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MARYSVILLE PLANNING COMMISSION

February 23, 2010
7:00 p.m.
City Hall

CALL TO ORDER

Chairman Muller called the February 23, 2010 meeting of the Marysville Planning Commission to order at 7:05 p.m. noting the excused absence of Eric Emery.  The following staff and commissioners were present:
Chairman:  
Steve Muller


Commissioners:
Jerry Andes, Steve Leifer, Deirdre Kvangnes, Michael Stevens, Becky Foster
Staff:  
Community Development Director Gloria Hirashima, Senior Planner Chris Holland, Recording Secretary Amy Hess

Absent:  
Eric Emery
APPROVAL OF MINUTES: 

January 26, 2010
Motion made by Commissioner Andes, seconded by Commissioner Stevens to approve the January 26, 2010 meeting minutes as presented.  Motion carries, (6-0).

PUBLIC HEARING:

Sign Code Amendment
Mr. Holland stated that the Public Hearing had been advertised per code.  He began a Power Point Presentation of the changes that have been proposed to the Sign Code, noting the intent of the revisions.  Each section of code proposed to be revised was overviewed in detail.  Chair Muller questioned how the window signage area would be determined if you could see in between lettering, designs, etc.  Mr. Holland responded that there are measurement standards in the DRAFT Sign Code that specifically address this issue.  
Commissioner Andes questioned the 5’ setback on Freestanding Signs and where the 5’ measurement originated from.  Mr. Holland responded that it was measured from the property line.  Commissioner Andes questioned Temporary Portable Real Estate signs in Multi-Family zones and how many were allowed; one per complex or one per unit for sale, it was unclear the way currently written.  Mr. Holland responded that in Section 6 (a) (iii), the language could be amended to provide a maximum for Multi-family zones, similarly to the Single-family zones.  
Chair Muller questioned Human Billboards, Case Law that had been discussed regarding this type of advertisement, and whether or not they fell into the category of animated signs which would be prohibited.  Mr. Holland responded that according to the City Attorney, the City has met all criteria necessary to prohibit animated, human signs.  Adding that the City Attorney was unsure as to how it would play out in court and that at this point the City might not necessarily enforce this.  Ms. Hirashima added that it might be based more on the severity of the offense as to whether the case be taken into litigation.  Commissioner Stevens commented that he could see an incident where a human sign was struck by a car and the driver was injured; the driver could technically sue the City for not enforcing the code.  

Mr. Holland informed the Commission that he had sent out the Draft Code to all companies that had applied for Sign permits recently as well as the Chambers of Commerce and that the City had not received any feedback from the Public.  Mr. Holland wrapped up with the two changes made since the last Draft version the Commission had seen.

Commissioner Foster had concerns regarding mandatory two pole monument signs.  In her situation, the road had been brought up to her building and there would not be room for this type of sign.  She wanted there to be some type of provision to allow for special circumstances and directors approval of such.  Chair Muller stated that she could use wall signage.  Mr. Holland added that a single pole sign would still not meet the 5’ setback requirements in this situation.  Ms. Hirashima added that there would be options for situations that Commissioner Foster was speaking of.  
Chair Muller opened the hearing for public testimony.

Ryan McIrvin, Snohomish County-Camano Association of Realtors, 3201 Broadway Ste. E Everett WA 98201
Mr. McIrvin commended the Commission on the work they had done on the expansion of the sign code.  He was in favor of anything that allowed the increase of allowable temporary portable real estate signs.  He gave some suggestions of what other cities had done, including Mill Creek and Lynnwood which did not impose a limit of temporary real estate signs, but allowed the wording in the code to limit the amount.  He stated that this type of code was his “wish list” as different situations required different number of signs.  He had concerns regarding the amount of temporary signs allowed for units in multi-family zones.  He concluded with the importance of signs as his committee sees it in that users find signs helpful and beneficial, and even increase safety allowing people to keep their eyes on the road rather than their GPS or directions.  Mr. McIrvin again thanked the Commission and Staff for their work and time.
Chair Muller closed Public Testimony at 7:52 p.m.

Commissioner Comment

Commissioner Kvangnes stated that she was happy that there are limitations to temporary directional signs allowed in the City, adding that they had been overused, abused and not picked up.  Commissioner Leifer requested clarification on how many temporary signs for multi- family complexes were allowed.  Mr. Holland responded that it was one allowed per complex, regardless of the number of individual units.  Commissioner Kvangnes responded that she did not feel that one sign per complex was enough.  Mr. Holland clarified that it was based on zoning, and multi-family zones are closer to the commercial districts and downtown, therefore not as many directional signs would be needed.  Commissioner Kvangnes was in support of Mr. McIrvin’s examples from Lynnwood and Mill Creek rather than putting an actual number limitation.  Mr. Holland read the provisions of Mill Creek’s and Lynnwood’s sign code regarding temporary portable real estate signs into record.  The Commission seemed to be in agreement that this type of language was superior to the specific number limits proposed in the DRAFT Sign Code.
Commissioner Andes questioned electronic advertising and what was allowable as far as advertising for off site businesses.  Mr. Holland responded that the way the code is currently written allows only the business that owns the sign to advertise on it.  One could not lease out sign space to others.
Commissioner Leifer did not feel that there was anything wrong with advertising for businesses if it was a way to bring in some money.  He also felt that single pole signs would be acceptable if they were held to design standards.
Commissioner Stevens did not agree that single pole signs were as attractive as double based signs.  Commissioner Foster thought that if there was a base that used the materials specified in the design guidelines, it would be fine.  Commissioner Stevens disagreed, maintaining that there could be some very odd proportioned signs.  He added that the double base requirement gives the signs more of a presence.  Mr. Holland suggested amending that language to allow single or double based pole or pylon signs subject to design standards.  Commissioner Stevens’ concern was how and where the base would be measured from.  He thought that a single pole wrapped with something and a skinny pole coming out with a big sign on top would be aesthetically unattractive.  Ms. Hirashima suggested doing away with pole and pylon signs all together.  Commissioner Kvangnes agreed with this suggestion.
 Chair Muller moved to remove all pole and pylons signs from Item 6.  Commissioner Leifer agreed with this suggestion; as did other Commissioners. 

Motion made by Chair Muller to forward Draft 5 Sign Code to the City Council with revisions to strike maximum allowable temporary real estate signage from 6 to verbiage similar to Lynnwood or Mill Creek verbiage for these types of signs.  The second revision would prohibit all pole or pylon signs in the City, remove all subsequent sections pertaining to these types of sings, and allow provisions for monument signs.  Motion seconded by Commissioner Kvangnes.  Motion carries, (6-0). 

There was discussion regarding current city projects including Ingraham Blvd. extension and SR 529 Bridge Replacement.  Chair Muller expressed his desire to start some planning for the future as the economy and market continue to change and evolve.  He expressed that multi-family projects are impossible to develop in the City, due to overriding costs of impact and capital improvement fees.  He wants to make sure that the City is ahead of the changes that will inevitably take place over the next couple of years, in order to encourage development in Marysville.  Ms. Hirashima responded that she would gather any information she could regarding this and bring it back to the Commission for discussion.

ADJOURNMENT:

Motion made by Commissioner Kvangnes, seconded by Commissioner Foster, to adjourn at 8:36 p.m.  Motion carries, (6-0). 

NEXT MEETING:

March 9, 2010
_____________________________________
Amy Hess, Recording Secretary
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