
PLANNINGCOMMISSION

June8, 2021

FINALMINUTES

I. CALLTOORDER
ChairJudiRoland called themeeting toorderat7:01p.m.  viaZoomduetoGovernor
Inslee’sHealthy Washington – Roadmap toRecovery initiative andtheGovernor’s
Emergency Proclamation 20-28duetotheCovid-19Pandemic whichestablishes the
officialmeeting place, asvirtual.  

a.)  ROLLCALL/ESTABLISHMENTOFQUORUM
Commissioners present:  ChairRoland, Vice-ChairLee, Commissioner Stephens,  
Commissioner Moutzouris, Commissioner Khanal.  

Commissioner Masonwasexcused.  

Staffpresent: Planning Services Manager JeffDixon; DougRuth, Assistant City
Attorney; Planner II, Alexandria Teague; Administrative Assistant Jennifer Oliver.  

Members ofthepublicpresent:    

b.) PLEDGEOFALLEGIANCE

II. APPROVALOFMINUTES

A. May 18, 2021 – Regular Meeting Minutes

ViceChairLeemoved, andCommissioner Stephens seconded toapprove the
minutes fromtheMay18, 2021, meeting aswritten.    

MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 5-0

III. PUBLICHEARING
Therewasnopublic hearingscheduled forthismeeting.  
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IV. OTHERBUSINESS
A. Portable Sign Code Text Amendment

Amend Title 18 (Zoning Code) and Downtown Urban Center Design (DUC)  
Standards related toportable signs (City File No.: ZOA20-0003).  

Alexandria Teague, Planner IIpresented tothePlanning Commission therevisions
proposed forChapters 18.29, “DUCDowntown UrbanCenter District” Auburn CityCode
ACC) andChapter 18.56, “Signs” ACCofTitle18 (theZoning Code), andthe “Sign

Design” portionoftheDowntown UrbanCenter Design Standards.   
Ms. Teague explained where theproposed codechange would takeeffect inthe
downtown DUC (Downtown UrbanCenter) bypresenting amaptothePlanning
Commission. Staffhasbeenworking withtheDAC (Downtown Auburn Co-operative,  
formerly theAuburn Downtown Association) andtwolocalsigncompanies tocreate the
proposed changes. Established in1988, theDAChelpsstrengthen andsupport
businesses downtown.   

ThePlanning Commission packet highlighted thestrikethrough andunderlines forthe
coderevisions andamendments.  

Chapter 18.29 “DUCDowntown UrbanCenter” ACC
Section ACC 18.29.060(I)(4)  
Section ACC18.29.060contains thestandards forportable signs intheDUCzoning
district. Thepurpose ofthiscoderevision istofosterconsistency intheuseofportable
signsintheDUCzoningdistrict. Previously theCityallowed temporary signs, including
portable signs, throughout thecity (notjustwithintheDUCzoning district). The
temporary signprovisions contained inChapter 18.56ACC “Signs” sunsetted in2016.  
Priortothesunsetting ofthecodethecityhadaprogram foranofeesignpermit for
temporary signs. Thepurpose ofthenofeesignpermitwastoencourage their
compliance withCitycode. After thetemporary signprovisions ofChapter18.56ACC
sunsetted, thenofeesignpermit fortemporary signsendedaswell. Portable signs,  
however, arestillallowed intheDUCzoning district because Chapter 18.29ACC “DUC
Downtown UrbanCenter”, stillcontains provisions forportable signs. Since2016there
hasbeenaproliferation innoncompliant portable signs – noncompliant inthenumber,  
placement, andsizeofsigns.  Thechanges proposed inthesection areintended to: 1)  
clarify thenumberofsignsallowed, 2) todefinewhereandhowasigncanbeplaced, 3)  
whatsignmaterials areallowed, and4) provide themaximum sizeofportable signs.   

Chapter 18.56 “Signs” ACC
Section ACC 18.56.030(I)(2)  
Thepurpose ofamending Section ACC18.56.030istoclarify thatportable signarenot
prohibited intheDUCzoning district. While this isalready understood inimplementation
ofthecode, itneeds tobeexplicitly stated incode.  

DUCDesign Standards
Sign Design
Thepurpose ofamending theDUCDesign Standards istocreateanewsetofdesign
standards relatedtoportable signs. Notably, portable signsaretheonlytypesofsigns
allowed intheDUCthatdonothavedesign standards. Theproposed design standards
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areintended ensure thatportable signsarewellmade, durable, stylish, andcontribute to
theoverall character ofthedowntown.    

Staffconcluded thepresentation andremarked thatifthePlanning Commission believes
thatthechanges arereadytoproceed, Staffwillmove forward withnoticing forand
scheduling apublic hearing.   

ThePlanning Commission askediftheseproposed changes wereonparwithothercities
orisAuburn unique withcertain requirements. Alexandria Teague, Planner IIcommented
thatnotthatAuburn wasnotuniquewithcertain requirements. Staff looked througha
number ofdifferent jurisdictions suchasKent, Renton, andsomecities inCalifornia to
seewhatstandards theyuse, andAuburn’sproposed portable signregulations were
typical signstandards. Also, CityStaffworked withtheDACandthelocalsigncompanies
toensure theirperspectives wereconsidered andtomakethemspecific toAuburn as
well.  

TheCommission inquired whatwillhappen tothebusiness signsthatarebeingused
nowthatdonotmeet thecoderequirements. Theyalsoaskedabout ifanewbusiness
moves intotownthatalready hasasignanditdoesn’tmeet therequirement, whatwould
happen. Theconcern fromtheCommission isthatbusinesses arestruggling financially
rightnowduetothepandemic andincurring additional costisaconcern. Will the
business’ haveacertain amountoftimetochange thesigntomeetthenewcodes
requirements. Staffcommented thatstaffwillworkwithdirection fromtheDirector of
Community Development andCityCouncil onhowwewanttoaddress anyexisting signs
thatarenon-compliant . Staffsaidtherearelikelysignsouttherenowthatarenon- 
compliant anditcomesdowntotalking, educating andworking withbusinesses onbeing
compliant. Theapproach thatwillbetakeniseducate firsttogaincompliance, and
enforcement later. Also, asaseparate effort, buttoaddress theconcern thecitystaff is
working onaportable signprogram withDACtofinancially assist businesses withcostof
portable signs. Theprogram’sintent istoprovide fundstodowntown businesses tohelp
acquire newsignsthatmeetcode.   

TheCommissioners askedwhyportable thesignsareonlybeingusedinonly the
downtown areaandnotinotherareasofthecity.  Staff responded thatinthepast,  
portable signswereallowed onlyasatemporary sign. Thenthecitychanged thecodeto
instituteaportable signprogram inresponse totheeconomic recession thatwehadand
togivemoreopportunity fordifferent kindsofsignage tohelpbusinesses. Thisallowed
portable signsinadditional areas.  Thisnofeeportable signprogram wasextended by
theCityCouncilacoupleoftimesuntil theprogram sun-setted in2016. Ms. Teague
commented thatwhile thereareothercommercial areas inthecitythatarezonedC3
which isheavily autooriented commercial areas, itmakessensetohavetheportable
signcodefocusondowntown which ismorepedestrian oriented. The ‘A” framesignsfit
intothenatureofpeoplewalking andobserving thesignsinthedowntown area. The
Commission askedifportable signscouldbeplaced ateitherentrance ifthebusiness
hadtwo, suchasafrontdoorandarearalleydoorandStaff replied thatyesitcanbe
placedatbothlocations, ifthesigndoesn’tresult inotherconflicts.  
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ThePlanning Commission inquired onenforcement andpenaltyofthesignage and
whether penalties wouldbeissued ifthesignsarenotuptocode. TheCommissioners
alsoaskedifenforcement would takeplace inotherareasofthecitywherebusinesses
arenotfollowing guidelines andifwehavetheresources forenforcement. Staff
commented thattheenforcement fallsheavilyontheCityofAuburn CodeCompliance
Teamwhoisresponsible toenforce thesignage regulations throughout allofAuburn, not
justinthedowntown area. Staffclarified thatCodeCompliance, isgenerally complaint
drivenandthePlanning Department arenotoutlooking forcodeviolations. Typically,  
CodeCompliance issuesarebrought tousfromcitizens calling itinorbyapermit being
issued. Thedowntown areasignsarenoticed morebecause ofStaffworking inthe
downtown area. Staffexplained thatthesignprogram andthecodechanges thatare
beingproposed gohandinhand. Staffdoesn’twanttotakeanheavy-handed
enforcement approach butrather ifabusiness hasasignneeding anupdate,  
communicate thattothebusiness butalsoexplain theassociated newsignprogram will
assist inhelping payforqualifying newsigns. ThePlanning Commission voiced
concerned thatenforcement needs tobefairto eachbusiness regardless ofiftheyare
located inthedowntown areaorotherpartsofthecitywiththesigncodecompliance.   
Staffwilldiscusshowtomove forwardwiththenoncompliance signswith thedirectorof
Community Development andpossibly, theCityCouncil.   
Assistant CityAttorney, DougRuthaddressed theCommission regarding the
enforcement ofthesigns.  Enforcement forthesigncodewouldbeunderthegeneral
enforcement codewhichprovides aninfraction ifacodeviolation occurs. Iftherewasn’t
voluntary compliance, thentheenforcement wouldbeundersometimeofpenalty that
couldbeperdayorbyincident. Mr. Ruthcontinued that, asAlexhadmentioned early,  
theCitygenerally triestoworkwithproperty owners togainvoluntary compliance. Astoa
disproportionate enforcement, theenforcement ononeindividual overanother, though
theybothmaybeoutofcompliance, isnotbyitselfanindication ofdiscriminatory
enforcement. Thelawrecognizes thatthecity, countyoranypublicagency can’ttake
action against allviolators simultaneously. Ifthereisotherevidence thatthecity
repeatedly goesafteracompany andtheinfractions areonly inoneareaofthecity, then
thatwouldbecauseforconcernandinvestigation. Theimposing ofinfraction,  
impoundment orpenalty ononeviolator andnottheotherwouldn’tbebasis for
invalidating thatpenalty inandofitself. ThePlanning Commission thanked Mr. Ruthfor
theclarification.  

TheCommission askedstaffwhattheprocesswastogetanapproved signpermit and
what istheaverage costformanufacturing anAFramesign.  Staff responded thatthe
costofsignsmayrangefrom $200to $500, depending onwhattypeofmaterials are
used. Staffdoesnotcollect information onorevaluate signcosts. Thedesign standards
havetobemetandCityStaffdoesn’thavemuchsayintheprice. Thenofeesignpermit
process isnotdetermined yetandstaffisworking through that, however theprocess for
anyothersignintheDUC (Downtown UrbanCenter) would consistsofanapplication
submitted tothepermit center alongwitharendering ofwhatthesignwould looklike
suchassize, details, materials usedtomakeitandtheproposed location ofthesign.  
Staffwillreview, andonceitisapproved there isasticker thatisissued, andthatsticker
isplacedontheinsideofthesignshowing approval anduptocode. TheCommission
commented thatoldersignsshould possibly begrandfathered inandthiscouldpossibly
written intothecodetoavoidanyconflictwithbusinesses feelingasiftheywerebeing
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pickedonwhileotherswerenotrelating totheirsignsbeinguptocodeornot.  Staff
responded thattheterm “grandfather” or “grandfathering” means something thatwas
legally established andallowed tocontinue eventhough itdoesnotmeetcurrent
regulations. Itishardtoknowifsomething waslegallyestablished, iftheCitynever
required asignpermit forit. ChairRoland mentioned agraceperiod mightbeanidea.  
Staffcommented thattheguidance forcompliant andnon-compliant signswillbe
discussed internally withtheDirectorofCommunity Development andpossibly City
Council onhowtomoveforward. Planning Services Manager, JeffDixonadded that
thereessentially hasbeenagraceperiod sincetheportable codesun-setted in2016. Mr.  
Dixoncontinued thattheprogram hasbeendeveloped withtheDowntown Auburn
Cooperative. It’sanaffiliation ofdowntown businesses thatassess themselves toraise
fundsforactivities oradvertising tosupport downtown. Theyhavebeenpartofthe
development oftheprogram andcanworkwithindividuals’ businesses aswelltoprovide
information about thenewsign’sguidelines. Staffcommented thatbecause under the
proposed regulations thesignsarelarger, theyaremore likelytonothavecircumstances
where thesignsdonotcomply duetosize.  Theincreased sizelimitscanpotentially
bringmoresigns intocompliance. Someoftheexisting signshavenothadthebest
maintenance overtime. Withnewbuildings coming upinthedowntown area, renewed
interest invitality, Staffwants tobringthesignage program alongandmakesure that
thosebusinesses withsignsareputting theirbestfootforward.   

TheCommission asked whowasliableifapedestrian weretotripandhurtthemselves
overasignoutinfrontofabusiness. Couldtheysuethebusiness orthecity? Staff
commented thatcodestates thatthesignscannotbeapedestrian orvehicle hazardand
thatwillnotchange. Assistant CityAttorney DougRuthcommented thattheliability for
thesidewalk wouldbewiththeproperty owner. Iftheinjured weretoprovethatthe
regulations bytheCityplayedapartintheinjury, thenpossibly theCitywouldbe
exposed. However, theinitial liability wouldbewiththeproperty owner.   

ThePlanning Commission inquired about thecodethatstatessignsaretobewithin12
feetofabusiness entrance anddoesthatmeanthesignisforthatparticular business.  
Suchasanother business cannot advertise infrontoftheothercompeting business
entrance. TheCommission commented thatmaybe thecodeshould refer to “the”  
business andnot “A” business tobemorespecific. Staffcommented thatpartofthe
reason forthedistance requirements istokeepitwithinproximity oftheentrance and
because abusiness ownermayhaveitdisplayed onlywhenthebusiness isopen, itis
easyforthemtopickituporplace itoutduring theirbusiness hours. Additionally, thecity
hadsomecircumstances wherebusinesses werelocated mid-blockorlocatedatoneend
ofthestreet, butitwasabusierattheotherendofthestreetandtheywouldplacetheir
signonthecorneralongwithnumerous othersignsonthesame streetorintersection.  
Staff istryingtoavoid thatscenario byhavingthe12-footplacement fromthebusiness
entrance inthecode.  

TheCommission askediffoodtrucksapply forthe12-footentrance. Staffanswered not
toomanyfoodtrucks reside inAuburn. Itwould interpret asthesame thingasastore
frontandkeptwithin that12-footcode. Staffcommented thatitisaunique situation that
staffwouldworkthrough ifthatweretocomeup.  
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Staffconcluded thepresentation andquestions withtheCommission. Staff requested to
moveforward withaPublicHearing. Staffwillsendoutthepublicnotice forcomment
fromthepublicandbusinesses.  Ms. Teague stated thatshewouldliketohavethesign
companies possibly attend thepublichearing aswellasarepresentative fromtheDAC
Downtown Auburn Cooperative).  TheCommission askedwhen thepublichearing will
be. Staff replied thatitwouldbeJulyorAugust. TheCommission commented thatit
wouldniceifabusiness whohasgonethrough thenewsignprogram came tothe
meeting andspeakabout it. Theexactmonthforthehearing wouldbedetermined by
howmuchprogress Staffcanmakewiththenewcode, thenewsignprogram, and
questions orcomments thatarisewiththepubliccomment andpublichearing noticing.   

B. ContinuedDiscussionofPlanningCommissionRulesofProcedure.  
Thistopichasbeenbrought backfortheCommission'sconsideration andpotential
action, thechanges werediscussed attheFebruary andMaymeetings.  

ThePlanning Commission’s (PC) RulesofProcedure werelastamended onMarch
3, 2020.  Annually, thePlanning Commission reviews thePlanning Commission
RulesofProcedure asacontent reminder andtoconsider anymodifications.    

PriortotheCommission’sFebruary 2, 2021meeting, theCommunity Development
Planning Services) andLegalDept. staffreviewed thelatestadopted Rulesof

Procedure document andrecommended aminorchange.  Theamendment shown
instrike-through (deletions), andunderline (additions) wasdistributed inadvance of
themeeting.    

First suggested update: Thefirstrecommended revision whichwasdiscussed at
thePCFebruary 2, 2021meeting andMay18, 2021meeting, istoSection XIIIand
permits theCommission tosuspend rulesofprocedure inresponse tospecial
circumstances.  Therecommendation isinresponse tothechanges inhow
meetings areconducted during thepandemic andisintended togivethe
Commission moreflexibility isitsprocedures.  Therevision allowsCommissioners
byatwo-thirdsvotetosuspend aruleofprocedure.  Thisauthority doesnotapply
torulesrequired bystatuteandisalsolimitedbyRoberts RulesofOrder.    

Second suggested Update:  Thiswasdiscussed attheFebruary 2, 2021andMay
18, 2021meeting toremedy aninconsistency intheRules.  Theinconsistency is
whether theChair’ssilenceonavoteisrecorded intheaffirmative ornegative.  Mr.  
Ruthreminded theCommission that lastyear, theRules wereamended tomakea
silentvote, anegative voteforallCommissioners. Thiswasbasedupontheideaif
youdidnothearavote, theCommission shouldnotbeadopting orchanging
something inapolicyordecision basedonsilence.  Theconservative approach
wouldbetoconsider ita “novote”.   

Staffsuggestsaprovision insection IV.1regarding thechair’svotebeeliminated.   
Thisdeletion isrecommended tomakesection IV.1consistent withchanges in
sectionX.10.  Currently, section IV.1readsthattheChair’svoteshallbeconsidered
anaffirmative voteunlessstatedotherwise.  Thisisinconsistent withtheprior
revision.  

Page6



PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING MINUTES June 8, 2021

Third Suggested Update:  Thiswasdiscussed attheFebruary 2, 2021andMay
18, 2021meeting thatwithconducting meetings virtually, eachcommissioner’svote
maynotbeheard.  TheCommission requested therulesbeupdated toreflect the
circumstances ofvirtualmeetings andtoaddress thepossible technical difficulties
suchasamicrophone failure.  Arevision toSectionX.10addresses thispossibility
bypermitting votesbyelectronic communication suchasvirtual handraising
symbol) orachatmessage.  

Conclusion

Transmitted isaversionoftheruleswiththechanges described above.  Ifthe
Planning Commission issatisfied, theycanvotetoapprove.  IfthePlanning
Commission hasadditional changes, thesecanbediscussed, captured bystaff,  
andthenthesechanges canbepresented inwritingandprovided atthenext
regular meeting.  Theamendments mustbeprovided atameeting priortoaction
voting) asprovided inSection XIII, “Amendment”, whichsays:   

TheRulesofProcedure maybeamended atanyregular meetingofthe
Commission byamajority voteoftheentiremembership.  Theproposed
amendment shouldbepresented inwriting atapreceding regular meeting.”  

Planning Commissioner ViceChairLeemoved, andCommissioner Stephens
seconded toadopt therevisions tothePlanning Commission RulesofProcedure.  

MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 5-0

V. COMMUNITYDEVELOPMENTREPORT

Planning Services Manager, JeffDixon reported thatStaffwillstart returning totheoffice
onJuly6, 2021. Staffwillgradually comebacktwodaysaweekinJuly, threedaysa
weekinAugust andthenmorefullyreturning inSeptember.  

Mr. Dixoncontinued thatduringJulyandAugust CityCouncil willstart transitioning from
virtualmeetings toin-person meetings. Theremaybesomehybrid; where thereisalittle
bitofbothvirtualandin-person whichpresents sometechnology challenges assome
Council members wouldbeintheCouncil Chambers andmembers ofthepublic could
bein-personorvirtual. Thechallenges thatarisewiththatarehowdothein-person
attendees interact andanswerquestions withsomeone whoisparticipating virtually.   
CityCouncil hasagreed tobethetestmeetings onhowtoworkthrough those issues.  
Planning Commission would likelymeet in-person againcomeSeptember afterthe
challenges areworked through withCouncil Meetings.   

Mr. Dixon informed theCommission thatthecityannounced andadvertised that
applications forComprehensive PlanAmendments wouldbeaccepted upthrough June
4, 2021, andthecitydidnotreceive anyprivate applications. Thiswillallowstafftofocus
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oncodeclean-upandotherCityinitiated changes. AsStaffhasdoneinprioryears, they
wouldbringtothePlanning Commission aproposed slateordocketofchanges and
share thatwiththeCommission, andtoaskifthereareanyitemsthat theCommission
wants toputforward aspotential annual Comprehensive Planamendments intermsof
eithermaportextchanges. Staffwillbeworking through thatforoneoftheupcoming
Planning Commission Meetings.  

Mr. Dixon statedhewanted tofollowupwithaquestion theCommission hadinquired
aboutatthelastmeeting. Thequestion washowisthecitychoosing tousetheCovid
relief fundsthecityreceives fromthefederalgovernment.  . Atthemoment, thehasnot
received these. However, CityCouncil isjuststarting toinitiatediscussions onhowto
distribute orspend themoneyastherearealotofstringsthatcomewiththemoney
suchaswhat iseligible tospend thefundsonandwhat isnot. Mr. Dixonmentioned to
theCommission tolookforupcoming special citycouncil meetings andpossibly evena
CityTownHalldiscussion regarding theuseofthesefunds.  

Staffmentioned thattopics forfuture Planning Commission meetings thisyearwill
consistofairport codeupdates, Annual CompPlanAmendments, aswellasa
presentation fromtheCity’sSeniorTrafficEngineer, JamesWebb inresponse toa
request bytheCommission. Thepresentation willconsistoftraffic impactanalysis, how
thecityapproaches traffic analysis, andwhattheCity’sstandards are.  

ThenextPlanning Commission Meeting willbeheldonWednesday, July7, 2021.  Itis
onWednesday duetotheholidayonMonday andcitycouncil meeting beingmoved to
Tuesday.  

Therebeingnofurtherbusiness tocome before thePlanning Commission, ChairRoland
adjourned themeeting at8:16p.m.  
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