REGULATORY REVI EW COWM TTEE

- MNUTES -
MEETING DaTE:  January 9, 1998
TO Building Services Division Staff Land Use
Services Division Staff
Lynn Baugh Mar k Car ey
Chris Ricketts Lisa Pringle
Pam Dhanapal Mari |l yn Cox
Terry Brunner Lanny Henoch
Ken Di nsnore Gordon Thomson

Priscilla Kaufmann

G eg Kipp, Deputy Director
M chael Sinsky, Prosecuting Attorney’s Ofice

FM  Sophia Byrd, Code Devel opnent Coordi nat or

Present: Sophia Byrd, Pam Dhanapal, Priscilla Kaufnmann,
Andr ew McDonal d,

Betty Sal vati, Gordon Thomson, Harold Vandergriff (Susan
Marlin, recorder)

| ssue:
1. How does one cal cul ate all owabl e signage with regards
to service station canopies? (Andrew MDonal d)

D scussi on:

K.C.C. 21A 20.100A states... “ Wall signs are permtted,
provi ded they do not total an area nore than 15 percent of
t he bui ding facade on which they are |ocated...”

The question is how one may determ ne cal cul ati ons based on
the definition of “ building facade” (K. C C
21A.06.140)... *“ that portion of any exterior elevation of
a building extending fromthe grade of the building to the
top of the parapet wall or eaves, for the entire wdth of
the building elevation.”
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The group di scussed how the definition of “ building

facade” does not address open spaces on buil di ngs, such as
canopi es and non-traditional buildings that are tiered or
cantilevered. Thus calculating 15 percent of the buil ding
facade is determned differently anong staff. There was
sonme di sagreenment within the group on how one woul d neasure
the facade. One approach is to figure the entire wall
surface fromthe grade to the top of the eaves as the
overall face of the building whether it is a tiered building
or not; the other is to consider each portion of a tiered
buil ding as a separate exterior elevation, thus allowing a
sign located on nore than one facade. It was decided that
an Admi nistrative Interpretation addressing neasuring |evels
woul d satisfy the need for consistency anong staff.

It was agreed that signs may project down and out but not

up. It was noted that a discussion of “ projecting signs”
took place at a June 9, 1995 RRC neeting. It was then
suggested that a code amendnent was needed to change wordi ng
in KCC 21A 06.1155 and 21A. 06. 1165 from*“ ...projects
vertically... to “ projects horizontally.” Currently
there is an anmendnent before the Council (Proposed O dinance
96-937) clarifying the definitions and height limts for
wal | , awni ng and projecting signs which deletes the word
“wvertically” and clarifies that projections can be no nore
than one foot fromthe wall of a building or structure.

Concl usi on:

An Adm nistrative Interpretation will be witten to address
what constitutes a facade. Pam Dhanapal and Andrew McDonal d
wi |l provide exanples of drawi ngs depicting different
structures such as buildings that are tiered or with
canopies. They will nmeet with Sophia Byrd to draft an
interpretation for review and di scussion at a future RRC
nmeeti ng.

2. Legi sl ative Update

Ful | Council w Il neet Mnday, January 12. The item of
maj or interest to DDES is Proposed Substitute O di nance 97-
607 relating to allowing structures in setbacks.
Counci | menber Derdowski is preparing an anmendnent to address
hi s concerns about nei ghbor disputes over structures in

si de-yard set backs.

On the agenda for adoption is Proposed Ordi nance 97-727,
adopting sensitive | ake protection standards for Lake
Sanmam sh drai nage basin. Al so on the agenda for
reintroduction in 98 is Proposed Ordi nance 93-682, Title 23



rewite. A council appointed conmttee is continuing to
work on this measure.

SB: sm



