
June 1, 2017 

Salem Planning Commission 
555 Liberty Street SE 
Salem, OR 97301 

Re: Comments on Proposed Sign Code Amendments- CA 16-05 

President Fry and Planning Commissioners: 

SCAN supports most ofthe proposed amendments to the sign code. The more objective and 
enforceable standards for measuring brightness of electronic signs are especially needed. 

SCAN does not support creating a class 2 sign adjustment process. If someone wants to deviate 
from the sign code by more than the 10% administrative adjustment currently allowed, then he 
or she should go through the variance process to ensure it is justified. 

The proposed class 2 adjustment would allow adjustments to "any sign standard" with no limit 
on degree of adjustment. It makes adjustments easier to achieve than going through the 
variance process. At a time of rampant noncompliance with the sign code, the City should not 
institutionalize greater deviations through a new class 2 adjustment. Also, just because a class 2 
adjustment process was added to the Urban Development Code does not mean it is 
appropriate for the sign code. 

SCAN has a growing concern with the proliferation of illegal signs, both on private property and 
in the public right-of-way. The proposed amendments do not address enforcement of the sign 
code, but SCAN believes enforcement is the main issue the City needs to address to provide 
relief from the growing visual pollution and distractions along Salem's arterial and collector 
streets. The visual shouting match at busy street intersections is a safety hazard. 

The City is unwilling or unable to hold the business, organization, or person named on an illegal 
sign accountable for violating the sign code. This allows businesses or persons to violate the 
sign code with impunity and likely contributes to the proliferation of illegal signs. SCAN asks the 
City to search for a way to hold the party named on an illegal sign accountable for that violation 
and to enforce its sign code. 

Thank you for your consideration, 

eff Schumacher, SCAN President, 2016-17 



Amy Dixon 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Amy, 

Jeff Schumacher <jeff.schumacher@gmail.com> 
Thursday, June 01, 2017 3:28PM 
Amy Dixon 
Roz Shirack 
Comments on Proposed Sign Code Amendments 
20170601152531.pdf 

Please see SCAN's comments on the proposed sign code amendments. We would like these 
comments to go to Planning Commission for their meeting on Tuesday, June 6th. 

Thank you for coming to our SCAN meeting last month, and enjoy your retirement! 

Jeff Schumacher 
SCAN president, 2016-17 
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BFB Properties LLC 
780 Commercial St. SE; Suite 300; Salem, OR 97301 I 503-851-2941 I ben@bcwebhost.net 

July 31, 2017 

Aaron Panko 

Planner III 

City of Salem 

Community Development Department 

555 Liberty St SE 

Rom 305 

Salem, OR 97301 

Dear Aaron Panko: 

lam writing in support of the Class 2 Adjustment clause, part of the proposed changes to the City sign 
code. l believe that this clause is a needed and useful change to the current codes, which will benefit the 
City (both residents and businesses) without harm to anyone. 

l have reviewed comments previously submitted by others, and l think they have laudable goals, but that 
their reasoning is mistaken. Most of the prior public comments center on the excessive number of illegal 
signs and the need to eliminate these signs. I fully support the idea of reducing illegal signs, which can be 
a public eyesore. However, I believe these other commentators are mistaken in thinking that the Class 2 
adjustment clause will somehow cause more illegal signs. In fact, such a clause will reduce the number of 
illegal signs. 

Illegal signs primarily occur when businesses (usually small businesses) seek ways to advertise their 
business but can't find a way to work within the City sign code. If they can't find a solution within the City 
sign code, then they ignore it and produce their own, illegal signs. What is needed is more flexibility for 
the Planning department to work with these businesses, to find practical, legal solutions. The proposed 
Class 2 Adjustment clause would help to give City staff that flexibility and should reduce the incidence of 
illegal signs. 

The current sign code is too rigid, preventing City staff from dealing with what would otherwise be 
absurd dilemmas. In my case, I am a commercial real estate investor and my interest in the Class 2 
Adjustment clause came about because I have one of those situations where the current code makes no 
sense. 

I am seeking to place a sign on one of my buildings. The sign in almost all respects meets current code 
requirements; there is no problem with the size or appearance of the sign, but rather just how it is 
mounted. I want to place the sign on the exterior wall of my building, but the current code requires me to 
put that sign on a post (right in front of the same location on the same wall). It will be the same sign in the 
same location, with the same appearance to the world, except that in one case it will be fixed to the wall 



and in the other case it will be mounted on a post. Why is this an issue? For two reasons: first, mounting 
on the post almost doubles the cost of the sign. Second, having a post in that particular location would be 
ugly. In other words, the current code requires me to spend a lot more money on something that will be 
less attractive. The Class 2 Adjustment clause would allow City staff to address this situation. 

The City Council should approve the Class 2 Adjustment clause as a needed improvement to the City's sign 
code. And if they really want to reduce illegal signs, short of budgeting for more sign code enforcement, 
this clause will help. 

Sincerely, 

Ben Sednarz 

CC: Chuck Bennett 
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Comments Presented at Salem City Council Meeting of June 26, 2017, 
Regarding Proposed Amendments to RE SRC 900, Sign Code 

Good evening. I am Evan White. I live in Ward 7. Like many other cities, the Salem sign code 
prohibits lawn signs in the public right of way. In a case involving Los Angeles, the US Supreme Court 
explained that "the visual assault on the citizens ... presented by an accumulation of signs posted on 
public property constitutes a significant substantive evil... The City's interest in attempting to preserve 
or improve the quality of urban life is one that must be accorded high respect. "1 

Problem is, in Salem, due to funding limitations, currently there is no enforcement of this part 9f 
our sign code. The people who place illegal signs in the right of way probably are not aware that they 
are breaking the law and potentially subject to civil penalties - up to $2,000 per day per violation. 

Everyone -- businesses, non-profits and political candidates should all follow the Tl,lles. Several 
weeks ago, I counted two dozen illegally placed signs at two intersections along Kuebler Boulevard. The 
furniture store, right across the street from City Hall, has seven illegal signs in the public right of way. 
Check it out tonight on your way home. 

Sometimes families, businesses or non-profits "adopt a street" and pick up litter and trash to 
improve the appearance of our city. 

I propose a similar public/private partnership called "the Salem Sign Sweepers." These 
volunteers would be overseen by City staff and wear yellow safety vests while gathering up the illegally 
placed signs, and taking them to the City Shop. The Sign Sweepers would then attempt to contact 
owners of the illegal signs, telling them where they can collect their signs after payment of an 
appropriate fine as determined by City staff. 

I'm willing to be a Salem Sign Sweeper, and I know others who would be happy to join me. 
Let's all work together to make Salem even more beautiful. Thank you. 

1 City Council v Taxpayers for Vincent 466 U.S. 789 (1984) 



Ruth Stellmacher 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Categories:' 

Nancy McDaniel <nanmcdann~yahoo.com> 
Thursday, August 10, 2017 9:01 AM 
Chuck Bennett; citycouncil 
Aaron Panko; Nikki Paxton; Joan Lloyd; A. Scott 
NEN opposes proposed sign code amendment 

Recorder Tasks 

At our July 18 meeting the Northeast Neighbors (NEN) Board voted unanimously to oppose CA 16-05, the proposed 
amendment to the sign code, for the following reasons: 

• Our main concern is with eliminating permits for temporary signs. Without a permit, there would be no way to tell when 
a temporary sign was put up. The code retains the time limits for temporary signs but there would be no practical way to 
enforce them. In effect, this code amendment does away with the concept of temporary signs. 
• The proposal sets new standards to measure the brightness of electronic sings, but allows one year to calibrate 
existing signs to be in compliance. This seems an unnecessarily long time. 
• We oppose shortening the cycle time for electronic signs in the Commercial Neighborhood zone to 30 seconds. This 
was a recommendation by the Planning Commission to amend the current limit of one hour. A cycle time of 30 seconds 
isn't compatible with the purpose of the CN zone, which is to provide "uses that are compatible with the scale and 
character of surrounding neighborhood areas." 
• And finally, the amendment doesn't address the proliferation of new sign types - for example, the tall "wing-like" signs 
that are fabric stretched over a wire frame, and the inflatable figures. These sign types aren't included in the definition of 
temporary signs and it's not clear how they're regulated. Both of these types have become so commonplace that they 
need to be addressed in the code. 

In short, it seems the wrong direction for the proposed amendment to eliminate temporary sign permits while ignoring 
gaps in its coverage of temporary signs. We suggest it's time for a more comprehensive review of the sign code if the city 
wants to address the visual shouting match that we see all over Salem. 

Thank you for your consideration of our concerns, 

Nancy McDaniel 
NEN Land Use Chair 
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TO: Salem City Council 
RE: Ordinance Bill No. 17-17 
Public Hearing to receive testimony on August 14, 2017 
FROM: Ellen Stevens, Ward 2 

SIGN POLLUTION 

RECEIVED 

AUG 1-0 2017 

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 

Over the past few years, several sign/banner businesses have opened in Salem, producing 
cheap signs as seen all over town. 

To me, the most egregious example in South Salem was: 

Fred Meyer South - for four months, beginning in September or October, 2016, multiple signs: 
GET A FLU SHOT 
9 along Madrona 
turn the corner onto Commercial - 5 more. 

It's illegal - most are in thePublic Right of Way. 
It's distracting. It's tacky: 
It's visual pollution. 
It's unnecessary. 
Others think this sign posting is OK, so they do it elsewhere. 
There's no enforcement. 

Please limit this SIGN POLLUTION. 
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Ruth Stellmacher 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Brian Hines <brianhinesl@gmail.com> 
Sunday, August 13, 2017 6:52 PM 
citycouncil; CityRecorder 
Advance testimony for sign ordinance agenda item, 8/14 City Council meeting 

Here is my advance testimony for agenda item 4.a at tomorrow's City Council meeting. I'm submitting it in the 
form of a blog post that I just finished writing. I've been concerned about illegal signs in the public right of way 
for a number of years, along with many other people who want Salem to look attractive~ not tacky. Please 
consider my suggestions for making the current sign ordinance stronger, not weaker. 

Here's a link to the blog post: 

http://hinessight.blogs.com/salempoliticalsnark/2017 /08/city-council-needs-to-enforce-ban~against-temporary­
signs-in-public-right-of-way.html 

Brian Hines 
10371 Lake Drive SE 
Salem, OR 97306 

City Council needs to enforce ban against 
temporary signs in public right of way 

With all the problems in our country (and the world) right now, I understand 
why some people feel it is wrong to get upset about the many illegal signs 
littering the-public right of way in Salem. 

OK, I understand. But I heartily disagree that this isn·t important. It is! 
I 

Salem·s quality of life -- along with our ability to project a positive image to 
visitors and people/businesses who might want to move here -- is diminished 
when illegal signs proliferate along our streets, making this town look like a 
perpetual garage sale. 
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Lots of the signs are placed by-businesses such as Kelly's Home Furnishings. 
Kelly's periodically puts dozens on signs on the public right of way, getting 
free advertising at the public's expense. See: "Take down those illegal signs, 
Kelly's (and other Salem sign scofflaws)." 

The current City of Salem sign ordinance requires that someone wanting to 
put a temporary sign in the public right of way get approval from City 
officials if the sign is within the city limits. 
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900.100. Signs 1Dsta:Ued 01'etr or l\'lthitra. the Right•of~W'ay. No s,ign shall be erected O\'tT or witbh1 
public right-of-way r.mf ess the plaL;ecnerut of the s.ign is first appn.,,..-e,d by the gm•emmentid IJ.l!nnt h:il!vin;g 
j1;1risdk:tio11 over the right~of-way. (Ord No. 4- t 2) 

But revisions to the sign ordinance up for review at tomorrow's City Council 
meeting· do away with the need for this approval, since the proposed 
revised ordinance eliminates SRC 900.100. The prohibition on temporary 
signs in the public right of way remains, though. 

TEMPORARY S[GNS 
900.160. Temporary Sigrn,, General Standards. 

(a) Temporary signs shall not b,e attached to fences. trees, shrubbery, t:Uility pot.cs, or Jike 3tcms 
ru1d shan not tms.trnct ()f UOS(.'il]n! pcm:mm:=nt signs. cm adjacent pn:mis.cii. 
(b) No temporary sigu sllall be plmced ,vith1n a side,1valk imerseaio1). 
(c) Except as prnvided in SRC 900.100, no te:rnporary sign shall be inm11loo in or proJect over 
public right-of-V1.ray. Well, 

this doesn't seem like progress. 

As several neighborhood associations and individuals concerned about 
illegal signs noted in comments on the revised ordinance, doing away with 
the need to get approval for temporary signs in the public right of way sends 
the message, "Hey, go ahead and place your illegal signs. No permit 
required now!" 

Here's some of the comments: 

Northeast Neighbors neighborhood association 

At our Ju&y t8 mee:ti;rig the Nlorlheast Neighbors (Nl::N) Board vo~d l!lillef'llmoo:sly to oppose CA 16·06, 1he :Proposed 
amendrr,,e:m to 1h13 sign ();Xf.ui, fut It)~ follow1i19 roasoli!S: 

• Our main conc:emi is with alimiBBting parrnilE for tempi;,rary signs. Wlltlool a pem1lt, there 'W'O'I.I~ be no wa~· to ~ell when 
a temporary i>;iJn w.es put up. Thi;! code rel:3i'ns the 1Jme r2mits ·fc< temporat)' slgne. but there 'WOYt<J be no prdeticai ,,,:.ry to 
anforoo l.mt>m. En effe,:;t, ihis code ami:mdrnant doss a"A1ay wi'th the c.oocept of iemporary Ei:gns.. 

In s.'ho.rt. it seams. the wrong diroetion fot too pro:i,osGdl amont1m1amt to eliminate temporal)• :sign parmit-s vmne ignorfng 
gaps In Us co11erage Qf teill'Jpo~l)' signs. ·we sugg~t It's time: for a more OOll'l~rtSl.\'e xeit~w of the sign ~ if the city 
vtane.s to address the visual sl'loo-ing match that ,,•a see all over Salam. 

Evan White 
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.Amy, nry on,e comme1nt rlghl (IC?,'~•v,Jould be ihat It ts jus~ fine for the cit)' t::i ~·~'ii~ a s_ign c,ode, ha,,;,,e~-er I ·~ 
p({:iliferatic,n of pcUticl:31 and c4her :s:igns in u,e p11:bli•c righ,t of •;.vay, and nothmg 1s bemg O{lne alxll,Jt it by t 
City. 1 aJ!s.o !;iei;:· lo:ls of ~~ris b'.Y Ke,11:,\ ,Cal3age Pr,o· PaJning. VValk to Life, etc:. l 1hirt1( r1~n-einforcs~ent c,~ 
C;ity"!) $ign code educiilly pen.31lizes etltic:d political csndidates and b1Jsine:sses that al::ix,;':le l:ty thE ~1t:ls st 
coc::e. 1 do not lhitlk it wc,uld be st, d!fflcutt for the City te, €lnforce n,s. c-0de --- simi:;1it ~II ihe· ,:.ffendi.ng 
businesses or candicia;es and tell th.em t.o remove the sign "or else.'' ar,d the '\or else" should n,e.ar1 a 
substantive fine..,, say ~.1oc- per illegally placed sigrt My tv~ cenfal, at,d thanks for your good work. 

Evan VVhite 
Land Use Chai.r 
.S.unny~l:ipe NA 

South Central Association of Neighbors 

SCAN has a growing concern with the proltferation of mega! signs, both on private property and 
in the public right-of-way. The proposed .amendments do not address enforc:emer1t of the sigri 
code1 but SCAN believes enforcement Is the main issue the City ,need5 to address to provide 
.relief from the growlng visual pollution and dastractions along Salem;s airterlal and collector 
streets.. The vtsua! stiou_tlng match at busy street Intersections is a safety hazard. 

the City is unwitliog or unable to hold the business, org:anl:z.atfon, or person named on an illegal 
sign accountable for violating the sign code. This allows businesses or persons to vt-olaite the 
sign code with impunity and likely contributes. to the proliferation of illegal signs. SCAN asks the 
Clty to search for a way to hold the party named on an illegal sign accmmtable for that vlola:tlon 
a 11d to enforce Its slgo code. 

Thank you for your consideration, 

Thus rather than enforcing the prohibition of signs in the public right of way, 
the City of Salem wants to make it easier to place these signs by doing away 
with the current requirement to get approval for such signs. Apparently the 
rationale is that few people are doing the right thing and requesting 
approval, so why not allow anyone to easily put up illegal signs? 

I can think of several reasons. 

( 1) Requiring approval for temporary signs opens the door to charging a fee 
for such a permit. Why should Kelly's and other businesses be allowed to use 
the public right of way for free advertising? If Kelly's wants to put up dozens 
of signs advertising a sale, then Kelly's should have to pay for this privilege. 

(2) Having a fee schedule for permits to place temporary signs in the right of 
way would generate income that could be used to pay for a Code 
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Enforcement person to manage the proliferation of such signs. Currently the 
City of Salem says it doesn't have .the money to fund this position. Yet the 
City isn't taking any steps to generate fees from temporary sign permits -­
and now is going further backwards by doing away with the requirement to 
get approval to put temporary signs in the public right of way, 

(3) Eliminating the possibility of getting approval for a temporary sign in the 
public right of way via the current 900.100 means that there is no way -­
none, nada, zilch -- any such sign should be in the public right of way at any 
time. But there, is no indication that the City of Salem intends to enforce this 
absolute prohibition should the revised sign ordinance be approved. 

Meaning, it would be one thing if the City of Salem was eliminating the 
possibility of getting approval for signs in the public right of way because it 
intends to crack down hard on sign scofflaws. However, if this is the case, 
City officials need to make that explicit at tomorrow's City Council meeting, 
explaining how they are now going to enforce an ordinance that prohibits 
signs in the public right of way -- now without any way to get approval to go 
around this prohibition. 

The staff report on the proposed sign ordinance changes is confusing in this 
regard. It says that most illegal signs in the public right of way don't require a 
permit. 

4. During the neighborhood association meetin~~~ citizens expressed concerns that the 
propose'<! amendme:nt \vould make it easier to irastal1 illegal signs or affect enforcement of 
illegal signs. The proposed amCI11dmcnt is to eliminate temporary sign permit Mos.t sig11 
compliance issues involve. te;1nporw-y stgns that do nm requim pern:'llits, such as ta\vn. 
rigid signs .• or A-Frame, signs in the right-of-wny. 

don't understand this. 

Both the current and proposed sign ordinances say "no temporary sign 
should be installed in or project over public right of way." There is no 
exemption for certain types of signs, such of those mentioned above (lawn 
signs, rigid signs, A-Frame signs). So along with the neighborhood.· 
associations, I'm perplexed by the staff report's contention that those sorts of 
temporary signs don't require approval under the current sign ordinance. 

It sure looks like the intent of the proposed change is to make it easier for 
people and businesses to place temporary signs in the public right of way 
without having to worry about getting a permit or paying a fine. Like I said, 
this would be a big step backward for Salem -- which should be working to 
eliminate the plethora of illegal signs rather than encouraging them. 
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I'll end by noting that when I visit o town that doesn't allow temporary signs in 
the public right of way, I'm always impressed by what a difference this 
makes. 

For exomple, my wife and I frequently visit Sisters, Oregon. The town has strict 
zoning/appearance rules, obviously, because the commercial areo looks 
clossy, tasteful, attractive, and temporary sign-free. Ditto with where my 
daughter lives, Laguna Niguel, California. 

Somehow both towns get along fine without temporary signs in the public 
right of way. In fact, both towns appear to be prospering without them. 

Our City officiols need to grasp that both quality of life and economic 
development flow from making a town a desirable place to live and work in. 
It is short-sighted to believe that allowing tacky visual sign pollution is a good 
thing for Salem. 

Brian Hines 
Salem, Oregon USA 
brianhines l@gmail.com 
https://www.facebook.com/OregonBrian 

. htt2s://www.facebook.com/Stra11geUpSalem 
https ://www .facebook.com/SalemPoliticalSnark/ 
http://twitte!.com/oregon_brian 
www.hinesblog.com (blog) 
www.churchofthechurchless.com ( oth~r blog) 
www.salempoliticalsnark.com ( other other blog) 
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