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From: Kathleen Sinclair
To: Laura Terway
Subject: Oregon Sign Code Update comments
Date: Monday, January 06, 2014 1:50:17 PM

Dear Laura,

I started this long ago and it ended up in my drafts so I will try again to get it off to you.

Follow-up comments on Billboards.   A huge red flag is Clear Channel Outdoor's 
involvement on the committee.  This seems rather self serving and not conducive to what is 
best for Oregon City. If their tactics are similar to Walmart's or their radio stations take over in
 previous years then staying away from doing business with them and concentrating on local 
Oregon and Washington firms is probably advisable.  My feeling is that the old signs should 
come down and  not be replaced with other bill boards and that there be no new billboards 
within the city.  Maybe on I-205 but even then it is ugly.  I highly recommend the long hill 
from Molalla and Beavercreek to the freeway entrances be left a calm corridor.  If anything 
goes in there it should be public art of some kind but just the way it is is fine too.  

Signs on Fencing:  No signs on fencing unless they are very small say one foot by one foot.  
No banners unless they are for a specific event and only up for one week.  No signs 
permanently attached to a fence unless it is a farm and the name of the farm is part of the 
fencing.

Parked Vehicles: No use of parked vehicles being used as signs unless the vehicle is a shop 
for that type of vehicle and it is used in place of other legal signage.

Signs Carried by/Attached to people:  So, if it is illegal to exempt these signs then the size 
and duration of time they can be visible should be limited.  Maybe the person can wear the 
sign but not raise it up and down or flip the sign  around.  And, if there are complaints then the
 person needs to be asked to find another way to advertise.  

Signs inside of windows:  No more than a certain percentage of window space should be 
covered by signs.  Perhaps 30% at the maximum.  

Thanks for all of your work on this project and I wish all of you the best in implementing the 
changes.  Sincerely, Kathleen Sinclair
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From: BURLEY, SANDI
To: Laura Terway
Subject: Comments on 4th CAT Meeting Minutes
Date: Tuesday, December 31, 2013 10:32:33 AM
Attachments: image001.png

Oregon City Billboard Districts Draft Code Language_December 6, 2013.pdf

Good morning Laura,
 

I hope that your holidays were joyful and restful. After reviewing the Draft Meeting Minutes for the
 December 9th Oregon City Sign Code Meeting, I have the following comments and recommendations:
 

The majority opinion in both the public open house and CAT surveys were in favor of allowing electronic
 message centers.  As a CAT member and sign industry advocate, I request that the sign code revisions
 allow electronic message centers using the same regulations that the State of Oregon adopted for
 electronic display signs.  State regulations do not restrict the area of the sign used for the electronic
 message centers, allow for 8 second change rate, and allow signs with a display surface up to 672
 square feet. Oregon City and many business and property owners in the community will benefit if Oregon
 City adopts these same standards: 
 

1.      Electronic displays will keep Oregon City safer by providing critical, up-to-the-minute
 emergency and law enforcement information:
·             AMBER Alerts to find missing children
·             "Most Wanted" information to help police find fugitives
·             Weather and natural disaster alerts

 
2.      Electronic displays will provide increased revenue for local businesses:

·             Draw customers from I-205 and connecting state highways to patronize local Oregon City
 businesses

·             Update advertising quickly and target it in real time to desired audiences

 

3. Electronic displays will help build the community’s image:
·             Benefit the community by promoting local civic and community events
·             Provide ad space to non-profit organizations, community groups, and government agencies

Existing billboards:
 
The majority opinion expressed in the public open house survey, the CAT survey and the meeting vote
 were in favor of allowing existing billboards to remain.  I request that the sign code revisions allow
 existing billboards which are currently legal, nonconforming uses to remain and be legal, conforming
 uses under the new code.

New billboard recommendations:
 
The public open house survey and the CAT survey asked if billboards should be allowed and where they
 should be allowed.  The majority of respondents in both surveys felt that billboards should only be
 allowed along the major roadways (Interstate 205, Highway 99E, and Highway 213).
 
The recommendation presented at the CAT meeting was changed from the survey questions to state that
 new (emphasis added) billboards should only be allowed on properties with frontage along major
 roadways.   Although this recommendation was discussed and voted on at the December 9th meeting,
 when the vote was held, it was highly confusing as to what CAT members were voting on because it was
 unclear whether the recommendation included the requirement that four additional billboards be added to
 the total number of billboards in Oregon City.  Because the majority of CAT members did not support this
 recommendation, I request that the number of billboards allowed in Oregon City not be increased by four
 additional billboards.  As I discussed, currently Clear Channel Outdoor (CCO) owns all of the 16 existing
 billboards in Oregon City.  These billboards have been rendered legal nonconforming since the City’s
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OREGON CITY BILLBOARD DISTRICTS 


DRAFT CODE LANGUAGE 


 


15.28 __ Definitions 


“BILLBOARD” means an outdoor advertising sign that may be a bulletin or a poster 
panel. 


“BULLETIN” means a billboard with a display surface area of more than 300 square 
feet.   


“DISPLAY SURFACE AREA” means the total area of a sign that is available for 
displaying advertising or an informational message, subject to the provisions of this chapter. 


“ELECTRONIC MESSAGE SIGN” means a sign utilizing digital message technology, 
capable of changing the static message or copy on the sign electronically.  An electronic 
message sign may be internally or externally illuminated. Electronic message signs shall contain 
static messages only, and shall not have animation, movement, or the appearance or optical 
illusion of movement, of any part of the sign structure. Each static message shall not include 
flashing or the varying of light intensity. 
 
 


(1) Electronic message signs may be permitted on new and existing sign structures 
otherwise permitted hereunder, subject to the following requirements: 
 


a. Operational Limitations. Such displays shall contain static messages only, 
and shall not have movement, or the appearance or optical illusion of movement during 
the static display period, of any part of the sign structure, design, or pictorial segment of 
the sign, including the movement or appearance of movement. Each static message 
shall not include flashing or the varying of light intensity. 


 
b. Minimum display time. Each message on the sign must be displayed for a 


minimum of (8) eight seconds.  
  


c. Electronic message signs shall not operate at brightness levels of more 
than 0.3 foot candles above ambient light, as measured using a foot candle meter at a 
pre-set distance. 


d. Pre-set distances to measure the foot candles impact vary with the 
expected viewing distances of each size sign. Measurement distance criteria: 


 
Nominal   Distance to 
Face Size  be measured from: 
12’ x 25’       150' 
10'6” x 36’  200' 
14’ x 48’      250' 


 







e. Each display must have a light sensing device that will adjust the 
brightness as ambient light conditions change. 


“OUTDOOR ADVERTISING SIGN” means a sign not limited as to content, but usually 
and customarily used to advertise goods, products, businesses, services, or facilities which are 
not sold, manufactured, or distributed on or from the property or facilities on which the sign is 
located; or to present messages dealing with political, public interest, public service, or 
education issues; an election, candidate for election, or ballot measure; or religious matters, 
health, and other similar subjects. 


 “POSTER PANEL” means a billboard with a display surface area of 300 square feet or 
less.  


15.28 __ Sign districts generally 


A. The Billboard Sign Districts are created and applied as designated.  The Billboard Sign 
District includes the Interstate 205 billboard district, the Highway 213 billboard district, and the 
Highway 99-E billboard district, as each is shown the maps that follow.  Billboards are allowed 
on properties located within these billboard districts, subject to the terms of this chapter. 
Billboards are otherwise prohibited within the City. 


 


Billboard District 1 - Interstate 205


Billboard District







 


 


15.28.___ Billboard district  


 The following billboard standards apply in the Interstate 205, Highway 213, and the 
Highway 99-E billboard district.  


A. Billboards must be located within or relocated to the boundaries of the I-205, Highway 
213, and Highway 99-E billboard district with no more than 16 approved billboard permits at any 
one time.  The number of approved billboard permits may be increased if any billboards existing 
at the date of adoption of this chapter are located on land along Interstate 205, Highway 213 or 
Highway 213 that is not currently within the municipal boundaries of Oregon City but which is 
later annexed into Oregon City.       


B. Except as provided in this subsection, each sign face of a billboard may not exceed 680 
square feet in display surface area. Each sign display surface area may be increased by an 


Billboard District 2 - Highway 213


Billboard District


Billboard District 3 - Highway 99E


Billboard District







additional 20 percent for a sign that is irregular in form and projects beyond the outer 
dimensions of the signboard, frame or cabinet. Each side of a double-faced billboard is a 
separate sign face for the purpose of sign area limitations. 


C. Billboards may be double-faced, allowing sign copy on two sides of a supporting 
structure, provided the two sides are parallel within a deviation of 10 degrees. 


D. Billboards may have a maximum height of 70 feet above the adjacent freeway grade.  


E. Billboards may not be located within 150 linear feet from the property line of any 
residentially zoned property.  


F. Billboards are subject to the separation requirements established by state regulations. 


G. A billboard permit may be assigned without the consent of the city, but the permittee 
must provide the city with notice of any assignment. 


H. The permitted location of a billboard may be changed by modification of the permit if the 
new location meets all requirements of this chapter. 


I. A billboard permit holder may file for a consolidation permit to combine two poster 
panels lawfully existing anywhere within the city limits of Oregon City with display surface areas 
of 300 square feet or less into one bulletin with a display face area of 680 square feet or less. 
The number of billboard permits allowed within the billboard district shall be permanently 
decreased by the number of consolidated permits. 


  


 







 code was amended after the initial construction of these signs, and currently prohibits any new
 billboards.  No operator, including CCO, has been able to construct any additional billboards in the City
 since this prohibition. 

CCO supports a continuation of the prohibition on additional billboards and an amendment that would be
 a continuation of the status quo, but that would also ultimately result in a net decrease in the total
 number of signs operated by CCO, not create any new monopoly for CCO.   As described in the attached
 draft sign code amendment included in a prior email that I sent  you, CCO  is proposing a consolidation
 of the signs in the City with the existing 16 sign cap, ultimately resulting in a reduction  of the number of
 signs  and also realizing the City’s goals of reducing clutter and improving aesthetics. 

Non-conforming sign recommendation: 
 
A majority of CAT members supported the code recommendation that signs that were legally constructed
 but no longer comply with the new sign code be allowed to remain until removed by the owner.   The
 majority of open house and CAT member survey respondents also supported the recommendation that
 signs that signs legally constructed but currently nonconforming should be allowed to remain.  I request
 that the code revisions change the status of existing billboards to legal, conforming signs.

Thank you for allowing me the opportunity to serve as a CAT member and provide feedback on the sign
 code update.  I look forward to working with Oregon City as this important process continues in the New
 Year.

Sincerely,

 
Sandi Burley
Real Estate Representative - Portland

715 NE Everett St
Portland, Oregon 97232

O 503-232-3111
D 503-736-2266
clearchanneloutdoor.com
 
Unless expressly stated otherwise, the information contained in this e-mail and any attachments is confidential and may be privileged. It
 is intended for the sole use of the addressee(s). Access to this e-mail and its attachments (if any) by anyone else is unauthorized. If you
 are not the intended recipient, or an employee or agent responsible for delivering this message to the intended recipient, any
 dissemination, distribution or copying of the contents of this e-mail is strictly prohibited and any action taken (or not taken) in reliance on
 it is unauthorized and may be unlawful. If you have received this e-mail in error, please inform the sender immediately and delete it from
 your computer.
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15.28 __ Definitions 

“BILLBOARD” means an outdoor advertising sign that may be a bulletin or a poster 
panel. 

“BULLETIN” means a billboard with a display surface area of more than 300 square 
feet.   

“DISPLAY SURFACE AREA” means the total area of a sign that is available for 
displaying advertising or an informational message, subject to the provisions of this chapter. 

“ELECTRONIC MESSAGE SIGN” means a sign utilizing digital message technology, 
capable of changing the static message or copy on the sign electronically.  An electronic 
message sign may be internally or externally illuminated. Electronic message signs shall contain 
static messages only, and shall not have animation, movement, or the appearance or optical 
illusion of movement, of any part of the sign structure. Each static message shall not include 
flashing or the varying of light intensity. 
 
 

(1) Electronic message signs may be permitted on new and existing sign structures 
otherwise permitted hereunder, subject to the following requirements: 
 

a. Operational Limitations. Such displays shall contain static messages only, 
and shall not have movement, or the appearance or optical illusion of movement during 
the static display period, of any part of the sign structure, design, or pictorial segment of 
the sign, including the movement or appearance of movement. Each static message 
shall not include flashing or the varying of light intensity. 

 
b. Minimum display time. Each message on the sign must be displayed for a 

minimum of (8) eight seconds.  
  

c. Electronic message signs shall not operate at brightness levels of more 
than 0.3 foot candles above ambient light, as measured using a foot candle meter at a 
pre-set distance. 

d. Pre-set distances to measure the foot candles impact vary with the 
expected viewing distances of each size sign. Measurement distance criteria: 

 
Nominal   Distance to 
Face Size  be measured from: 
12’ x 25’       150' 
10'6” x 36’  200' 
14’ x 48’      250' 

 



e. Each display must have a light sensing device that will adjust the 
brightness as ambient light conditions change. 

“OUTDOOR ADVERTISING SIGN” means a sign not limited as to content, but usually 
and customarily used to advertise goods, products, businesses, services, or facilities which are 
not sold, manufactured, or distributed on or from the property or facilities on which the sign is 
located; or to present messages dealing with political, public interest, public service, or 
education issues; an election, candidate for election, or ballot measure; or religious matters, 
health, and other similar subjects. 

 “POSTER PANEL” means a billboard with a display surface area of 300 square feet or 
less.  

15.28 __ Sign districts generally 

A. The Billboard Sign Districts are created and applied as designated.  The Billboard Sign 
District includes the Interstate 205 billboard district, the Highway 213 billboard district, and the 
Highway 99-E billboard district, as each is shown the maps that follow.  Billboards are allowed 
on properties located within these billboard districts, subject to the terms of this chapter. 
Billboards are otherwise prohibited within the City. 

 

Billboard District 1 - Interstate 205

Billboard District



 

 

15.28.___ Billboard district  

 The following billboard standards apply in the Interstate 205, Highway 213, and the 
Highway 99-E billboard district.  

A. Billboards must be located within or relocated to the boundaries of the I-205, Highway 
213, and Highway 99-E billboard district with no more than 16 approved billboard permits at any 
one time.  The number of approved billboard permits may be increased if any billboards existing 
at the date of adoption of this chapter are located on land along Interstate 205, Highway 213 or 
Highway 213 that is not currently within the municipal boundaries of Oregon City but which is 
later annexed into Oregon City.       

B. Except as provided in this subsection, each sign face of a billboard may not exceed 680 
square feet in display surface area. Each sign display surface area may be increased by an 

Billboard District 2 - Highway 213

Billboard District

Billboard District 3 - Highway 99E

Billboard District



additional 20 percent for a sign that is irregular in form and projects beyond the outer 
dimensions of the signboard, frame or cabinet. Each side of a double-faced billboard is a 
separate sign face for the purpose of sign area limitations. 

C. Billboards may be double-faced, allowing sign copy on two sides of a supporting 
structure, provided the two sides are parallel within a deviation of 10 degrees. 

D. Billboards may have a maximum height of 70 feet above the adjacent freeway grade.  

E. Billboards may not be located within 150 linear feet from the property line of any 
residentially zoned property.  

F. Billboards are subject to the separation requirements established by state regulations. 

G. A billboard permit may be assigned without the consent of the city, but the permittee 
must provide the city with notice of any assignment. 

H. The permitted location of a billboard may be changed by modification of the permit if the 
new location meets all requirements of this chapter. 

I. A billboard permit holder may file for a consolidation permit to combine two poster 
panels lawfully existing anywhere within the city limits of Oregon City with display surface areas 
of 300 square feet or less into one bulletin with a display face area of 680 square feet or less. 
The number of billboard permits allowed within the billboard district shall be permanently 
decreased by the number of consolidated permits. 

  

 



From: Tom O"Brien
To: Laura Terway
Subject: Re: Oregon City Sign Code Community Advisory Team Meeting #4 - Draft Meeting Minutes
Date: Sunday, December 29, 2013 10:04:01 AM

Laura,

Thanks for getting back to me on this.

Congratulations on your upcoming family addition. Two children are always, at the very least, twice as much
 fun.

Regarding the minutes, I thought Bridger Wineman was taking minutes at the meeting. 

I wasn't taking minutes but do know there were more than the two items identified in the draft of the minutes. 

I continue to be skeptical regarding how A - Frame signs meet criteria 4, under "Purpose and Scope of Sign
 Regulations". 
It states;
4. Maintains and enhances the scenic and other aesthetic qualities of the city.

I remember mentioning that if A - Frame signs are allowed under the revised code, consideration should be
 given to make sure that the sizes that are called out, correspond to industry standards.

The current Draft lists, Maximum width: 28 inches wide, Maximum depth: 24 inches, Maximum height: 42
 inches tall.

An A - Frame sign with a five square foot sign face is not a realistic dimension. Many
 individuals currently use boards manufactured by Plasticade. They are available in
 various sizes but a commonly used one is 24.5 inches wide by 45 inches high.
 There are several that you can check out for yourself on 7th near Washington or on
 Main Street. We should not have requirements that can not be met, otherwise
 enforcement will be difficult. Perhaps wording stating no larger than eight
 square feet (or six square feet) per face with the vertical dimension being the
 largest. If a smaller sign is desired, another standard size is 24.5 inches wide by 36
 inches tall. Merchants who currently have the larger ones could obtain a smaller
 one at a cost of slightly more than $100. 

Another important requirement regarding the use of A - Frame signs is to limit where
 they can be displayed. Currently we have several individuals that are locating signs
 in the public right of way as much as one and a half blocks away from their place of
 business. If every business decided to do the same we would have chaos.
 Language requiring placement directly in front of their business needs to be
 stipulated. 

For A - Frame signs the draft in the section titled "Hours of Sign Placement", states
 that placement in the right of way should be limited to 12 hours per day. I'd suggest
 instead that it stipulate "When the Business is Open". Some businesses are open
 longer than 12 hours a day and others as little as three or four hours on a given
 day. We currently have A -Frame signs in the right of way throughout the city that
 are left out permanently, 24 hours a day 365 days a year.

mailto:tom.obrien4@comcast.net
mailto:lterway@ci.oregon-city.or.us


Laura, thanks for your consideration of the above and for all the effort you have put
 into making the revision of the code successful. I appreciate the leadership you
 have shown on this project.

Tom O'Brien

On 12/27/2013 2:28 PM, Laura Terway wrote:

Tom,
I sincerely apologize for not returning you phone call, I did take Monday and 
Tuesday off but was back at work on Thursday. Christmas was wonderful with 
little Paige, she was excited to see all of our family! We also shared the name 
of our new little boy who is due in May, Liam Paul Terway.

In regards to the minutes, please email a list of the items which are not 
reflected in the minutes and we will amend as needed. Thanks

-Laura

On Dec 27, 2013, at 11:48 AM, "Tom O'Brien" 
<tom.obrien4@comcast.net<mailto:tom.obrien4@comcast.net>> wrote:

Laura,

It does not seem that the draft minutes record a number of the discussions which
 took place at our last CAT meeting. Only two of the many items discussed have 
been included in the draft minutes.

I had tried to contact you by telephone shortly after I received the draft as I 
had wished to discuss them. I left a voice message requesting that you return my
 telephone call. As of this morning I have not heard back from you, so I suspect
 that you may have taken a couple of weeks off to celebrate the Christmas 
holidays.

Hopefully you were able to enjoy them with your family. It must have been 
wonderful to observe the expressions on your child's face.

Tom

On 12/18/2013 1:42 PM, Laura Terway wrote:
<ATT00001.jpg>Good Afternoon,
The draft minutes from our last CAT meeting are enclosed for your review.  
Please look over the minutes and provide me any comments by Tuesday, December 
31th so we can post them on our project website.

Also, please submit any remaining comments regarding the sign code to me by 
Friday, January 3rd, 2014 for inclusion into the final report. We plan on 
sending you the draft final report by the end of January.

Thank you again for your participation in this project, we have received a lot 
of valuable feedback! Please feel free to contact me at (503) 496-1553.  Thank 
you

www.OCSignCode.org<http://www.OCSignCode.org>

<ATT00002.jpg>

Laura Terway, AICP
Planner
Planning Division
PO Box 3040
221 Molalla Avenue, Suite 200
Oregon City, Oregon 97045
Please note the Planning Division is available from 7:30am - 6:00pm Monday - 
Thursday and by appointment on Friday.
Phone: 503.496.1553
Fax: 503.722.3880

mailto:tom.obrien4@comcast.net
mailto:tom.obrien4@comcast.net
http://www.ocsigncode.org/
http://www.ocsigncode.org/


lterway@orcity.org<mailto:lterway@orcity.org>

Need an answer? Did you know that our website can help you 24-hours a day, 7-
days a week? Online, you have access to permit forms, applications, handouts, 
inspection results, codebooks, info on permits applied for since 2002, 
inspection information, application checklists, and much more at 
www.orcity.org<http://www.orcity.org/>.  Quickly and easily print a report of 
your property with a Property Zoning 
Report<http://maps.orcity.org/imf/ext/viewPropertyReport/viewPropertyReport_Search.jsp>
 or view our interactive mapping at 
OCWebMaps<http://maps.orcity.org/imf/sites/OCWebMaps/jsp/launch.jsp?popup_bl
ocked=true>.  Let's work together to improve our transportation system.  Provide
 your input at www.OCTransportationPlan.org.

ü Please consider the environment before printing
PUBLIC RECORDS LAW DISCLOSURE: This e-mail is subject to the State Retention 
Schedule and may be made available to the public.

mailto:lterway@orcity.org
mailto:lterway@orcity.org
http://www.orcity.org/
http://www.orcity.org/
http://maps.orcity.org/imf/ext/viewPropertyReport/viewPropertyReport_Search.jsp
http://maps.orcity.org/imf/sites/OCWebMaps/jsp/launch.jsp?popup_blocked=true
http://maps.orcity.org/imf/sites/OCWebMaps/jsp/launch.jsp?popup_blocked=true
http://www.octransportationplan.org/


From: Zach Henkin
To: Laura Terway
Subject: Re: Oregon City Sign Code Community Advisory Team Meeting #4 - Draft Meeting Minutes
Date: Thursday, December 19, 2013 9:04:36 AM
Attachments: Beyond_Aesthetics.pdf

Hi Laura, 

I'd like to submit as comments for CAT the attached 2011 Philadelphia study titled Beyond
 Aesthetics: How Billboards Affect Economic Prosperity.

I found it interesting how they drew the conclusion that billboards located within 500ft of
 homes or in the same census tract lowered home values.

Best,

-Zach

On Wed, Dec 18, 2013 at 1:42 PM, Laura Terway <lterway@ci.oregon-city.or.us> wrote:

Good Afternoon,

The draft minutes from our last CAT meeting are enclosed for your
 review.  Please look over the minutes and provide me any comments
 by Tuesday, December 31th so we can post them on our project
 website. 

 

Also, please submit any remaining comments regarding
 the sign code to me by Friday, January 3rd, 2014 for
 inclusion into the final report. We plan on sending you the
 draft final report by the end of January.

 

Thank you again for your participation in this project, we have received a lot of valuable
 feedback! Please feel free to contact me at (503) 496-1553.  Thank you

 

www.OCSignCode.org

 

Laura Terway, AICP

Planner

Planning Division

mailto:zhenkin9000@gmail.com
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Introduction 


 
This paper seeks to answer the question of how 
billboards affect the economic prosperity of 
their surrounding areas.  By combining US 
Census data, local home price data, and zoning 
code data with geographic information system 
(GIS) and statistical analysis tools, one can 
examine the complex interplay between 
billboards and economic prosperity.  After a 
brief examination of the history of billboards 
and billboard regulation and a review of the 
available literature, this paper will analyze three 
fundamental questions: 
 


1. What impact do billboards have on real 
estate prices in the City of Philadelphia? 


2. What impact do billboards have on 
home value within census tracts in the 
City of Philadelphia? 


3. What impact do billboard regulations 
have on median income, poverty rates, 
and vacancy rates in different cities in 
the United States? 


 
Philadelphia was selected for this research for 
several reasons.  It is large enough to make a 
careful examination of the interplay between 
billboards and real estate prices.  Further, it has 
elements of both weak and strong market cities 
in that it has an affluent residential downtown 
area with significant purchasing power1, but as 
a whole the city has a lower median income 
compared to the national average.2  Lastly, 
Philadelphia has a zoning code that caps 
billboards and attempts to decrease their 
number through attrition, but it also has a 
history of allowing billboard companies to 
bypass the restrictions within the zoning code.3  


                                                 
1
 $74,317 household income according to the Center 


City District’s November 2010 retail report. 
2
 US median household income is $51,425 according 


to US Census 2005-9 estimates, Philadelphia median 
household income is $36,669. 
3
 The passage of Bill 100720 creates a signage district 


in Center City. 


In short, Philadelphia presents a good case 
study for this analysis as it embodies the 
different arguments and tools of the debate 
while containing both strong and weak market 
characteristics.  Additionally, because of 
research conducted at the University of 
Pennsylvania, the locations of all billboards are 
known, thus allowing much of the spatial 
analysis to occur. 


Literature Review 
 
A review of available literature reveals a dearth 
of information on the economic impact of 
outdoor advertising billboards on the 
surrounding community.  A number of articles 
have focused on the economic benefit to 
businesses, and one study examined how 
billboards affect the values of the property on 
which they reside, but we found no studies that 
examined how billboards affect the surrounding 
area.  Further, we found no studies that have 
been conducted which examine the relationship 
between billboard controls and the economic 
condition of cities within the United States.  
 
The argument against outdoor advertising 
which appears most often focuses on 
billboards’ adverse visual and aesthetic impact 
on the surrounding community.  Harvey K. Flad, 
emeritus professor of geography at Vassar 
College, comments on the “visual pollution” 
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created by billboards4 and how they “desecrate 
the landscape.”5  Similarly, Charles R. Taylor, 
professor of marketing and Weih Chang of 
Villanova University describe how the public 
and law makers responded to the growth of 
outdoor advertising with legislation designed to 
curtail it.6  


An article in the Journal of Law and Politics 
made the comment that “…the American public 
has consistently found outdoor advertising to 
be intrusive, ugly, crassly commercial, and a 
taint on nature.  The story of billboards in 
America is thus characterized by an ongoing 
struggle between an expanding industry and a 
resistant public.”7   


 
The arguments against billboards traditionally 
have followed this aesthetic narrative with 
varying degrees of success in terms of 
restricting the proliferation of billboards.  In its 
assessment of its billboard regulations, the City 
of San Jose notes that “Signs play a significant 
role in the visual environment of a city in that 
they are prominent structures that are typically, 
and deliberately, highly visible in the public 


                                                 
4
 Flad, Harvey K,  "Country Clutter: Visual Pollution 


and the Rural Roadscape," Annals of the American 
Academy of Political and Social Science, 533: 
September 1997, pp. 124-125. 
5
 Ibid, p. 123. 


6
 Taylor, Charles R. and Weih Chang, "The History of 


Outdoor Advertising Regulation in the United 
States," Journal of Macromarketing, 15(47): 1995, 
pp. 48. 
7
 “Note: Judging the Aesthetics of Billboards," 


Journal of Law and Politics, 23: 2007, pp. 173. 


realm.  Billboards are more prominent than 
most other signs due to their size and height.”8  
Flad goes further in stating that “they 
[billboards] actively seek the eye and tend to 
dominate the visual field.”9   
 
From their first appearance in the late 19th 
Century through today, billboards have met 
resistance on aesthetic grounds.  However, the 
arguments against billboards often did not 
discuss their impact on the surrounding area.  
Some anti-billboard writers do discuss the 
economic impact of billboards but do not find 
the argument compelling.  For example Flad 
comments that “…they [billboards] also do not 
perform an effective function.  They simply 
encourage consumption.”10  Other researchers 
such as Taylor and Chang, in referencing a 
previous study, note that “…billboards had 
critics long before the turn of the century.  
While public opinion and legislation managed to 
curb some of the most blatant abuses, outdoor 
advertising was such a valuable and economical 


medium for many advertisers that it was 
difficult to control (Wood 1958).”11  They 
further comment that “the [billboard] industry 
was quick to point out that billposting had a 
positive effect on the economy, both by helping 
landowners better utilize their property and by 


                                                 
8
 "Billboards on Private Property & Off-Site 


Advertising on City Property: An Assessment of City 
of San Jose Sign Ordinance Regulations," City of San 
Jose, p. 7. 
9
 Flad, p. 124. 


10
 Flad, p. 123. 


11
 Taylor and Chang, p. 50. 
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creating positive publicity for products and 
services.”12  
 


Despite the number of articles arguing for and 
against billboards on aesthetic, constitutional, 
and economic grounds, we are not aware of any 
studies that have been conducted which 
examine how billboards impact the area 
adjacent to them.  Nor have any studies of 
which we are aware been conducted which 
examine whether billboard restrictions in 
different cities impact economic prosperity.  A 
study conducted by Lilley III, DeFranco, and 
Buffalo of iMapData, Inc. entitled “The Outdoor 
Advertising Market and its Impact on Tampa 
Property Values” examined how billboards 
impacted the value of property in Tampa, 
Florida.13  However, the study only examined 
the value of the property on which the 
billboards were located and determined that 
their presence elevated the property value.  
This is not an unexpected conclusion as the 
billboards represent income to the property 
owner.  However the study did not attempt to 
assess whether those same billboards had any 
impact on the property values in the 
surrounding area. 
 
In their paper “Ghettoizing Outdoor 
Advertising: Disadvantage and Ad Panel Density 
in Black Neighborhoods”, Kwate and Lee 


                                                 
12


 Ibid, p. 53. 
13


 Lilley III, William, Laurence J. DeFranco, and 
Clarence W. Buffalo, “The Outdoor Advertising 
Market and its Impact on Tampa Property 
Values,”iMap Data Inc. July 24, 2001. 


examined how the quantity of outdoor 
advertising varies between neighborhoods 
which are predominantly black and 
predominantly white.14  Their research showed 
that “black neighborhoods have more total 
billboards…than white neighborhoods”15, 
however “income level was not significantly 
related to ad density after controlling for vacant 
lots.”16  More directly related to the discussion 
of billboards and economic prosperity, they 
concluded that “…the visual disorder caused by 
a high density of outdoor ads may reproduce 
inequality by marking neighborhoods as ‘the 
ghetto’ and reducing assessed value by 
residents and business owners.”17   


 
One reason for the paucity of studies on the 
issues of the economic impact of billboards on 
the surrounding area could be the difficulty in 
the valuation of open space.  In their article 
“The Economic Value of Open Space,” Fausold 
and Lilleholm comment: 
 
Like all natural ecosystems, open space provides a 
variety of functions that satisfy human needs. 
However, attempting to assign monetary values 
to these functions presents several challenges. 
First, open space typically provides several 
functions simultaneously. Second, different types 


                                                 
14


 Kwate, Naa Oyo A. and Tammy H. Lee, 
“Ghettoizing Outdoor Advertising: Disadvantage and 
Ad Panel Density in Black Neighborhoods,” Journal of 
Urban Health: Bulletin of the New York Academy of 
Medicine.  84(1): 2006. 
15


 Ibid, p. 21. 
16


 Ibid p. 27. 
17


 Ibid, p. 29. 
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of value are measured by different methodologies 
and expressed in different units.  Converting to a 
standard unit (such as dollars) involves subjective 
judgments and is not always feasible. Third, 
values are often not additive, and “double 
counting” is an ever-present problem. Finally, 
some would argue that it is morally wrong to try 
to value something that is by definition 
invaluable.  


 
At a minimum, they say, open space will always 
possess intangible values that are above and 
beyond any calculation of monetary values.18  
They do mention that “the most direct measure 
of the economic value of open space is its real 
estate market value”19 which suggests that the 
market value of the real estate could be a useful 
proxy for evaluating whether billboards impact 
adjacent home values.  A study examining home 
value and proximity to cell phone antenna towers 
demonstrated the effectiveness of using this 
approach to analyze home values in relation to 
the homes’ distance from a tower.20   
 
Using a similar methodology in evaluating 
billboards could provide useful indicators of the 
true economic benefits and costs to a community 
of such billboards in order to determine whether 


                                                 
18


 Fausold, Charles J. and Robert J. Lilieholm, “The 
Economic Value of Open Space," Landlines, 8(5): 
September 1996, p. 2 
19


 Ibid, p. 3 
20


 Bond, Sandy, “The Effect of Distance to Cell Phone 
Towers on House Prices in Florida,” Appraisal 
Journal, Fall 2007 


relevant regulation might be appropriate.  An 
examination of billboard controls between cities 
could also provide useful information in order for 
cities to make informed decisions as to which 
regulations (if any) to apply in order to provide 
the most benefit to their city. 
 


Findings 
 
Analytical Overview21 


This paper attempts to determine how 
billboards affect economic prosperity.  
Economic prosperity is a broad concept, and the 
paper analyzes several characteristics that can 
be easily measured and captured: median 
income, poverty rate, vacancy rate, and home 
values.  For the city of Philadelphia, this data is 
publicly available through the US Census, the 
University of Pennsylvania’s Cartographic 
Modeling Lab, and the City’s Recorder of Deeds 
Office.  Using ArcGIS and SPSS software, this 
paper marshals the data to answer the general 
question of how billboards affect economic 
prosperity. 


 


Question 1: What impact do billboards 
have on real estate prices in the City of 
Philadelphia? 
 


                                                 
21


 This section presents a brief examination of the 
analysis which follows.  For a more thorough review 
of the methodological considerations, please 
examine Appendix XX. 
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In Philadelphia, there is a statistically significant 
correlation between real estate value (as 
measured by sales price) and proximity to 
billboards.  Using 2010 sale price data, and 
taking into account adjacent amenities such as 
libraries and parks, residential real estate within 
500 feet of a billboard is $30,826 less valuable 
(p=.035) at the time of purchase,  according to 
the statistical model shown in Table 1 below, 


                                                 
22


 Multiple variables were tested in different 
combinations, most of which were found not to be 
statistically significant.  This model includes only 
statistically significant variables (p < .05). 
23


 A measure of how well the variable fits the model. 
24


 Denotes whether the variable is statistically 
significant.  Numbers less than .05 are statistically 
significant. 
25


 The unstandardized coefficient indicates the 
strength of a relationship between an independent 
variable (e.g. Livable Area) and a dependent variable 
(e.g. Sales Price).  Results are expressed as a change 
in the dependent variable per unit change of the 
independent variable. i.e., for each additional square 
foot of Livable Area, a property increase in value 
$89.40. 
26


 Standard error of the independent variable 
27


 The Standardized Coefficient or beta weight is the 
relative strength of each independent variable in the 
regression equation.  The larger the absolute value 
of the beta weight, the larger the influence of the 
independent variable. 
 


and further described in Appendix A.  According 
to the model, the amount of livable area is the 
most important factor in determining the price 
of a property.  For each additional SQ FT of 
livable area, there is an $89.34 increase in price.  
Similarly, properties located within 1,000 ft. of 
amenities (such as Bike Paths, Libraries, and 
Parks) are associated with a higher price.  
Properties purchased within 500 ft. of billboards 


have a decrease in sale price of $30,826 and the 
correlation is statistically significant (p ≤ .05).   
 


Question 2: What impact do billboards 
have on home values within census 
tracts in the city of Philadelphia? 
 
An analysis of Philadelphia census tracts and 
various economic prosperity indicators such as 
median income, percentage of vacant parcels, 
and population decrease do not reveal a 
correlation between billboards and economic 
prosperity.  However, the analysis reveals a 
correlation between billboard density and 
home value.   Billboards negatively impact 
home values.  For each additional billboard in a 
census tract, there is a $947 decrease in home 
value.  Considering that the mean number of 
billboards in a census tract is 4.8, the resulting 
decrease in value is $4,546 per house for homes 
in such districts when compared to the price of 


Statistical Model for the Price of Properties within 500 ft. of a Billboard 


Model
22


 


Unstandardized Coefficients 


Standardized 


Coefficients 


t
23


 Sig.
24


 B
25


 Std. Error
26


 Beta
27


 


1 (Constant) -4936882.57 315905.74  -15.628 .000 


Livable Area 89.34 .46 .820 195.084 .000 


Bike Path 1000 Ft 82254.61 11494.54 .030 7.156 .000 


Library 1000 Ft 120130.59 17703.46 .029 6.786 .000 


Park 1000 Ft 102946.99 11027.36 .040 9.336 .000 


Year Built 2510.88 162.52 .065 15.450 .000 


Billboard 500 Ft -30825.85 14634.00 -.009 -2.106 .035 


a. Dependent Variable: Sales Price 


Table 1 
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an equivalent home in a census tract without 
billboards.    
 
Each additional billboard further degrades 
home value, but the reason behind the 
depression in home values is a nuanced one.  Of 
course, billboards tend to be located along 
commercial corridors, yet our analysis shows 
that it is not the presence of the commercial 
corridor itself which has a negative impact on 
home values.  Indeed when the variable 
“Percent of commercial properties” was 
included in the regression model, it was found 
to be not statistically significant.  Thus, in this 
analysis, it is the billboard itself that has a 
depressing effect on the whole of the census 
tract. What this analysis cannot tell us is what 
characteristics of the billboard contribute to 
this problem.  Is it the pole, the billboard itself, 
the lights upon it, or the commercialization of 
the viewscape28 of local residents?  It is likely 
that it is all, or some combination, of these 
factors that leads to this impact, but such 
analysis is beyond the scope of this paper.  
 


Question 3: What impact do billboard 
regulations have on median income, 
poverty rates, and vacancy rates in 
different cities in the United States? 
 
The sign codes of 20 cities listed to the right in 
Table 2 were condensed into a series of yes or 
no questions indicating the presence of a 
regulation or restriction pertaining to 
billboards.  After all of the cities’ answers were 
tabulated, a cluster analysis was undertaken 
which divided the cities into those having higher 
restriction (labeled “strict” in the following 
charts) and those having fewer restrictions 
(labeled “not strict” in the following charts). 
 


                                                 
28


 Lise Burcher in the case study “Urban Character 
and Viewscape Assessment “ Isocarp Congress 2005 
define viewscape as “a visual connection that occurs 
between a person and the spatial arrangement of 
urban and landscape features.” 


These cities were divided into strict and not 
strict, and added as a variable to a chart listing 
median income, vacancy rates, and poverty 
rates.  The medians of these rates were 
compared for strict and not-strict cities as seen 
below in Figures 1, 2, and 3.  
 


 


 
 
 
Table 2 
 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


Philadelphia Jacksonville 


Indianapolis San Francisco 


Youngstown Austin 


Tampa bay Columbus 


Houston Fort Worth 


Phoenix Charlotte 


San Antonio Detroit 


Chicago El Paso 


San Diego Memphis 


San Jose Baltimore 
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Median Income 


The mean of the median income for strict control cities is higher than that for not-strict cities. 


 


 
 


 


Poverty Rate 


The mean poverty rate for cities with stricter sign controls is lower than for cities without strict sign 
controls. 


 


 
 
 


Figure 1         Billboard Control 
CpControl 


Figure 2        Billboard Control 
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Home Vacancy Rates 


The mean home vacancy rate is lower for strict sign control cities. 
 


 


 


Conclusion 


This paper provides an approach and findings in an attempt to quantify the effects of billboards on real 
estate values in Philadelphia, and multiple measures of prosperity in 20 cities across the United States.  
Across these multiple measures, billboards were found to have negative financial and economic impacts.  
In Philadelphia, there is a statistically significant correlation between real estate value (as measured by 
sales price) and proximity to billboards.  Properties located within 500 ft. of a billboard have a decreased 
real estate value of $30,826.  Additionally, homes located further than 500 ft. but within a census 
tract/community where billboards are present experience a decrease of $947 for every billboard in that 
census tract.  Income for strict sign control cities is higher than that for not-strict cities.  Furthermore, 
the home vacancy and poverty rates for strict control cities are lower.  Having strict sign controls does 
not negatively impact the economic prosperity of a city.    


About the Author:  


Jonathan Snyder is an urban planner from Philadelphia, Pennsylvania. He is a graduate of the   University 
of Pennsylvania, with a Master in City Planning degree and a concentration in Community and Economic 
Development.  He has worked to reform the process for obtaining accessory sign permits in 
Philadelphia. His research was generously support by a grant from the Samuel S. Fels Fund.  
 
 
 


 Figure 3         Billboard Control 
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Appendix 


In order to conduct an analysis of billboards and economic prosperity, three questions were considered: 
1. What impact do billboards have on real estate prices in the City of Philadelphia? 


2. What impact do billboards have on home values within census tracts in the City of 


Philadelphia? 


3. What impact do billboard regulations have on median income, poverty rates, and vacancy 


rates in different cities in the United States? 


These questions get to the heart of the issue on economic prosperity incorporating home values, real 
estate prices, median income, poverty, and vacancy rates.  These variables create a portrait of the 
economic status of a neighborhood.  In order to answer these questions, a number of analyses were 
undertaken using the available information from the University of Pennsylvania’s Cartographic Modeling 
Lab, the United States Census, and the Philadelphia Office of Property Assessment.  Information about 
billboard locations was obtained from a Geographic Information System (GIS) map supplied by Prof. Amy 
Hillier of the University of Pennsylvania, School of Design.  


Question 1: What impact do billboards have on real estate prices in the City of 
Philadelphia? 
 
In order to answer this question we obtained data from the Philadelphia Office of Property Assessment 
and geocoded the housing sale data for the year 2010 into a GIS shapefile using ArcMap from ESRI.  We 
chose 2010 data because it was the most recent.  Further, using multiple years exposes the data to the 
vagaries of the market.  By only using one year, we can limit the market price fluctuations and also 
eliminated the need to convert price data into constant 2011 dollars.  We combined this point data with 
the billboard locations provided by Prof. Amy Hillier and calculated distance from 2010 property sales to 
billboards and used that as a variable in our statistical model. 
 
OPA data included home values, however home values are not uniformly updated in Philadelphia and 
can prove to be unreliable.  Likewise information on the number of bathrooms, bedrooms, fireplaces, 
pools, and exterior condition are not available for every house.  Sales price, lot size, and livable area are 
present for every sale.   We did not use data for sales with less than 100 square feet (SF) of livable area 
as those properties could be vacant lots or in poor condition.  Similarly, we did not include properties 
whose sale prices were under $500.  Many times properties will sell between relatives for $1 and this 
skews the data as these properties can have significant value even though that price does not reflect it. 
After eliminating real estate under $500 and under 100 SF, we tried many variable combinations to 
derive a statistical model that explains property value including: neighborhood characteristics (census 
tract population 1990, 2000, 2010, and percent changes in population; median income; licenses and 
inspection violations; fires; arsons; and percent owner-occupied), real estate characteristics (lot size, 
livable area, and age), distance to amenities (parks, libraries, and schools); and distance to billboards.   
Using different combinations of variables, the statistical model which best explains the sales price is as 
follows: 
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Model Summary 


Model R R Square
29


 


Adjusted R 


Square 


Std. Error of the 


Estimate 


1 .826
a
 .683 .683 675184.969 


a. Predictors: (Constant), Billboard 500 Ft, Livable Area, Park 1000 Ft, Library 


1000 Ft, Year Built, Bike Path 1000 Ft 


 


 


Coefficients
a
 


Model 


Unstandardized Coefficients 


Standardized 


Coefficients 


t Sig. B Std. Error Beta 


1 (Constant) -4936882.574 315905.74  -15.628 .000 


Livable Area 89.34 .46 .820 195.084 .000 


Bike Path 1000 Ft 82254.61 11494.54 .030 7.156 .000 


Library 1000 Ft 120130.56 17703.46 .029 6.786 .000 


Park 1000 Ft 102946.99 11027.36 .040 9.336 .000 


Year Built 2510.88 162.52 .065 15.450 .000 


Billboard 500 Ft -30825.85 14634.00 -.009 -2.106 .035 


a. Dependent Variable: Sales Price 


 


Question 2: What impact do billboards have on home values within census tracts in 
the City of Philadelphia? 
 
Another way of examining how billboards impact economic prosperity is to examine how they affect 
home values.  Combining census tract data, along with Cartographic Modeling lab data, and billboard 
information allowed us to build a statistical model that effectively explains median home values in 
census tracts. 


                                                 
29


 The R Square is a measure of how well the statistical model explains predicts the dependent variable; it varies 


between 0 and 1.  The R square of .683 means that 68.3% of the property value can be explained by the independent 


variables. 
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Coefficients
a
 


Model 


Unstandardized Coefficients 


Standardized 


Coefficients 


t Sig. B Std. Error Beta 


1 (Constant) 82868.258 9755.310  8.495 .000 


Billboards per Tract -947.24 402.706 -.055 -2.352 .019 


% L&I Vilations 2005 85701.29 25769.992 .124 3.326 .001 


% PHA Owned 2007 -400493.10 144587.829 -.090 -2.770 .006 


Median Home Sale Price 2006 .138 .026 .178 5.369 .000 


% Water Shut-off 2007 -505543.69 153061.067 -.118 -3.303 .001 


% College Degree 2005-9 252775.73 18920.030 .442 13.360 .000 


Median Home Value 2000 .29 .044 .214 6.458 .000 


% Fed/State Owned 2007 1175955.48 261486.584 .109 4.497 .000 


% Population Change 53297.14 14705.008 .084 3.624 .000 


% African American 2005-9 -47591.10 11333.477 -.153 -4.199 .000 


% Asian 2005-9 -111195.66 36243.755 -.072 -3.068 .002 


% Hispanic 2005-9 -55228.04 18919.073 -.078 -2.919 .004 


a. Dependent Variable: Median Home Value 2005-9 


 


Question 3: What impact do billboard regulations have on median income, poverty 
rates, and vacancy rates in different cities in the United States? 
 
This last question looks beyond Philadelphia and required the assistance of a legal intern.  We examined 
the zoning codes of different cities across the United States.  We converted the answers to these 
regulatory questions into yes/no answers which we then input into SPSS Statistical software (see the 
table below).  We used cluster analysis to divide the cities into two clusters: those which regulate strictly 
and those which do not regulate strictly.  Using this as an independent variable we added in economic 
information for each city and graphed the results.   The graphing function allowed us to compare the 


Model Summary
b
 


Model R R Square Adjusted R 


Square 


Std. Error of the Estimate 


1 .920
a
 .847 .841 45651.456 


a. Predictors: (Constant), % Hispanic 2005-9, % Asian 2005-9, Billboards per Tract, % Fed/State Owned 2007, Median Home 


Sale Price 2006, % Population Change, % PHA Owned 2007, % Water Shut-off 2007, % College Degree 2005-9, Median Home 


Value 2000, % African American 2005-9, % L&I Vilations 2005 


b. Dependent Variable: Median Home Value 2005-9 
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median of the median incomes of strict control cities and not-strict control cities.  We then employed 
this method to evaluate the median of the poverty rates and the vacancy rates between the two 
classifications of cities.  The following column headings refer specifically to sign regulations; i.e. 
“Distance Between Signs” means: does the city require a certain distance between billboards. 


 


City 
 


Distance 
from 
Prohibited 
Areas 
 


Distance 
from 
Highways 
 


Distance 
Between 
Signs 
 


Distance 
from 
Residential 
 


Regulate 
Flashing 
Signs 
 


Regulate 
Animated 
 


Regulate 
Revolving 
 


Philadelphia Yes No Yes Yes No No Yes 
Indianapolis Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 


Youngstown Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Tampa bay Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes Yes 


Houston No No Yes Yes No No No 
Phoenix Yes No Yes Yes No Yes No 
San Antonio Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Chicago Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No No 
San Diego Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
San Jose Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Jacksonville Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 


San Francisco Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Austin Yes No No No Yes No No 
Columbus Yes No Yes Yes No No Yes 


Fort Worth Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Charlotte Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Detroit Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes No 
El Paso Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Memphis No No Yes Yes No Yes Yes 
Baltimore No No Yes No No Yes Yes 
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City Regulate 
Changeable 
Message 


Regulate 
Lighting 


Regulate 
Landscaping 


Regulate 
Maintenance 


Regulate 
Traffic 


Ban 
Off-
Premise 
Signage 
 


Ban 
Electronic 
Billboard 


Regulate 
Size 


Philadelphia No Yes No No No No No No 


Indianapolis Yes Yes No No Yes No No Yes 


Youngstown Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No No Yes 


Tampa bay Yes Yes Yes No Yes Yes No Yes 


Houston No Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 


Phoenix No Yes Yes No Yes No No Yes 


San Antonio Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 


Chicago Yes Yes No No Yes No No Yes 


San Diego Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 


San Jose Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 


Jacksonville Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
San Francisco Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 


Austin no Yes No No Yes Yes Yes Yes 


Columbus Yes Yes No No No No No Yes 


Fort Worth Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 


Charlotte Yes Yes No No Yes No No Yes 


Detroit Yes Yes Yes No No No No Yes 


El Paso Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 


Memphis No Yes No Yes Yes No No Yes 


Baltimore No No No No Yes Yes Yes No 
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Introduction 

 
This paper seeks to answer the question of how 
billboards affect the economic prosperity of 
their surrounding areas.  By combining US 
Census data, local home price data, and zoning 
code data with geographic information system 
(GIS) and statistical analysis tools, one can 
examine the complex interplay between 
billboards and economic prosperity.  After a 
brief examination of the history of billboards 
and billboard regulation and a review of the 
available literature, this paper will analyze three 
fundamental questions: 
 

1. What impact do billboards have on real 
estate prices in the City of Philadelphia? 

2. What impact do billboards have on 
home value within census tracts in the 
City of Philadelphia? 

3. What impact do billboard regulations 
have on median income, poverty rates, 
and vacancy rates in different cities in 
the United States? 

 
Philadelphia was selected for this research for 
several reasons.  It is large enough to make a 
careful examination of the interplay between 
billboards and real estate prices.  Further, it has 
elements of both weak and strong market cities 
in that it has an affluent residential downtown 
area with significant purchasing power1, but as 
a whole the city has a lower median income 
compared to the national average.2  Lastly, 
Philadelphia has a zoning code that caps 
billboards and attempts to decrease their 
number through attrition, but it also has a 
history of allowing billboard companies to 
bypass the restrictions within the zoning code.3  

                                                 
1
 $74,317 household income according to the Center 

City District’s November 2010 retail report. 
2
 US median household income is $51,425 according 

to US Census 2005-9 estimates, Philadelphia median 
household income is $36,669. 
3
 The passage of Bill 100720 creates a signage district 

in Center City. 

In short, Philadelphia presents a good case 
study for this analysis as it embodies the 
different arguments and tools of the debate 
while containing both strong and weak market 
characteristics.  Additionally, because of 
research conducted at the University of 
Pennsylvania, the locations of all billboards are 
known, thus allowing much of the spatial 
analysis to occur. 

Literature Review 
 
A review of available literature reveals a dearth 
of information on the economic impact of 
outdoor advertising billboards on the 
surrounding community.  A number of articles 
have focused on the economic benefit to 
businesses, and one study examined how 
billboards affect the values of the property on 
which they reside, but we found no studies that 
examined how billboards affect the surrounding 
area.  Further, we found no studies that have 
been conducted which examine the relationship 
between billboard controls and the economic 
condition of cities within the United States.  
 
The argument against outdoor advertising 
which appears most often focuses on 
billboards’ adverse visual and aesthetic impact 
on the surrounding community.  Harvey K. Flad, 
emeritus professor of geography at Vassar 
College, comments on the “visual pollution” 



2 

 

created by billboards4 and how they “desecrate 
the landscape.”5  Similarly, Charles R. Taylor, 
professor of marketing and Weih Chang of 
Villanova University describe how the public 
and law makers responded to the growth of 
outdoor advertising with legislation designed to 
curtail it.6  

An article in the Journal of Law and Politics 
made the comment that “…the American public 
has consistently found outdoor advertising to 
be intrusive, ugly, crassly commercial, and a 
taint on nature.  The story of billboards in 
America is thus characterized by an ongoing 
struggle between an expanding industry and a 
resistant public.”7   

 
The arguments against billboards traditionally 
have followed this aesthetic narrative with 
varying degrees of success in terms of 
restricting the proliferation of billboards.  In its 
assessment of its billboard regulations, the City 
of San Jose notes that “Signs play a significant 
role in the visual environment of a city in that 
they are prominent structures that are typically, 
and deliberately, highly visible in the public 

                                                 
4
 Flad, Harvey K,  "Country Clutter: Visual Pollution 

and the Rural Roadscape," Annals of the American 
Academy of Political and Social Science, 533: 
September 1997, pp. 124-125. 
5
 Ibid, p. 123. 

6
 Taylor, Charles R. and Weih Chang, "The History of 

Outdoor Advertising Regulation in the United 
States," Journal of Macromarketing, 15(47): 1995, 
pp. 48. 
7
 “Note: Judging the Aesthetics of Billboards," 

Journal of Law and Politics, 23: 2007, pp. 173. 

realm.  Billboards are more prominent than 
most other signs due to their size and height.”8  
Flad goes further in stating that “they 
[billboards] actively seek the eye and tend to 
dominate the visual field.”9   
 
From their first appearance in the late 19th 
Century through today, billboards have met 
resistance on aesthetic grounds.  However, the 
arguments against billboards often did not 
discuss their impact on the surrounding area.  
Some anti-billboard writers do discuss the 
economic impact of billboards but do not find 
the argument compelling.  For example Flad 
comments that “…they [billboards] also do not 
perform an effective function.  They simply 
encourage consumption.”10  Other researchers 
such as Taylor and Chang, in referencing a 
previous study, note that “…billboards had 
critics long before the turn of the century.  
While public opinion and legislation managed to 
curb some of the most blatant abuses, outdoor 
advertising was such a valuable and economical 

medium for many advertisers that it was 
difficult to control (Wood 1958).”11  They 
further comment that “the [billboard] industry 
was quick to point out that billposting had a 
positive effect on the economy, both by helping 
landowners better utilize their property and by 

                                                 
8
 "Billboards on Private Property & Off-Site 

Advertising on City Property: An Assessment of City 
of San Jose Sign Ordinance Regulations," City of San 
Jose, p. 7. 
9
 Flad, p. 124. 

10
 Flad, p. 123. 

11
 Taylor and Chang, p. 50. 
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creating positive publicity for products and 
services.”12  
 

Despite the number of articles arguing for and 
against billboards on aesthetic, constitutional, 
and economic grounds, we are not aware of any 
studies that have been conducted which 
examine how billboards impact the area 
adjacent to them.  Nor have any studies of 
which we are aware been conducted which 
examine whether billboard restrictions in 
different cities impact economic prosperity.  A 
study conducted by Lilley III, DeFranco, and 
Buffalo of iMapData, Inc. entitled “The Outdoor 
Advertising Market and its Impact on Tampa 
Property Values” examined how billboards 
impacted the value of property in Tampa, 
Florida.13  However, the study only examined 
the value of the property on which the 
billboards were located and determined that 
their presence elevated the property value.  
This is not an unexpected conclusion as the 
billboards represent income to the property 
owner.  However the study did not attempt to 
assess whether those same billboards had any 
impact on the property values in the 
surrounding area. 
 
In their paper “Ghettoizing Outdoor 
Advertising: Disadvantage and Ad Panel Density 
in Black Neighborhoods”, Kwate and Lee 

                                                 
12

 Ibid, p. 53. 
13

 Lilley III, William, Laurence J. DeFranco, and 
Clarence W. Buffalo, “The Outdoor Advertising 
Market and its Impact on Tampa Property 
Values,”iMap Data Inc. July 24, 2001. 

examined how the quantity of outdoor 
advertising varies between neighborhoods 
which are predominantly black and 
predominantly white.14  Their research showed 
that “black neighborhoods have more total 
billboards…than white neighborhoods”15, 
however “income level was not significantly 
related to ad density after controlling for vacant 
lots.”16  More directly related to the discussion 
of billboards and economic prosperity, they 
concluded that “…the visual disorder caused by 
a high density of outdoor ads may reproduce 
inequality by marking neighborhoods as ‘the 
ghetto’ and reducing assessed value by 
residents and business owners.”17   

 
One reason for the paucity of studies on the 
issues of the economic impact of billboards on 
the surrounding area could be the difficulty in 
the valuation of open space.  In their article 
“The Economic Value of Open Space,” Fausold 
and Lilleholm comment: 
 
Like all natural ecosystems, open space provides a 
variety of functions that satisfy human needs. 
However, attempting to assign monetary values 
to these functions presents several challenges. 
First, open space typically provides several 
functions simultaneously. Second, different types 

                                                 
14

 Kwate, Naa Oyo A. and Tammy H. Lee, 
“Ghettoizing Outdoor Advertising: Disadvantage and 
Ad Panel Density in Black Neighborhoods,” Journal of 
Urban Health: Bulletin of the New York Academy of 
Medicine.  84(1): 2006. 
15

 Ibid, p. 21. 
16

 Ibid p. 27. 
17

 Ibid, p. 29. 
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of value are measured by different methodologies 
and expressed in different units.  Converting to a 
standard unit (such as dollars) involves subjective 
judgments and is not always feasible. Third, 
values are often not additive, and “double 
counting” is an ever-present problem. Finally, 
some would argue that it is morally wrong to try 
to value something that is by definition 
invaluable.  

 
At a minimum, they say, open space will always 
possess intangible values that are above and 
beyond any calculation of monetary values.18  
They do mention that “the most direct measure 
of the economic value of open space is its real 
estate market value”19 which suggests that the 
market value of the real estate could be a useful 
proxy for evaluating whether billboards impact 
adjacent home values.  A study examining home 
value and proximity to cell phone antenna towers 
demonstrated the effectiveness of using this 
approach to analyze home values in relation to 
the homes’ distance from a tower.20   
 
Using a similar methodology in evaluating 
billboards could provide useful indicators of the 
true economic benefits and costs to a community 
of such billboards in order to determine whether 

                                                 
18

 Fausold, Charles J. and Robert J. Lilieholm, “The 
Economic Value of Open Space," Landlines, 8(5): 
September 1996, p. 2 
19

 Ibid, p. 3 
20

 Bond, Sandy, “The Effect of Distance to Cell Phone 
Towers on House Prices in Florida,” Appraisal 
Journal, Fall 2007 

relevant regulation might be appropriate.  An 
examination of billboard controls between cities 
could also provide useful information in order for 
cities to make informed decisions as to which 
regulations (if any) to apply in order to provide 
the most benefit to their city. 
 

Findings 
 
Analytical Overview21 

This paper attempts to determine how 
billboards affect economic prosperity.  
Economic prosperity is a broad concept, and the 
paper analyzes several characteristics that can 
be easily measured and captured: median 
income, poverty rate, vacancy rate, and home 
values.  For the city of Philadelphia, this data is 
publicly available through the US Census, the 
University of Pennsylvania’s Cartographic 
Modeling Lab, and the City’s Recorder of Deeds 
Office.  Using ArcGIS and SPSS software, this 
paper marshals the data to answer the general 
question of how billboards affect economic 
prosperity. 

 

Question 1: What impact do billboards 
have on real estate prices in the City of 
Philadelphia? 
 

                                                 
21

 This section presents a brief examination of the 
analysis which follows.  For a more thorough review 
of the methodological considerations, please 
examine Appendix XX. 
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In Philadelphia, there is a statistically significant 
correlation between real estate value (as 
measured by sales price) and proximity to 
billboards.  Using 2010 sale price data, and 
taking into account adjacent amenities such as 
libraries and parks, residential real estate within 
500 feet of a billboard is $30,826 less valuable 
(p=.035) at the time of purchase,  according to 
the statistical model shown in Table 1 below, 

                                                 
22

 Multiple variables were tested in different 
combinations, most of which were found not to be 
statistically significant.  This model includes only 
statistically significant variables (p < .05). 
23

 A measure of how well the variable fits the model. 
24

 Denotes whether the variable is statistically 
significant.  Numbers less than .05 are statistically 
significant. 
25

 The unstandardized coefficient indicates the 
strength of a relationship between an independent 
variable (e.g. Livable Area) and a dependent variable 
(e.g. Sales Price).  Results are expressed as a change 
in the dependent variable per unit change of the 
independent variable. i.e., for each additional square 
foot of Livable Area, a property increase in value 
$89.40. 
26

 Standard error of the independent variable 
27

 The Standardized Coefficient or beta weight is the 
relative strength of each independent variable in the 
regression equation.  The larger the absolute value 
of the beta weight, the larger the influence of the 
independent variable. 
 

and further described in Appendix A.  According 
to the model, the amount of livable area is the 
most important factor in determining the price 
of a property.  For each additional SQ FT of 
livable area, there is an $89.34 increase in price.  
Similarly, properties located within 1,000 ft. of 
amenities (such as Bike Paths, Libraries, and 
Parks) are associated with a higher price.  
Properties purchased within 500 ft. of billboards 

have a decrease in sale price of $30,826 and the 
correlation is statistically significant (p ≤ .05).   
 

Question 2: What impact do billboards 
have on home values within census 
tracts in the city of Philadelphia? 
 
An analysis of Philadelphia census tracts and 
various economic prosperity indicators such as 
median income, percentage of vacant parcels, 
and population decrease do not reveal a 
correlation between billboards and economic 
prosperity.  However, the analysis reveals a 
correlation between billboard density and 
home value.   Billboards negatively impact 
home values.  For each additional billboard in a 
census tract, there is a $947 decrease in home 
value.  Considering that the mean number of 
billboards in a census tract is 4.8, the resulting 
decrease in value is $4,546 per house for homes 
in such districts when compared to the price of 

Statistical Model for the Price of Properties within 500 ft. of a Billboard 

Model22 

Unstandardized Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t23 Sig.24 B25 Std. Error26 Beta27 

1 (Constant) -4936882.57 315905.74  -15.628 .000 

Livable Area 89.34 .46 .820 195.084 .000 

Bike Path 1000 Ft 82254.61 11494.54 .030 7.156 .000 

Library 1000 Ft 120130.59 17703.46 .029 6.786 .000 

Park 1000 Ft 102946.99 11027.36 .040 9.336 .000 

Year Built 2510.88 162.52 .065 15.450 .000 

Billboard 500 Ft -30825.85 14634.00 -.009 -2.106 .035 

a. Dependent Variable: Sales Price 
Table 1 
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an equivalent home in a census tract without 
billboards.    
 
Each additional billboard further degrades 
home value, but the reason behind the 
depression in home values is a nuanced one.  Of 
course, billboards tend to be located along 
commercial corridors, yet our analysis shows 
that it is not the presence of the commercial 
corridor itself which has a negative impact on 
home values.  Indeed when the variable 
“Percent of commercial properties” was 
included in the regression model, it was found 
to be not statistically significant.  Thus, in this 
analysis, it is the billboard itself that has a 
depressing effect on the whole of the census 
tract. What this analysis cannot tell us is what 
characteristics of the billboard contribute to 
this problem.  Is it the pole, the billboard itself, 
the lights upon it, or the commercialization of 
the viewscape28 of local residents?  It is likely 
that it is all, or some combination, of these 
factors that leads to this impact, but such 
analysis is beyond the scope of this paper.  
 

Question 3: What impact do billboard 
regulations have on median income, 
poverty rates, and vacancy rates in 
different cities in the United States? 
 
The sign codes of 20 cities listed to the right in 
Table 2 were condensed into a series of yes or 
no questions indicating the presence of a 
regulation or restriction pertaining to 
billboards.  After all of the cities’ answers were 
tabulated, a cluster analysis was undertaken 
which divided the cities into those having higher 
restriction (labeled “strict” in the following 
charts) and those having fewer restrictions 
(labeled “not strict” in the following charts). 
 

                                                 
28

 Lise Burcher in the case study “Urban Character 
and Viewscape Assessment “ Isocarp Congress 2005 
define viewscape as “a visual connection that occurs 
between a person and the spatial arrangement of 
urban and landscape features.” 

These cities were divided into strict and not 
strict, and added as a variable to a chart listing 
median income, vacancy rates, and poverty 
rates.  The medians of these rates were 
compared for strict and not-strict cities as seen 
below in Figures 1, 2, and 3.  
 

 

 
 
 
Table 2 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Philadelphia Jacksonville 

Indianapolis San Francisco 

Youngstown Austin 

Tampa bay Columbus 

Houston Fort Worth 

Phoenix Charlotte 

San Antonio Detroit 

Chicago El Paso 

San Diego Memphis 

San Jose Baltimore 
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Median Income 

The mean of the median income for strict control cities is higher than that for not-strict cities. 

 

 
 

 

Poverty Rate 

The mean poverty rate for cities with stricter sign controls is lower than for cities without strict sign 
controls. 

 

 
 
 

Figure 1         Billboard Control 
CpControl 

Figure 2        Billboard Control 
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Home Vacancy Rates 

The mean home vacancy rate is lower for strict sign control cities. 
 

 

 

Conclusion 

This paper provides an approach and findings in an attempt to quantify the effects of billboards on real 
estate values in Philadelphia, and multiple measures of prosperity in 20 cities across the United States.  
Across these multiple measures, billboards were found to have negative financial and economic impacts.  
In Philadelphia, there is a statistically significant correlation between real estate value (as measured by 
sales price) and proximity to billboards.  Properties located within 500 ft. of a billboard have a decreased 
real estate value of $30,826.  Additionally, homes located further than 500 ft. but within a census 
tract/community where billboards are present experience a decrease of $947 for every billboard in that 
census tract.  Income for strict sign control cities is higher than that for not-strict cities.  Furthermore, 
the home vacancy and poverty rates for strict control cities are lower.  Having strict sign controls does 
not negatively impact the economic prosperity of a city.    

About the Author:  

Jonathan Snyder is an urban planner from Philadelphia, Pennsylvania. He is a graduate of the   University 
of Pennsylvania, with a Master in City Planning degree and a concentration in Community and Economic 
Development.  He has worked to reform the process for obtaining accessory sign permits in 
Philadelphia. His research was generously support by a grant from the Samuel S. Fels Fund.  
 
 
 

 Figure 3         Billboard Control 
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Appendix 

In order to conduct an analysis of billboards and economic prosperity, three questions were considered: 
1. What impact do billboards have on real estate prices in the City of Philadelphia? 

2. What impact do billboards have on home values within census tracts in the City of 

Philadelphia? 

3. What impact do billboard regulations have on median income, poverty rates, and vacancy 

rates in different cities in the United States? 

These questions get to the heart of the issue on economic prosperity incorporating home values, real 
estate prices, median income, poverty, and vacancy rates.  These variables create a portrait of the 
economic status of a neighborhood.  In order to answer these questions, a number of analyses were 
undertaken using the available information from the University of Pennsylvania’s Cartographic Modeling 
Lab, the United States Census, and the Philadelphia Office of Property Assessment.  Information about 
billboard locations was obtained from a Geographic Information System (GIS) map supplied by Prof. Amy 
Hillier of the University of Pennsylvania, School of Design.  

Question 1: What impact do billboards have on real estate prices in the City of 
Philadelphia? 
 
In order to answer this question we obtained data from the Philadelphia Office of Property Assessment 
and geocoded the housing sale data for the year 2010 into a GIS shapefile using ArcMap from ESRI.  We 
chose 2010 data because it was the most recent.  Further, using multiple years exposes the data to the 
vagaries of the market.  By only using one year, we can limit the market price fluctuations and also 
eliminated the need to convert price data into constant 2011 dollars.  We combined this point data with 
the billboard locations provided by Prof. Amy Hillier and calculated distance from 2010 property sales to 
billboards and used that as a variable in our statistical model. 
 
OPA data included home values, however home values are not uniformly updated in Philadelphia and 
can prove to be unreliable.  Likewise information on the number of bathrooms, bedrooms, fireplaces, 
pools, and exterior condition are not available for every house.  Sales price, lot size, and livable area are 
present for every sale.   We did not use data for sales with less than 100 square feet (SF) of livable area 
as those properties could be vacant lots or in poor condition.  Similarly, we did not include properties 
whose sale prices were under $500.  Many times properties will sell between relatives for $1 and this 
skews the data as these properties can have significant value even though that price does not reflect it. 
After eliminating real estate under $500 and under 100 SF, we tried many variable combinations to 
derive a statistical model that explains property value including: neighborhood characteristics (census 
tract population 1990, 2000, 2010, and percent changes in population; median income; licenses and 
inspection violations; fires; arsons; and percent owner-occupied), real estate characteristics (lot size, 
livable area, and age), distance to amenities (parks, libraries, and schools); and distance to billboards.   
Using different combinations of variables, the statistical model which best explains the sales price is as 
follows: 
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Model Summary 

Model R R Square
29

 

Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of the 

Estimate 

1 .826
a
 .683 .683 675184.969 

a. Predictors: (Constant), Billboard 500 Ft, Livable Area, Park 1000 Ft, Library 

1000 Ft, Year Built, Bike Path 1000 Ft 

 

 

Coefficients
a
 

Model 

Unstandardized Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. B Std. Error Beta 

1 (Constant) -4936882.574 315905.74  -15.628 .000 

Livable Area 89.34 .46 .820 195.084 .000 

Bike Path 1000 Ft 82254.61 11494.54 .030 7.156 .000 

Library 1000 Ft 120130.56 17703.46 .029 6.786 .000 

Park 1000 Ft 102946.99 11027.36 .040 9.336 .000 

Year Built 2510.88 162.52 .065 15.450 .000 

Billboard 500 Ft -30825.85 14634.00 -.009 -2.106 .035 

a. Dependent Variable: Sales Price 

 

Question 2: What impact do billboards have on home values within census tracts in 
the City of Philadelphia? 
 
Another way of examining how billboards impact economic prosperity is to examine how they affect 
home values.  Combining census tract data, along with Cartographic Modeling lab data, and billboard 
information allowed us to build a statistical model that effectively explains median home values in 
census tracts. 

                                                 
29

 The R Square is a measure of how well the statistical model explains predicts the dependent variable; it varies 

between 0 and 1.  The R square of .683 means that 68.3% of the property value can be explained by the independent 

variables. 
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Coefficients
a
 

Model 

Unstandardized Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. B Std. Error Beta 

1 (Constant) 82868.258 9755.310  8.495 .000 

Billboards per Tract -947.24 402.706 -.055 -2.352 .019 

% L&I Vilations 2005 85701.29 25769.992 .124 3.326 .001 

% PHA Owned 2007 -400493.10 144587.829 -.090 -2.770 .006 

Median Home Sale Price 2006 .138 .026 .178 5.369 .000 

% Water Shut-off 2007 -505543.69 153061.067 -.118 -3.303 .001 

% College Degree 2005-9 252775.73 18920.030 .442 13.360 .000 

Median Home Value 2000 .29 .044 .214 6.458 .000 

% Fed/State Owned 2007 1175955.48 261486.584 .109 4.497 .000 

% Population Change 53297.14 14705.008 .084 3.624 .000 

% African American 2005-9 -47591.10 11333.477 -.153 -4.199 .000 

% Asian 2005-9 -111195.66 36243.755 -.072 -3.068 .002 

% Hispanic 2005-9 -55228.04 18919.073 -.078 -2.919 .004 

a. Dependent Variable: Median Home Value 2005-9 

 

Question 3: What impact do billboard regulations have on median income, poverty 
rates, and vacancy rates in different cities in the United States? 
 
This last question looks beyond Philadelphia and required the assistance of a legal intern.  We examined 
the zoning codes of different cities across the United States.  We converted the answers to these 
regulatory questions into yes/no answers which we then input into SPSS Statistical software (see the 
table below).  We used cluster analysis to divide the cities into two clusters: those which regulate strictly 
and those which do not regulate strictly.  Using this as an independent variable we added in economic 
information for each city and graphed the results.   The graphing function allowed us to compare the 

Model Summary
b
 

Model R R Square Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of the Estimate 

1 .920
a
 .847 .841 45651.456 

a. Predictors: (Constant), % Hispanic 2005-9, % Asian 2005-9, Billboards per Tract, % Fed/State Owned 2007, Median Home 

Sale Price 2006, % Population Change, % PHA Owned 2007, % Water Shut-off 2007, % College Degree 2005-9, Median Home 

Value 2000, % African American 2005-9, % L&I Vilations 2005 

b. Dependent Variable: Median Home Value 2005-9 

 

 



14 

 

median of the median incomes of strict control cities and not-strict control cities.  We then employed 
this method to evaluate the median of the poverty rates and the vacancy rates between the two 
classifications of cities.  The following column headings refer specifically to sign regulations; i.e. 
“Distance Between Signs” means: does the city require a certain distance between billboards. 

 

City 
 

Distance 
from 
Prohibited 
Areas 
 

Distance 
from 
Highways 
 

Distance 
Between 
Signs 
 

Distance 
from 
Residential 
 

Regulate 
Flashing 
Signs 
 

Regulate 
Animated 
 

Regulate 
Revolving 
 

Philadelphia Yes No Yes Yes No No Yes 
Indianapolis Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Youngstown Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Tampa bay Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes Yes 

Houston No No Yes Yes No No No 
Phoenix Yes No Yes Yes No Yes No 
San Antonio Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Chicago Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No No 
San Diego Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
San Jose Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Jacksonville Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

San Francisco Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Austin Yes No No No Yes No No 
Columbus Yes No Yes Yes No No Yes 

Fort Worth Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Charlotte Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Detroit Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes No 
El Paso Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Memphis No No Yes Yes No Yes Yes 
Baltimore No No Yes No No Yes Yes 
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City Regulate 
Changeable 
Message 

Regulate 
Lighting 

Regulate 
Landscaping 

Regulate 
Maintenance 

Regulate 
Traffic 

Ban 
Off-
Premise 
Signage 
 

Ban 
Electronic 
Billboard 

Regulate 
Size 

Philadelphia No Yes No No No No No No 

Indianapolis Yes Yes No No Yes No No Yes 

Youngstown Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No No Yes 

Tampa bay Yes Yes Yes No Yes Yes No Yes 

Houston No Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Phoenix No Yes Yes No Yes No No Yes 

San Antonio Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Chicago Yes Yes No No Yes No No Yes 

San Diego Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

San Jose Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Jacksonville Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
San Francisco Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Austin no Yes No No Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Columbus Yes Yes No No No No No Yes 

Fort Worth Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Charlotte Yes Yes No No Yes No No Yes 

Detroit Yes Yes Yes No No No No Yes 

El Paso Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Memphis No Yes No Yes Yes No No Yes 

Baltimore No No No No Yes Yes Yes No 
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From: jeanbob06@comcast.net
To: Laura Terway
Subject: Sign Code
Date: Tuesday, December 10, 2013 3:13:33 PM

Hello Laura; that was a very good and informative meeting last night. We probably
 could have gone on for five hours! Following are my thoughts on the "Split issues
 without recommendation" that we couldn't get to:
   Signs on fencing.
      Small signs should be permitted to allow notice of no smoking, private parking, no
 trespassing, etc. They should not be more than four square feet.
   Parked vehicles.
      A vehicle with signage should not be allowed to park in the public right of way for
 more than 12 hours and three consecutive days.
   Signs inside of windows.
      Signs should not obstruct more than 50% of the window area.
                                                                                   Bob La Salle

mailto:jeanbob06@comcast.net
mailto:lterway@ci.oregon-city.or.us


 

Sign Code Update Community Advisory Team Meeting #4
Monday, December 9, 2013 (5pm to 8pm)

(Oregon City Planning Division, 221 Molalla Avenue, Oregon City, 2nd floor conference room)
 

From: Bob Cochran
To: Laura Terway
Subject: RE: Oregon City Sign Code Community Advisory Team Meeting #4 - December 9, 2013
Date: Monday, December 09, 2013 2:39:19 PM

Laura:  I have evey intention of being at the CAT meeting tonight.  However, I was called at 12:30 this morning with broken sprinkler
 line (from the freeze) in our Library.   We are currently sorting through about 2,000 soak books.  I am operating on 2 hours of sleep and
 doubt I could make it through the CAT.
 
That said, i as still supporting a Electronic message  board for the college's entrances (two) with eight second maximum message time.  I
 will attend future meetings (unless more lines break).
 
Thanks so much
 
Bob Cochran
Dean of Campus Services
Clackamas Community College
 

From: Laura Terway [lterway@ci.oregon-city.or.us]
Sent: Tuesday, December 03, 2013 1:39 PM
To: zhenkin9000@gmail.com; dwinand@pmar.org; guttmcg@msn.com; emahoney240@msn.com;
 tom.geil@rocketmail.com; pespe@ci.oswego.or.us; ckidwell@leebarc.com; edmica3@yahoo.com;
 mike.k.mitchell@gmail.com; tom.obrien4@comcast.net; pastor@catalystcc.org;
 comprehensivetx@aol.com; maizeemae@aol.com; lavenderhillcottageoc@gmail.com;
 retrorevivaloc@gmail.com; lindaxoxo@molalla.net; scarpenter@bctonline.com;
 sean@nebbiolowinebar.com; levi.manselle@clackamasfcu.org; jill@nvboutique.co;
 jerry.herrman@birdlink.net; shirleyanne4557@yahoo.com; info@christmasatthezoo.com;
 jessebuss@gmail.com; gordon@gkwphoto.com; blues_rae@msn.com; kimberlywalch@yahoo.com;
 christinehermann@clearchannel.com; danieldhruva@clearchannel.com; Bob Cochran;
 brian.martin@greshamoregon.gov; maraleesdance@live.com; zksc7@yahoo.com;
 sandiburley@clearchannel.com; oregoncityicehouse@hotmail.com; AmyD1122@Gmail.com;
 kayp@clackamas.us
Subject: Oregon City Sign Code Community Advisory Team Meeting #4 - December 9, 2013

Good Afternoon,
The last Community Advisory Team Meeting for the Oregon City
 Sign Code Update is scheduled for Monday, December 9, 2013
 from 5pm to 8pm at the Planning Division Office (221 Molalla

 Avenue, 2nd floor conference room).  The meeting is open to the
 public, hope to see you there!
 
The meeting agenda and project materials can be found at
 http://www.ocsigncode.org/project-documents/.  If you have
 any questions in advance of the meeting, please feel free to
 contact me at (503) 496-1553.  Thank you
 
 

 

 
 

mailto:bobc@clackamas.edu
mailto:lterway@ci.oregon-city.or.us
http://www.ocsigncode.org/project-documents/


 
 
 
www.OCSignCode.org
 

Laura Terway, AICP
Planner
Planning Division
PO Box 3040 
221 Molalla Avenue, Suite 200
Oregon City, Oregon 97045
Please note the Planning Division is available
 from 7:30am - 6:00pm Monday - Thursday
 and by appointment on Friday.
Phone: 503.496.1553 
Fax: 503.722.3880
lterway@orcity.org

 
Need an answer? Did you know that our website can help you 24-hours a day, 7-days a week? Online, you have access to
 permit forms, applications, handouts, inspection results, codebooks, info on permits applied for since 2002, inspection
 information, application checklists, and much more at www.orcity.org.  Quickly and easily print a report of your property
 with a Property Zoning Report or view our interactive mapping at OCWebMaps.  Let's work together to improve our
 transportation system.  Provide your input at www.OCTransportationPlan.org.

 

ü Please consider the environment before printing
PUBLIC RECORDS LAW DISCLOSURE: This e-mail is subject to the State Retention Schedule and may be made available to the public.

 

http://www.ocsigncode.org/
mailto:lterway@orcity.org
http://www.orcity.org/
http://maps.orcity.org/imf/ext/viewPropertyReport/viewPropertyReport_Search.jsp
http://maps.orcity.org/imf/sites/OCWebMaps/jsp/launch.jsp?popup_blocked=true
https://owa.clackamas.edu/owa/UrlBlockedError.aspx


From: BURLEY, SANDI
To: Laura Terway
Subject: Comments on CAT Recommendation and Sign Code Language
Date: Friday, December 06, 2013 4:39:42 PM
Attachments: image001.png

Oregon City Billboard Districts Draft Code Language_December 6, 2013.pdf

Laura,
 
I’m looking forward to 4th CAT meeting on Monday evening.  I reviewed the materials for Monday’s
 meeting and have some questions related to the CAT Recommendation: Draft Consensus, Majority and
 Split Summary Issues for Electronic Message Centers (EMCs).   On pp. 3 and 4 of the CAT
 Recommendation, the Majority and Minority opinion for EMCs are described.  The Majority Opinion
 states that electronic message centers and internally lit signs should be allowed with conditional use
 approval.  Although the requirement that EMCs be subject to conditional use review is consistent with
 the majority of open house and CAT survey respondents, I propose that the conditional use requirement
 be added to the discussion points that may lead to further refinement at Monday’s meeting because
 there was a considerable amount of discussion and disagreement among CAT members at the last CAT
 meeting regarding conditional use review for EMCs.
 
I request that the bullet point stating that “Change no more than 8 seconds” be included as part of the
 Majority Opinion for EMCs because this response received more votes than any other option on both
 the open house and CAT surveys.   In addition, regarding the bullet point for the lumosity standard, I
 recommend that the CAT discuss a lower limit of 0.3 foot candles of ambient light when measured at an
 appropriate distance, the standard for EMCs recommended by the International Sign Association.      
 
I have also attached proposed sign code language related to the creation of billboard sign districts.     
 
Enjoy the weekend!
 
Sandi
  

  

 
Christine Hermann
VP, Real Estate and Public Affairs Manager

715 NE Everett
Portland, OR 97232

O 503.736.2258
M 503.232.3111

mailto:sandiburley@clearchannel.com
mailto:lterway@ci.oregon-city.or.us




 


 


OREGON CITY BILLBOARD DISTRICTS 


DRAFT CODE LANGUAGE 


 


15.28 __ Definitions 


“BILLBOARD” means an outdoor advertising sign that may be a bulletin or a poster 
panel. 


“BULLETIN” means a billboard with a display surface area of more than 300 square 
feet.   


“DISPLAY SURFACE AREA” means the total area of a sign that is available for 
displaying advertising or an informational message, subject to the provisions of this chapter. 


“ELECTRONIC MESSAGE SIGN” means a sign utilizing digital message technology, 
capable of changing the static message or copy on the sign electronically.  An electronic 
message sign may be internally or externally illuminated. Electronic message signs shall contain 
static messages only, and shall not have animation, movement, or the appearance or optical 
illusion of movement, of any part of the sign structure. Each static message shall not include 
flashing or the varying of light intensity. 
 
 


(1) Electronic message signs may be permitted on new and existing sign structures 
otherwise permitted hereunder, subject to the following requirements: 
 


a. Operational Limitations. Such displays shall contain static messages only, 
and shall not have movement, or the appearance or optical illusion of movement during 
the static display period, of any part of the sign structure, design, or pictorial segment of 
the sign, including the movement or appearance of movement. Each static message 
shall not include flashing or the varying of light intensity. 


 
b. Minimum display time. Each message on the sign must be displayed for a 


minimum of (8) eight seconds.  
  


c. Electronic message signs shall not operate at brightness levels of more 
than 0.3 foot candles above ambient light, as measured using a foot candle meter at a 
pre-set distance. 


d. Pre-set distances to measure the foot candles impact vary with the 
expected viewing distances of each size sign. Measurement distance criteria: 


 
Nominal   Distance to 
Face Size  be measured from: 
12’ x 25’       150' 
10'6” x 36’  200' 
14’ x 48’      250' 


 







e. Each display must have a light sensing device that will adjust the 
brightness as ambient light conditions change. 


“OUTDOOR ADVERTISING SIGN” means a sign not limited as to content, but usually 
and customarily used to advertise goods, products, businesses, services, or facilities which are 
not sold, manufactured, or distributed on or from the property or facilities on which the sign is 
located; or to present messages dealing with political, public interest, public service, or 
education issues; an election, candidate for election, or ballot measure; or religious matters, 
health, and other similar subjects. 


 “POSTER PANEL” means a billboard with a display surface area of 300 square feet or 
less.  


15.28 __ Sign districts generally 


A. The Billboard Sign Districts are created and applied as designated.  The Billboard Sign 
District includes the Interstate 205 billboard district, the Highway 213 billboard district, and the 
Highway 99-E billboard district, as each is shown the maps that follow.  Billboards are allowed 
on properties located within these billboard districts, subject to the terms of this chapter. 
Billboards are otherwise prohibited within the City. 


 


Billboard District 1 - Interstate 205


Billboard District







 


 


15.28.___ Billboard district  


 The following billboard standards apply in the Interstate 205, Highway 213, and the 
Highway 99-E billboard district.  


A. Billboards must be located within or relocated to the boundaries of the I-205, Highway 
213, and Highway 99-E billboard district with no more than 16 approved billboard permits at any 
one time.  The number of approved billboard permits may be increased if any billboards existing 
at the date of adoption of this chapter are located on land along Interstate 205, Highway 213 or 
Highway 213 that is not currently within the municipal boundaries of Oregon City but which is 
later annexed into Oregon City.       


B. Except as provided in this subsection, each sign face of a billboard may not exceed 680 
square feet in display surface area. Each sign display surface area may be increased by an 


Billboard District 2 - Highway 213


Billboard District


Billboard District 3 - Highway 99E


Billboard District







additional 20 percent for a sign that is irregular in form and projects beyond the outer 
dimensions of the signboard, frame or cabinet. Each side of a double-faced billboard is a 
separate sign face for the purpose of sign area limitations. 


C. Billboards may be double-faced, allowing sign copy on two sides of a supporting 
structure, provided the two sides are parallel within a deviation of 10 degrees. 


D. Billboards may have a maximum height of 70 feet above the adjacent freeway grade.  


E. Billboards may not be located within 150 linear feet from the property line of any 
residentially zoned property.  


F. Billboards are subject to the separation requirements established by state regulations. 


G. A billboard permit may be assigned without the consent of the city, but the permittee 
must provide the city with notice of any assignment. 


H. The permitted location of a billboard may be changed by modification of the permit if the 
new location meets all requirements of this chapter. 


I. A billboard permit holder may file for a consolidation permit to combine two poster 
panels lawfully existing anywhere within the city limits of Oregon City with display surface areas 
of 300 square feet or less into one bulletin with a display face area of 680 square feet or less. 
The number of billboard permits allowed within the billboard district shall be permanently 
decreased by the number of consolidated permits. 


  


 







clearchanneloutdoor.com
 
Unless expressly stated otherwise, the information contained in this e-mail and any attachments is confidential and may be privileged. It
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 your computer.
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OREGON CITY BILLBOARD DISTRICTS 

DRAFT CODE LANGUAGE 

 

15.28 __ Definitions 

“BILLBOARD” means an outdoor advertising sign that may be a bulletin or a poster 
panel. 

“BULLETIN” means a billboard with a display surface area of more than 300 square 
feet.   

“DISPLAY SURFACE AREA” means the total area of a sign that is available for 
displaying advertising or an informational message, subject to the provisions of this chapter. 

“ELECTRONIC MESSAGE SIGN” means a sign utilizing digital message technology, 
capable of changing the static message or copy on the sign electronically.  An electronic 
message sign may be internally or externally illuminated. Electronic message signs shall contain 
static messages only, and shall not have animation, movement, or the appearance or optical 
illusion of movement, of any part of the sign structure. Each static message shall not include 
flashing or the varying of light intensity. 
 
 

(1) Electronic message signs may be permitted on new and existing sign structures 
otherwise permitted hereunder, subject to the following requirements: 
 

a. Operational Limitations. Such displays shall contain static messages only, 
and shall not have movement, or the appearance or optical illusion of movement during 
the static display period, of any part of the sign structure, design, or pictorial segment of 
the sign, including the movement or appearance of movement. Each static message 
shall not include flashing or the varying of light intensity. 

 
b. Minimum display time. Each message on the sign must be displayed for a 

minimum of (8) eight seconds.  
  

c. Electronic message signs shall not operate at brightness levels of more 
than 0.3 foot candles above ambient light, as measured using a foot candle meter at a 
pre-set distance. 

d. Pre-set distances to measure the foot candles impact vary with the 
expected viewing distances of each size sign. Measurement distance criteria: 

 
Nominal   Distance to 
Face Size  be measured from: 
12’ x 25’       150' 
10'6” x 36’  200' 
14’ x 48’      250' 

 



e. Each display must have a light sensing device that will adjust the 
brightness as ambient light conditions change. 

“OUTDOOR ADVERTISING SIGN” means a sign not limited as to content, but usually 
and customarily used to advertise goods, products, businesses, services, or facilities which are 
not sold, manufactured, or distributed on or from the property or facilities on which the sign is 
located; or to present messages dealing with political, public interest, public service, or 
education issues; an election, candidate for election, or ballot measure; or religious matters, 
health, and other similar subjects. 

 “POSTER PANEL” means a billboard with a display surface area of 300 square feet or 
less.  

15.28 __ Sign districts generally 

A. The Billboard Sign Districts are created and applied as designated.  The Billboard Sign 
District includes the Interstate 205 billboard district, the Highway 213 billboard district, and the 
Highway 99-E billboard district, as each is shown the maps that follow.  Billboards are allowed 
on properties located within these billboard districts, subject to the terms of this chapter. 
Billboards are otherwise prohibited within the City. 

 

Billboard District 1 - Interstate 205

Billboard District



 

 

15.28.___ Billboard district  

 The following billboard standards apply in the Interstate 205, Highway 213, and the 
Highway 99-E billboard district.  

A. Billboards must be located within or relocated to the boundaries of the I-205, Highway 
213, and Highway 99-E billboard district with no more than 16 approved billboard permits at any 
one time.  The number of approved billboard permits may be increased if any billboards existing 
at the date of adoption of this chapter are located on land along Interstate 205, Highway 213 or 
Highway 213 that is not currently within the municipal boundaries of Oregon City but which is 
later annexed into Oregon City.       

B. Except as provided in this subsection, each sign face of a billboard may not exceed 680 
square feet in display surface area. Each sign display surface area may be increased by an 

Billboard District 2 - Highway 213

Billboard District

Billboard District 3 - Highway 99E

Billboard District



additional 20 percent for a sign that is irregular in form and projects beyond the outer 
dimensions of the signboard, frame or cabinet. Each side of a double-faced billboard is a 
separate sign face for the purpose of sign area limitations. 

C. Billboards may be double-faced, allowing sign copy on two sides of a supporting 
structure, provided the two sides are parallel within a deviation of 10 degrees. 

D. Billboards may have a maximum height of 70 feet above the adjacent freeway grade.  

E. Billboards may not be located within 150 linear feet from the property line of any 
residentially zoned property.  

F. Billboards are subject to the separation requirements established by state regulations. 

G. A billboard permit may be assigned without the consent of the city, but the permittee 
must provide the city with notice of any assignment. 

H. The permitted location of a billboard may be changed by modification of the permit if the 
new location meets all requirements of this chapter. 

I. A billboard permit holder may file for a consolidation permit to combine two poster 
panels lawfully existing anywhere within the city limits of Oregon City with display surface areas 
of 300 square feet or less into one bulletin with a display face area of 680 square feet or less. 
The number of billboard permits allowed within the billboard district shall be permanently 
decreased by the number of consolidated permits. 

  

 



From: Laura Terway
To: Laura Terway
Subject: FW: OSignCode
Date: Monday, December 09, 2013 11:28:11 AM

-----Original Message-----
From: Laura Terway
Sent: Wednesday, December 04, 2013 12:24 PM
To: 'Kathleen Sinclair'; rorth@enviroissues.com
Subject: RE: OSignCode

Thank you for this feedback, Kathleen. It is important for us to hear your perspective on the process. We realize that
 there have been a lot of details presented to the group. We hope that discussion and some illustration of the code
 concept at our next meeting will help clarify your questions. We will also be walking through a number of
 recommendations that we believe present clear options and points of decision for the group to consider. Please let
 us know if you would like to discuss any of these issues in advance of the meeting.

-Laura Terway

-----Original Message-----
From: Kathleen Sinclair [mailto:ks33030@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, December 03, 2013 2:13 PM
To: Laura Terway; rorth@enviroissues.com
Subject: OSignCode

Dear Laura and Ryan,

I have been looking through my notes and all of the materials that have been handed out as well as continually
 looking at the Oregon City signage as I drive around.  I have been thinking about signs and how I use them and
 what I want out of a sign and how they function day and night.  As a new member of the community I probably
 look at signs a bit differently than say someone who has lived here for many years.  Often I am looking for some
 place I have never been to or trying to find out about a certain area or business.  Others might just whiz right by that
 same area as they have for many years of their lives and not even really recognize the sign for what it is any longer. 
 But more importantly, to our group, seems to be what holds the sign together and how the sign is presented and its
 relationship to the building and the street and the rest of the surrounding buildings and sidewalks. 

It is clear that some members of our group know and sell signs and signs are their business.  They know the sizes
 and the materials and the laws and the requirements.  That's great.  However, that talk leaves me in the dust.  I am
 very visual but those numbers are just that, numbers.  They don't translate well to me. 

It seems as if most of the people on the committee want to do what is best and what works best for most business
 owners and the public who uses those  businesses.  But, we are given too damn much information.  Well, let me
 speak for myself.  As it now stands I do not feel comfortable or confident to express my opinion on these proposals.

What would work for me is being given a choice of this or that in each category.  But, with a visual component.  So,
 if we are talking about the size of a sign on Main street, we could see a drawing of a typical building or street scene
 or both, and then an overlay of a sign being size A or size B, or type A or type B etc.  Forget the actual legal sizes. 
 Just present the idea of it.  Same with commercial, residential and historic corridors or whatever they are called.  I
 know we are allowed so many flags or banners or whatever but if that is combined with so many signs that are so
 big, or so tall or whatever, then it can look cluttered.  Show us cluttered and show us an example of what you as
 professionals would like to see. 

mailto:/O=OCMAIL/OU=FIRST ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=LBUTLER
mailto:lterway@ci.oregon-city.or.us
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I guess I want you to be benevolent dictators here and give us some choice, but also some educated and professional
 guidance and not leave the entire thing up to the committee.  I sensed that in some respect in meeting number 3, but
 then it waffled when some people went back to the letter of the law of what was allowed and not what would look
 best or be the most appropriate choice going forward and not just the dollar value of the advertising.  Las Vegas is
 great and glitzy but holy crap, this is Oregon City and there has to be some focus here or it will quickly get out of
 hand and look like 82nd Ave. 

Even if you could go through those same questions that you put up and also had us answer for meeting #3 and the
 public meeting, with visuals that represented each of the categories it would bring these issues into clearer focus. 
 For example, Q5:  What is the reasonable number of ancillary/temporary signs (in addition to permanent signs) that
 should be allowed on a business's property. Zero-five.  Visually that would make this a whole lot clearer. 

Perhaps you already have examples of all of these situations and wouldn't even have to dream them up. 

Anyway, that is where I am coming from right now.  I really appreciate all of the work you have done on this and it
 is obvious.  Thanks for letting me vent.  Sincerely, Kathleen Sinclair















































From: Tom O"Brien
To: Laura Terway; rorth@enviroissues.com; Amber Holveck, Executive Director
Subject: Last Evenings Open House & Meeting
Date: Tuesday, November 19, 2013 9:52:28 AM
Attachments: On-Premise Sign Regulation.pdf

Laura & Ryan,

WELL DONE!

Last evenings open House and meeting were very well done. Thanks for
your effort and for keeping us on target to achieve the goal of getting
a revision that all can find acceptable.

Please share the attached with the CAT members.

I'm also copying Amber Holveck, Executive Director of the Oregon City
Chamber of Commerce.

Amber, hopefully you can share this excerpt with chamber members. Signs
impact the business community more than they may realize.

Thanks.

Tom O'Brien

mailto:tom.obrien4@comcast.net
mailto:lterway@ci.oregon-city.or.us
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On-Premise Sign Regulation 
by Edward McMahon  


Read excerpt from start of article: 


When was the last time you really looked at the streets of your community? Drive out to the edge of town. Stop 
at the city limits. Now look at what you see. Is the scene pleasing? Does it make a good first impression on 
visitors, or is the scene ugly and cluttered? 


Now, head downtown. Look at the streetscape along the way. Does your community appear attractive, 
interesting, unique? Or, does your town look like “Anyplace, USA?” Whatever your answer, you know that the 
physical appearance of your community is important. You should also recognize that sign control — or the lack 
of sign control — can have a significant impact on your community’s appearance. 


Sign regulation is one of the most powerful actions a community can take to make an immediate, visible change 
in its physical environment. Properly drafted and enforced, sign controls can reinforce the distinctive design 
quality of the entire community. And as I have noted in previous columns, a community’s image and how it 
looks often correspond with its economic vitality. [See, e.g., Design Matters, in PCJ #21]. 


We need signs. We can’t get along without them. They give us direction and necessary information. As a 
planned feature, a business sign can be colorful, decorative, even distinguished. So why talk about a sign 
problem? The answer is obvious: too often signs are misused, poorly planned, oversized, inappropriately lit, 
badly located, and altogether too numerous. 


… A good sign code is pro-business, since an attractive business district will attract more customers than an 
ugly one. Moreover, when signs are controlled, merchants do a better job of selling, and at less cost. Indeed, 
studies on visual perception (like those detailed in Street Graphics & the Law, cited in the Resources sidebar) 
have shown that when the size and number of signs are reduced, the viewer actually sees more. 


Sign control is especially important to areas that seek to increase tourism. Why? Because the more one town 
comes to look like every other, the less reason there is to visit. On the other hand, the more a community does to 
enhance its unique assets, the more tourists it will likely attract. 


This article examines some of the key legal, political and practical aspects of on-premise sign regulation.  


End of excerpt 
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Ed McMahon 
Edward McMahon is a nationally renowned authority on sustainable development, land conservation. and urban 
design. He is currently a senior resident fellow at the Urban Land Institute 


McMahon previously served as director of The Conservation Fund’s “American Greenways Program” and as 
president of Scenic America, a national non-profit organization devoted to protecting America’s scenic 
landscapes. 


Over the course of 15 years, Ed McMahon authored more than two dozen articles for the Planning 
Commissioners Journal. They are listed below. Click on the title to read excerpts. PlannersWeb members can 
download the articles in pdf format as published in the PCJ (click on the title first; you will then see the 
Download link) 
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From: Amber Holveck
To: Tom O"Brien; Laura Terway; rorth@enviroissues.com
Cc: Magnetic Sign Company; sandiburley@clearchannel.com
Subject: RE: Last Evenings Open House & Meeting
Date: Tuesday, November 19, 2013 11:50:42 AM

Tom, thank you for including me in your email.

I wish I had attended but needed to stay home the entirety of the day.

I am hopeful that during the Open House your team received many helpful comments from the community.

It is my hope that our Chamber can facilitate another similar opportunity for our membership. Otherwise, if there is
 a summary that can be put in pdf form and emailed, I would be more than happy to share that with our membership
 as well.

I look forward to discussing next steps for getting the word out. Thank you all for your time.

Amber D. Holveck
CEO/Executive Director
Oregon City Chamber of Commerce
2895 S. Beavercreek Rd. Suite 103
Oregon City, OR 97045
P 503-656-1619 /  F 503-656-2274
aholveck@oregoncity.org
Working together to promote the economic vitality and quality of life in the Oregon City community.

-----Original Message-----
From: Tom O'Brien [mailto:tom.obrien4@comcast.net]
Sent: Tuesday, November 19, 2013 9:53 AM
To: Laura Terway; rorth@enviroissues.com; Amber Holveck
Subject: Last Evenings Open House & Meeting

Laura & Ryan,

WELL DONE!

Last evenings open House and meeting were very well done. Thanks for your effort and for keeping us on target to
 achieve the goal of getting a revision that all can find acceptable.

Please share the attached with the CAT members.

I'm also copying Amber Holveck, Executive Director of the Oregon City Chamber of Commerce.

Amber, hopefully you can share this excerpt with chamber members. Signs impact the business community more
 than they may realize.

Thanks.

Tom O'Brien

mailto:aholveck@oregoncity.org
mailto:tom.obrien4@comcast.net
mailto:lterway@ci.oregon-city.or.us
mailto:rorth@enviroissues.com
mailto:signs@magneticsignpdx.com
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From: Laura Terway
To: Laura Terway
Subject: Public Comment Received at www.OCSignCode.org
Date: Monday, November 18, 2013 9:02:13 AM

I believe signs should be banned from the right of way related to businesses and limit garage sale signs to a 2-3
 day window. A frame signs in business districts should be allowed, but by permit and placement of the A frame
 signs should be stated on the permit. Signs on a business should be reviewed for each zoning district they are in
 and to blend with current signage and zoning that surround them. Thank you for allowing the citizen input!
 
 

Laura Terway, AICP
Planner
Planning Division
PO Box 3040 
221 Molalla Avenue, Suite 200
Oregon City, Oregon 97045
Phone: 503.496.1553 
Fax: 503.722.3880
lterway@orcity.org

Please note the Planning Division is available from 8am - 5pm Monday - Thursday and by appointment on Friday.

ü Please consider the environment before printing
PUBLIC RECORDS LAW DISCLOSURE: This e-mail is subject to the State Retention Schedule and may be made available to the public.
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Summary of Meeting with Sandi Burley 
November 13, 2013 at 1:45pm 

 
Sandi Burley, a Sign Company/Manufacture/Advocate member of the Sign Code Community Advisory 
Team representing Clear Channel Outdoor, requested a meeting with Laura Terway, Planner for the City 
to discuss the Sign Code.  A summary of the items discussed, as well as a copy of the items distributed in 
the meeting are provided to the CAT to report on the discussion.   
 
Sandi Burley proposed the City create a billboard corridor, where all billboards would eventually be 
relocated.  The corridor would include the properties adjacent to Interstate 205, Highway 213 and 
Highway 99E in Oregon City, which are not zoned residential.  Her proposal would be that all billboards 
outside of the billboard corridor would be relocated to the billboard corridor as billboard replacement 
occurs.  In addition, no more than 16 billboards would be allowed within the City, thus a billboard would 
have to be removed in order for a new billboard to be constructed within the corridor.  She also 
indicated that a 672 square foot billboard may only be constructed if a 672 square foot billboard was 
removed or if two 300 square foot billboards were removed.  The billboard district would allow the 
construction of billboards in addition to the signage currently allowed within the district. 
 
Sandi Burley provided an inventory of all of the existing billboards within the city limits of Oregon City:    

Types of Billboards in Oregon City 

Type of Billboard Size of Billboard Type Number of Billboard Type 

Bulletin 14’x48’ = 672 square feet 6 

Poster 12’x25’ = 300 square feet 10 

According to Sandi Burley, all of the billboards are owned by Clear Channel Outdoor.  Although a 
majority of the existing billboards are located within her proposed billboard corridor; some are located 
along 7th and Molalla.     
 
Sandi Burley also discussed her view of the benefits to allow digital technology for billboards. The digital 
technology allows for additional advertising for businesses and allows opportunities for public service 
announcements.  In addition, she explained it would be likely that only a portion of the billboards within 
the City would be digital.    
 
Sandi Burley explained that Clear Channel can track the billboards and can submit a demolition permit 
for the removed billboards as well as pictures of the removed billboard with the submittal of a new 
billboard.  A state permit is also required for billboards.  The state does not allow any new billboards to 
be constructed, but has issued credits for billboards which have been removed around the state.  The 
credits can be used anywhere in the state. 
 
City Note: Billboards are currently prohibited within Oregon City.  The City makes no endorsement of the 
above proposal, nor has it verified for accuracy Ms. Burley’s representations about the number of 
billboards within city limits or about state law requirements for billboard removal, replacement, and 
new billboards. 
 

  
   



















From: Jennifer Bragar
To: Laura Terway
Cc: Ed Sullivan; Bill Kabeiseman
Subject: RE: Open House: Oregon City Sign Code Update
Date: Thursday, November 14, 2013 11:33:34 AM

Laura,

The below proposals from Jon Stone are along the right track for time, place and manner restrictions for A-frame
 signs.  The part where the City could run into trouble is where content comes into play.  For example, in the
 proposals below, the City would have to look at the content of the sign to determine whether the sign does in fact
 belong to the business it is located in front of.  The CAT members should continue to consider spacing and number
 limits that do not focus on the content of a sign.

I look forward to further discussion on this topic at the next CAT meeting.

Unless expressly stated otherwise, any federal tax advice contained in this communication (including attachments) is
 not intended to be used, and cannot  be used, for the purpose of avoiding federal tax penalties.
This e-mail is for the sole use of the intended recipient(s). It contains information that is confidential and/or legally
 privileged. If you believe that it has been sent to you in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and delete the
 message. Any disclosure, copying, distribution or use of this information by someone other than the intended
 recipient is prohibited.
JENNIFER M. BRAGAR
Associate  |  503.228.3939 x 3208 Tel  |  503.226.0259 Fax  |  jbragar@gsblaw.com
GARVEY SCHUBERT BARER  |  11th Floor  |  121 SW Morrison Street  |  Portland, OR
 97204  | ► GSBLaw.com 
► land use  | condemnation |  real estate e-forum:  www.northwestlandlawforum.com

-----Original Message-----
From: Laura Terway [mailto:lterway@ci.oregon-city.or.us]
Sent: Thursday, November 07, 2013 12:18 PM
To: Jennifer Bragar
Subject: Fwd: Open House: Oregon City Sign Code Update

Morning, this can be addressed next week.

-Laura Terway

Begin forwarded message:

From: Jonathan Stone <jon@downtownoregoncity.org<mailto:jon@downtownoregoncity.org>>
Date: November 7, 2013 at 12:16:39 PM PST
To: Laura Terway <lterway@ci.oregon-city.or.us<mailto:lterway@ci.oregon-city.or.us>>
Subject: Re: Open House: Oregon City Sign Code Update

We had a discussion about signs at this morning's meeting. An idea cropped up that I thought was interesting.

1. A-frames in the right of way are allowed (within certain placement restrictions such as not on the road and not in
 the walking path... perhaps 12" away from curb... that sort of thing) in front of a business owner's frontage. No
 permit required as long as the sign fits within certain guidelines.
2. Signs not in front of a property/business owners's frontage require a permit and perhaps are restricted by distance
 from each other.

mailto:JBragar@gsblaw.com
mailto:lterway@ci.oregon-city.or.us
mailto:esullivan@gsblaw.com
mailto:billkab@gsblaw.com
mailto:lterway@ci.oregon-city.or.us
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mailto:lterway@ci.oregon-city.or.us


Is this legal?

On Wed, Nov 6, 2013 at 5:24 PM, Laura Terway <lterway@ci.oregon-city.or.us<mailto:lterway@ci.oregon-
city.or.us>> wrote:

Afternoon, Can you forward this to everyone on your Main Street email list?  Thanks

[cid:image003.jpg@01CEDB14.FF9C5F30]Oregon City Sign Code Update Community Open House

Please join us on Monday, November 18th from 5-7pm at City Hall to provide your input about signage regulations
 in Oregon City.  We are updating our sign regulations to better meet the needs of Oregon City residents and
 businesses now and into the future and need your input and ideas on several key issues.  Your comments matter!

www.OCSignCode.org<http://www.OCSignCode.org>

[cid:image002.jpg@01CED982.E691BE10]

Laura Terway, AICP
Planner
Planning Division
PO Box 3040
221 Molalla Avenue, Suite 200
Oregon City, Oregon 97045
Please note the Planning Division is available from 7:30am - 6:00pm Monday - Thursday and by appointment on
 Friday.
Phone: 503.496.1553<tel:503.496.1553>
Fax: 503.722.3880<tel:503.722.3880>
lterway@orcity.org<mailto:lterway@orcity.org>

Need an answer? Did you know that our website can help you 24-hours a day, 7-days a week? Online, you have
 access to permit forms, applications, handouts, inspection results, codebooks, info on permits applied for since
 2002, inspection information, application checklists, and much more at www.orcity.org<http://www.orcity.org/>. 
 Quickly and easily print a report of your property with a Property Zoning
 Report<http://maps.orcity.org/imf/ext/viewPropertyReport/viewPropertyReport_Search.jsp> or view our interactive
 mapping at OCWebMaps<http://maps.orcity.org/imf/sites/OCWebMaps/jsp/launch.jsp?popup_blocked=true>. 
 Let's work together to improve our transportation system.  Provide your input at
 www.OCTransportationPlan.org<http://www.OCTransportationPlan.org>.

ü Please consider the environment before printing
PUBLIC RECORDS LAW DISCLOSURE: This e-mail is subject to the State Retention Schedule and may be made
 available to the public.

--
Jonathan Stone

mailto:lterway@ci.oregon-city.or.us
mailto:lterway@ci.oregon-city.or.us
http://www.ocsigncode.org/
mailto:lterway@orcity.org
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Executive Director

Main Street Oregon City Inc.
816 Main Street
Oregon City, OR 97045

jon@downtownoregoncity.org<mailto:jon@downtownoregoncity.org>
Download Contact File<https://docs.google.com/file/d/0B2ttI4k5aWWmRHVlbVBvN0Z2Ymc/edit?usp=sharing>
Phone (971) 202-1604

fb.com/downtownoc<http://www.fb.com/downtownoc>
downtownoregoncity.org<http://www.downtownoregoncity.org>

mailto:jon@downtownoregoncity.org
https://docs.google.com/file/d/0B2ttI4k5aWWmRHVlbVBvN0Z2Ymc/edit?usp=sharing
http://www.fb.com/downtownoc
http://www.downtownoregoncity.org/


From: Laura Terway
To: "BURLEY, SANDI"
Cc: "Ryan Orth"
Subject: Request to Meet
Date: Tuesday, October 29, 2013 3:11:00 PM

Sandi,
I am writing in reference to your request to meet with me to discuss billboards.  I am happy to
 meet with any CAT member one on one, but in order to keep an open and transparent process I
 would like to summarize our conversation and provide that with any materials from the meeting to

 the group.  I am available to meet November 12th or later.  Please send me a few times which work
 for you to come to my office at 221 Molalla Avenue.  Thanks
 
 

Laura Terway, AICP
Planner
Planning Division
PO Box 3040 
221 Molalla Avenue, Suite 200
Oregon City, Oregon 97045
Phone: 503.496.1553 
Fax: 503.722.3880
lterway@orcity.org

Please note the Planning Division is available from 8am - 5pm Monday - Thursday and by appointment on Friday.

ü Please consider the environment before printing
PUBLIC RECORDS LAW DISCLOSURE: This e-mail is subject to the State Retention Schedule and may be made available to the public.
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From: Laura Terway
To: "marketmanager@orcityfarmersmarket.com"
Subject: RE: Sign code
Date: Tuesday, November 05, 2013 5:52:00 PM
Attachments: Open House Flyer.pdf

Jackie,
Good to hear from you.  Unfortunately the members of the Community Advisory Team (CAT) for
 the Sign Code Update were appointed by the mayor in August.  They have already met twice and

 will meet again on Monday, August 18th.  We are having a Community Open House from 5-7pm at
 City Hall, followed by a CAT meeting from 7-9pm.  We would love to hear your thoughts on the
 project both at the open house, the CAT meeting and at our project website
 www.OCSignCode.org.  Please give me a call if you would like to discuss the project further.
 
 

Laura Terway, AICP
Planner
Planning Division
PO Box 3040 
221 Molalla Avenue, Suite 200
Oregon City, Oregon 97045
Phone: 503.496.1553 
Fax: 503.722.3880
lterway@orcity.org

Please note the Planning Division is available from 8am - 5pm Monday - Thursday and by appointment on Friday.

ü Please consider the environment before printing
PUBLIC RECORDS LAW DISCLOSURE: This e-mail is subject to the State Retention Schedule and may be made available to the public.

 
 
 

From: marketmanager@orcityfarmersmarket.com [mailto:marketmanager@orcityfarmersmarket.com] 
Sent: Monday, November 04, 2013 12:45 PM
To: Laura Terway
Subject: Sign code
 
Hi Laura would it be possible for me to get on the Sign Code committee?
I have extensive experience with signs and banners in the City..... for 9 years.
I would like to attend the next meeting either way, can you let me know when that is?
Thanks. 
 
Jackie Hammond-Williams
Market Manager.
Oregon City Farmers Market.
503.734.0192

mailto:marketmanager@orcityfarmersmarket.com
http://www.ocsigncode.org/



 Oregon City Sign Code Update 


Oregon City and a Community Advisory Team are updating our sign regulations 
to better meet the needs of Oregon City residents and businesses now and into 
the future.  We need your input and ideas on several key issues. For more 


information contact Laura Terway at 503.496.1553. 
 


There will be no presentation, just opportunities to learn about the project, speak 
with committee members and provide your feedback.   


Your Comments Matter! 


COMMUNITY OPEN HOUSE 


Monday, November 18, 2013  


5:00-7:00 P.M. at City Hall (625 Center Street) 


www.OCSignCode.org 


 











From: Daryl Winand
To: Laura Terway; jeanbob06@comcast.net; ks33030@gmail.com; tom.obrien4@comcast.net;

 melissa@securitysigns.com; pastor@catalystcc.org; zhenkin9000@gmail.com; signs@magneticsignpdx.com;
 sandiburley@clearchannel.com; awillhit@yahoo.com; emahoney240@msn.com; Ryan Orth;
 jon@downtownoregoncity.org; Jennifer Bragar

Subject: RE: Oregon City Sign Code Community Advisory Team Meeting #2 - October 14, 2013
Date: Tuesday, November 12, 2013 2:57:50 PM
Attachments: image004.png

image005.png
image006.png

Thank you Laura.  With respect to the area to be set-up at the open-house
 with questions that attendees will be able to vote for their preferred
 approaches to outstanding policy questions, will the CAT be privy to the
 questions to be asked prior to the open-house?  And will those questions
 be open ended or will attendees be provided with a choice of possible
 options?
 
Daryl Winand 
Governmental Affairs Specialist 
503-459-2162 Direct

Our office is located at 825 N.E. Multnomah, Suite 1145, Portland, Oregon 97232. 
Visit us at www.pmar.org and www.hownw.com!

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This e-mail, including attachments, is for the sole use of the intended recipient(s) and
 may contain confidential and privileged information. Any unauthorized review, use, disclosure, or distribution is prohibited. 
 If you are not the intended recipient, please contact the sender by reply e-mail and destroy all copies of this email and its
 attachments.

 
 
 
 
From: Laura Terway [mailto:lterway@ci.oregon-city.or.us] 
Sent: Tuesday, November 12, 2013 1:47 PM
To: 'jeanbob06@comcast.net'; 'ks33030@gmail.com'; Daryl Winand; 'tom.obrien4@comcast.net';
 'melissa@securitysigns.com'; 'pastor@catalystcc.org'; 'zhenkin9000@gmail.com';
 'signs@magneticsignpdx.com'; 'sandiburley@clearchannel.com'; 'awillhit@yahoo.com';
 emahoney240@msn.com; Ryan Orth; jon@downtownoregoncity.org; Jennifer Bragar
Subject: Oregon City Sign Code Community Advisory Team Meeting #2 - October 14, 2013
 
Good Morning,
Our next Sign Code Update CAT meeting is scheduled for Monday, Nov. 18 from 7:00-9:00 p.m.  A
 light dinner will be served.  Materials for meeting #3 are attached for your review:

·         Meeting agenda
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Sign Code Update Community Open House - Monday, November 18,  2013 (5pm to 7pm)

Sign Code Update Community Advisory Team Meeting #3 - Monday, November 18,  2013
 (7pm to 9pm)

City Hall, Commission Chambers (625 Center Street, Oregon City)
 

·         Briefing paper on sign code enforcement

·         Revised code concept and associated map

·         Open House plan flyer

As a reminder, we will hold an open house for the public this same evening, prior to the CAT
 meeting (from 5:00-7:00 p.m.). At the open house, several stations will be staffed by Oregon City
 to provide information, answer questions and gather feedback. You are encouraged but not
 required to come early to join in the conversation with participants prior to the CAT meeting. This
 is a drop-in open house format and you would not need to be there the entire time.  The open
 house stations include background information on the code update project, existing sign code and
 potential updates previously discussed with the group. In addition, there will be an area set up
 with several questions where attendees can vote for their preferred approaches to outstanding
 policy questions.
 
Finally, note that we will be sending a short online survey to CAT members shortly for you to

 respond to prior to 10am on Monday the 18th. The survey will correspond to discussion questions
 listed in the draft code concept. These results will be shared at the CAT meeting and compared to
 other feedback received from the public to aid our discussion.
 
Thank you again for your participation on this project!  As always, feel free to contact me at
 503.496.1553 with any additional questions or concerns.

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
www.OCSignCode.org
 

Laura Terway, AICP
Planner
Planning Division
PO Box 3040 
221 Molalla Avenue, Suite 200
Oregon City, Oregon 97045
Please note the Planning Division is available
 from 7:30am - 6:00pm Monday - Thursday
 and by appointment on Friday.

http://www.ocsigncode.org/


Phone: 503.496.1553 
Fax: 503.722.3880
lterway@orcity.org

 
Need an answer? Did you know that our website can help you 24-hours a day, 7-days a week? Online, you have access to
 permit forms, applications, handouts, inspection results, codebooks, info on permits applied for since 2002, inspection
 information, application checklists, and much more at www.orcity.org.  Quickly and easily print a report of your property
 with a Property Zoning Report or view our interactive mapping at OCWebMaps.  Let's work together to improve our
 transportation system.  Provide your input at www.OCTransportationPlan.org.
 

ü Please consider the environment before printing
PUBLIC RECORDS LAW DISCLOSURE: This e-mail is subject to the State Retention Schedule and may be made available to the public.

 

Total Control Panel Login

To: dwinand@pmar.org
From: lterway@ci.oregon-
city.or.us

Message Score: 50 High (60): Pass
My Spam Blocking Level: Medium Medium (75): Pass

Low (90): Pass
Block this sender
Block ci.oregon-city.or.us

This message was delivered because the content filter score did not exceed your filter level.
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From: Jonathan Stone
To: Laura Terway
Subject: Re: Open House: Oregon City Sign Code Update
Date: Thursday, November 07, 2013 12:16:44 PM

We had a discussion about signs at this morning's meeting. An idea cropped up that I thought
 was interesting.

1. A-frames in the right of way are allowed (within certain placement restrictions such as
 not on the road and not in the walking path... perhaps 12" away from curb... that sort of
 thing) in front of a business owner's frontage. No permit required as long as the sign fits
 within certain guidelines.

2. Signs not in front of a property/business owners's frontage require a permit and perhaps
 are restricted by distance from each other.

Is this legal?

On Wed, Nov 6, 2013 at 5:24 PM, Laura Terway <lterway@ci.oregon-city.or.us> wrote:

Afternoon, Can you forward this to everyone on your Main Street email list?  Thanks

 

 

Oregon City Sign Code Update Community Open House

Please join us on Monday, November 18th from 5-7pm at City Hall to
 provide your input about signage regulations in Oregon City.  We are
 updating our sign regulations to better meet the needs of Oregon City
 residents and businesses now and into the future and need your input
 and ideas on several key issues.  Your comments matter!

 

 

 

 

www.OCSignCode.org

 

 

Laura Terway, AICP

Planner

mailto:jon@downtownoregoncity.org
mailto:lterway@ci.oregon-city.or.us
mailto:lterway@ci.oregon-city.or.us
http://www.ocsigncode.org/


Planning Division
PO Box 3040 
221 Molalla Avenue, Suite 200
Oregon City, Oregon 97045

Please note the Planning Division is available
 from 7:30am - 6:00pm Monday - Thursday
 and by appointment on Friday.

Phone: 503.496.1553 
Fax: 503.722.3880

lterway@orcity.org

 

Need an answer? Did you know that our website can help you 24-hours a day, 7-days a week? Online, you have access to
 permit forms, applications, handouts, inspection results, codebooks, info on permits applied for since 2002, inspection
 information, application checklists, and much more at www.orcity.org.  Quickly and easily print a report of your property
 with a Property Zoning Report or view our interactive mapping at OCWebMaps.  Let's work together to improve our
 transportation system.  Provide your input at www.OCTransportationPlan.org.

 

ü Please consider the environment before printing

PUBLIC RECORDS LAW DISCLOSURE: This e-mail is subject to the State Retention Schedule and may be made available to the public.

 

-- 
Jonathan Stone
Executive Director

Main Street Oregon City Inc.
816 Main Street
Oregon City, OR 97045

jon@downtownoregoncity.org
Download Contact File
Phone (971) 202-1604

fb.com/downtownoc
downtownoregoncity.org

tel:503.496.1553
tel:503.722.3880
mailto:lterway@orcity.org
http://www.orcity.org/
http://maps.orcity.org/imf/ext/viewPropertyReport/viewPropertyReport_Search.jsp
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mailto:jon@downtownoregoncity.org
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http://www.downtownoregoncity.org/


From: Laura Terway
To: Laura Terway
Subject: Comment received at www.OCSignCode.org
Date: Wednesday, November 06, 2013 8:42:29 AM

Share your thoughts on the kind of signage you would like to see or not see in
 Oregon City. Please focus on the physical characteristics of signs (height, size,
 materials, number of signs, etc) and not the content of signage.
We do not want wood signs that fall apart or cloth awnings. We would like illuminated
 Panaflex awnings, aluminum awnings, all types of illuminated signs that help reflect a
 businesses image.
 
 

Laura Terway, AICP
Planner
Planning Division
PO Box 3040 
221 Molalla Avenue, Suite 200
Oregon City, Oregon 97045
Phone: 503.496.1553 
Fax: 503.722.3880
lterway@orcity.org

Please note the Planning Division is available from 8am - 5pm Monday - Thursday and by appointment on Friday.

ü Please consider the environment before printing
PUBLIC RECORDS LAW DISCLOSURE: This e-mail is subject to the State Retention Schedule and may be made available to the public.
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From: Mark Evans
To: Laura Terway
Subject: RE: Oregon City Sign Code Community Advisory Team Meeting #2 - Meeting Minutes and Comments
Date: Monday, October 28, 2013 6:42:18 PM
Attachments: image007.png

I did not get a chance to go through the entire code yet but here are a few things I would like
 included in the discussion.
 
Mark Evans
 
Mark Evans thoughts about sign code discussions:
 
1.       Murals painted upon the wall of a home or business should not be regulated by the code. Since we are

 content neutral in regards to signs, then the painting on the surface of the building should not be
 considered a sign. For instance, the code does not tell me what colors I can paint my building. So if I want
 it painted red, white and blue, it should not be a problem. And if the paint happens to be in the shape of a
 star or a cross, or any other symbol, then it becomes an issue of content which we cannot regulate.

 
2.       Currently there are no provisions for signs on fences or fencing. Again, if the issue of the color of a fence

 is not an issue, then anything painted on a fence, seems to be a matter of content. In regards to fences
 which are not solid, (i.e. chain link), people are allowed to put colored slats in them to make the area
 inside the fence more private. Since the design in the slats would not be considered a sign, then neither
 should anything else affixed to the fence that conveys an image or words.

 

 
Furthermore, there are some signs hung on fences that could be helpful and needed.

mailto:pastor@catalystcc.org
mailto:lterway@ci.oregon-city.or.us



 
We also still need to determine what constitutes a sign. For instance, do the numbers on this fence
 constitute a sign? What about the dragons? Would this small fence company identifier be a sign
 that is not allowed according to the current code? What if it said, “Caution, electric fence”

 
 

 



From: Magnetic Sign Company
To: Laura Terway
Subject: Additional comments: Oregon City Sign Code Community Advisory Team Meeting #2
Date: Monday, October 28, 2013 4:24:31 PM

Laura,

I have an additional comment regarding discussions from our last meeting and as I understand 
this will be a topic of our next meeting too.

Previously it was stated that even with the changes that are made from this committee and the 
city staff work there is no money in the city budget for any sign code enforcement staff. That 
the current status of reacting to sign code violations will only come from complaints coming 
in to the city staff. I feel this is a very poor and unfair way to apply any code violation 
ordinance and will do nothing to enforce any changes nor will it help to improve our current 
sign problems. I know that has become the norm around the area in other cities to only react to
 complaints due to budget constraints but I don't think it is a very good system to follow.

We were told even if the city set aside sign application fees and code violation fines rather 
than putting these into the general fund there would still not be enough from these sources to 
fund enforcement staff.

I was thinking of other situations in OC that I might use as a comparison and thought about the
 downtown parking code enforcement. I have seen two code enforcement officers (a man and a
 woman) on separate occasions walking the streets check the different areas and meters. Now 
being there are only meters in a few block area of downtown I find it hard to believe these two
 code enforcement officers are writing enough tickets to pay their wages and benefits. I have 
to believe the city or maybe the downtown association is supplementing these employee 
wages to justify their existence.

The only way we are going to "clean up" the bad and violating signage in Oregon City is to 
have a dedicated city enforcement staff member going around town with the new code to 
educate the offenders. Then after a short period if those offenders do not comply they will 
need to levied a fine and then that violation needs to be enforced by staff.

We are basically wasting all of our time and any changes we make will not make much 
difference unless we have a serious mechanism in place (city enforcement staff) to move 
ahead to improve the sign quality in Oregon City. If the City really wants to see changes it is 
going to have to find a way to fund proper enforcement.

I am encouraged by the progress we have made so far and I feel the city wants to make fair 
changes keeping the code simple to understand and apply.

Sincerely, Ed LaPlante

Magnetic Sign Company... since 1984
Fleet Graphics - Site Signs - Banners - Neon
Brochures - Catalogs - Stationery - Labels
17832 S. Wesley Ct., Oregon City, OR 97045
503.631.4350 office
503.502.6675 Ed's cell
signs@MagneticSignPDX.com
www.MagneticSignPDX.com

mailto:conekilr@ccgmail.net
mailto:lterway@ci.oregon-city.or.us
mailto:signs@MagneticSignPDX.com
http://www.magneticsignpdx.com/


From: BURLEY, SANDI
To: Laura Terway
Subject: RE: Oregon City Sign Code Community Advisory Team Meeting #2 - Meeting Minutes and Comments
Date: Monday, October 28, 2013 12:07:53 PM
Attachments: image004.png
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Hi Laura,
 
Thanks for sending the final minutes of the second CAT meeting. 
 
I understood from your email of October 22nd with the draft meeting minutes attached that CAT members
 could provide comments by Monday, October 28TH. If it is too late to revise the meeting minutes, please
 ask the CAT to consider my comments:
 

1. On page 5, in the section on sign considerations across zones, the notes state that CAT members
 would like to simplify the zone groupings by proposing different requirements for residential zones
 while all other zones would share the same set of regulations.  The billboard sign
 districts/corridors that I suggested may include more than one type of zoning group within each
 proposed corridor which would be another variation of grouping across zones.

 

2. On page 4, under the multi-family, small commercial and industrial zone grouping, the benefits of
 digital signs for community messaging, promoting events and public safety are described.  I
 explained the benefits of digital signs including drawing customers driving on the highways into
 Oregon City to patronize businesses, messaging for community disasters, and Amber Alerts but I
 don’t see my comments reflected in the meeting notes. 

 
Thank you for your consideration of my comments and suggested changes.

 

 

 
Sandi Burley
Real Estate Representative - Portland

715 NE Everett St
Portland, Oregon 97232

O 503-232-3111
D 503-736-2266
clearchanneloutdoor.com
 
Unless expressly stated otherwise, the information contained in this e-mail and any attachments is confidential and may be privileged. It
 is intended for the sole use of the addressee(s). Access to this e-mail and its attachments (if any) by anyone else is unauthorized. If you
 are not the intended recipient, or an employee or agent responsible for delivering this message to the intended recipient, any
 dissemination, distribution or copying of the contents of this e-mail is strictly prohibited and any action taken (or not taken) in reliance on
 it is unauthorized and may be unlawful. If you have received this e-mail in error, please inform the sender immediately and delete it from
 your computer.

 

 

 
 

mailto:sandiburley@clearchannel.com
mailto:lterway@ci.oregon-city.or.us
http://www.clearchannelinternational.com/




 
From: Laura Terway [mailto:lterway@ci.oregon-city.or.us] 
Sent: Monday, October 28, 2013 11:57 AM
Cc: 'jeanbob06@comcast.net'; 'ks33030@gmail.com'; 'dwinand@pmar.org'; 'tom.obrien4@comcast.net';
 'melissa@securitysigns.com'; 'pastor@catalystcc.org'; 'zhenkin9000@gmail.com';
 'signs@magneticsignpdx.com'; 'sandiburley@clearchannel.com'; 'awillhit@yahoo.com';
 jonathan.stone@gmail.com; emahoney240@msn.com; Ryan Orth
Subject: RE: Oregon City Sign Code Community Advisory Team Meeting #2 - Meeting Minutes and
 Comments
 
I apologize, I still had the “draft” watermark on the approved minutes.  The updated document is
 attached and has been corrected online.
-Laura
 

From: Laura Terway 
Sent: Monday, October 28, 2013 10:03 AM
Cc: 'jeanbob06@comcast.net'; 'ks33030@gmail.com'; 'dwinand@pmar.org'; 'tom.obrien4@comcast.net';
 'melissa@securitysigns.com'; 'pastor@catalystcc.org'; 'zhenkin9000@gmail.com';
 'signs@magneticsignpdx.com'; 'sandiburley@clearchannel.com'; 'awillhit@yahoo.com';
 'jonathan.stone@gmail.com'; 'emahoney240@msn.com'; 'Ryan Orth'
Subject: Oregon City Sign Code Community Advisory Team Meeting #2 - Meeting Minutes and
 Comments
 
Good Morning,
The final minutes from our second CAT meeting are enclosed as well as comments received since
 the last meeting.  Thank you again for your participation in this project, we have received a lot of
 valuable feedback! Please feel free to contact me at (503) 496-1553.  Thank you

 
 
www.OCSignCode.org
 

Laura Terway, AICP
Planner
Planning Division
PO Box 3040 
221 Molalla Avenue, Suite 200
Oregon City, Oregon 97045
Please note the Planning Division is available
 from 7:30am - 6:00pm Monday - Thursday
 and by appointment on Friday.
Phone: 503.496.1553 
Fax: 503.722.3880
lterway@orcity.org

 
Need an answer? Did you know that our website can help you 24-hours a day, 7-days a week? Online, you have access to
 permit forms, applications, handouts, inspection results, codebooks, info on permits applied for since 2002, inspection
 information, application checklists, and much more at www.orcity.org.  Quickly and easily print a report of your property
 with a Property Zoning Report or view our interactive mapping at OCWebMaps.  Let's work together to improve our
 transportation system.  Provide your input at www.OCTransportationPlan.org.
 

ü Please consider the environment before printing
PUBLIC RECORDS LAW DISCLOSURE: This e-mail is subject to the State Retention Schedule and may be made available to the public.
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file:////c/www.OCTransportationPlan.org


From: Laura Terway
To: "Daryl Winand"
Subject: RE: Oregon City Sign Code Community Advisory Team Meeting #2 - Meeting Minutes and Comments
Date: Monday, October 28, 2013 12:07:00 PM
Attachments: image004.png

image005.png
image006.png

Daryl,
Thank you for the notice about the “draft” watermark on the minutes. 
 
I did not recall a specific number of temporary signs which was stated at the meeting so I checked
 with EnviroIssues to see if they recalled anything or had a number identified in their notes and
 they did not have a specific number identified either. I believe this remains an outstanding
 question which the CAT will address specifically in greater detail.  Please let me know if I am
 mistaken.
-Laura Terway
 

From: Daryl Winand [mailto:DWinand@pmar.org] 
Sent: Monday, October 28, 2013 10:32 AM
To: Laura Terway
Subject: RE: Oregon City Sign Code Community Advisory Team Meeting #2 - Meeting Minutes and
 Comments
 
Hi Laura,
 
Couple things:
 
The attached minutes are still marked draft. 
 
Am I incorrect in my belief that there was a recommendation for additional
 signage of up to 4 signs on private property which I included in my notes
 on the residential zone grouping? 
 
Daryl Winand 
Governmental Affairs Specialist 
503-459-2162 Direct

Our office is located at 825 N.E. Multnomah, Suite 1145, Portland, Oregon 97232. 
Visit us at www.pmar.org and www.hownw.com!

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This e-mail, including attachments, is for the sole use of the intended recipient(s) and
 may contain confidential and privileged information. Any unauthorized review, use, disclosure, or distribution is prohibited. 
 If you are not the intended recipient, please contact the sender by reply e-mail and destroy all copies of this email and its

mailto:DWinand@pmar.org
http://www.pmar.org/
http://www.hownw.com/





 attachments.

 
 
From: Laura Terway [mailto:lterway@ci.oregon-city.or.us] 
Sent: Monday, October 28, 2013 10:03 AM
Cc: 'jeanbob06@comcast.net'; 'ks33030@gmail.com'; Daryl Winand; 'tom.obrien4@comcast.net';
 'melissa@securitysigns.com'; 'pastor@catalystcc.org'; 'zhenkin9000@gmail.com';
 'signs@magneticsignpdx.com'; 'sandiburley@clearchannel.com'; 'awillhit@yahoo.com';
 jonathan.stone@gmail.com; emahoney240@msn.com; Ryan Orth
Subject: Oregon City Sign Code Community Advisory Team Meeting #2 - Meeting Minutes and
 Comments
 
Good Morning,
The final minutes from our second CAT meeting are enclosed as well as comments received since
 the last meeting.  Thank you again for your participation in this project, we have received a lot of
 valuable feedback! Please feel free to contact me at (503) 496-1553.  Thank you

 
 
www.OCSignCode.org
 

Laura Terway, AICP
Planner
Planning Division
PO Box 3040 
221 Molalla Avenue, Suite 200
Oregon City, Oregon 97045
Please note the Planning Division is available
 from 7:30am - 6:00pm Monday - Thursday
 and by appointment on Friday.
Phone: 503.496.1553 
Fax: 503.722.3880
lterway@orcity.org

 
Need an answer? Did you know that our website can help you 24-hours a day, 7-days a week? Online, you have access to
 permit forms, applications, handouts, inspection results, codebooks, info on permits applied for since 2002, inspection
 information, application checklists, and much more at www.orcity.org.  Quickly and easily print a report of your property
 with a Property Zoning Report or view our interactive mapping at OCWebMaps.  Let's work together to improve our
 transportation system.  Provide your input at www.OCTransportationPlan.org.
 

ü Please consider the environment before printing
PUBLIC RECORDS LAW DISCLOSURE: This e-mail is subject to the State Retention Schedule and may be made available to the public.

 

Total Control Panel Login

To: dwinand@pmar.org
From: lterway@ci.oregon-
city.or.us

Message Score: 50 High (60): Pass
My Spam Blocking Level: Medium Medium (75): Pass

Low (90): Pass
Block this sender
Block ci.oregon-city.or.us
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From: Daryl Winand
To: Laura Terway
Cc: Ryan Orth
Subject: RE: Oregon City Sign Code Community Advisory Team Meeting #2 - Draft Meeting Minutes
Date: Thursday, October 24, 2013 12:08:38 PM
Attachments: image009.png

Oregon City PMAR Comments Edits to DRAFT Minutes CAT Meeting #2.docx

Laura & Ryan,
 
Attached is a copy of the CAT Meeting 2 draft minutes with my comments
 and/or questions. 
 
I’ve also included language providing definition examples for “Sign”,
 “Temporary Sign” and “Portable Sign” for the CAT’s consideration.
 
And lastly, I’ve included recommended language for the various zones
 within Oregon City specifically as it pertains to temporary and/or portable
 (a-frame) signs within residential properties.  I’ve not identified specific
 signage for mixed use zones in that it is my understanding that an
 opportunity to speak to the allowance of an additional portable sign for
 those conducting business within mixed use zones will be provided at the
 next CAT meeting.
 
SIGN, writing, video projection, pictorial representation, illustration, decoration
 (including material used to differentiate sign copy from its background),
 emblem, symbol, design, trademark, banner, flag, pennant, captive balloon,
 streamer, spinner, ribbon, sculpture, statue, or any other figure or character
 that by reason of its form, color, wording, symbol, design, or illumination is
 designed to communicate or enhance the communication of a message and is
 a building or any part thereof or written, printed, projected, painted,
 constructed, transmitted or otherwise placed or displayed upon or designed
 into a supporting structure or upon any material object or device whatsoever.
 “Sign” is not graphics, murals and artwork that do not communicate
 informational messages, apart from any aesthetic or artistic message. It is a
 disputable presumption that a graphic, mural or artwork that depicts or relates
 to the use of a site or building on which it is displayed, is intended to
 communicate an informational message about the site or building.
 
PORTABLE SIGN, sign and its support structure, typically of an A-frame
 design that is not affixed to a structure or the ground and is simply setting on
 the ground surface or sidewalk. Examples of a “portable sign” include:

 

       

mailto:DWinand@pmar.org
mailto:lterway@ci.oregon-city.or.us
mailto:rorth@enviroissues.com
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Oregon City Sign Code Update Project

DRAFT - Meeting Summary - Community Advisory Team – Oct. 14, 2013 

		Oregon City Sign Code Update

Community Advisory Team Meeting #2

Meeting Summary - DRAFT

October 14, 2013

5:00 – 7:00 pm

City Hall, 625 Center Street



		participants

		Community Advisory Team (CAT)



 Sandi Burley - Sign Company / Manufacture / Advocate

 Mark Evans - Institutional (Faith-based organization / School)

 Melissa Hayden - Development / Business

 Zach Henkin - Planning Commission

 Ed LaPlante - Chamber of Commerce

 Bob La Salle - Neighborhood Association/ Citizen Involvement Council

 Bob Mahoney (alternate for Tom O'Brien) - Neighborhood Association/ Citizen Involvement Council

 Kathleen Sinclair - City Resident

 Jonathon Stone (replacing John Southgate) – Main Street Oregon City

 Amy Willhite - City Resident

 Daryl Winand - Development / Business



		Oregon City staff and facilitation team



 Laura Terway, Planner

 Jennifer Bragar, Assistant City Attorney



 Ryan Orth, facilitator (EnviroIssues)

 Bridger Wineman, notetaker (EnviroIssues)





		Others Present

		· Bob Cochran, Clackamas Community College 

· Kristine Herman, Clear Channel 



		handouts

		Agenda; Draft Code Concept (Oct. 7); Zoning descriptions; Public comments and comments from CAT (Sept. 17 – Oct. 14)







		AGENDA TOPICS



		



		  Welcome, introductions and agenda overview

		laura terway / ryan orth



		

		Laura Terway and Ryan Orth welcomed attendees. Meeting participants introduced themselves, including Community Advisory Team (CAT) members, City staff and facilitation team.

Bob Cochran, observing the meeting, introduced himself as the Dean of Campus Services at Clackamas Community College and provided comments for consideration of city staff and the CAT through the sign code update process. The Community College is aware that the surrounding community is not always informed of community-oriented events held at the college including performances, sporting events and career and benefits fairs, among others. There are also messages the college must communicate to students and staff, like campus closures and registration dates. The collage college has a very large frontage and two entrances. The property is zoned institutional. The administration is interested in using electronic signage, similar in size to the sign at Oregon City High School, in addition to the existing signs, to communicate multiple messages daily to the community. 



		Report on comments received since last meeting

		laura Terway \ Ryan orth



		

		CAT members provided additional comments following the September CAT meeting which have been shared with the group. Since the last meeting, project staff also met with the Oregon City Transportation Advisory Committee. 

Compiled comments were provided in advance of the meeting and are posted to the project website, http://www.ocsigncode.org. No new comments were received through the website.  



		Presentation and discussion: signs by zone grouping

		laura Terway \ Ryan orth



		INTENT OF SIGN STANDARDS

		Statements summarizing the intent of the sign code were shared with CAT members, developed based on the purpose statement of the current code and feedback heard so far: 

· Preserve and enhance the image and identity of Oregon City.

· Be compatible with the character of the zoning district and its allowed uses.

· Support the economic development of Oregon City businesses.

· Promote public safety through design.

· Provide guidelines for good design at reasonable costs and with multiple options. 

A CAT member proposed the list include a point additional language that the code be “clear and concise.” 



		SIGN APPLICATION BY ZONE

		A draft code concept was developed based on comments received from presentations and community briefings, the project website and through the CAT process so far. Details were provided in the Draft Code document.

The draft code concept is intended to help organize and advance the CAT’s discussion on the code update. The draft code concept considers five groups of zones which were assembled due to their shared characteristics in regard to signage considerations. Each zone group included elements of the proposed sign code, highlighting changes proposed to the existing code. 

Further changes and refinements are expected through additional iterations of the proposal, in response to CAT and community feedback, to form the CAT’s recommendation. CAT members were reminded that their recommendations will inform an update of the sign code that city planning staff will submit to the Planning Commission and City Commission as part of the formal code update process.

CAT members were encouraged to consider the usefulness and form of the code groupings used, confirm that previous feedback was accurately captured in the proposal and provide additional comments. 

Several points were addressed concerning  zoning and the sign code: 

· Zoning provides a forward-looking mechanism through which to express the sign code. Current land use do not always reflect uses allowed by the zoning code. No zoning changes will be proposed through this project.

· There is a variance process established in the current code with clear and objective standards. 

· New construction in a historic district would go through design review by Oregon City staff or the Historic Review Board. 



		RESIDENTIAL ZONE GROUPING

		Residential zones are characterized by residential uses, along with conditional uses such as churches and schools. Signage in these areas is limited in quantity, scale and location and primarily seasonal and temporary. Home occupations in areas zoned residential may have permitted permanent signs.  CAT members directed staff that conditional uses should have different sign requirements from residential properties.  CAT members provided the following comments about signage in residential zones:



Free standing signs

· Limits should be placed on the brightness and spacing of electronic signs in residential areas where they are generally used by churches and schools to advertise events. 

· The height limit for wall and freestanding signs for conditional uses should be expanded from 8 to 15 feet. 



Temporary signs exempt from permit on private property (Examples include real estate and yard sale signs)

· The proposal to allow temporary signs just twice a year is too limiting for churches and schools. 

· CAT members discussed whether a time limit should be instituted for real estate signs, including suggestions both for limited display duration and comments that temporary signs do not need a time limit. [Question for City Attorney –is this permissible under the law as it identifies the content of the sign if limited to “real estate”?]

· Additional temporary signage on private property should be allowed around election season.  [Comment:  How many days before election/days after election will they be allowed?  How many signs?  Note:  would apply to all elections: May Primariy, November General, March & Sept special elections.  Seems an enforcement headache as opposed to allowing 5 signs without permit on residential property with a sign face maximum of 6sq ft (2’x3’) and 72” (6ft) height.}  

· Additional temporary signage of up to four signs should be allowed on private residential property.

· A definition of temporary signage should be identified. 

· Placement of signs around intersections and driveways should be considered. The current code requires that views at intersections are not obstructed, but obstructed views at driveways should be considered as well. 

· The proposal should allow A-frame signs on private property to advertise real estate open houses, home studios and similar events and uses. While real estate open houses generally occur at particular times, home business which could benefit from temporary signs might operate daily. 

· Real estate signs should be considered a separate category in the sign code. This is accommodated in the current code which allows one temporary sign per frontage. [Question for City Attorney:  Is this permitable under constitution law as it would rely on content to determine if such were being used for real estate?]

Signs not requiring a permit/Prohibited Signs

· Banners are not currently defined in the code and should be included in the revised code.

· Lights and holiday decorations are not currently regulated in the sign code and should remain excluded. 

Temporary sign in the public right of way

· Some explanation of the boundaries of the public right of way should be provided for the public. 



		MULTI-FAMILY, SMALL COMMERCIAL AND INSTITUTIONAL ZONE GROUPING

		The multi-family, small commercial and institutional zone group is characterized by multi-family and smaller scale commercial development near single-family zones as well as major public institutions, government facilities and parks. Sign types in this area include convenience needs for residents, adaptive reuse of existing buildings, and institutional uses.



CAT members agreed that the number of signs should be allocated based on frontage with a limit on the maximum number of signs per property. Other comments from CAT members included:

· Large institutions do not fit well in this category unless the number of signs is allocated based on property frontage or number of entrances. 

· Currently permitted signs for properties with small street frontages are too constrictive and should be expanded. 

· Digital signs should be allowed as they are beneficial for community messaging, promoting events and public safety. 

· Signage is needed at multifamily and institutions for civic and emergency services and for traffic flow. 



		MIXED USE, DOWNTOWN AND CORRIDOR ZONE GROUPING

		The mixed use, downtown and corridor area includes critical transportation corridors, land uses including high-volume establishments and areas where a mix of high-density residential, office and small-scale retail uses are encouraged along with multistory residential uses. Some areas included in this group have land uses currently which do not reflect the zoning, but may in the future. 

The group also agreed too many signs in a single stretch of street create a cluttered effect. Flags, banners and A-frames all contribute to clutter and should be regulated together by allowing a maximum total number of temporary signs. 

Additional comments from CAT members included:

· [bookmark: _GoBack]There should be consideration of mixed use areas where real estate signs for residential uses should be allowed along with commercial temporary signs.  [Comment:  Again this specifically calls out the sign based on content to determine if it is real estate related.  The Code should simply allow for the use of one  a-frame per business during the hours  that the business is being conduted.] 

· Additional height should be allowed to create vertical projecting signage to add visual interest to the streetscape.



		INDUSTRIAL

		The industrial zone is characterized by larger properties with industrial uses and outdoor storage. CAT members did not provide specific comments on proposed sign code for industrial-zoned properties.





		COMMERCIAL, CAMPUS AND EMPLOYMENT

		Properties in the group of zones including commercial, campus and employment are often larger and include uses such as shopping centers, retail/office campuses or light manufacturing.	



CAT members provided the following comments:

· Menu boards and way finding sings should not count against the number of signs otherwise allowed on a property.  

· Billboards should be permitted in specific commercial and industrial zones, but not on all of the major arterials. 

· A-frames should be allowed in this zone group for use by retail which serves industrial uses, like delis and coffee shops.  



		SIGN CONSIDERATIONS ACROSS ZONES

		CAT members expressed interest in discussing murals and possible regulation of signs on commercial vehicles at future meetings. Murals and undeveloped lots may need to be defined in the sign code. 

CAT members commented that the descriptor “TV Type Signs” used in the draft code is mislabeled because these types of signs do not necessarily use moving images. They often cycle through static content. The industry term for this type of sign is “Electronic Message Center”, or EMC. 

CAT members asked about inflated “air dancer” signs often seen at auto dealerships. These types of signs are considered balloons and are not permitted in the current sign code. 

CAT members also asked about signs attached to people. Handheld signs are currently except from the code. Some CAT members commented that these signs, especially those that move, are distracting. Other members commented that limiting handheld signs may be perceived as limiting rights to speech.

CAT members agreed that tall, “feather”-type flags should be prohibited. The group felt that feather-type flags are overused and when left up for an extended period they fade and become unattractive. Eliminating these typetypes of flags/banners while continuing to allow national and team-style flags will require a definition of flags in the code, including dimensions.

CAT members would like to simplify the zone groupings presented in the draft proposal. It may be simpler to consider proposing different requirements for residential zones while all other zones to share the same set of regulations. Lot size or frontage is an effective mechanism for determining the appropriate size and number of signs across non-residential zones. 



		ITEMS FOR CONTINUED DISCUSSION

		CAT members and staff identified several issues for further discussion, including:

· Enforcement of the sign code: Oregon City has a strong business community which could be leveraged to help promote compliance with the code. Web-based reporting of non-compliant signs should be considered. 

· Signs behind a window are not restricted in the current code across all zones, but signs painted on the outside are regulated. 

· The language used in the updated sign code should be clear and understandable. One member suggested that an ad-hoc review committee be formed to ensure the code is clear.

CAT members were encouraged to communicate additional comments to staff before the November meeting.





		Next Steps and preview open house / meeting #3

		laura Terway \ Ryan orth



		

		Staff will provide a revised proposal for review ahead of the next CAT meeting, scheduled for Nov. 18, 2013. The agenda will also address enforcement-related topics.



A public open house will be held from 5:00 – 7:00 PM, immediately before the next CAT meeting, which is scheduled for 7:00 – 9:00 PM. CAT members were encouraged to arrive between 6:00 and 6:30 so public comments and CAT member comments on the revised code proposal can be captured before the CAT meeting begins. 



Staff will not bring proposals which have not been reviewed by the CAT to the open house. All materials presented to the public will first be provided to the CAT so members have an opportunity to comment. Materials from the first two meetings will be provided to the public. A flier announcing the open house will be distributed and provided to CAT members who are asked to circulate it among their interested acquaintances.  
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TEMPORARY SIGN, sign and its support structure, typically of a stick sign or
 lightly mounted banner design that are not permanently affixed directly to a
 structure by hardware or anchored to the ground by concrete or other
 foundation. “Temporary signs” do not include portable signs. Examples of a
 “temporary sign” include:

 

            

 
 
Temporary Signs allowed without permit within Residential Zones:
Temporary and portable signs shall be kept neat, clean and in good repair.
  Signs which are faded, torn, damaged or otherwise unsightly or in a state
 of disrepair shall be immediately repaired, replaced or removed.
 
Maximum sign size: No more than one (1) sign shall be up to six (6)
 square feet in area and six (6) feet in height.
For property bordering on more than one public street, one additional six
 (6) square feet in area and six (6) feet) in height may be displayed on
 each additional public street frontage.
 
All other signs shall be no larger than six (6) square feet in face area and
 four (4) feet in height.
 
10sq foot set-back from intersection corners. 
 
2-foot setback from sidewalk. 
 
3-foot setback from street pavement if no sidewalk.
 
A-Frame Signs allowed without permit within residential
 neighborhoods:
One (1) A-Frame Sign no larger than 5 sq.ft sign face and no taller than
 32" allowed on private property or within public right-of-way per property
between 6 p.m. Friday and 8 p.m. Sunday, and from 10 a.m. through 3
 p.m. on Tuesdays.
 
Must make effort to contact abutting property owner & if not home, must
 leave card w/ contact info & description of effort made to contact.
 
Must not block sidewalks or travel lanes.
 



Where no curb exists, the sign shall be placed outside the roadway at least
 5 feet from the edge of the roadway.
 
Cannot be placed in a median, traffic island, or other area within the
 roadway.
 
The sign is to be entirely outside the roadway and any shoulder.
 
Signs must allow continuous pedestrian passageway or 4’ and must not
 obstruct pedestrian and wheelchair access to transit stops, disabled
 parking spaces or building exists.
 
 
 
From: Laura Terway [mailto:lterway@ci.oregon-city.or.us] 
Sent: Tuesday, October 22, 2013 3:28 PM
Cc: 'jeanbob06@comcast.net'; 'ks33030@gmail.com'; Daryl Winand; 'tom.obrien4@comcast.net';
 'melissa@securitysigns.com'; 'pastor@catalystcc.org'; 'zhenkin9000@gmail.com';
 'signs@magneticsignpdx.com'; 'sandiburley@clearchannel.com'; 'awillhit@yahoo.com';
 jonathan.stone@gmail.com; emahoney240@msn.com; Ryan Orth
Subject: Oregon City Sign Code Community Advisory Team Meeting #2 - Draft Meeting Minutes
 
Good Afternoon,
The draft minutes from our second CAT meeting are enclosed for your review.  Please look over the

 minutes and provide me any comments by Monday, October 28th so we can post them on our
 project website the following day.  All comments received since the meeting are enclosed as well.
 
Thank you again for your participation in this project, we have received a lot of valuable feedback!
 Please feel free to contact me at (503) 496-1553.  Thank you

 
 
www.OCSignCode.org
 

Laura Terway, AICP
Planner
Planning Division
PO Box 3040 
221 Molalla Avenue, Suite 200
Oregon City, Oregon 97045
Please note the Planning Division is available
 from 7:30am - 6:00pm Monday - Thursday
 and by appointment on Friday.
Phone: 503.496.1553 
Fax: 503.722.3880
lterway@orcity.org

 
Need an answer? Did you know that our website can help you 24-hours a day, 7-days a week? Online, you have access to
 permit forms, applications, handouts, inspection results, codebooks, info on permits applied for since 2002, inspection
 information, application checklists, and much more at www.orcity.org.  Quickly and easily print a report of your property

http://www.ocsigncode.org/
mailto:lterway@orcity.org
http://www.orcity.org/


 with a Property Zoning Report or view our interactive mapping at OCWebMaps.  Let's work together to improve our
 transportation system.  Provide your input at www.OCTransportationPlan.org.
 

ü Please consider the environment before printing
PUBLIC RECORDS LAW DISCLOSURE: This e-mail is subject to the State Retention Schedule and may be made available to the public.

 

Total Control Panel Login

To: dwinand@pmar.org
From: lterway@ci.oregon-
city.or.us

Message Score: 50 High (60): Pass
My Spam Blocking Level: Medium Medium (75): Pass

Low (90): Pass
Block this sender
Block ci.oregon-city.or.us

This message was delivered because the content filter score did not exceed your filter level.

 

http://maps.orcity.org/imf/ext/viewPropertyReport/viewPropertyReport_Search.jsp
http://maps.orcity.org/imf/sites/OCWebMaps/jsp/launch.jsp?popup_blocked=true
file:////c/www.OCTransportationPlan.org
https://asp.reflexion.net/login?domain=pmar.org
https://asp.reflexion.net/address-properties?aID=1302738030&domain=pmar.org
https://asp.reflexion.net/address-properties?aID=1651064439&domain=pmar.org
https://asp.reflexion.net/address-properties?aID=1651064439&domain=pmar.org
https://asp.reflexion.net/FooterAction?ver=2&bl-sender-address=1&rID=1302738030&aID=1651064439&domain=pmar.org
https://asp.reflexion.net/FooterAction?ver=2&bl-sender-domain=1&rID=1302738030&aID=1651064439&domain=pmar.org
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221 Molalla Ave.  Suite 200   | Oregon City OR 97045  

Ph (503) 722-3789 | Fax (503) 722-3880 

 

Community Development – Planning      

Oregon City Sign Code Update 
Community Advisory Team Meeting #2 

Meeting Summary - DRAFT 
October 14, 2013 

5:00 – 7:00 pm 
City Hall, 625 Center Street 

PARTICIPANTS 

Community Advisory Team (CAT) 

 

 Sandi Burley - Sign Company / Manufacture / 
Advocate 

 Mark Evans - Institutional (Faith-based 
organization / School) 

 Melissa Hayden - Development / Business 

 Zach Henkin - Planning Commission 

 Ed LaPlante - Chamber of Commerce 

 Bob La Salle - Neighborhood Association/ 
Citizen Involvement Council 

 Bob Mahoney (alternate for Tom O'Brien) - 
Neighborhood Association/ Citizen 
Involvement Council 

 Kathleen Sinclair - City Resident 

 Jonathon Stone (replacing John Southgate) – 
Main Street Oregon City 

 Amy Willhite - City Resident 

 Daryl Winand - Development / Business 

 

Oregon City staff and facilitation team 

 

 Laura Terway, Planner 

 Jennifer Bragar, Assistant City Attorney 

 

 Ryan Orth, facilitator (EnviroIssues) 

 Bridger Wineman, notetaker 
(EnviroIssues) 

 

OTHERS PRESENT 
 Bob Cochran, Clackamas Community College  
 Kristine Herman, Clear Channel  

HANDOUTS 
Agenda; Draft Code Concept (Oct. 7); Zoning descriptions; Public comments and comments 
from CAT (Sept. 17 – Oct. 14) 

 

AGENDA TOPICS 
 

  WELCOME, INTRODUCTIONS AND AGENDA OVERVIEW LAURA TERWAY / RYAN ORTH 

 

Laura Terway and Ryan Orth welcomed attendees. Meeting participants introduced 
themselves, including Community Advisory Team (CAT) members, City staff and facilitation 
team. 
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Bob Cochran, observing the meeting, introduced himself as the Dean of Campus Services at 
Clackamas Community College and provided comments for consideration of city staff and 
the CAT through the sign code update process. The Community College is aware that the 
surrounding community is not always informed of community-oriented events held at the 
college including performances, sporting events and career and benefits fairs, among others. 
There are also messages the college must communicate to students and staff, like campus 
closures and registration dates. The collage college has a very large frontage and two 
entrances. The property is zoned institutional. The administration is interested in using 
electronic signage, similar in size to the sign at Oregon City High School, in addition to the 
existing signs, to communicate multiple messages daily to the community.  

REPORT ON COMMENTS RECEIVED SINCE LAST MEETING LAURA TERWAY \ RYAN ORTH 

 

CAT members provided additional comments following the September CAT meeting which 
have been shared with the group. Since the last meeting, project staff also met with the 
Oregon City Transportation Advisory Committee.  

Compiled comments were provided in advance of the meeting and are posted to the project 
website, http://www.ocsigncode.org. No new comments were received through the 
website.   

PRESENTATION AND DISCUSSION: SIGNS BY ZONE GROUPING LAURA TERWAY \ RYAN ORTH 

INTENT OF SIGN 
STANDARDS 

Statements summarizing the intent of the sign code were shared with CAT members, 
developed based on the purpose statement of the current code and feedback heard so far:  

 Preserve and enhance the image and identity of Oregon City. 

 Be compatible with the character of the zoning district and its allowed uses. 

 Support the economic development of Oregon City businesses. 

 Promote public safety through design. 

 Provide guidelines for good design at reasonable costs and with multiple options.  

A CAT member proposed the list include a point additional language that the code be “clear 
and concise.”  

SIGN APPLICATION BY 
ZONE 

A draft code concept was developed based on comments received from presentations and 
community briefings, the project website and through the CAT process so far. Details were 
provided in the Draft Code document. 

The draft code concept is intended to help organize and advance the CAT’s discussion on the 
code update. The draft code concept considers five groups of zones which were assembled 
due to their shared characteristics in regard to signage considerations. Each zone group 
included elements of the proposed sign code, highlighting changes proposed to the existing 
code.  

Further changes and refinements are expected through additional iterations of the proposal, 
in response to CAT and community feedback, to form the CAT’s recommendation. CAT 
members were reminded that their recommendations will inform an update of the sign code 
that city planning staff will submit to the Planning Commission and City Commission as part 
of the formal code update process. 

CAT members were encouraged to consider the usefulness and form of the code groupings 
used, confirm that previous feedback was accurately captured in the proposal and provide 

http://www.ocsigncode.org/
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additional comments.  

Several points were addressed concerning  zoning and the sign code:  

 Zoning provides a forward-looking mechanism through which to express the sign 
code. Current land use do not always reflect uses allowed by the zoning code. No 
zoning changes will be proposed through this project. 

 There is a variance process established in the current code with clear and objective 
standards.  

 New construction in a historic district would go through design review by Oregon 
City staff or the Historic Review Board.  

RESIDENTIAL ZONE 
GROUPING 

Residential zones are characterized by residential uses, along with conditional uses such as 
churches and schools. Signage in these areas is limited in quantity, scale and location and 
primarily seasonal and temporary. Home occupations in areas zoned residential may have 
permitted permanent signs.  CAT members directed staff that conditional uses should have 
different sign requirements from residential properties.  CAT members provided the 
following comments about signage in residential zones: 
 
Free standing signs 

 Limits should be placed on the brightness and spacing of electronic signs in 
residential areas where they are generally used by churches and schools to advertise 
events.  

 The height limit for wall and freestanding signs for conditional uses should be 
expanded from 8 to 15 feet.  

 
Temporary signs exempt from permit on private property (Examples include real estate 
and yard sale signs) 

 The proposal to allow temporary signs just twice a year is too limiting for churches 
and schools.  

 CAT members discussed whether a time limit should be instituted for real estate 
signs, including suggestions both for limited display duration and comments that 
temporary signs do not need a time limit. [Question for City Attorney –is this 
permissible under the law as it identifies the content of the sign if limited to “real 
estate”?] 

 Additional temporary signage on private property should be allowed around 
election season.  [Comment:  How many days before election/days after election 
will they be allowed?  How many signs?  Note:  would apply to all elections: May 
Primariy, November General, March & Sept special elections.  Seems an 
enforcement headache as opposed to allowing 5 signs without permit on residential 
property with a sign face maximum of 6sq ft (2’x3’) and 72” (6ft) height.}   

 Additional temporary signage of up to four signs should be allowed on private 
residential property. 

 A definition of temporary signage should be identified.  

 Placement of signs around intersections and driveways should be considered. The 
current code requires that views at intersections are not obstructed, but obstructed 
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views at driveways should be considered as well.  

 The proposal should allow A-frame signs on private property to advertise real estate 
open houses, home studios and similar events and uses. While real estate open 
houses generally occur at particular times, home business which could benefit from 
temporary signs might operate daily.  

 Real estate signs should be considered a separate category in the sign code. This is 
accommodated in the current code which allows one temporary sign per frontage. 
[Question for City Attorney:  Is this permitable under constitution law as it would 
rely on content to determine if such were being used for real estate?] 

Signs not requiring a permit/Prohibited Signs 

 Banners are not currently defined in the code and should be included in the revised 
code. 

 Lights and holiday decorations are not currently regulated in the sign code and 
should remain excluded.  

Temporary sign in the public right of way 

 Some explanation of the boundaries of the public right of way should be provided 
for the public.  

MULTI-FAMILY, SMALL 
COMMERCIAL AND 
INSTITUTIONAL ZONE 
GROUPING 

The multi-family, small commercial and institutional zone group is characterized by multi-
family and smaller scale commercial development near single-family zones as well as major 
public institutions, government facilities and parks. Sign types in this area include 
convenience needs for residents, adaptive reuse of existing buildings, and institutional uses. 
 
CAT members agreed that the number of signs should be allocated based on frontage with a 
limit on the maximum number of signs per property. Other comments from CAT members 
included: 

 Large institutions do not fit well in this category unless the number of signs is 
allocated based on property frontage or number of entrances.  

 Currently permitted signs for properties with small street frontages are too 
constrictive and should be expanded.  

 Digital signs should be allowed as they are beneficial for community messaging, 
promoting events and public safety.  

 Signage is needed at multifamily and institutions for civic and emergency services 
and for traffic flow.  

MIXED USE, DOWNTOWN 
AND CORRIDOR ZONE 
GROUPING 

The mixed use, downtown and corridor area includes critical transportation corridors, land 
uses including high-volume establishments and areas where a mix of high-density 
residential, office and small-scale retail uses are encouraged along with multistory 
residential uses. Some areas included in this group have land uses currently which do not 
reflect the zoning, but may in the future.  

The group also agreed too many signs in a single stretch of street create a cluttered effect. 
Flags, banners and A-frames all contribute to clutter and should be regulated together by 
allowing a maximum total number of temporary signs.  

Additional comments from CAT members included: 

 There should be consideration of mixed use areas where real estate signs for 
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residential uses should be allowed along with commercial temporary signs.  
[Comment:  Again this specifically calls out the sign based on content to determine if 
it is real estate related.  The Code should simply allow for the use of one  a-frame 
per business during the hours  that the business is being conduted.]  

 Additional height should be allowed to create vertical projecting signage to add 
visual interest to the streetscape. 

INDUSTRIAL 

The industrial zone is characterized by larger properties with industrial uses and outdoor 
storage. CAT members did not provide specific comments on proposed sign code for 
industrial-zoned properties. 
 

COMMERCIAL, CAMPUS 
AND EMPLOYMENT 

Properties in the group of zones including commercial, campus and employment are often 
larger and include uses such as shopping centers, retail/office campuses or light 
manufacturing.  
 
CAT members provided the following comments: 

 Menu boards and way finding sings should not count against the number of signs 
otherwise allowed on a property.   

 Billboards should be permitted in specific commercial and industrial zones, but not 
on all of the major arterials.  

 A-frames should be allowed in this zone group for use by retail which serves 
industrial uses, like delis and coffee shops.   

SIGN CONSIDERATIONS 
ACROSS ZONES 

CAT members expressed interest in discussing murals and possible regulation of signs on 
commercial vehicles at future meetings. Murals and undeveloped lots may need to be 
defined in the sign code.  

CAT members commented that the descriptor “TV Type Signs” used in the draft code is 
mislabeled because these types of signs do not necessarily use moving images. They often 
cycle through static content. The industry term for this type of sign is “Electronic Message 
Center”, or EMC.  

CAT members asked about inflated “air dancer” signs often seen at auto dealerships. These 
types of signs are considered balloons and are not permitted in the current sign code.  

CAT members also asked about signs attached to people. Handheld signs are currently 
except from the code. Some CAT members commented that these signs, especially those 
that move, are distracting. Other members commented that limiting handheld signs may be 
perceived as limiting rights to speech. 

CAT members agreed that tall, “feather”-type flags should be prohibited. The group felt that 
feather-type flags are overused and when left up for an extended period they fade and 
become unattractive. Eliminating these typetypes of flags/banners while continuing to allow 
national and team-style flags will require a definition of flags in the code, including 
dimensions. 

CAT members would like to simplify the zone groupings presented in the draft proposal. It 
may be simpler to consider proposing different requirements for residential zones while all 
other zones to share the same set of regulations. Lot size or frontage is an effective 
mechanism for determining the appropriate size and number of signs across non-residential 
zones.  
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ITEMS FOR CONTINUED 
DISCUSSION 

CAT members and staff identified several issues for further discussion, including: 

 Enforcement of the sign code: Oregon City has a strong business community which 
could be leveraged to help promote compliance with the code. Web-based 
reporting of non-compliant signs should be considered.  

 Signs behind a window are not restricted in the current code across all zones, but 
signs painted on the outside are regulated.  

 The language used in the updated sign code should be clear and understandable. 
One member suggested that an ad-hoc review committee be formed to ensure the 
code is clear. 

CAT members were encouraged to communicate additional comments to staff before the 
November meeting. 
 

Next Steps and preview open house / meeting #3 LAURA TERWAY \ RYAN ORTH 

 

Staff will provide a revised proposal for review ahead of the next CAT meeting, scheduled for 
Nov. 18, 2013. The agenda will also address enforcement-related topics. 
 
A public open house will be held from 5:00 – 7:00 PM, immediately before the next CAT 
meeting, which is scheduled for 7:00 – 9:00 PM. CAT members were encouraged to arrive 
between 6:00 and 6:30 so public comments and CAT member comments on the revised 
code proposal can be captured before the CAT meeting begins.  
 
Staff will not bring proposals which have not been reviewed by the CAT to the open house. 
All materials presented to the public will first be provided to the CAT so members have an 
opportunity to comment. Materials from the first two meetings will be provided to the 
public. A flier announcing the open house will be distributed and provided to CAT members 
who are asked to circulate it among their interested acquaintances.   
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