enforcing the sign ordinance and questioned what had changed.  Mr. Strickland pointed out prior to the institution of the administrative fee, we were working with a civil penalty of $50 that was not that much of a deterrent and from an administrative standpoint, it cost more to actually collect the $50 than it was worth but now we have a higher civil penalty and the $100 administrative fee.  He stated he feels that will get people’s attention and we would be able to collect.  In response to questioning Mr. Strickland pointed out presently we have about a 50 percent collection rate.  How fines are collected, whether they are collected and resources to enforce the sign ordinance was talked about.

Ken Kirby, Wake County Homebuilders Association, pointed out he feels we are between a rock and a hard place.  He appreciates the opportunity to work together and he hopes that the Council will do things the right way.  He stated he represents a group of people whose livelihood depends on signs.  He stated the present sign ordinance has been on the books some 22 years and it has never been enforced but if it is enforced he feels these people will be hurt.  The signs we are talking about have been used by the Homebuilders Association since its inception.  He stated everyone agrees there is a problem but there must be some way to address it.  He stated the Cities of Durham, Fuquay-Varina, Morrisville and Holly Springs all have weekend sign programs and they seem to be working.  He stated the Homebuilders Association would like to come to the table and be a part of the solution which he hopes is to come up with some way to allow some sort of off-premise signs on the weekends.  He talked about a permitting system that will allow signs, limited weekend hours and various possibilities pointing out he believes the group of professional people he is talking about will abide by whatever rules are set down and he knows that the Council will try to help them.  He pointed out they need help.

Mr. Regan stated for the record that he is in real estate and he owns a residential real estate company.  He stated, however, he does not believe that would exclude him from this discussion with the City Attorney agreeing.

Mary Bell Pate, CAC Chair, stated the CAC never got notification of any meetings of a task force nor did the liaison in Community Services notify them of any task force meetings.  She stated she is disgusted and very unhappy about that situation.  She stated she remembers how the City looks before the sign ordinance and talked about how trashy it looked in the drive from her home to Millbrook High School.  Then the sign ordinance came into effect and things got better, however, at this point in time her section of town looks horrible and talked about the various signs that keep popping up.  She stated if there is another task force they would like for the CAC’s to be notified.

Jeff Merritt, KB Homes, pointed out the situation has gotten out of control and he agrees that something should be done but he is in hopes there could be some kind of compromise reached.  He pointed out most of their homebuyers live in the Raleigh Wake County area but the signs are needed to help them find the various developments and he hopes there can be some type compromise to allow these information signs.  He stated maybe we could do it by permit or some other type restrictions.  He stated he talked to a counter part in their Atlanta office who had told him about a system in the North Atlanta area where they have a totem pole type situation where people can slide their signs.  He stated the county or the municipality gets some revenue from renting of these signs.  They designate certain intersections to allow these totem pole type signs.  He stated maybe we could do something like that.  He called on the Committee and the Council to think outside the box.  He stated if they are not allowed to have the directional signs it will hurt their business.  He stated they have enjoyed abiding by the weekend sign compromise that has been going on for some time.

Ted Shear, 928 Ravenwood Drive, pointed out the signs have gotten out of control.  He stated he had tried to keep an open mind and listen but he hasn’t heard a good argument for allowing these signs.  He stated he has the pleasure of traveling a great deal with his job and he gets to go to many places that are vibrant, robust and booming and those places don’t have these signs.  He stated the argument that someone’s livelihood depends on right-of-way signs doesn’t cut it with him.  He stated the idea of allowing these signs on weekends does not appeal to him as that is when he and other people want to get out, travel over the City and enjoy looking at the area.  He stated the idea brought up by Mr. Regan about new businesses doesn’t seem right.  He stated for example Crosland Development and Century 21 are not new businesses but everyday they build new homes or have new products.  He questioned if that would qualify.  He stated the philosophy Mr. Regan is talking about doesn’t make a whole lot of sense that is the philosophy of enforcing large or important laws but not small and unimportant laws.  He talked about the broken windows concept that our Police Department is encouraging and working towards.  He stated Mr. Regan’s idea goes completely against the idea of good policing or the broken windows concept.  He stated if we have a law on the books that we don’t like or do not want to enforce do away with the law but not give the Inspections Department the wink that it is okay not to enforce it.  He called on the Committee to stick with the philosophy that if you have a law on the books enforce that law.  If it is not an important law then get rid of it.

Mr. Regan agreed that all laws should be enforced.  He talked about resources available to enforce those laws and his urging of Council at budget time to reprioritize our budget to give the City the personnel needed to enforce laws.  He stated there is no possible way to enforce all laws so we have to have some priorities.  Mr. Shear talked about the administrative fine covering the cost.  He talked about the administrative fines that have been put in place but pointed out every City Council meeting he attends there are a number of citizens appearing under request and petitions of citizens with a lot of excuses as to why their fines or fees should be relieved or waived.  People come up with cockamamie stories and the Council gives waivers or adjustments.  By doing that the City Council is sending the wrong message.

Jay Molfo pointed out he is a consumer and a member of the Homebuilders Association.  He stated he moved to the area about a year and a half ago and even though he works for a homebuilder he did not know where to find a home.  He used the signs to find various locations.  He pointed out it has been determined that 25 percent of the traffic/sales are initiated because the customer saw a sign.  People do not know where the neighborhoods are.  There is no way to look the streets up on a map as they are new and do not show up on maps.  They need signs.  He talked about ordinances in other towns including Los Angeles.

Bruce Mamel stated while is not a lawyer he does not feel that the philosophy Mr. Regan is talking about relative to new businesses being allowed to have signs that the adjacent similar business is not allowed to have will work.  He feels it would allow new businesses to advertise heavily to get a market share and could drive out old businesses and he feels that could be seen as discrimination.  He stated he had asked Inspections Director Ellis to give a rough estimate of how much it would cost to rid the City of all the signs and he agrees with Ms. Kekas’ motion to enforce the law pointing out he feels the Committee is just looking for loopholes.

Mr. Isley stated he is very sympathetic to the homebuilders, realtors, etc., pointing out their work is the reason a lot of new people come to our town.  He stated we have an ordinance on the books that says these signs are illegal and he does not know how the Council can justify not enforcing the law.  He stated his inclination is to go with enforcing the law on the books.  Give the people an opportunity to know that the law is going to be enforced then we could pull up the signs, give the people a warning or a fine and get the situation back in line.  He stated during that time maybe the Committee could come up with some ideas as to how to allow certain signs in certain locations.  He talked about the suggestion Jeff Merritt made about the totem pole or some type permitting system.  He stated he definitely understands what the City Attorney is trying to convey pointing out we do have a serious equal protection issue.  He stated he feels we should make the proclamation that the sign ordinance will be enforced give people a certain length of time so they can adjust their ways.  How long it would take to notify the various parties involved that the City is going to enforce the law but how we could offer some solutions to allow some type signs was talked about at length.  The fact that the good guys may get hurt but the fact that we have to do something about the proliferation of signs was talked about.  Enforcing the sign ordinance and cleaning up the illegal signs and the desire of the Committee to come up with something to allow temporary signs on weekends was talked about at length.

Ms. Kekas pointed out she had talked to the City Attorney relative to some of the ordinances in some of the smaller towns as was mentioned by Mr. Kirby.  She stated she understands the City Attorney is saying basically they are not legal.  City Attorney McCormick indicated they clearly run afoul as they do discriminate against different speakers.  Mr. Regan agreed that we have to enforce the ordinance but pointed out he questions if it could be a self funding activity and if that is proven to him then his argument about not having resources does not hold up.  The fact that we do have the new administrative fee, the oath that Council members took to uphold the law and how to move forward was talked about.  Whether we can collect the fines, the new administrative fee and new fines that are in place and how that may help making it a self sustaining program was talked about.  Mr. Ellis talked about the need to give Administration clear precise direction and concern about the possibility of being seen as selective enforcement was discussed.  City Attorney McCormick indicated he had recently received a letter from someone who got a citation who accused the City of selective enforcement.  He stated selective enforcement could cause us to lose our ordinance.  How much time is needed to notify people that enforcement is going to take place was talked about.  Ms. Kekas moved that Administration be directed to notify everybody at the end of 45 the ordinance will be strictly enforced.

Mr. Kirby pointed out if that motion passes it will wipe out the Parade of Homes.  He questioned if there is some kind of variance procedure that could be considered.  City Attorney McCormick suggested Mr. Kirby call him and talk about the Parade of Homes pointing out that is a significantly different situation and he feels that could be worked out.  A gentleman from the audience talked about the fact that we are discussing signs on public right-of-way.  He questioned what about signs on private property.  He asked if the Committee was aware of the unwritten rule that the signs are allowed on weekends.  Everyone indicated they were willing to work with the City Council but they do need some type compromise that would allow some type signage.  Mr. Isley expressed concern and a desire to come up with some kind of solution pointing out he could go along with the motion if everyone agreed that we will revisit it in 6 or 7 months to see the status.  Mr. Regan suggested a friendly amendment to give 60 days notice.  Ms. Kekas agreed to 60 days notification period.  The City Clerk asked for clarification with it being pointed out the intent is to strictly enforce the sign ordinance 7 days a week.  The motion as amended passed unanimously.

Mr. Isley pointed out the Committee would make that recommendation on the item for Sign Ordinance-Enforcement but he would keep Sign Ordinance-Temporary/Weekends in the Committee for further discussion.  He asked everyone to share their suggestions, information and ideas and see if working together we could come up with reasonable ways to allow signs at certain times under certain circumstances, etc.  He stated once everyone agrees that there is a problem he feels reasonable people can work out a solution.

Mr. Regan stated if there are other cities that have these weekend type laws that are working, etc., he feels we should look at them.  He does not feel the City of Raleigh should be afraid.  If they are working in other cities and have not been challenged he would be willing to see if they would work in the City.  He stated “totem pole” suggestion sounds good.  If there are things that work in other cities he feels we should be thinking about trying them here.

Mr. Isley stated without objection the item Signs-Temporary Events will be reported out with no action taken reporting the Committee received a report on this issue.

Adjournment:  There being no further business, Mr. Isley ruled the meeting adjourned at 5:55 p.m.

Gail G. Smith

City Clerk
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