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Study Background @
Drivers Goals
* Redmond 2050 » Evaluate local capacity

+29,800 housing units

* |dentify potential constraints
+31,600 jobs by 2050

P . * Inform coordinated planning
* Electrification and grid and investment

modernization . |
 Support housing, economic

* Policy and regulatory development, and climate
landscape goals.
e Existing grid constraints « Deepen strategic coordination
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Approach

3. PSE's 4. Develop a 5. Incorporate 6. Final Study,

' Partner Cities PSE’s Planned Findings and
Demand Substation Recommen-
Forecast Upgrades dations

1. Existing
Conditions
Review

2. Cities’

Growth Plans Demand

Forecasts




Scope and Context

Scope Context

« Substation-level analysis starting at * PSE substation load forecasting
2030 extends 10 years.

« Assumes currently planned load * The Partner Cities do not forecast
transfers and substation upgrades electrical load directly, but plan for
complete. growth in 20+ year timeframes.
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Technical Assessment

Redmond Electricity Demand Forecast Findings
 Estimated 70% increase in total electricity demand by 2050

« 75% of building load growth driven by new construction, 25%
from existing building electritication

* 10% annual growth from EV adoption

« 20% of local substations at risk of exceeding their capacity by
2050

. o 7:00 PM 8:00 AM 6:00 PM
* Magnitude and timing

of load is changing |V A %



Planned PSE Infrastructure Projects (2026-
2030)

* Analysis assumes currently
planned PSE upgrades are
completed on schedule.

* Timely implementation is
critical to avoiding future
development constraints.




Assessment Findings

 Substation capacity
sufficient over the
next 10 years.

* Dependent on timely
completion of
planned upgrades.

Avondale
Driven by growth in
North Redmond, Bear
Creek, & Downtown

Redmond
Driven by
growth Downtown &
Marymoor Village

e Three substations
forecasted to see
constrained capacity

by 2035.

Spiritbrook
Driven by growth
Downtown and
Overlake




Key Findings

* PSE and Redmond forecast growth with different planning
horizons and methodologies.

 PSE substations are anticipated to have enough capacity with
planned infrastructure improvements to serve projected needs

over the next 10 years.

 Population growth primary driver of increased electricity
needs.

» Coordination to expand use of demand-side resources (solar
and batteries) and demand management (behavior change)
will be important. -



Recommendations Bﬁ

)—) Harmonize Forecasting and Joint Planning

- Streamline Regulatory Processes and
Implementation




Any Questions?



City of Redmond O o WA

Redmond Memorandum
Date: 6/23/2026 File No. SS 26-062
Meeting of: City Council Study Session Type: Study Session

TO: Members of the City Council
FROM: Mayor Angela Birney
DEPARTMENT DIRECTOR CONTACT(S):

Planning and Community Development |Carol Helland 425-556-2107
DEPARTMENT STAFF:

Planning and Community Development [Seraphie Allen Deputy Director

Planning and Community Development |eff Churchill Long Range Planning Manager
Planning and Community Development |Lauren Alpert Senior Planner

TITLE:

RZC Amendments: Temporary Non-Commercial Signs

OVERVIEW STATEMENT:
Staff recommend adopting an ordinance creating a regulatory framework for temporary non-commercial signs.

The Redmond Zoning Code (RZC) regulates signs in chapter 21.44, Signs. The proposed amendments would establish a
regulatory framework for temporary non-commercial signs. Common examples of such signs include political campaign
signs, community event signs, and philosophical or religions message signs.

The RZC does not have a regulatory framework for temporary non-commercial signs. The proposed framework is
consistent with U.S. Supreme Court precedent (see Attachment B). The framework:

e Allows temporary non-commercial signs in the public right-of-way with limitations.
e Regulates size, placement, and durability of signs.
e Does not regulate content.

Creating a regulatory framework for temporary non-commercial signs advances public health, safety, and welfare while
respecting constitution free speech and guarantees.

The Planning Commission recommendation is provided in Attachment A. It differs from the Technical Committee
recommendation in two key respects:

e The Planning Commission does not recommend establishing a cost-free, renewable permit.
e The Planning Commission recommends allowing these types of signs in roundabouts and medians.

Staff’s opinion on these differences is provided in Attachment C. A City Council issues matrix is provided as Attachment
D.

X Additional Background Information/Description of Proposal Attached

City of Redmond Page 1 of 3 Printed on 6/12/2026
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Date: 6/23/2026 File No. SS 26-062
Meeting of: City Council Study Session Type: Study Session

REQUESTED ACTION:

] Receive Information X Provide Direction L] Approve

REQUEST RATIONALE:

e Relevant Plans/Policies:
The following Redmond 2050 policies: PI-17 concerning clear development regulations, and FW-CD-2 concerning
the use of development regulations to achieve desired design outcomes.

e Required:
U.S. Supreme Court decisions in Reed v. Town of Gilbert (2015) and City of Austin v. Reagan National Advertising
of Austin LLC (2022) require the City to update sign regulations.

e Council Request:

N/A

e Other Key Facts:
N/A
OUTCOMES:

Creating a regulatory framework for temporary non-commercial signs advances public health, safety, and welfare while
respecting constitutional free speech.

COMMUNITY/STAKEHOLDER OUTREACH AND INVOLVEMENT:

e Timeline (previous or planned):
Public comments were collected February and March 2026.
e Outreach Methods and Results:
Online questionnaire, and Planning Commission public hearing.
e Feedback Summary:
Public comments included:
e Concerns on having clear rules on how long signs can remain posted,
e Concerns about some signs being deliberately treated with hazardous substances, creating risks for
anyone who touches or removes them.
e Support of prohibiting signs in medians and roundabouts

BUDGET IMPACT:

Total Cost:
$5,350,743 is the total cost of the Community and Economic Development budget offer, which includes the staff time for
this work.

Approved in current biennial budget: X Yes O No O N/A
Budget Offer Number:
City of Redmond Page 2 of 3 Printed on 6/12/2026
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Date: 6/23/2026 File No. SS 26-062
Meeting of: City Council Study Session Type: Study Session

0000304

Budget Priority:
Vibrant and Connected

Other budget impacts or additional costs: O Yes X No O N/A
If yes, explain:

N/A

Funding source(s):
General Fund

Budget/Funding Constraints:
N/A

[0 Additional budget details attached

COUNCIL REVIEW:

Previous Contact(s)
Date Meeting Requested Action

6/2/2026 Committee of the Whole - Planning and Public Works |Provide Direction

Proposed Upcoming Contact(s)
Date Meeting Requested Action

7/21/2026 Business Meeting Approve

Time Constraints:
Existing regulations for these types of signs are not enforceable. Timely City Council action will establish a regulatory
framework that is consistent with U.S. Supreme Court precedent.

ANTICIPATED RESULT IF NOT APPROVED:
If not adopted, the benefits of the recommended amendments will not be realized. There would not be a regulatory
framework for temporary non-commercial signs.

ATTACHMENTS:

Attachment A: Planning Commission Report with Appendices
Attachment B: Legal Memo

Attachment C: Staff Memo

Attachment D: Issues Matrix

City of Redmond Page 3 of 3 Printed on 6/12/2026
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PLANNING COMMISSION REPORT AND RECOMMENDATION TO CITY

COUNCIL
Redmond May 27,2026

WASHINGTON

Project File Number: LAND-2026-00082; SEPA-2026-00083

Proposal Name: RZC Amendments for Temporary Non-Commercial Signs
Applicant: City of Redmond

Staff Contacts: Lauren Alpert, Senior Planner

Jeff Churchill, Long Range Planning Manager

FINDINGS OF FACT
Public Hearing and Notice

a. Planning Commission Study Sessions and Public Hearing Dates

i.  The City of Redmond Planning Commission held study sessions on April 8, April 22,
and May 13, 2026.
i.  The City of Redmond Planning Commission held a public hearing on the proposed

amendments on April 22, 2026. Comments were received and are provided as
Appendix C and D.

b. Notice and Public Involvement
The public hearing notice was published in the Seattle Times on April 1, 2026 in
accordance with RZC 21.76.080 Review Procedures. Notice was also provided by
including the hearing schedule in Planning Commission agendas and extended agendas,
distributed by email to various members of the public and various agencies. Additional
public outreach included e-mail to Plans, Polices, and Regulations e-mail list and listing on
the Rezoning Zoning Code website.

Redmond Zoning Code Amendment Summary and Criteria Evaluation

The Redmond Zoning Code (RZC) regulates signs in chapter 21.44, Signs. The proposed amendments
would establish a regulatory framework for temporary non-commercial signs. Common examples of
such signs include political campaign signs, community event signs, and philosophical or religions
message signs.

Currently, the RZC does not have a regulatory framework for temporary non-commercial signs. The
proposed framework is consistent with U.S. Supreme Court precedent. The framework:

e Allows temporary non-commercial signs in the public right-of-way with limitations.
e Regulates size, placement, and durability of signs.
e Does not regulate content.

Page | 1
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Planning Commission Report - Findings and Conclusions

RZC Amendments for Temporary Non-Commercial Signs

May 27, 2026

Creating a regulatory framework for temporary non-commercial signs advances public health, safety,

and welfare while respecting constitutional free speech guarantees.

The Planning Commission recommendation is provided in Attachment A. It differs from the Technical
Committee recommendation in two key respects:

e The Planning Commission does not recommend establishing a cost-free, renewable permit.
e The Planning Commission recommends allowing these types of signs in roundabouts and medians.

The full amendments are provided as Attachment A: Code Amendment Summary

MEETS/
RZC 21.76.070.AE - TEXT AMENDMENT CRITERIA DOES
NOT MEET
All amendments to the RZC processed under this section shall be in conformance MEETS

with the Comprehensive Plan.

Staff Analysis
The staff analysis for this proposal can be found in Attachment A to the Technical Committee Report
(Appendix E).

Recommended Conclusions of the Technical Committee

On April 1, 2026, the Technical Committee reviewed amendments to the Redmond Zoning Code, as
documented in Appendix E, and found the amendments to be consistent with applicable review
criteria and therefore recommended approval with no additional conditions.

RECOMMENDED CONCLUSIONS

The Planning Commission has reviewed:

A. Applicable criteria for approval: RZC 21.76.070 Criteria for Evaluation and Action, and
B. The Technical Committee Report Appendix E

Recommendation

The Planning Commission finds the amendments to the Redmond Zoning Code to be consistent with
applicable review criteria and therefore recommends approval with the following conditions

e Do not require a permit for placing temporary non-commercial signs in the public right-of-
way.
e Allow placement of temporary non-commercial signs in roundabouts and medians.

The above changes are reflected in Attachment A. In addition, the Commission recommends a sign
removal program as part of regular right-of-way maintenance to remove signs at pre-published times
during the year to reduce sign clutter.

Page |2
113


https://redmond.municipal.codes/RZC/21.78__a720d136f06602b9c993e84f47b8a313
https://redmond.municipal.codes/RZC/21.78__2e4be5605e94d5916abeb04536bd372f

Planning Commission Report - Findings and Conclusions
RZC Amendments for Temporary Non-Commercial Signs
May 27,2026

A summary of the Commission’s discussion can be found in Appendix A.

CIW W WMC Co T _.IEI,L‘,I\;

Carol Helland
Planning and Community Development Director

¥ [N

Susan Weston
Planning Commission Chair

Attachments

A.

Recommended Amendments to the Redmond Zoning Code

Appendices

A.

B.
C.
D
E

Planning Commission Issue Matrix
Public Hearing Notice
Planning Commission Meeting Minutes for April 22

. Written Public Comments

Technical Committee Report with Attachments
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REDMOND ZONING CODE

Code Amendment Summary

Temporary Non-Commercial Signs (RZC 21.44)

Subject Sherri Jones
Matter Expert

Author Lauren Alpert

Policy Basis | PI-17 concerning clear development regulations;, FW-CD-2 concerning use of development

for regulations to achieve desired design outcomes.
Amendment

Relevant RZC 21.44 Signs, RZC 21.78 Definitions
Code
Portions

Proposed Amendment Overview

The proposed amendments establish a regulatory framework for temporary non-commercial signs. Common
examples of such signs include political campaign signs, community event signs, and philosophical or religious
message signs.

The Redmond Zoning Code does not have a regulatory framework for temporary non-commercial signs. The
proposed framework:

e Allows temporary non-commercial signs in the public right-of-way with limitations.
e Regulates size, placement, and durability of signs.
e Does not regulate content.

Rationale

Creating a regulatory framework for temporary non-commercial signs advances public health, safety, and welfare
while respecting constitutional free speech guarantees.

Key Decision Points (as applicable)

e The proposed regulations are content neutral, consistent with U.S. Supreme Court precedent.

e The proposed regulations limit sign placement, materials, maintenance, and size in the public right-of-way in
the interest of public safety.

e Permitting

e  Prohibition of signs in medians and roundabouts.

Stakeholder Feedback to Date

Public comments were collected in February and March. The public comments received expressed

e Concerns that temporary signs do not block or be left lying on sidewalks or impede people with mobility
challenges.

e  Support clear rules on how long election signs can remain posted.

e Concerns about some temporary signs being deliberately treated with hazardous substances, creating risks
for anyone who touches or removes them and there should be punishment for such signs.

Planning Commission discussion included: 115



e The proposed prohibiting signs in medians and roundabouts. The commission ultimately directed staff to
remove the prohibition allowing temporary non-commercial signs in roundabouts and medians.

e Staff were also directed to remove the permitting requirements. During their discussion they thought it would
be onerous for staff and the community.

EXISTING CODE:

RZC 21.78 Definitions.

Political Sign. A sign which exclusively and solely advertises a candidate or candidate’s public
elective office, a political party, or promotes a position on a public, social, or ballot issue.

Sign. A communication device, structure, or fixture which incorporates graphics, symbols, or
written copy that is intended to promote the sale of a product, commodity or service, or provide

direction or identification for a premises or facility.

Temporary Sign. Any sign, banner, pennant, or advertising display intended to be displayed for a
limited time period. Easily removed signs attached to windows are considered temporary signs.

RZC 21.44 Signs

Subsection 21.44.010(D)

D. Exemptions. The following signs are exempt from the requirements of this section:

5. Certain Public Signs. The following signs and displays are exempt from the requirements of this
section: street signs and/or numbers, street address identification, traffic control and

pedestrian signs and signals, governmental directional, gateway, informational, public service,
temporary signs posted at City posting locations, and/or wayfinding signs, public and legal notices
and warnings required by a public process, signs required by law, and governmental flags;

Subsection 21.44.010(E)

E. Prohibited Signs. The following signs are prohibited:

5. Streamers, Pennants and Banners. Displays of banners, festoon flags, flags, posters, pennants,
ribbons, streamers, strings of lights (except as provided in seasonal decorations), chasing strobe or
scintillating lights, flares, balloons, bubble machines, and similar devices are prohibited when the

Redmond Zoning Code — Code Amendment Summary
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same are visible from any off-site location, including but not limited to any public right-of-way.
Where such signs or devices are not visible from public rights-of-way, this prohibition does not
apply. For purposes of this subsection, a single, integrated development that does not contain or
cross public rights-of-way is considered a single site even where the development spans more than
one contiguous parcel. This section shall not prohibit the use of displays in a parade.

WORKING AMENDMENT:

RZC 21.78 Definitions.

“Government sign”: any temporary or permanent sign erected and maintained by the city, county,
state, or federal government for traffic direction; official public notices such as notice of land use
action signs or signs relating to an emergency; temporary signs posted at City posting locations; or
for direction to any school, hospital, historical site, or public service, property, or facility.

“Non-commercial sign”: a sign that expresses messages such as public/community events,

religious, political, ideological, or other philosophical messages. These signs do not promote for-
profit endeavors, projects, or services.

“Sign”: any material, structure, or device, or part thereof, composed of text, symbols, logos, or

graphics, or on which text, symbols, or graphics are placed when used or located outside or on the
exterior of any building and includes any announcement, declaration, demonstration, display,
illustration, or insignia used to inform or attract the attention of the public when the same is placed
in view of the public.

“Temporary sign”: a sign structure or device that is easily installed and removed and that is not

intended or suitable for long-term or permanent display due to the sign construction, materials,
placement, or installation. Any sign not covered by this definition is a permanent sign.

RZC 21.44 Signs

Subsection 21.44.010(D)

Redmond Zoning Code — Code Amendment Summary
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D. Exemptions. The following signs are exempt from the requirements of this section:

5. Certain Public Signs. The following signs and displays are exempt from the requirements of this
section: street sighs and/or numbers, street address identification, traffic control and
pedestrian signs and signals, governmentatdirection and government signs; irctadingbutnot

Y/ O T a c ot STV C PDOTaty =4 00O - e Y/

’

Subsection 21.44.010.E.5

E. Prohibited Signs. The following signs are prohibited:

5. Streamers, Pennants and Banners. Displays of banners, festoon flags, flags, posters, pennants,
ribbons, streamers, strings of lights (except as provided in seasonal decorations), chasing strobe or
scintillating lights, flares, balloons, bubble machines, and similar devices when used as a sign or in

conjunction with a sign are prohibited when the same are visible from any off-site location,
including but not limited to any public right-of-way, except as otherwise provided for in this

chapter. Where such signs or devices are not visible from public rights-of-way, this prohibition
does not apply. For purposes of this subsection, a single, integrated development that does not
contain or cross public rights-of-way is considered a single site even where the development spans
more than one contiguous parcel. This section shall not prohibit the use of displays in a parade.

Redmond Zoning Code — Code Amendment Summary
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New Section RZC 21.44.010.K- Temporary Non-commercial Sigh Standards

1. Applicability. The following provisions apply to all temporary non-commercial signs.
General Standards. The content of temporary non-commercial signs is not regulated, but the
sign is subject to the time, place, and manner standards outlined in this Chapter.

a. Sign Materials and Construction.

i. Temporary non-commercial signs must be constructed of material durable
enough to withstand rain, wind, and normal wear and tear for the anticipated use
and placement and must conform to the requirements of this chapter.

ii. Temporary non-commercial signs must be maintained and in a safe condition.

iii. Temporary non-commercial signs shall not have electrical components or be
illuminated.

iv. Temporary non-commercial signs shall not have moving components, emit
noise, be animated, or have changing images.

b. Sign Placement. The following sign placement standards apply to all temporary non-
commercial signs.

i. Temporary non-commercial signs may be placed within the City right-of-way
consistent with the requirements of this Chapter.

ii. Temporary non-commercial signs may be placed on private property consistent
with RZC 21.44.010.K.4

iii. Temporary non-commercial signs shall not be placed in any public park, trail,
open space, or other City public space without permission of the entity that owns
the property.

iv. Minimum Setback Requirements. All temporary non-commercial signs shall be
placed in conformance with the setback requirements of this section.

A. Out of the sight distance triangle of intersections and driveways
between two and eight feet above existing street grade (see RZC
21.52.040).

Redmond Zoning Code — Code Amendment Summary
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Vi.

NO SIGNS IN SIGHT DIS TANCE TRIANGLES

R.O.W.

ALLEY

(OR DRIVEWAY)

B. Two (2) feet away from any curb

2 ft min clearance frominside edge of curb

C. Where no curb exists, the sign must be placed outside the
roadway at least six (6) feet from the roadway edge;

D. Five (5)feetaway from any building access point, most commonly
a door as measured from the edge of the door frame, if not
attached to the building;

The sign shall not obstruct pedestrian, bicycle, or accessible routes to or along
the public or private sidewalk or encroach into the minimum clear pathway area
of 48 inches in width.

The sign shall not interfere with the opening of car doors, use of ADA accessible
parking spots or access routes, use of bicycle parking facilities, bus stops, or
loading zones;

Redmond Zoning Code — Code Amendment Summary
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Vii.

viii.

X.

Temporary non-commercial signs shall not be placed directly adjacent to other
temporary non-commercial signs or infrastructure in a manner that creates a
visual or physical barrier between the roadway and the adjacent sidewalk or
property, or between the sidewalk and the roadway or the adjacent property.

The sign may not be placed within the right-of-way in a manner that impacts or
harms irrigation systems, landscaping, ongoing maintenance, or other right-of-
way installations. The sign owner is responsible for conferring with the City and/or
adjacent property owner to confirm location of such right-of-way installations
prior to placing a sign. Any sign that is placed in a manner that would limit or
interfere with ongoing maintenance and landscaping efforts of the City or other
responsible parties may be removed. The sign owner is responsible for all
damage caused by sign installation and ongoing placement.

Signs in the right-of-way must remain portable and may not be attached or
anchored in any way to trees or to public property, including, but not limited to,
utility or light poles, parking meters, sidewalk, or pavement.

Signs shall not create a hazard to either pedestrians or motorists.

c. Removal and disposal. Any temporary non-commercial sign in violation of any provision

of this

chapter may be removed and disposed of by the City without prior notice

according to the provisions of RMC 1.14.085.

Allowed Temporary Non-commercial Sign Types and Standards within the Right-of-way. Signs
conforming to the regulations of this section are allowed to be placed within the right-of-way.

a. Size/Area. Each sign face shall be no larger than six (6) square feet. No sign may
include more than two sign surface areas.

b. Height. The sign height, when placed or posted, shall be no more than four (4) feet
above grade.

Allowed Temporary Non-commercial Sign Types and Standards on private property. Signs
conforming to the regulations of this section are allowed to be placed on private property.

a. On private property in Neighborhood zones:

V.

Permission. All temporary non-commercial signs placed on private property
must be expressly permitted by the property owner.

Location. All temporary non-commercial signs placed on private property must
be wholly within the property.

Size/Area. The sign surface area shall be no larger than six (6) square feet. No sign
may include more than two sign surface areas.

. Height. The sign height, when posted, shall be no more than six (6) feet above

grade.

Number. No limit.

vi. On private property in all other zones, regulations for temporary non-commercial signs
are the same as for temporary commercial signs, except that there is no limit on the
number of temporary non-commercial signs. See RZC 21.44.010.H.

Redmond Zoning Code — Code Amendment Summary

121



PROPOSED AMENDMENT:

E. Prohibited Signs. The following signs are prohibited:

5. Streamers, Pennants and Banners. Displays of banners, festoon flags, flags, posters, pennants,
ribbons, streamers, strings of lights (except as provided in seasonal decorations), chasing strobe or
scintillating lights, flares, balloons, bubble machines, and similar devices when used as a sign or in

conjunction with a sign are prohibited when the same are visible from any off-site location,

including but not limited to any public right-of-way, except as otherwise provided for in this
chapter. Where such signs or devices are not visible from public rights-of-way, this prohibition
does not apply. For purposes of this subsection, a single, integrated development that does not

contain or cross public rights-of-way is considered a single site even where the development spans

more than one contiguous parcel. This section shall not prohibit the use of displays in a parade.

Redmond Zoning Code — Code Amendment Summary
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New Section RZC 21.44.010.K- Temporary Non-commercial Sign Standards

1. Applicability. The following provisions apply to all temporary non-commercial signs.

2. General Standards. The content of temporary non-commercial signs is not regulated, but the
sign is subject to the time, place, and manner standards outlined in this Chapter.

a. Sign Materials and Construction.

Temporary non-commercial signs must be constructed of material durable
enough to withstand rain, wind, and normal wear and tear for the anticipated use
and placement and must conform to the requirements of this chapter.

Temporary non-commercial signs must be maintained and in a safe condition.

Temporary non-commercial signs shall not have electrical components or be
illuminated.

Temporary non-commercial signs shall not have moving components, emit
noise, be animated, or have changing images.

b. Sign Placement. The following sign placement standards apply to all temporary non-
commercial signs.

Temporary non-commercial signs may be placed within the City right-of-way
consistent with the requirements of this Chapter.

Temporary non-commercial sighs may be placed on private property consistent
with RZC 21.44.010.K.4

Temporary non-commercial signs shall not be placed in any public park, trail,
open space, or other City public space without permission of the entity that owns
the property.

Minimum Setback Requirements. All temporary non-commercial signs shall be
placed in conformance with the setback requirements of this section.

A. Out of the sight distance triangle of intersections and driveways
between two and eight feet above existing street grade (see RZC
21.52.040).

b SN —— = = B

NO SIGNS IN SIGHT DIS TANCE TRIANGLES

R.O.W.

ALLEY

(OR DRIVEWAY)

B. Two (2) feet away from any curb

Redmond Zoning Code — Code Amendment Summary
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Vi.

Vii.

viii.

2 ft min clearance from inside edge of curb

C. Where no curb exists, the sign must be placed outside the
roadway at least six (6) feet from the roadway edge;
D. Five (5)feetaway from any building access point, most commonly
a door as measured from the edge of the door frame, if not
attached to the building;
The sign shall not obstruct pedestrian, bicycle, or accessible routes to or along
the public or private sidewalk or encroach into the minimum clear pathway area
of 48 inches in width.
The sign shall not interfere with the opening of car doors, use of ADA accessible
parking spots or access routes, use of bicycle parking facilities, bus stops, or
loading zones;
Temporary non-commercial signs shall not be placed directly adjacent to other
temporary non-commercial signs or infrastructure in a manner that creates a
visual or physical barrier between the roadway and the adjacent sidewalk or
property, or between the sidewalk and the roadway or the adjacent property.

The sign may not be placed within the right-of-way in a manner that impacts or
harms irrigation systems, landscaping, ongoing maintenance, or other right-of-
way installations. The sign owner is responsible for conferring with the City and/or
adjacent property owner to confirm location of such right-of-way installations
prior to placing a sign. Any sign that is placed in a manner that would limit or
interfere with ongoing maintenance and landscaping efforts of the City or other
responsible parties may be removed. The sign owner is responsible for all
damage caused by sign installation and ongoing placement.

Signs in the right-of-way must remain portable and may not be attached or
anchored in any way to trees or to public property, including, but not limited to,
utility or light poles, parking meters, sidewalk, or pavement.

Signs shall not create a hazard to either pedestrians or motorists.

Redmond Zoning Code — Code Amendment Summary
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c. Removal and disposal. Any temporary non-commercial sign in violation of any provision
of this chapter may be removed and disposed of by the City without prior notice
according to the provisions of RMC 1.14.085.

Allowed Temporary Non-commercial Sign Types and Standards within the Right-of-way. Signs
conforming to the regulations of this section are allowed to be placed within the right-of-way.

a. Size/Area. Each sign face shall be no larger than six (6) square feet. No sign may include
more than two sign surface areas.

b. Height. The sign height, when placed or posted, shall be no more than four (4) feet above

grade.

Allowed Temporary Non-commercial Sign Types and Standards on private property. Signs
conforming to the regulations of this section are allowed to be placed on private property.

a. On private property in Neighborhood zones:

Vi.

Permission. All temporary non-commercial sighs placed on private property
must be expressly permitted by the property owner.

Location. All temporary non-commercial signs placed on private property must
be wholly within the property.

Size/Area. The sign surface area shall be no larger than six (6) square feet. No sign
may include more than two sign surface areas.

Height. The sign height, when posted, shall be no more than six (6) feet above
grade.

Number. No limit.

On private property in all other zones, regulations for temporary non-commercial
signs are the same as for temporary commercial signs, except that there is no
limit on the number of temporary non-commercial signs. See RZC 21.44.010.H.

Redmond Zoning Code — Code Amendment Summary
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WASHINGTON

Planning Commission Issues Matrix - May 13, 2026 Study Session & Redmond

Temporary Non-Commercial Signs

Item

Discussion Notes Issue Status

1.  Implementation of
code

Aparna

2. Implementation of
code - permit
number

Van Niman, Gagner

Commission Discussion Opened 4.8.2026

Commissioners discussed who is responsible for picking up signs if they are permitted. Closed
Will there be any penalties if the City has to pick them up? Commissioners emphasized 4.22.2026
the need for a broad education and communication campaign around the new

regulations.

Staff Comments

Public works and code enforcement staff are currently drafting enforcement procedures.
In the current draft, their procedure will be to hold signs for 30 days and permit holders
to pick up the sign at City Hall by appointment.

Note added 4.22.2026
According to RMC Title 1.14.085 removal and disposal of illegal signs have a monetary
penalty for the costs of removing and storing a sign.

Commission Discussion Opened 4.8.2026

Commissioners had questions on how the permit number will be placed on the signs. Closed
4.22.2026 (Van

e How will the permit number be affixed to the sign? Niman)

e Isthere a specific place where the permit numbers need to be placed on the sign?
e Will the permit number change every year because signs are often re-used for
multiple years, and it could conflict with sustainability goals?

Staff Comments

An important component of this is leaving it up to the permit holder to decide on how to
affix the permit number for flexibility and to not increase burden to the permit holder or
city. There are several options being considered including stickers provided by the city,
a sticker printed by the applicant, a permit number printed directly on the sign or
handwritten with permanent marker. The exact method of affixing the permit is still
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Item Discussion Notes Issue Status

being considered but will not change any language in RZC and be up to the City of
Redmond to determine operationally.

3. Implementation/
Enforcement

Commission Discussion Opened 4.8.2026

The Commission discussed common occurrences if signs are knocked over by wind or Closed
weather and if there is guidance on how sign removal is completed if there is clutter. 5.13.2026X XX.XX
Woodyear, Coleman What is the city's role in picking up downed signs?

Question Added 4.22.2026
What if there is clutter of signs?

Staff Comments

Public works and code enforcement staff will typically hold signs for 30 days if they are
knocked down and picked up by the city. Otherwise, permit holders or those that placed
the sign have the responsibility to monitor and pick up their signs.

Note Added for 5.13.2026 meeting

Per legal memo, the City could consider a process of removal for a sign with a later-
issued permit with a reasonable assumption that the first sign was placed when permit
was issued, and the second sign came along and caused the issue. See page 5-6 of the
memo for additional information.

4. Timeframe for

Signs/Removal of
Signs The commission discussed timeline for signs and if they should still have a timeline Closed 5.13.2026

around elections, that it is helpful to have clear timelines before and after elections.

Commission Discussion Opened 4.8.2026

Weston, Coleman Should there be a day/month for signs to be removed following elections. It will be
publicized, and all the signs will be removed after that date. Is that possible? Could that
add clarity and simplicity to the code?

April 22 Update
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Item Discussion Notes Issue Status
Can we have four dates per year for removing signs?

Staff Comments

Update for 5.13.2025 meeting

The city staff attorney’s legal memo states that placing a timeline for the removal of post-
election signs could be viewed as regulating only political (content) signs. The city could
do periodic sweeps for signs that do not follow regulations, or if the permit expired.

Establishing the timing of signs sweeps would be difficult without overstepping. See the
legal memo for additional information.

5. . Commission Discussion Opened 4.8.2026
Renewal of Permits
Commissioners expressed concern over the continual renewal of signs and potential Closed 5.13.2026
Weston, Woodyear, abuse of this system. Opinion signs that are nasty, don't like the idea of them being able
Aparna, Copley to be renewed indefinitely, especially if they are near schools or where kids gather.

Indefinite renewal of permits seems contradictory; how can a temporary sign be renewed
indefinitely. The language is contradictory. Is there a way to limit the continual renewal of
signs?

Staff Comments
Update for 5.13.2026 meeting

The city staff attorney’s legal memo indicates if there is a cap on sign renewals, then it is
likely to end up precluding a political sign in advance of an election. The legal memo has
additional information.

There are RZC regulations on obscene signs that are not being repealed, see RZC
21.44.010.E.7 Obscene Signs. Signs that bear or contain statements, words, or pictures
that are obscene under the prevailing statutes or U.S. Supreme Court decisional law are
prohibited.

6. Placement of signs Opened 4.8.2026

on medians and . .
roundabouts Medians and roundabouts are common places for signs to be placed, and some do have = Closed

sidewalk and crosswalk access. There will be people that follow the rules and many who 5.13.2026

Commission Discussion
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Item Discussion Notes Issue Status

don't that can lead to disparity and unfairness in the application of regulations. This could
Copley, Weston, Van  also result in an increase in complaints to the city and workload to remove those signs
Niman, Gagner placed in the medians and roundabouts.

Update April 22

What about medians with safe access from sidewalk. 140% Ave. and Old Redmond Road
have medians with crosswalks.

Staff Comments

For safety and sight-clearance reasons, staff does not support placing signs in medians
and roundabouts. These areas often have limited visibility, complex traffic movements,
and restricted access, and allowing signs there would create safety hazards for drivers,
pedestrians, and anyone attempting to install or remove signs.

In addition, allowing signs in medians and roundabouts would create enforcement
challenges and inconsistencies, as some individuals may comply with the rules while
others may not. This would likely increase complaints and require additional City
resources to remove improperly placed signs.

For these reasons, the city recommends prohibiting temporary non-commercial signs in
medians and roundabouts.

7.  Stickers Opened 4.8.2026

Commission Discussion

How are stickers treated if they are affixed to a lamp post? Closed

Coleman 4.22.2026

Staff Comments

In the draft code, RZC 21.44.010.H.3.B.6.g states “Signs are prohibited in, on, or within
public or private medians, roundabouts, traffic circles, street trees, utility poles and boxes,
fences, lampposts, traffic poles, and signals.”

Signs, or stickers, would not be permitted to be affixed to a lamp post.
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Item Discussion Notes Issue Status
8. Sign code abuse C fcci : ; Opened
ommission Discussion
4.8.2026
Copley What if a person places so many signs that it makes it difficult or impossible for others to
legally place signs? Closed
5.13.2026
Staff Comments
Update for May 13 meeting
The legal memo addresses signs and removal of signs. The process should be consistent,
the City could consider a process for removal of the later-issued sign with the reasonable
presumption that the first sign was placed when the permit was issues with no issues, the
second sign caused the issue.
The draft code states in 21.44.010.H.3.B.6.h - Sign Placement that “Temporary non-
commercial signs shall not be placed directly adjacent to other temporary non-
commercial signs or infrastructure in a manner that creates a visual or physical barrier
between the roadway and the adjacent sidewalk or property, or between the sidewalk
and the roadway or the adjacent property.”
The draft code also states that “Any temporary non-commercial sign in violation of any
provision
of this chapter may be removed and disposed of by the City without prior notice
according to the provisions of RMC 1.14.085."
If signs are placed in a manner that creates a hazard, then signs may be removed.
9. Nor!-endorsement Commission Discussion Opened
of sign messages _ S _ 4.8.2026
How can the city ensure that permitting signs is not seen as an endorsement of any sign’s
Aparna message? Closed
4.22.2026
Staff Comments
This can be component of the education and communication campaign as this goes into
effect. This can also be stated on city’s website.
Page 5 of 9
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Item Discussion Notes Issue Status

The legal memo also addresses this, that the City does not approve the content. See
page 6 of the legal memo for additional information.

10.  Hateful/ non- Commission Discussion Opened
inclusive message N ‘ . o 4.8.2026
Concerns around political message that is hateful or non-inclusive, is there any recourse
to this? Closed
A 5.13.2026
parna Staff Comments

Updated for 5.13.2026 meeting

The City attorney’s memo states that municipal governments have no power to restrict
expression because of its message, its ideas, its subject matter, or its content.

The city may issue a removal order and next steps for signs that are obscene, defamatory,
or a true threat. However, enforcement is limited and requires clear legal justification.

There are current RZC regulations on obscene signs that are not being repealed. RZC
21.44.010.E.7 Obscene Signs. Signs that bear or contain statements, words, or pictures
that are obscene under the prevailing statutes or U.S. Supreme Court decisional law are
prohibited.

11. Database of Signs Opened 4.8.2026

Commission Discussion

Commission had some disagreements with some way to view or look up who is creating ~ Closed
Weston Coleman or posting the signs and others have concerns about name or contact information being  4.22.2026
Woodyear, Gagner available and that it could stifle free speech.

Staff Comments

The permits will be issued using Redmond’s existing permitting system which is
searchable. All permits are also subject to WA Public Records Act.
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Item

12. Comparison with
other cities

Gagner

13. Rationale for
updates

WASHINGTON

Discussion Notes Issue Status

Commission Discussion Opened 4.8.2026

Commissioners asked whether there has been any comparison to other local Closed 5.13.2026
communities and if Redmond has received any feedback on process, and
implementation as other cities have implemented updates to their sign code.

Update from 4.22 -
Will permitting temporary non-commercial signs create liability for the city? Will it leave
the impression that the City endorses viewpoints?

Staff Comments

Public works and code enforcement are reviewing operating procedures for neighboring
municipalities. The law review that is being prepared will include an overview of the
comparison used in drafting. Kirkland has similar regulations that signs have a duration of
“not more than 60 days” and appears to comply with the precedent established in Reed
v. Town of Gilbert (2015) while Bellevue's code is similar to our current code and doesn’t
have a framework for temporary non-commercial signs.

Updated for 5.13 Meeting

The legal memo indicates that the legal review included review of further jurisdictions
and review of applicable case law.

The city attorney's legal memo says that the permit will not be based on the content of
the sign. The process should be quick, easy, and free to specifically not create an undue
burden on speech. The memo has additional information.

MRSC includes Gig Harbor as an sign code example, and their code requires all temporary
signs to have an approved city permit attached to the sign face.

Commission Discussion Opened 4.8.2026

Closed
4.22.2026
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Gagner What is the impetus for proposing updates to the code, especially as it relates to
durational limits and permits?

Staff Comments

There was no regulatory framework for temporary non-commercial signs, and the current
signs regulations were not in compliance with U.S. Supreme Court precedent. The 60-day
durational limit avoids content regulation in keeping with Reed v. Town of Gilbert (2015)

14. Permit C . . . . Opened
ommission Discussion
SSIon ISClsst 4.22.2026
Gagner, Aparna, Van Why did we add that permitting to the sign process? If by adding a permit is that creating
Niman a burden, liability (file a suit against the city), or if the permit is seen as an endorsement Closed
that could create liability to the city? 5.13.2026
There needs to be a balance between too much regulation and overprescribing versus
having no regulations. The rules should be realistic and practical otherwise its inviting rule
breaking and won't lead to successful implementation.
Update on 4.22.2026 -
Does the sign permit create a burden? Focus should be on clearing signs that are
blocking pedestrian pathways, and illegally placed signs.
Staff Comments
This is addressed in the city attorney’s legal memo, the permit should not be based on
content and should be easy to obtain. If someone wants to quickly express their first
amendment right to free speech, it should not take days to get a permit approval, should
not cost money, and should not be burdensome
Staff will continue to monitor the implementation of any new regulations around
temporary non-commercial signs and will adjust the code or procedures as needed.
15. Permit C T . . Opened
ommission Discussion
4.22.2026
Page 8 of 9
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Sign code should focus on size, safety and accessibility, and periodic clean up. The
proposed permit system feels like adding administrative overhead. Enforcement is a Closed
Aparna, Weston, burden at the best of times. Unless it is required for federal or state law compliance, why ~ >:13.2026
Copley, Woodyear would we want something so complex? Why fix it if it is not broken? Costs of enforcement

for sign permit enforcement can be better used for costs for tree permit enforcement or
something weightier. The current system without permit allows for free speech without
barriers or the burden of a permit which would not curb or control free speech anyway or
generate revenue for the city.

The commission is overall skeptical of permitting. Free speech doesn't need to be
negotiated with the city every sixty days. Is this where we want to spend time and

resources. Don't agree with the need for permits, or that it promotes free speech

Regulations enforcement and accountability need to be balanced, are there instances
you would not require a permit, for example, a lost cat sign.

Updates on 5.13.2026

Staff Comments

The permit process is intended to be quick, easy, and free, to specifically not create an
undue burden on speech. It should not take days to get permit approval, should not cost
money, and should not be burdensome for the applicant or staff. The permit is a means
to educate those placing signs to understand the rules around size and placement, and a
way for the City to be able to contact those placing signs in the right-of-way.
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MOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING
CITY OF REDMOND
Redmond Zoning Code Amendment:
Temporary Non-Commercial Sians
(LAND-2026-00082, SEPA-20246-00083)

The City of Redmond Planning Commiis-
sion will hold a Public Hearing at Red-
mend City Hall Council Chambers,
15470 NE 85th Street;, Redmond, Wash-
ington an April 22, 2026 at 7 p.m. or as
soon thereafter, on:

SUBJECT: The proposed amendments
establish a regulatory framework for
temporary non-commercial signs.
Common examples of such signs include
political campaign signs, community
event signs, and philosophical or reli-
gious messoge signs. These updates
include amendments to chapters RIZIC
21.44 and 21.78.

REQUESTED ACTION: Planning Com-
mission recommendation on the pro-
posed amendment to the Redmond
Zoning Code.

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION: Join in-
person ot City Hall, watch live at red-
mond.aovw/RCTY, Comcast channel 21,
Ziply ehannel 34, on facebook.com/City-
ofRedmond, or listen live by phone by
calling 510-335-7371.

Public comment can be provided in-
person or by phone duoring the meeting
by providing o name and phone number
te PlanningCommission@redmond.gov
ng later than 5 p.m. on the day of the
hearing.

Written public comments should be sub-
mitted prior to the hearing by email to
PlanningCommission@redmond.gov no
later than 5 p.m. on the hearing date.
Comments may also be sent by mail to:
Planning Commission, MS: 45PL, P.O.
Box 97010, Redmond, Washington,
98073-9710.

A copy of the proposal is available ot
redmond.gov/1480. If you have any com-
ments, questions, or would like to be a
Party-of-Record on this proposal,
please confact Laurenm Alpert; Senior
Planner, 425-556-2440, lalpert@redmond
Jaav.

If vou are hearing or visuvally impaired,
please notify Planning Department
staff ot 435-556-2441 one week in
advance of the hearing to arrange for
assistance.

LEGAL NOTICE: April 1, 2026

Holly Botts (she/her)

Legal Advertising Representative
p: (206) 652-6018

e: legals@seattletimes.com
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REDMOND PLANNING COMMISSION
Redmond Susan Weston, Chair | Jeannine Woodyear, Vice-Chair

WASHINGTON

Adam Coleman | Bryan Copley | Denice Gagner
Tara Van Niman | Aparna Varadharajan

MEETING MINUTES

REDMOND PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING
Wednesday, April 22, 2026 - 7:00 p.m.

1. Call to Order & Roll Call = 7:02 p.m.

Commissioners Present: Chair Susan Weston, Vice-Chair Jeannine Woodyear,
Commissioners Adam Coleman, Bryan Copley, Denice
Gagner, and Aparna Varadharajan

Commissioners Absent: Commissioner Tara Van Niman (Excused)

Staff Present: Lauren Alpert, Jeff Chuchill, Glenn Coil, and Chris
Wyatt

Recording Secretary: Carolyn Garza, LLC

2. Approval of the Agenda

» Motion to approve the Agenda by Commissioner Copley, seconded by
Commissioner Aparna. The Motion passed.

3. Approval of Meeting Minutes & Summaries

» Motion by Commissioner Coleman to approve the April 8, 2026 Meeting
Summary. Motion seconded by Commissioner Copley. The Motion passed
unanimously.

4. ltems from the Audience (General)

» Linda Seltzer, Redmond, asked that the zoning code be amended or deleted to
not incentivize demolition of existing affordable senior apartments, instead to
preserve existing housing and described the situation.

Page 1of 7
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» David Morton, Redmond 98053, stated concerns regarding per- and
polyfluoroalkyl substance (PFAS) contamination in municipal drinking water
wells 1 and 2. Questions submitted online are regarding identifying sources,
sentinel monitoring wells, Evans Creek, the DTG Recycle site,
perfluorooctanesulfonate (PFOS), and the wellhead treatment timeline.

5. Temporary Non-Commercial Signs - Public Hearing and Study Session
Chair Weston opened the Public Hearing.
Public Hearing

» David Morton, Redmond 98053, stated that content neutral signs and no cost
permits are a sensible approach, but stated having questions regarding
enforcement and accountability, unlimited permit renewals, placement and
safety, and public education.

Chair Weston closed the verbal portion of the Public Hearing.

Study Session

Technical issues with house audio was acknowledged by Planning Manager Churchill.
Senior Planner Alpert presented the Issues Matrix.

Regarding Issue one, implementation of code, Commissioner Aparna stated that the
issue could be closed. Planning Manager Churchill replied that there are enforcement
provisions in Redmond Municipal Code (RMC) for removal and disposal of illegal
signage. Chair Weston asked that the answer be added into the Issues Matrix.

Regarding Issue two, permit numbers on signs, Commissioner Van Niman had
previously closed but the Issue was left open by staff for any further comments.
Commissioner Gagner asked for clarification regarding an exact method still being
considered. Senior Planner Alpert replied that the intent is for the greatest flexibility
possible. Commissioner Gagner asked that the Issue remain open for a clear answer.
Planning Manager Churchill added that the method for affixing permit stickers will not
be found in code and a Planning Commission recommendation will not include the
detail.

Regarding Issue three, signs downed by weather, Vice-Chair Woodyear stated being
satisfied with the response but asked how signs considered clutter are removed in a fair
and equitable manner. Principal Planner Churchill replied that the city Attorney should
address the question in regard to liability concerns. Chair Weston stated that a
clarification could be added to the Issue and Vice-Chair Woodyear agreed.
Commissioner Coleman stated agreement.

Regarding Issue four, timeframes, Chair Weston asked if the Issue should be combined
with an Issue by Commissioner Coleman further in the Matrix. Principal Planner
Churchill replied yes.
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Regarding Issue five, renewal of permits, Senior Planner Alpert stated that the Attorney
was reviewing. Chair Weston asked that the Issue remain open and also tabled until the
end of the Matrix for further discussion. Planning Manager Churchill stated that the
Attorney will make available levers clearer.

Regarding Issue six, medians and roundabouts, Commissioner Copley stated
agreement. Commissioner Coleman asked for clarification regarding a procedure for
handling signs erected outside of code and Principal Planner Churchill replied that an
education campaign will be necessary as well as consistency to avoid favoritism
accusations. Commissioner Coleman asked if signage should be erected to indicate
where signs are not allowed. Principal Planner Churchill replied that other education
tools may be better suited in the instance. Chair Weston stated that some
neighborhoods only have the option of a median for political signs and that limiting
political signs will deprive voters of information. Chair Weston stated concern but not
being aware if there is a safety issue for Public Works employees collecting signs. The
Issue would remain open. Commissioner Coleman asked if walking on the median is
illegal. Chair Weston stated that landscape crews are on medians regularly and that
there are crosswalks on streets with medians. Commissioner Aparna stated that
streetscape design has changed over time. Commissioner Gagner asked if there is a
precedent regarding mechanics for enforcement currently. Principal Planner Churchill
replied that all illegal signs are removed by Code Enforcement Officers in vehicles
regardless of content, commercial and non-commercial, and sign owners are contacted
to pick up; education will involve including information on the permit, education
occurring at the point of permit application, online newsletters, and when a sign is
removed. Senior Planner Alpert stated that stickers are prohibited on lampposts and
are removed. Commissioner Coleman stated that the Issue could be closed.

Regarding the next open Issue, removal of signs following elections, Commissioner
Coleman stated that signs that remain up after an election are irrelevant and that dates
could be specified for removal regardless of political content to avoid a legal issues.
Commissioner Gagner stated that previous code indicated seven days after an election
and asked what issues arose that spurred changes. Senior Planner Alpert cited a
Supreme Court ruling that if a sign must be read to regulate, removal is
unconstitutional; as a result, regulatory framework is unenforceable and why the
Planning Commission and Council are being asked by staff to address a regulatory
framework around a broader category of signs without reviewing sign content.
Commissioner Coleman asked if assigning certain dates throughout the year for
removal of all signs would be illegal. Commissioner Copley asked if there could be an
opt-in system for help in removing signs. Principal Planner Churchill replied that the city
could be overwhelmed by requests to remove their signs. Commissioner Copley
suggested volunteers or employment opportunities. Chair Weston replied that budget
is not the purview of the Planning Policy Commission. Chair Weston stated that there
are many signs that are not tied to elections but around current points of view, and that
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a set schedule to reset throughout the year would be a benefit. Commissioner Coleman
stated that more information should be collected such as intended placement location.
Chair Weston asked that the Issue be left open for further information to come from the
Attorney.

Regarding Issue nine, sign code abuse, Planning Manager Churchill stated that Code
Enforcement would be asked for insight into whether or not there is an issue.
Commissioner Copley stated that language could be added that signs should not be
placed in such a way that prohibits others from placing signs nearby, or a stated
distance between identical signs. Planning Manager Churchill stated that code
addresses distance from any signs but not from the same signage. Vice-Chair
Woodyear stated that a view of enforcement challenges will resolve many questions.

Regarding Issue 10, non-endorsement of sign messages, Commissioner Aparna stated
that the Issue could be closed.

Regarding Issue 11, hateful, non-inclusive messages, Commissioner Aparna stated that
the Issue should remain open until the Attorney can answer.

Regarding Issue 12, database of signs, Chair Weston asked that Commissioner Gagner
be added. Commissioner Gagner asked if other permits are searchable and Planning
Manager Churchill replied that all permits are online. Commissioner Gagner stated that
the Issue could be closed. Commissioner Coleman asked if there is policy that an
individual name must be included rather than an organization name. Chair Weston
replied that LLCs and charitable organizations, for example, are allowed. Commissioner
Coleman, Vice-Chair Woodyear, and Chair Weston agreed that the Issue could be
closed.

Regarding Issue 13, comparison with other cities, Commissioner Gagner asked if the
permit creates liability for the city. Planning Manager Churchill stated that the Attorney
would be asked and the Issue remained open. Commissioner Gagner asked if staff
removes signs currently and Planning Manager Churchill replied that commercial signs
not affected by the Supreme Court decision can be removed. The Issue remained
open.

Regarding Issue 14, rationale for updates, Commissioner Gagner added an
amendment to the Issue for the Attorney to answer regarding the impetus for
proposing updates to code related to permitting, specifically if a permit is considered
an endorsement. The Issue remained open.

Regarding Issue 15, sign code, Commissioner Aparna asked that the Issue remain open
and stated that an email would be sent to staff with concerns regarding requiring
permits.
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Chair Weston asked for final comments. Commissioner Coleman stated support for set
dates for clearing signs but not a permitting process with cost and implications.
Commissioner Copley stated concern that requiring a permit may become a barrier to
free speech and that having the permit process explained on the record would be
valuable. Vice-Chair Woodyear stated that regulation enforcement and accountability
must be balanced and asked if there would be a situation where a permit would not be
required such as for Lost Cat signs. Commissioner Aparna stated that the mentioned
email would be sent to staff and that city money should be spent wisely. Chair Weston
stated agreement regarding skepticism of permitting and that free speech does not
need to be negotiated with the city every 60 days when there is no public safety
component, not a top issue when the city has many other priorities, but that
standardization and periodic clearing of signs is good.

Chair Weston stated that there would be an Issues Matrix update with Attorney answers
next week. There will be no discussion during the Annual Workshop.

Commissioner Coleman asked about city signage communicating to the public, and
Planning Manager Churchill replied that certain government signs would be exempt
from the permitting requirement such as around Derby Days.

5-Minute Break
6. 2026-27 Comprehensive Plan Annual Docket Briefing
Senior Planner Coil presented the briefing.

Commissioner Aparna asked for details in writing and Senior Planner Coil replied
that an email had been sent to Commissioners last month.

Chair Weston stated that the question is if a Comprehensive Plan change is

needed but that Functional Plans are possibly where displacement should be
addressed.

Commissioner Aparna stated that the issue should be revisited when the
Housing Action Plan and Human Services Plan are brought to the Commission
later in the year.

Commissioner Coleman asked if the particular property development is
occurring or only could possibly occur and Senior Planner Coil replied only
being able to speak regarding the policy discussion. Chair Weston stated that
the process is what the Commission must examine and not an individual
property issue. Commissioner Coleman stated agreement with Commissioner
Aparna regarding revisiting when the other Plans are discussed.
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Commissioner Aparna stated that the budget is not in the purview of the
Commission, and that while the issue is important conceptually that a docket
item is only around the parcel in question and not a full Comprehensive Plan
amendment. Chair Weston stated that re-zoning or budget are not being
reviewed, and that the fastest and best way to address displacement of
vulnerable populations are the two Functional Plans.

Commissioner Aparna asked if there is a place in the Functional Plans where the
Issue could be addressed. Senior Planner Coil replied that Functional Plans are
Capital Facility Plans and related to the Growth Management Act (GMA).
Strategic Plans do not have the Capital Facility component, not used to meet
GMA requirements, not in the Comprehensive Plan and not in the Planning
Commission purview. Planning Manager Churchill replied that the Housing
Action Plan will be updated to include anti-displacement and will come to the
Planning Commission for briefings but not for a recommendation.

Commissioner Gagner asked for timing, and Planning Manager Churchill replied
the second half of 2026.

Commissioner Copley stated that the docket should be considered and the
broad topic should be left to the Strategic Plan.

Senior Planner Coil gave Next Steps.

Commissioner Aparna asked what happens to the property as the Issue moves
through the docket process, if there would be a pause. Senior Planner Coil
replied that project specific docket items are different than Comprehensive Plan
related which is policy specific and that a docket item project can continue until
Council takes action.

Chair Weston asked if city-sponsored items brought back in May could include
answers to why, why now, and who for context. Senior Planner Coil replied that
the criteria speaks to those questions.

Commissioner Copley asked if the docket item would be considered Planning
Commission sponsored or staff and city sponsored. Senior Planner Coil replied
that the Planning Commission is a recommendation body for Council to
consider. Commissioner Copley asked for clarification that the Planning
Commission has never recommended that something be added to the docket
and Chair Weston replied correct, and that last year the Commission declined an
item with Council adding afterwards.

Senior Planner Coil asked for directions for staff. Chair Weston asked if the issue
should be included as a Planning Commission item, if staff should use the docket
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criteria to analyze the Public Comment email through a show of hands. Chair
Weston stated that only item number one would be considered. The
Commission voted 4-2 to proceed with no abstentions.

7. Staff & Commissioner Updates

Senior Planner Alpert read the Workshop Agenda which would be emailed by Friday.
Chair Weston stated that the public is welcome but that the meeting will not be
broadcast. A Meeting Summary will be published.

Senior Planner Coil stated that the Council has passed an emergency ordinance
regarding commercial drone operations as there are no current regulations and
explained the interim control.

Chair Weston will attend Council to help represent the Commission Land Use
Amendment recommendation to reject from January, 2026.

8. Adjourn

> Motion to adjourn at 8:56 p.m. by Commissioner Copley. Motion seconded by
Vice-Chair Woodyear. The Motion passed.

Minutes approved on: Planning Commission Chair
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Chair Weston asked for final comments. Commissioner Coleman stated support for set
dates for clearing signs but not a permitting process with cost and implications.
Commissioner Copley stated concern that requiring a permit may become a barrier to
free speech and that having the permit process explained on the record would be
valuable. Vice-Chair Woodyear stated that regulation enforcement and accountability
must be balanced and asked if there would be a situation where a permit would not be
required such as for Lost Cat signs. Commissioner Aparna stated that the mentioned
email would be sent to staff and that city money should be spent wisely. Chair Weston
stated agreement regarding skepticism of permitting and that free speech does not
need to be negotiated with the city every 60 days when there is no public safety
component, not a top issue when the city has many other priorities, but that
standardization and periodic clearing of signs is good.

Chair Weston stated that there would be an Issues Matrix update with Attorney answers
next week. There will be no discussion during the Annual Workshop.

Commissioner Coleman asked about city signage communicating to the public, and
Planning Manager Churchill replied that certain government signs would be exempt
from the permitting requirement such as around Derby Days.

5-Minute Break
6. 2026-27 Comprehensive Plan Annual Docket Briefing
Senior Planner Coil presented the briefing.

Commissioner Aparna asked for details in writing and Senior Planner Coil replied
that an email had been sent to Commissioners last month.

Chair Weston stated that the question is if a Comprehensive Plan change is

needed but that Functional Plans are possibly where displacement should be
addressed.

Commissioner Aparna stated that the issue should be revisited when the
Housing Action Plan and Human Services Plan are brought to the Commission
later in the year.

Commissioner Coleman asked if the particular property development is
occurring or only could possibly occur and Senior Planner Coil replied only
being able to speak regarding the policy discussion. Chair Weston stated that
the process is what the Commission must examine and not an individual
property issue. Commissioner Coleman stated agreement with Commissioner
Aparna regarding revisiting when the other Plans are discussed.
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I’m a resident of unincorporated King County and a neighbor to Redmond. I regularly walk,
shop, and travel through your city, and I have a genuine interest in how this ordinance takes
shape. Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

I want to start by acknowledging what the City is trying to do here. Establishing a clear
regulatory framework for temporary non-commercial signs — one that is content-neutral and
consistent with Reed v. Town of Gilbert — is the right legal approach. Also, the no-cost permit

is a sensible way to respect free expression without placing a financial burden on residents.

That said, I have several questions I hope the Commission and staff will address as this process
continues.

First, on enforcement: the draft procedure calls for holding improperly placed or expired-permit
signs for 30 days. I appreciate that, but who bears the cost if city staff must repeatedly retrieve

signs from the same permit holder? Staff have noted that enforcement procedures are still

being drafted, and I'd encourage the Commission to ensure those procedures include meaningful
accountability — not just retrieval.

Second, on permit renewal: the framework allows 60-day permits to be renewed indefinitely.

Commissioners have questioned whether calling something 'temporary' while allowing
unlimited renewals is contradictory. I'd ask staff to explain tonight what, if any, content-neutral

mechanism could place a practical limit on perpetual renewal — and whether the city attorney's
review has produced any answers. The public deserves a clear answer before a recommendation
moves forward.

Third, on placement and safety: I strongly support prohibiting signs in medians and
roundabouts. These are genuine safety hazards, and I commend staff for drawing a clear line

there. I'd also encourage the City to ensure the 48-inch pedestrian clearance requirement is

actively enforced, particularly on routes used by people with mobility challenges — a concern
that came up repeatedly in public feedback this past February and March.

Finally, on public education: this ordinance only works if people know about it. I'd urge the

City to invest in a robust outreach campaign before enforcement begins — in multiple
languages, given Redmond's diverse community.

Thank you for your careful work on this. I look forward to following the process through the
May study session and Council review.

144


https://www.redmond.gov/DocumentCenter/View/41647/2026_04-22---Temp-Non-Comm-Signs---Memo-PDF#:%7E:text=Does%20not%20regulate%20content
https://www.redmond.gov/DocumentCenter/View/41642/PC-Issues-Matrix-Signs-PDF#:%7E:text=Reed%20v.%20Town%20of%20Gilbert
https://www.redmond.gov/DocumentCenter/View/41647/2026_04-22---Temp-Non-Comm-Signs---Memo-PDF#:%7E:text=Creates%20a%20no
https://www.redmond.gov/DocumentCenter/View/41642/PC-Issues-Matrix-Signs-PDF#:%7E:text=staff%20are%20currently%20drafting%20enforcement%20procedures
https://www.redmond.gov/DocumentCenter/View/41642/PC-Issues-Matrix-Signs-PDF#:%7E:text=staff%20are%20currently%20drafting%20enforcement%20procedures
https://www.redmond.gov/DocumentCenter/View/41642/PC-Issues-Matrix-Signs-PDF#:%7E:text=renewed%20indefinitely
https://www.redmond.gov/DocumentCenter/View/41642/PC-Issues-Matrix-Signs-PDF#:%7E:text=how%20can%20a%20temporary%20sign%20be%20renewed%20indefinitely.%20The%20language%20is%20contradictory.
https://www.redmond.gov/DocumentCenter/View/41642/PC-Issues-Matrix-Signs-PDF#:%7E:text=how%20can%20a%20temporary%20sign%20be%20renewed%20indefinitely.%20The%20language%20is%20contradictory.
https://www.redmond.gov/DocumentCenter/View/41642/PC-Issues-Matrix-Signs-PDF#:%7E:text=This%20may%20not%20be%20permitted%20based%20on%20U.S.%20Supreme%20Court%20decisions
https://www.redmond.gov/DocumentCenter/View/41642/PC-Issues-Matrix-Signs-PDF#:%7E:text=This%20may%20not%20be%20permitted%20based%20on%20U.S.%20Supreme%20Court%20decisions
https://www.redmond.gov/DocumentCenter/View/41642/PC-Issues-Matrix-Signs-PDF#:%7E:text=Placement%20of%20signs%20on%20medians%20and%20roundabouts
https://www.redmond.gov/DocumentCenter/View/41642/PC-Issues-Matrix-Signs-PDF#:%7E:text=Placement%20of%20signs%20on%20medians%20and%20roundabouts
https://www.redmond.gov/DocumentCenter/View/41515/Tech-Report---Signs#:%7E:text=minimum%20clear%20pathway%20area%20of%2048%20inches%20in%20width
https://www.redmond.gov/DocumentCenter/View/41642/PC-Issues-Matrix-Signs-PDF#:%7E:text=broad%20education%20and%20communication%20campaign%20around%20the%20new%20regulations

Redmond

WASHINGTON

Project File Number:

Proposal Name:
Applicant:
Staff Contacts:

TECHNICAL COMMITTEE REPORT AND RECOMMENDATION TO THE

PLANNING COMMISSION
April 1, 2026
LAND-2026-00082; SEPA-2026-00083
Temporary Non-Commercial Signs
City of Redmond
Lauren Alpert, Senior Planner 425-556-2460
Jeff Churchill, Long Range Planning Manager 425-556-2415

TECHNICAL COMMITTEE COMPLIANCE REVIEW AND RECOMMENDATION

Technical Committee shall make a recommendation to the Planning Commission for all Type VI
reviews (RZC 21.76.060.E). The Technical Committee’s recommendation shall be based on the
decision criteria set forth in the Redmond Zoning Code. Review Criteria:

A. RZC 21.76.070.AE Zoning Code Amendment -Text

REDMOND ZONING CODE TEXT AMENDMENT SUMMARY

The proposed amendments establish a regulatory framework for temporary non-commercial signs. Common
examples of such signs include political campaign signs, community event signs, and philosophical or religious

message signs.

The Redmond Zoning Code does not have a regulatory framework for temporary non-commercial signs. The

proposed framework:

e Allows temporary non-commercial signs in the public right-of-way with limitations.
e Regulates size, placement, and durability of signs.
e Does not regulate content.

e Creates a no-cost, renewable, permit for signs in the public right-of-way.

Creating a regulatory framework for temporary non-commercial signs advances public health, safety, and
welfare while respecting constitutional free speech guarantees.
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Technical Committee Report and Recommendation to the Planning Commission April 1, 2026
2025 Legislative Conformance, Business Improvement, and Fences Zoning Code Amendments

MEETS/
RZC 21.76.070.AE - TEXT AMENDMENT CRITERIA DOES
NOT MEET
All amendments to the RZC processed under this section shall be in conformance MEETS

with the Comprehensive Plan.

STATE ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY ACT (SEPA)

The lead agency for this proposal has determined that the requirements of environmental analysis,
protection, and mitigation measures have been adequately addressed through the City's regulations
and Comprehensive Plan together with applicable state and federal laws. Additionally, the lead
agency has determined that the proposal does not have a probable significant adverse impact on the
environment as described under SEPA. An Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) is not required
under RCW 43.21C.030(2). This decision was made after review of a completed environmental
checklist and other information on file with the lead agency.

% In accordance with WAC 197-11-340(2) an opportunity for comment period from April 6 -
April 20 and appeal period was provided from April 21-May 4

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Based on the compliance review of the decision criteria set forth in
A. RZC 21.76.070.AE Zoning Code Amendment -Text

Staff recommends approval of the proposed amendments. Staff compliance review and analysis is
provided in Attachment A.

TECHNICAL COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION

The Technical Committee has reviewed the proposed amendments identified in Attachment B and
finds the amendments to be consistent with review criteria identified below:

A. RZC 21.76.070.AE Zoning Code Amendment -Text

Page 2 of 3
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Technical Committee Report and Recommendation to the Planning Commission April 1, 2026
2025 Legislative Conformance, Business Improvement, and Fences Zoning Code Amendments

REVIEWED AND APPROVED BY

Canse Y petdiind C m

Carol Helland,

Aaron Bert,
Planning and Community Development Public Works Director
Director

Attachments

A. Staff Compliance Review and Analysis

B. Proposed Redmond Zoning Code Amendments
C. SEPA Threshold Determination
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WASHINGTON

ATTACHMENT A: STAFF COMPLIANCE REVIEW AND ANALYSIS
Temporary Non-Commercial Signs
LAND-2026-00082; SEPA-2026-00083

Redmond Zoning Code Text Amendment Criteria (RZC 21.76.070.AE)

CRITERION

All amendments to
the RZC processed
under this

section shall be in
conformance with
the Comprehensive
Plan.

ANALYSIS

The proposed amendments are consistent with the Redmond Comprehensive Plan as
described below.

CD-2 Review policies, design standards and requirements, building codes, standard
details, and other policies and regulations that impact the built environment to ensure
they consider the needs of all community members regardless of their age, gender,
language, or ability.
To enhance equity and inclusion in the built environment:

o Remove elements that may be exclusionary;

o Enhance or consider new provisions that improve accessibility; and

o Prioritize designs that improve the safety and inclusion of community

members.

The updates to the sign code create a regulatory framework for temporary non-
commercial signs that advance public health, safety and welfare while respecting
constitutional free speech guarantees.

PI-17 Prepare and maintain development regulations that implement Redmond'’s
Comprehensive Plan and include all significant development requirements. Ensure that
the regulations are clearly written and can be efficiently and effectively carried out.
Avoid duplicative or inconsistent requirements. Ensure that the development
regulations can be accessed, understood, and used to the greatest extent possible by
all people.

PI-18 Ensure that Redmond’s development review process provides applicants and the
community a high degree of certainty and clarity that results in timely and predictable
decision making on development applications.

One objective of the sign code updates is to improve clarity of those sections that are
amended so that staff, applicants, and community members enjoy a high degree of
certainty. The proposed regulatory framework:

e Allow temporary non-commercial signs in the public right-of-way with

limitations

e Regulates size, placement, and durability of signs

e Does not regulate content

e C(Creates a no-cost, renewable, permit for signs in the public right-of-way
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REDMOND ZONING CODE

Code Amendment Summary

Temporary Non-Commercial Signs (RZC 21.44)

Subject Sherri Jones
Matter Expert

Author Lauren Alpert

Policy Basis | PI-17 concerning clear development regulations;, FW-CD-2 concerning use of development

for regulations to achieve desired design outcomes.
Amendment

Relevant RZC 21.44 Signs, RZC 21.78 Definitions
Code
Portions

Proposed Amendment Overview

The proposed amendments establish a regulatory framework for temporary non-commercial signs. Common
examples of such signs include political campaign signs, community event signs, and philosophical or religious
message signs.

The Redmond Zoning Code does not have a regulatory framework for temporary non-commercial signs. The
proposed framework:

e Allows temporary non-commercial signs in the public right-of-way with limitations.
e Regulates size, placement, and durability of signs.

e Does not regulate content.

e Creates a no-cost, renewable, permit for signs in the public right-of-way.

Rationale

Creating a regulatory framework for temporary non-commercial signs advances public health, safety, and welfare
while respecting constitutional free speech guarantees.

Key Decision Points (as applicable)

e The proposed regulations are content neutral, consistent with U.S. Supreme Court precedent.
e The proposed regulations limit sign placement, materials, maintenance, and size in the public right-of-way in
the interest of public safety.

Stakeholder Feedback to Date

Public comments were collected in February and March. The public comments received expressed concerns that
temporary signs do not block or be left lying on sidewalks or impede people with mobility challenges. Comments also
supported clear rules on how long election signs can remain posted. There were also concerns about some
temporary signs being deliberately treated with hazardous substances, creating risks for anyone who touches or
removes them and there should be punishment for such signs.
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EXISTING CODE:

RZC 21.78 Definitions.

Political Sign. A sign which exclusively and solely advertises a candidate or candidate’s public
elective office, a political party, or promotes a position on a public, social, or ballot issue.

Sign. A communication device, structure, or fixture which incorporates graphics, symbols, or
written copy that is intended to promote the sale of a product, commodity or service, or provide

direction or identification for a premises or facility.

Temporary Sign. Any sign, banner, pennant, or advertising display intended to be displayed for a
limited time period. Easily removed signs attached to windows are considered temporary signs.

RZC 21.44 Signs

Subsection 21.44.010(D)

D. Exemptions. The following signs are exempt from the requirements of this section:

5. Certain Public Signs. The following signs and displays are exempt from the requirements of this
section: street signs and/or numbers, street address identification, traffic control and

pedestrian signs and signals, governmental directional, gateway, informational, public service,
temporary signs posted at City posting locations, and/or wayfinding signs, public and legal notices
and warnings required by a public process, signs required by law, and governmental flags;

Subsection 21.44.010(E)

E. Prohibited Signs. The following signs are prohibited:

5. Streamers, Pennants and Banners. Displays of banners, festoon flags, flags, posters, pennants,
ribbons, streamers, strings of lights (except as provided in seasonal decorations), chasing strobe or
scintillating lights, flares, balloons, bubble machines, and similar devices are prohibited when the
same are visible from any off-site location, including but not limited to any public right-of-way.
Where such signs or devices are not visible from public rights-of-way, this prohibition does not
apply. For purposes of this subsection, a single, integrated development that does not contain or
cross public rights-of-way is considered a single site even where the development spans more than
one contiguous parcel. This section shall not prohibit the use of displays in a parade.

Redmond Zoning Code — Code Amendment Summary
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WORKING AMENDMENT:

RZC 21.78 Definitions.

“Government sign”: any temporary or permanent sign erected and maintained by the city, county,
state, or federal government for traffic direction; official public notices such as notice of land use
action signs or signs relating to an emergency; temporary signs posted at City posting locations; or
for direction to any school, hospital, historical site, or public service, property, or facility.

“Non-commercial sign”: a sign that expresses messages such as public/community events,

religious, political, ideological, or other philosophical messages. These signs do not promote for-
profit endeavors, projects, or services.

“Sign”: any material, structure, or device, or part thereof, composed of text, symbols, logos, or

graphics, or on which text, symbols, or graphics are placed when used or located outside or on the
exterior of any building and includes any announcement, declaration, demonstration, display,
illustration, or insignia used to inform or attract the attention of the public when the same is placed
in view of the public.

“Temporary sign”: a sign structure or device that is easily installed and removed and that is not

intended or suitable for long-term or permanent display due to the sign construction, materials,
placement, or installation. Any sign not covered by this definition is a permanent sign.

RZC 21.44 Signs

Subsection 21.44.010(D)

D. Exemptions. The following signs are exempt from the requirements of this section:

Redmond Zoning Code — Code Amendment Summary
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5. Certain Public Signs. The following signs and displays are exempt from the requirements of this
section: street sighs and/or numbers, street address identification, traffic control and

estrian signs and signals, governmentatdirection and government signs; inctading butnot

ped

Subsection 21.44.010(E)

E. Prohibited Signs. The following signs are prohibited:

5. Streamers, Pennants and Banners. Displays of banners, festoon flags, flags, posters, pennants,
ribbons, streamers, strings of lights (except as provided in seasonal decorations), chasing strobe or
scintillating lights, flares, balloons, bubble machines, and similar devices when used as a sign or in

conjunction with a sign are prohibited when the same are visible from any off-site location,

including but not limited to any public right-of-way, except as otherwise provided for in this

chapter. Where such signs or devices are not visible from public rights-of-way, this prohibition
does not apply. For purposes of this subsection, a single, integrated development that does not
contain or cross public rights-of-way is considered a single site even where the development spans
more than one contiguous parcel. This section shall not prohibit the use of displays in a parade.

Redmond Zoning Code — Code Amendment Summary
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New Section RZC 21.44.010.H.3- Temporary Non-commercial Sigh Standards

A. Applicability. The following provisions apply to all temporary non-commercial signs.

B. General Standards. The content of temporary non-commercial signs is not regulated, but the
sign is subject to the time, place, and manner standards outlined in this Chapter.

1. Permit.

a. Private Property. No permitis required to place atemporary non-commercial sign
on private property.

b. Right-of-way. Atemporary sign permit must be obtained for each temporary non-
commercial sign placed within the right-of-way. Each sign within the right-of-way
shall have an approved City permit or City-issued identification attached to the
sign structure at all times. A single permit application can be used for each
identical sign. Permits are acquired online at the City of Redmond website or in
person at Redmond City Hall.

i. Signs posted by the City of Redmond are exempt from permit
requirement for signs posted in the right-of-way which are not
otherwise exempt (21.44.10 (D))

2. Fee. No feeis required for temporary non-commercial sign permits.

Duration. Temporary non-commercial sign permits allow the placement of a sign in the
right-of-way for a period of 60 days. Sign permits may be renewed for additional 60-day
periods. There is no durational limit for the placement of temporary non-commercial
signs on private property.

4. Expired and Absent Permits. All signs with expired permits or with no
permit/identification attached when placed in the right-of-way are in violation of this
chapter.

5. Sign Materials and Construction.

a. Temporary non-commercial signs must be constructed of material durable
enough to withstand rain, wind, and normal wear and tear for the anticipated use
and placement and must conform to the requirements of this chapter.

b. Temporary non-commercial signs must be maintained and in a safe condition.

c. Temporary non-commercial signs shall not have electrical components or be
illuminated.

Redmond Zoning Code — Code Amendment Summary
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d. Temporary non-commercial signs shall not have moving components, emit
noise, be animated, or have changing images.

6. Sign Placement. The following sign placement standards apply to all temporary non-
commercial signs.

a. Temporary non-commercial signs may be placed within the City right-of-way
consistent with the requirements of this Chapter.

b. Temporary non-commercial signs may be placed on private property consistent
with RZC 21.44.XXX.D.

c. Temporary non-commercial signs shall not be placed in any public park, trail,
open space, or other City public space without permission of the entity that owns
the property.

d. Minimum Setback Requirements. All temporary non-commercial signs shall be
placed in conformance with the setback requirements of this section.

i. Out of the sight distance triangle of intersections and driveways between
two and eight feet above existing street grade (see RZC 21.52.040).

b o —— = = e e — e = e —— = — ——

NO SIGNS IN SIGHT DIS TANCE TRIANGLES

R.O.W.

ALLEY

(OR DRIVEWAY

ii. Two (2) feet away from any curb

Redmond Zoning Code — Code Amendment Summary
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2 ft min clearance frominside edge of curb

iii. Where no curb exists, the sign must be placed outside the roadway at
least six (6) feet from the roadway edge;

iv. Five (5) feet away from any building access point, most commonly a door
as measured from the edge of the door frame, if not attached to the
building;

The sign shall not obstruct pedestrian, bicycle, or accessible routes to or along
the public or private sidewalk or encroach into the minimum clear pathway area
of 48 inches in width.

The sign shall not interfere with the opening of car doors, use of ADA accessible
parking spots or access routes, use of bicycle parking facilities, bus stops, or
loading zones;

Signs are prohibited in, on, or within public or private medians, roundabouts,
traffic circles, street trees, utility poles and boxes, fences, lampposts, traffic
poles, and signals.

Temporary non-commercial signs shall not be placed directly adjacent to other
temporary non-commercial signs or infrastructure in a manner that creates a
visual or physical barrier between the roadway and the adjacent sidewalk or
property, or between the sidewalk and the roadway or the adjacent property.

The sign may not be placed within the right-of-way in a manner that impacts or
harms irrigation systems, landscaping, ongoing maintenance, or other right-of-
way installations. The sign owner is responsible for conferring with the City and/or
adjacent property owner to confirm location of such right-of-way installations
prior to placing a sign. Any sign that is placed in a manner that would limit or
interfere with ongoing maintenance and landscaping efforts of the City or other
responsible parties may be removed. The sign owner is responsible for all
damage caused by sign installation and ongoing placement.

Redmond Zoning Code — Code Amendment Summary
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k.

Signs in the right-of-way must remain portable and may not be attached or
anchored in any way to trees or to public property, including, but not limited to,
utility or light poles, parking meters, sidewalk, or pavement.

Signs shall not create a hazard to either pedestrians or motorists.

7. Removal and disposal. Any temporary non-commercial sign in violation of any provision
of this chapter may be removed and disposed of by the City without prior notice
according to the provisions of RMC 1.14.085.

C. Allowed Temporary Non-commercial Sign Types and Standards within the Right-of-way. Signs
conforming to the regulations of this section are allowed to be placed within the right-of-way.

1. Size/Area. Each sign face shall be no larger than six (6) square feet. No sigh may include
more than two sign surface areas.

2. Height. The sign height, when placed or posted, shall be no more than four (4) feet above
grade.

D. Allowed Temporary Non-commercial Sign Types and Standards on private property. Signs
conforming to the regulations of this section are allowed to be placed on private property.

1. On private property in Neighborhood zones:

a. Permission. All temporary non-commercial signs placed on private property
must be expressly permitted by the property owner.

b. Location. All temporary non-commercial signs placed on private property must
be wholly within the property.

c. Size/Area. The sign surface area shall be no larger than six (6) square feet. No sign
may include more than two sign surface areas.

d. Height. The sign height, when posted, shall be no more than six (6) feet above
grade.

e. Number. No limit.

2. On private property in all other zones, regulations for temporary non-commercial signs
are the same as for temporary commercial signs, except that there is no limit on the
number of temporary non-commercial signs. See RZC 21.44.010.H.

PROPOSED AMENDMENT:

Redmond Zoning Code — Code Amendment Summary
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CityofRedmond
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STATE ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY ACT (SEPA)
DETERMINATION OF NON-SIGNIFICANCE

For more information about this project visit www.redmond.gov/landuseapps

PROJECT INFORMATION

PROJECT NAME: Temporary Non-Commercial Signs

SEPA FILE NUMBER SEPA-2026-00083

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

SEPA Determination of Non-Significance (DNS) for a
citywide Zoning Code text amendment concerning the
regulation of temporary non-commercial signs.

PROJECT LOCATION: Citywide

SITE ADDRESS:

APPLICANT: Jeff Churchill

LEAD AGENCY: City of Redmond

The lead agency for this proposal has determined that the
requirements of environmental analysis, protection, and
mitigation measures have been adequately addressed
through the City’s regulations and Comprehensive Plan
together with applicable State and Federal laws.

Additionally, the lead agency has determined that the
proposal does not have a probable significant adverse
impact on the environment as described under SEPA.

An Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) is not required
under RCW 43.21C.030(2)(c). This decision was made
after review of a completed environmental checklist and
other information on file with the lead agency. This
information is available to the public on request.

IMPORTANT DATES

COMMENT PERIOD

Depending upon the proposal, a comment period may not
be required. An “X” is placed next to the applicable
comment period provision.

There is no comment period for this DNS. Please see
below for appeal provisions.

X" This DNS is issued under WAC 197-11-340(2), and
the lead agency will not make a decision on this proposal
for 14 days from the date below. Comments can be
submitted to the Project Planner, via phone, fax
(425)556-2400, email or in person at the Development
Services Center located at 15670 NE 85th Street,
Redmond, WA 98052. Comments must be submitted
by 04/20/2026.

APPEAL PERIOD

You may appeal this determination to the City of Redmond
Office of the City Clerk, Redmond City Hall, 15670 NE
85th Street, P.O. Box 97010, Redmond, WA 98073-9710,_
no later than 5:00 p.m. on 05/04/2026, by submitting a
completed City of Redmond Appeal Application Form
available on the City’s website at www.redmond.gov or at
City Hall. You should be prepared to make specific factual
objections.

DATE OF DNS ISSUANCE: April 6, 2026

For more information about the project or SEPA
procedures, please contact the project planner.

CITY CONTACT INFORMATION
PROJECT PLANNER NAME: Lauren Alpert
PHONE NUMBER: 425-556-2460

EMAIL: lalpert@redmond.gov

RESPONSIBLE OFFICIAL: Carol V. Helland
Planning Director

SIGNATURE: C'M /y‘ %WM’

RESPONSIBLE OFFICIAL: Aaron Bert
Public Works Director

SIGNATURE: € e—mmar— ) — F

Address: 15670 NE 85th Street Redmond, WA 98052
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WASHINGTON

MEMOWRANDUM

DATE: April 28, 2026

TO: City of Redmond Planning Commission

FROM: Rebecca Mueller, City Attorney’s Office

SUBIJECT: Legal overview re: proposed amendments to temporary non-

commercial sigh code

Memo Summary: The City of Redmond Planning Commission is in review of the proposed

temporary non-commercial sigh code amendments to RZC 21.44 Definitions and RZC 21.44 Signs.
The purpose of this memo is to provide the Planning Commission a legal analysis of current sign
code law consistent with U.S. Supreme Court and Washington court rulings and legal guidance
on related matrix questions from April 2026.

Legal Questions from Planning Commission Matrix:

1.
2.

Is there a way to limit the continual renewal of signs?

Should there be a day/month for signs to be removed following elections. It will be
publicized, and all the signs will be removed after that date. Is that possible?

Concerns around political message that is hateful or non-inclusive, is there any recourse
to this?

Did the legal review include comparison of other jurisdictions?

Would the City be able to have “sign sweeps” on certain dates every year, chosen
because the volume of temporary non-commercial signs is typically highest on those
dates, where all temporary non-commercial signs are removed?

How should the City approach sign removal when two signs together create an unsafe
condition but any one sign on its own would not?

Would the City be able to enact a regulation requiring that signs that are the same (e.g.,
two of the same message signs) be located a certain distance from one another so that
no one person could monopolize the ability to place temporary non-commercial sign?
Does creating a permit requirement create a liability for the City? Could this create
liability from a) creating an undue burden on speech, or b) associating the City with the
content of the sign?

Redmond City Attorney’s Office
PO Box 97010

15670 NE 85t St., MS 1SCA
Redmond, WA 98073-9710
CityAttorneysOffice@redmond.gov
(425) 556-2900 | Fax (425) 556-9766
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Legal Background and Analysis: The legal landscape for municipal sign regulation has undergone
significant changes particularly following the U.S. Supreme Court’s decision in Reed
v. Town of Gilbert (2015)* and City of Austin v. Reagan National Advertising of Austin LLC (2022)>.

In Reed, the Supreme Court held that any regulation that categorizes signs based on the message
content (e.g. political, ideological or temporary directional) is content-based on its face, and
therefore, unconstitutional.® A sign code regulation is content-based if it "target[s] speech based
on its communicative content."*

The first step in considering the constitutionality of legislation affecting protected speech is to
determine whether it is content-neutral or content-based. A sign regulation may not define the
content of a sign. Sign regulations that are aimed at the content of speech or expression in a
public forum are subject to “strict scrutiny” by the Courts.® This means the municipality must
prove such restriction is the “least restrictive means” to achieve a “compelling state interest,”
and is “narrowly tailored” to further that interest. The Court summarizes this as “if law enforcement
must read the sign to determine which regulation applies, the code is likely content-based.”
This is a very high, difficult standard to overcome.

The Supreme Court went on to clarify Reed through its 2022 ruling in City of Austin. In April
2022, the United States Supreme Court ruled in favor of the City of Austin, Texas, in a challenge
to the City’s off-premises sign regulations. This decision clarified a question whether on-/off-
premises sign regulations (i.e., regulations that regulate off-premises signs such as billboards
differently than on-premises signs) are “content-based” and therefore presumptively
unconstitutional. The Court held that the City’s on-/off-premises sign regulations were not
subject to the “strict scrutiny” standard of review that applies to content-based restrictions. Rather,
the regulations were content neutral; and, therefore subject to the lower “intermediate scrutiny”
standard of review.

For a regulation to survive intermediate scrutiny review, the regulation must:®

. Must be a lawful activity and not misleading (Commercial Speech);

. Serve a substantial governmental interest;

. Directly and materially advance the governmental interest;

. Restricts no more speech than necessary (narrowly tailored under Ninth Circuit); and,
. Must leave open ample alternatives for communicating.

1576 U.S. 155, 135 S. Ct. 2218, 2226, 192 L. Ed. 2d 236 (2015).
2596 U.S. 61 (2022).

3 Reed, at 163.

41d. at 163.

5d.

¢ See generally, City of Austin.
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Washington law provides broader protections for free speech under the WA State Constitution.
For example, Collier v. City of Tacoma (1993)’, held that political signs are a core form of
protected political speech. Tacoma’s attempt to limit political signs to a 60-day window prior to
an election was struck down because the City did not similarly limit other types of temporary
signs. The Court further recognizes that traditional public forums (e.g. streets and sidewalks) are
vital for political expression.

The First Amendment, applicable to the States through the Fourteenth Amendment, prohibits
the enactment of laws “abridging the freedom of speech.” U.S. Const., Amdt. Under that clause,
a government, including a municipal government vested with state authority, "has no power to
restrict expression because of its message, its ideas, its subject matter, or its content."®

Still, some kinds of speech, such as obscenity, defamation, and fighting words, are not protected
by the First Amendment. And local governments may impose reasonable “time, place

and manner” restrictions on speech, provided they advance a legitimate governmental interest.’
Also, sign regulations may limit the manner in which a sign can be displayed, the speaker must
be allowed to express views somewhere in the community.

Noncommercial speech expresses some personal, political or religious view. Government
regulation of non-commercial speech is more limited than its power over commercial speech.®
The U.S. Supreme Court has held that states can regulate obscenity without running afoul of the
First Amendment.*!

However, cities generally cannot ban signs simply because they contain offensive, vulgar, or
even some sexually suggestive content. Under the U.S. First Amendment, such expression is
protected unless it falls into a narrow set of exceptions. For example, the City may issue a
removal order and next steps included in code. However, enforcement is limited and requires
clear legal justification. Including a general limitation of hateful, harmful or rude commentary in
a sign code runs the risk of subjectively restricting content in violation of First Amendment
protections. Most offensive signs — including those with profanity, provocative images, or
controversial political messages — remain protected unless they meet one of the narrow exceptions.
The current code’s prohibitions adequately capture limitations (e.g. true threats, fighting words)
consistent with constitutional protections. The goal is to provide view-point neutral and uniform
enforcement measures while not putting City staff in the position of interpreting offensive speech.

7121 Wn.2d 737 (1993).

8 See Reed.

°Id. at 153.

10 Central Hudson Gas & Elec. Corp. v. Public Service Comm'n of N.Y., 447 U.S. 557, 562-563, 100 S.Ct.
2343, 65 L.Ed.2d 341 (1980).

1 Miller v. California, 413 U.S. 15, 18-19 (1973).
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As proposed, City of Redmond can regulate all signs visible to the public through the zoning code
using reasonable and objective standards that are meant to protect the public’s health, safety,
welfare, and aesthetics. Considerations should include:

1. Regulate by content-neutral measures, e.g.:

a. Size;

b. Materials;

c. Lighting;

d. Moving parts;

e. Portability;

f. Public property restriction;

g. Locations;

h. Other time, place, and manner restrictions (e.g., time restrictions for one-

time, non-recurring events); and,
i. Governmental signs
Avoid categorical and disproportionate exemptions
Do not prohibit types of messaging
Have clear regulations, with clear expectations, enforcement and approval processes
Intervene when signs contain unprotected speech under 1% amendment . E.g.:
a. True threats — signs that communicate a serious intent to commit violence
against a specific person or group; signs that pose a true safety risk to public safety
b. Obscenity - can be used to remove signs, though this is narrowly defined and
often requires legal determination that the material meets the legal test for
obscenity.

e wN

Questions and Answers:
Q #1. Is there a way to limit the continual renewal of signs?

A #1: If the City imposes a cap on sign renewals, then it is likely to end up precluding a political
sign in advance of an election, which should not happen. It is very challenging to put time
limits on signs with the political protections in WA state.

Q #2: Should there be a day/month for signs to be removed following elections. It will
be publicized, and all the signs will be removed after that date. Is that possible? Could that
add clarity and simplicity to the code?

A #2: Regulations for, including enforcement of or limitations to, non-commercial signs based
on viewpoints, types of messages, topics, or subject matter would not follow Supreme Court
precedent in Reed. Placing a timeline for the removal of political signs post-election decision
could be viewed as regulating only political (content) signs. The City could do periodic sweeps of
signs that do not follow the regulations in general, or if the permit is expired.

Additionally, some might view their political signs may not be viewed as election based
(though at the time they are election based) and want them to remain for 60 days.

Another consideration is that there are primaries and general elections, so signs tend to stay

4
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up before and after the primary and continue through the general.

Q#3: Concerns around political message that is hateful or non-inclusive, is there any recourse
to this?

A#3: The First Amendment, applicable to the States through the Fourteenth Amendment,
prohibits the enactment of laws “abridging the freedom of speech." U.S. Const., Amdt. Under
that clause, a government, including a municipal government vested with state authority, "has
no power to restrict expression because of its message, its ideas, its subject matter, or its
content."

Still, some kinds of speech, such as obscenity, defamation, and true threats, are not protected
by the First Amendment. Cities generally cannot ban signs simply because they contain
offensive, vulgar, hateful, or even some sexually suggestive content. Under the U.S. First
Amendment, such expression is protected unless it falls into a narrow set of exceptions. Most
offensive signs — including those with profanity, provocative images, or controversial political
messages — remain protected unless they meet one of the narrow exceptions.

The City may issue a removal order and next steps included in code for signs that are obscene,
defamatory or a true threat. However, enforcement is limited and requires clear legal
justification. Including a general limitation of hateful, harmful or rude commentary in a sign code
runs the risk of subjectively restricting content in violation of First Amendment protections.

Q #4: Did the legal review include comparison of other jurisdictions?

A #4: Yes. Legal review included review of other jurisdictions and review of applicable case
law.

Q#5: Would the City be able to have “sign sweeps” on certain dates every year, chosen because
the volume of temporary non-commercial signs is typically highest on those dates, where all
temporary non-commercial signs are removed?

A #5: Likely no, as establishing the timing would be difficult without overstepping. The Collier
case has requirements for time allowances in advance of an election. Those requirements
indicate there should not be a sweep that could remove temporary signs during the window
where those signs should be allowed. City’s code does not distinguish between types of
temporary signs, so that means all temporary signs would need the same allowances to ensure
political signs get the allowance they need. Also, the nature of temporary signsin a limited public
forum is that they are intended to facilitate a reactive or quick expression of speech. If there is
a sweep, then the person that just posted their sign has no ability to fully express their First
Amendment speech because they had their duration cut short.

Q #6: How should the City approach sign removal when two signs together create an unsafe
condition but any one sign on its own would not?

A #6: This is certainly a valid question. While each situation should be evaluated case-by-case,

5
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the City would want to have a consistent process in place for addressing these situations when
removal is necessary, and to avoid the appearance of being arbitrary or capricious. Because each
temporary sign in the ROW needs a permit, the City could consider a process for removal of the
later issued sign with the reasonable presumption that the first sign was placed when the permit
was issued with no issue, and the second sign came along and caused the issue.

Q #7: Would the City be able to enact a regulation requiring that signs that are the same (e.g.,
two of the same message signs) be located a certain distance from one another so that no one
person could monopolize the ability to place temporary non-commercial sign?

A #7: The City will not regulate content, so limiting certain speech (e.g. the same message) and
allowing other speech (different messages) is to be avoided. Otherwise, this creates the effect
of regulating content. Also, signs that look the exact same (e.g. political signs) aren’t necessarily
placed by the same person. If more than one person wants to express themselves and place the
same sign in a certain location, each person should be able to do that in the same way as if they
all wanted to place different signs.

Q#8: Does creating a permit requirement create a liability for the City? Could this create liability
from a) creating an undue burden on speech, or b) associating the City with the content of the
sign?

A #8: As proposed, the permit decision does not appear to be based on the content of the sign.
The content would not be noted on the permit application, and the City does not approve the
content. The permit process should be reasonable and not unduly such that it prevents the
opportunity to post a sign for its intended purpose. The process should be quick, easy, and free
to specifically not create an undue burden on speech. As noted above, if someone wants to
quickly express their first amendment right to free speech, it should not take days to get a permit
approval, should not cost money, and should not be burdensome. The entire permit process
should be created with that in mind.

CC:

Carol Helland, Planning and Community Development Director
Lauren Alpert, Senior Planner

Anthony Soldato, Deputy City Attorney

Daniel Kenney, Ogden Murphy Wallace, Attorney, Outside Counsel
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MEMORANDUWM

DATE: May 26, 2026
TO: City Council
FROM: Carol Helland, Director

Seraphie Allen, Deputy Director

Jeff Churchill, Long Range Planning Manager
Lauren Alpert, Senior Planner

Planning and Community Development

SUBJECT: Temporary Non-Commercial Signs

On May 13, 2026 the Planning Commission concluded its review of temporary non-commercial
sign regulations and voted on a recommendation to the City Council. The Commission is expected
to approve its report to the Council at the Commission’s May 27 meeting. The draft report is
included in your packet for your June 2 Committee of the Whole meeting.

The Planning Commission recommendation differs from the Technical Committee
recommendation in two key respects:
e The Planning Commission does not recommend establishing a cost-free, renewable
permit.
e The Planning Commission recommends allowing these types of signs in roundabouts and
medians.

Staff believe that requiring a cost-free, renewable permit, and prohibiting the placement of these
types of signs in medians and roundabouts best balances the interests of free speech, and safety
and the ability to enforce the code. Staff recommend that the Council adopt these provisions.

Cost-Free, Renewable Permit
e The permit allows staff to equitably apply the sign code regulations and remove signs that
are too close to others by determining who obtained the permit first.
e The permit provides contact information for those responsible for the sign.
e The permit provides an opportunity for education on regulations around the placement of
signs.

Signs in Medians and Roundabouts
e These areas often have limited visibility, complex traffic movements, and restricted access
creating safety concerns around sign clearance and visibility. This creates safety hazards for
drivers, pedestrians, and anyone attempting to install or remove signs.
e Enforcement challenges and inconsistencies, as some individuals may comply with the
rules while others may not would likely increase complaints and require additional City
resources to remove improperly placed signs.
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City Council Issues Matrix
Temporary Non-Commercial Signs

Discussion Notes

Temporary Non-Commercial Signs

Redmond

WASHINGTON

1.

Legal
framework
and free
speech
analysis

Stuart,
Forsythe

Where can
signs go?

Stuart,
Forsythe

Council Discussion

What is the problem we’re trying to solve (new case law for example)?

Staff Comments

Redmond’s temporary non-commercial sign regulations are not enforceable because they conflict with
recent case law. This is the problem we are trying to solve by creating a new regulatory framework for
temporary non-commercial signs.

The legal landscape for municipal sign regulation has undergone significant changes following the U.S.
Supreme Court’s decision in Reed v. Town of Gilbert (2015) and City of Austin v. Reagan National
Adverting of Austin LLC (2022). These cases established that content-based regulations for signs are
unconstitutional. Regulations, like our current regulations around political signs, that are based on the
content, are not enforceable. This is outlined more thoroughly in a memo from the City Attorney that was
included in the Council’'s agenda packet on May 5 and May 26, 2026.

Council Discussion

Where would temporary non-commercial signs be allowed under the recommended regulations? The
graphics are not clear.

Staff Comments

Signs are allowed in the right-of-way and on private property. The regulations for location in the right-of-
way allow signs as long as they don’t obstruct pedestrian, bicycle, or accessible routes or block sight
distance triangles that could impact sight lines for vehicular traffic.

The graphic below illustrates the concept of sight distance triangles. The blocks in the graphic are shorter

than a typical block and so the sight distance triangles occupy more space on the block face than would

Page 1 of 4

Opened
6.02

Closed
XXX XX

Opened
6.02

Closed
XXX XX
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City Council Issues Matrix
WASHINGTON

Temporary Non-Commercial Signs

ordinarily be the case. Staff is working to revise this graphic to convey that a typical block would
accommodate signs away from the corners.

s

The graphic below illustrates that signhs need to be placed a safe distance from parked cars and moving
traffic (in this case, bicycles). The left boundary of the 2-foot clearance is the inside edge of the curb.

2 ft min clearance

Staff have created a revised version of the graphic below that brings the 2-foot-clearance lines closer to
the street features

3. Permits Council Discussion gggned

Page 2 of 4 166



City Council Issues Matrix

Temporary Non-Commercial Signs

Stuart,
Prakriya

4. Surrounding
Communities

Soni

5. Steamers,
pennants
and banners

Kritzer

Redmond

WASHINGTON

What is the city’s enforcement capacity?

Closed
XXX XX
Staff Comments
Most sign code enforcement is conducted by one of the City’s three code enforcement officers. This
capacity is supplemented by Public Works right-of-way staff. The City has the capacity to enforce
temporary non-commercial sign regulations on a complaint basis.
Staff can be more efficient with enforcement when it is reasonably easy to contact sign owners about
signs in violation of the code. That is one of the reasons why staff recommends adopting a cost-free,
renewable permit — doing so makes it possible to reach sign owners for education, enforcement, and
retrieval of illegally-placed signs.
Council _Discussion GOBZned
What are neighboring communities of Bellevue, Kirkland, and Issaquah doing?
Closed
XXX XX
Staff Comments
Bellevue’s code is similar to Redmond’s current code and does not appear to have made changes based
on the recent case law.
Kirkland has similar regulations that signs have a duration of “not more than 60 days”. Kirland also
prohibits signs in center medians.
Issaguah has similar regulations to the proposed code. Issaquah prohibits signs in, on, or within public or
private medians, roundabouts, traffic circles, utility poles, lampposts, traffic poles and signals, and street
trees. They have a sign permit with approval by the City and issue a sign number in response to a
temporary sign agreement.
Council Discussion gggned
Further discussion about the ability of a business to put up streamers, pennants, and banners (for
example, a pride flag). Closed
XXX XX
Staff Comments
Page 30f 4
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City Council Issues Matrix

Temporary Non-Commercial Signs

6. Signs that
are
intentionally
misleading

Kritzer

7. Education
and
enforcement
efforts

Prakriya

RZC 21.44.010.E.5 addresses streamers, pennants, and banners. It says that those items are prohibited
when used as a sign or in conjunction with a sign. Otherwise, they are not signs and are not regulated as
signs in the sign code.

Redmond

WASHINGTON

. . . Opened
Council Discussion 6.02
How are signs that are intentionally misleading to be treated?

Closed
Staff Comments X XX XX
Regulations for temporary non-commercial signs must be content neutral. The City cannot regulate the
messages contained in temporary non-commercial signs. See the City Attorney’s memo for more
information.

: ; ; Opened
Council Discussion 6.0
A discussion of capability of enforcement and how to communicate this.

Closed
Staff Comments XXX XX
There will be a robust education campaign to inform the public and stakeholders about the changes in the
zoning code. The proposed cost-free, renewable permit is also an opportunity to continue to educate the
public on regulations especially around the placement of signs.
Page 4 of 4
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