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WILDWOOD

CITY COUNCIL

AGENDA
COUNCIL CHAMBERS
7:30 PM
Monday, February 8, 2016

|. CALL TO ORDER

Il. ROLL CALL

lll. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE
IV. MAYOR APPOINTMENTS/ANNOUNCEMENTS
V. PUBLIC PARTICIPATION
VI. PUBLIC HEARING(S)

VI.I. P.Z. 14-15 City Of Wildwood Planning And Zoning Commission, C/O Department Of
Planning, 16860 Main Street, Wildwood, Missouri 63040

(Postponed at the January 11, 2016 City Council Meeting and Referred to the
Planning/Economic Development/Parks Committee - Ready for Action)

A request to amend Chapter 415.410 Sign Regulations for “FP,” “PS,” “NU,” and all “R”
Districts and Chapter 415.420 Sign Regulations for all “C” and “M” Districts of the City of
Wildwood s Zoning Ordinance to consider the addition of new language to allow
electronic message boards for certain institutional, not-for-profit, and commercial
organizations. Currently, these types of displays are prohibited within the City of
Wildwood. (Wards - All)

Documents: PUBLIC HEARING - PZ 14-15 CITY OF WW-ELECTRONIC MESSAGE
BOARDS - PART 1.PDF, PUBLIC HEARING - PZ 14-15 CITY OF WW-ELECTRONIC
MESSAGE BOARDS-PART 2.PDF

VLII. A Response To A Communication From Jenny Mitchell, Director Of Property
Management For The Desco Group, Which Is Dated October 20, 2015, Regarding St.
Louis County’s P.C. 219-85 Alfred L. Hicks And J.L. Mason Of Missouri, Inc.

(Postponed at the January 11, 2016 City Council Meeting - To Remain Postponed)

Amended MXD Mixed-Use Development District; south side of Manchester Road, east of



Old Fairway Drive (Street Address: 16506 Manchester Road/Locator Number: 23U120480);
seeking modifications to an existing site-specific ordinance that governs the Schnucks
Wildwood Crossing Center to allow for a third freestanding monument sign along the
property’s Manchester Road frontage. (Ward - Seven)

VLIII. A Response To A Communication From Drew Bextermueller, Director Of Real Estate
For Dierbergs Markets, Inc., Which Is Dated November 17, 2015, Regarding P.Z. 14-98
Dierbergs Wildwood Town Center

(Postponed at the January 25, 2016 City Council Meeting - Ready for Action)

Amended C-8 Planned Commercial District (Downtown District Designation under the Town
Center Plan); south side of State Route 100, east of Taylor Road (Street Address: 2400
Taylor Road/Locator Number: 23V320195); that seeks modifications to the existing site-
specific ordinance (Ordinance #1001) that governs the Dierbergs Wildwood Town Center
development relative to the uses permitted on Outlots G and H, as well as the addition of a
drive-thru facility, as part of Outlot G. (Ward - Eight)

Documents: PUBLIC HEARING INFO - PZ 14-98 DIERBERGS WILDWOOD TOWN
CENTER.PDF

VIl. LEGISLATION
VIL.I. UNFINISHED BUSINESS

VILLA. BILL #2146
AMENDED

AN ORDINANCE AUTHORIZING THE MAYOR TO EXECUTE ON BEHALF OF THE CITY A REAL
ESTATE CONTRACT AND ADDENDUM THERETO FOR THE PURCHASE OF REAL PROPERTY
LOCATED AT 4285 FOX CREEK ROAD WITHIN THE CITY OF WILDWOOD. Recommended by
the Department of Public Works (Second Reading) (Ward - Six)

Documents: 2146 AMENDED FOX CREEK TREE FARM.PDF

VIILI.B. BILL #2149
AN ORDINANCE DETERMINING THE COMPENSATION FOR THE OFFICE OF THE MAYOR AND
AMENDING SECTION 110.040 OF THE MUNICIPAL CODE. Recommended by the
Administration/Public Works Committee (Second Reading) (Wards - All)

Documents: 2149 MAYOR COMPENSATION.PDF

VIILI.C. BILL #2150
AN ORDINANCE DETERMINING THE COMPENSATION FOR CITY COUNCIL MEMBERS AND
AMENDING SECTION 110.110 OF THE MUNICIPAL CODE. Recommended by the
Administration/Public Works Committee (Second Reading) (Wards - All)

Documents: 2150 COUNCIL MEMBER COMPENSATION.PDF

VIII.D. BILL #2151
AN ORDINANCE BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF WILDWOOD, MISSOURI
AUTHORIZING THE MAYOR OF THE CITY OF WILDWOOD, MISSOURI TO ENTER INTO A
CONTRACT WITH GERSHENSON CONSTRUCTION FOR THE DEVELOPMENT OF PHASE TWO
OF THE COMMUNITY PARK PROJECT, AS INDICATED IN THE BID DOCUMENTS AND
SPECIFICATIONS, WHICH INCLUDES THE BASE PROPOSAL AND THE SINGLE ADD ALTERNATE
(#1), IN KEEPING WITH THE DOCUMENTATION SUBMITTED BY SUCH IN RESPONSE TO THE
CITY’S ADVERTISEMENT IN THIS REGARD. Recommended by the City Council and the
Planning/Economic Development/Parks Committee (Second Reading) (Ward - One)

Documents: 2151 COMMUNITY PARK PHASE 2 - GERSHENSON
CONSTRUCTION.PDF



VIILLE. BILL #2152

AN ORDINANCE BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF WILDWOOD, MISSOURI THAT
AUTHORIZES CHANGES IN AMENDED C-8 PLANNED COMMERCIAL DISTRICT ORDINANCE
#1389 TO ACCOMMODATE THE REUSE OF THE EXISTING BUILDING, BEING LOCATED IN
THE TOWN CENTER AREA, FOR RETAIL, OFFICE, AND THE CUSTOM FABRICATION OF
FURNITURE, THEREBY FACILITATING ITS RE-OCCUPANCY IN THIS REGARD, ALL BEING
CONSISTENT WITH THE LETTER OF RECOMMENDATION APPROVED BY THE PLANNING AND
ZONING COMMISSION ON OCTOBER 12, 2015 AND FORWARDED TO CITY COUNCIL FOR
CONSIDERATION AND ACTION. Recommended by the Planning and Zoning Commission
(Second Reading) (Ward - Eight)

Documents: 2152 DANIEL STERNS- PC CLIFF RUFKHAR.PDF

VILII. NEW BUSINESS

VILILA. BILL #2153

AN ORDINANCE AUTHORIZING THE MAYOR OF THE CITY OF WILDWOOD, MISSOURI, TO
EXECUTE A CONTRACT ON BEHALF OF THE CITY OF WILDWOOD WITH N. B. WEST
CONTRACTING COMPANY FOR CONSTRUCTION OF THE MANCHESTER ROAD RESURFACING
AND BIKE LANE IMPROVEMENT PROJECT, INCLUDING TRAFFIC CONTROL AND OTHER
INCIDENTAL ITEMS AS SHOWN ON CONSTRUCTION DRAWINGS AND SPECIFICATIONS.
Recommended by the Administration/Public Works Committee (First Reading) (Ward -
One)

Documents: 2153 MANCHESTER ROAD RESURFACING AND BIKE
LANES.PDF

VILIL.B. BILL #2154

AN ORDINANCE AUTHORIZING THE MAYOR OF THE CITY OF WILDWOOD, MISSOURI, TO
EXECUTE A CONTRACT ON BEHALF OF THE CITY OF WILDWOOD WITH J. M. MARSCHUETZ
CONSTRUCTION COMPANY FOR CITY-WIDE CONCRETE STREET AND SIDEWALK
REPLACEMENT, INCLUDING TRAFFIC CONTROL AND OTHER INCIDENTAL ITEMS AS SHOWN
ON CONSTRUCTION DRAWINGS AND SPECIFICATIONS. Recommended by the
Administration/Public Works Committee (First Reading) (Wards - All)

Documents: 2154 2016 CONCRETE STREET AND SIDEWALK
REPLACEMENT.PDF

VILIL.C. BILL #2155

AN ORDINANCE AUTHORIZING THE MAYOR OF THE CITY OF WILDWOOD, MISSOURI TO
EXECUTE A SUPPLEMENTAL AGREEMENT ON BEHALF OF THE CITY OF WILDWOOD WITH
TWM, INC. FOR ADDITIONAL DESIGN SERVICES REQUIRED FOR THE MANCHESTER ROAD
STREETSCAPE PROJECT, PHASE 3 IMPROVEMENT PROJECT WITHIN THE CITY OF
WILDWOOD. Recommended by the Administration/Public Works Committee (First
Reading) (Ward - Eight)

Documents: 2155 SUPPLEMENTAL DESIGN CONTRACT WITH TWM.PDF

VILIL.D. BILL #2156

AN ORDINANCE BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF WILDWOOD, MISSOURI
AUTHORIZING THE MAYOR OF THE CITY OF WILDWOOD, MISSOURI TO EXECUTE AN
AGREEMENT WITH AMEREN MISSOURI FOR THE INSTALLATION OF POWER POLES,
ASSOCIATED LINES, AND EQUIPMENT TO PROVIDE ELECTRICAL SERVICE TO THE
WILDWOOD COMMUNITY PARK - PHASE ONE. Recommended by the Planning/Economic
Development/Parks Committee (First Reading) (Ward - One)

Documents: 2156 ORDINANCE FOR AMEREN MO AT COMM PARK.PDF

VILIII. RESOLUTION(S) - NONE

VIIl. OTHER



VIII.I. Receive & File
A response to a communication from Douglas B. Gilberg, owner of Gilberg Perennial Farms
and Wildwood Green Arts, LLC., which is dated October 29, 2015, requesting amendments
to an Amended Conditional Use Permit (CUP) in the NU Non-Urban Residence District (St.
Louis County’s P.C. 162-89 Douglas Gilberg), which governs the use of this 7.34 acre site
that is located on the east side of Ossenfort Road, north of Melrose Road (Locator Number:
24Y420183/Street Address: 2906 Ossenfort Road.) Proposed Use: The addition of an
education center, meeting space, and acoustic entertainment, all within the existing
buildings that are located on the subject site, along with the previously authorized plant
nursery, with sales room. (Ward - Six)

Documents: RECEIVE AND FILE - PC 162-89 DOUGLAS GILBERG.PDF

VIILII. Receive & File
A recommendation report of the Site Plan Subcommittee of the Planning and Zoning
Commission regarding a Site Development Plan (SDP) Package for P.Z. 20-14 Happy Hounds
Playground, L.L.C., c/o Clayton Engineering, Steve Quigley; Conditional Use Permit in the
NU Non-Urban Residence District; east side of Pond Road, south of State Route 100; which
authorizes the use of this recreational facility for a private dog park. (Ward - One)

Documents: RECIEVE AND FILE - PZ 10-14 HAPPY HOUNDS
PLAYGORUND.PDF

VIILIIL. Construction Project Update

Documents: CONSTRUCTION PROJECT UPDATE 2-5-2016.PDF
IX. ADJOURNMENT

If you would like to submit a comment regarding an item on this meeting agenda,
please visit the Form Center.

City Council Will Consider and Act upon the Matters Listed above and Such Others as May Be
Presented at the Meeting and Determined to Be Appropriate for Discussion at That Time.

Notice is hereby given that the City Council may also hold a closed meeting for the purpose of
dealing with matters relating to one or more of the following: Legal Actions, Causes of Action,
Litigation or Privileged Communications Between the City's Representatives and its Attorneys
[RSMO 610.021(1) 1994]; Lease, Purchase or Sale of Real Estate [RSMO 610.021 (2) 1994];
hiring, firing, disciplining or promoting employees by a public governmental body [RSMO 610.021
(3) 1994]; bidding specification [RSMO 610.021 (11) 1994]; sealed bids and related documents,
until the bids are opened' and sealed proposals and related documents or any documents related
to a negotiated contract until a contract is executed, or all proposals are rejected [RSMO 610.021
(12) 1994]; and/or individually identifiable personnel records, performance ratings or records
pertaining to employees or applicants for employment [RSMO 610.021 (13) 1994]

The City of Wildwood Is Working to Comply with the Americans with Disabilities Act Mandates.
Individuals Who Require an Accommodation to Attend a Meeting Should Contact City Hall, (636)
458-0440 at Least 48 Hours in Advance.


http://mo-wildwood.civicplus.com/FormCenter/Planning-Department-5/Public-Hearing-Comment-Form-48
http://mo-wildwood.civicplus.com/9e0bfdd8-5120-40a8-83a7-58c6b60bf4e3
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January 26, 2016

The Honorable City Council
City of Wildwood, Missouri
16860 Main Street

Wildwood, Missouri 63040

Re: Electronic Message Boards — Referred to Committee by City Council (Wards - All)
Council Members:

At the January 11, 2016 meeting of the City Council, a public hearing was held on the matter of
electronic message boards, after the Planning and Zoning Commission had completed its review,
but failed to reach a consensus, and forwarded a recommendation that indicated the matter had
failed for a lack of majority. The Letter of Recommendation described an approach to allowing
these types of signs, which are currently prohibited, through a Conditional Use Permit (CUP)
process, along with creating the basic regulations for these types of displays and their unique
characteristics in the Zoning Ordinance (Sign Regulations). The Conditional Use Permit (CUP)
process and its application to requests for these types of signs was determined to be the best
approach, if the current prohibition was to be eliminated in this regard.

At the aforementioned public hearing of the City Council, a discussion ensued on the merits of
making a change to the regulations, which currently prohibit these types of signs, and the reasons
they are not allowed in the City. As this discussion continued forward, it was apparent the members
wanted additional information about this matter and more time to study the potential benefits and
issues, if the current regulations were to be changed. Accordingly, the City Council agreed, by vote,
to forward this matter to the Planning/Economic Development/Parks Committee for its
consideration, review, and recommendation.

Attached to this report is the Planning and Zoning Commission’s Letter of Recommendation on this
matter, which describes the proposed process, if electronic message boards were to be allowed in
the City and a list of the key requirements that any such sign would have to meet to even be
allowed to be considered for said allowance. This list, along with the characteristics of the graphics
that are displayed on these reader boards, was never fully developed, given the Commission could
not reach a majority in terms of whether or not to allow these types of signs. Therefore, these
components were critical to the Committee’s discussion on this point.

The first item the Committee believed was essential to understanding if these types of signs were
suitable for the community of Wildwood was the planned process an application for such would



follow upon submittal and sufficient to protect the City’s unique character. The proposed steps in
this process are as follows:

1. An application would be filed by a not-for-profit or public entity to the City of Wildwood for
the Planning and Zoning Commission’s review and action.

2. The location of this application would have to be on a property that is zoned NU Non-Urban
Residence District or any “R” Residence District designated lot to be allowed for this type of
consideration.

3. If these first two (2) requirements were not met, the application would not be accepted for
processing by the Department of Planning.

4. If these first two (2) requirements can be met, the Department would then review the
application and determine its completeness for the required public hearing.

5. The Department would consider this application first based upon the standard zoning
regulations of the Conditional Use Permit (CUP) process, i.e. completed application, fee,
Preliminary Development Plan, and sign renderings and descriptions of operating
parameters for the selected display.

6. If this information is not submitted, in whole or part, the application is rejected and a
comment letter would be sent to the applicant noting such and reasons for this action.

7. [If the application’s shortfalls are corrected, then the specifics of the sign are analyzed for
compliance to the underlying code’s noted criteria, specifically the following items:

a. The signs, notwithstanding their specific characteristics associated with the display
boards, would have to comply with the City’s underlying Sign Regulations for
placement (setbacks) and other similar requirements.

b. The lighting of these signs, particularly their brightness, would minimally have to
comply with the City’s Outdoor Lighting Requirements of its Zoning Ordinance.
Additionally, all sign applications for these types of electronic message boards would
have to be reviewed by the City’s Lighting Consultant.

C. The sign must be placed/incorporated into a monument (base) type design, with all
materials used for this purposes matching the primary building located on the same
lot as the sign.

d. The owner of the sign would have to provide landscaping at the base of the
monument, which would be consistent with the City’s Landscape Manual and
Sustainable Plantings Guide.

e. The sign would be required to have a primary background color that is dark, with
light lettering used. Graphics would have to comply as well.
f. The display of messages would not be authorized after 10:30 p.m., to help preserve

the night sky. The operation of these types of signs in the morning hours would not
be authorized until 6:30 a.m.

The sign would have to be located on the lot, where the primary use is situated.

The number of these signs on a single lot would be regulated by the City’s current
requirements for monument signs in conjunction with institutional and other uses,
but no more than one (1) electronic message board per location, regardless of total
users.

ke
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i. The size of these signs would be regulated by the City’s current requirements for
monument signs in conjunction with institutional uses - 50 square feet.

8. If the Preliminary Development Plan and related information indicates these components
are addressed to the minimum levels, then the matter could be scheduled for a public
hearing before the Planning and Zoning Commission to consider its merits based upon
compliance to the Sign Regulations, as well as the four (4) components of the Conditional
Use Permit (CUP) regulations that must be considered for all applications for these types of
considerations. These four (4) criteria include the following items:

a. such developments and uses are deemed consistent with good planning practice;

b. can be operated in a manner that is not detrimental to the permitted developments
and uses in the district;

& can be developed and operated in a manner that is visually compatible with the
permitted uses in the surrounding area; and

d. deemed essential or desirable to preserve and promote the public health, safety and

general welfare of the City of Wildwood.

9. The Planning and Zoning Commission would conduct its public hearing on the matter and
then prepare a report, with recommendation, regarding its review. If this report were to be
favorable for a sign application, the specifics of the sign would be addressed therein, which
would include the following: Brightness; Message Hold Time (how long a single message is
visible); Transition Method (a.k.a. the “Frame Effect” - how the message changes to the
next); and Transition Duration (how long that change takes to complete).

Once the process that is administered by the Planning and Zoning Commission is completed, the
recommendation and action is forwarded to the City Council for review and consideration. The City
Council can exercise its ‘power of review’ and start the process over again, beginning with the
request’s consideration by the Planning/Economic Development/Parks Committee. The Committee,
once completed with its review and recommendation, then forwards it to City Council. Therefore,
no application could be allowed, without numerous steps to ensure its appropriateness.

This process, if applied appropriately and fairly, however, does not guarantee a minimum number
of signs will be allowed within the City. The process only guarantees the signs that are authorized
meet the levels of review to ensure the four (4) criteria of the Zoning Ordinance are met, while
minimizing the impacts of their respective installations. The concern of too many signs in one (1)
location, such as Clayton Road and State Route 109, can only be controlled by this process.
Therefore, if multiple locations in a single area could all meet these high standards, then the
potential for a grouping of these types of signs is possible. This situation was a concern and an item
the Committee believed justified further scrutiny of this matter.

That further scrutiny came through further discussions at this meeting relating to electronic

message boards and their potential role in Wildwood, which led to the Committee determining the
following in this regard:
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1. The character of Wildwood would not be enhanced by the addition of electronic message
boards, particularly the many rural environments, where a large number of institutional uses
already exist in the City.

2. The need is limited, while the risks (litigation) associated with electronic message boards is
substantial, particularly when possible regulations would allow one (1) user the right and
another not, i.e. institutional versus commercial.

3. The precedence was determined to be too great, regardless of the review process
associated with allowing such signs on a case-by-case basis.

4. The aesthetic impact was finally determined to be a component of any allowance for
electronic message boards in the City and, any application in Wildwood, a negative.

Therefore, the Committee is forwarding to City Council a recommendation not supporting any
changes to the Wildwood’s Sign Regulations to eliminate the current prohibition on electronic
message boards. The Committee’s vote on this matter, based upon the majority of the discussion
points identified above, was 4 to 2.

The Committee will provide greater detail in regards to this recommendation at tonight’s meeting.
If any of the Committee Members have questions or comments about this information, please feel
free to contact the Department of Planning and Parks at (636) 458-0440. Thank you for your
consideration of this information and direction on the same.

Respectfully submitted,
CITY OF WILDWOOD

Jim Baugus, Chair*
Planning/Economic Development/Parks Committee

Cc: The Honorable Timothy Woerther, Mayor
Ryan S. Thomas, P.E., City Administrator
Rob Golterman, City Attorney
Kathy Arnett, Assistant Director of Planning and Parks

*  The Department of Planning and Parks developed this report, in conjunction with the Planning/Economic Development/Parks Committee.
Content reflects the Committee’s consideration of this subject, and not necessarily an individual’s position or opinion.

(4.)



December 7, 2015

BAE

WILDWOOD

The Honorable City Council
City of Wildwood, Missouri

16860 Main Street

Wildwood, Missouri 63040

Council Members:

The Planning and Zoning Commission has completed its review of potential changes to the City of
Wildwood Zoning Code (Chapter 415 of the Wildwood Municipal Code) for the consideration of changes
and additions to its sign Regulations for the allowance of electronic message boards in the NU Non-Urban
Residence District, all “R” Residence Districts, and all “C” and “M” Districts and prepared the following
recommendation regarding this matter for City Council’s consideration. This recommendation was
completed in accordance with the requirements of the Zoning Code of the City of Wildwood relative to the
review and consideration of rezoning requests (Chapter 415.560), as defined by those specific regulations.
This recommendation is as follows:

Petition No.:
Petitioner:

Request:

Wards:

Public Hearing
Date:

1** Presentation

of Information
Report:

Date and Vote on
Information Report:

Date and Vote on
Letter of
Recommendation:

P.Z. 14-15

City of Wildwood Planning and Zoning Commission, c/o Department of Planning,
16860 Main Street, Wildwood, Missouri 63040

A request to amend Chapter 415.410 Sign Regulations for “FP,” “PS,” “NU,” and all
“R” Districts and Chapter 415.420 Sign Regulations for all “C” and “M” Districts of the
City of Wildwood’s Zoning Ordinance to consider the addition of new language to
allow electronic message boards for certain institutional, not-for-profit, and
commercial organizations. Currently, these types of displays are prohibited within the
City of Wildwood.

All

July 20, 2015

August 17, 2015

November 16, 2015 - Motion to approve the Department’s recommendation by a
vote of 5 to 5, thereby failing for a lack of majority (Voting Aye - Renner, Lee,
Archeski, Peasley, and Woerther; Voting Nay - Gragnani, Bauer, Liddy, Manton, and

Bopp)

December 7, 2015 - Vote of 7 to 3 to approve the Letter of Recommendation, which
reflects a 5 to 5 action and the matter failing for a lack of majority (Voting Aye —



Renner, Lee, Gragnani, Bauer, Liddy, Manton, and Bopp; Voting Nay - Archeski,

Peasley, and Woerther)
Report: Attachment A
Background
Information: Attachment B

A copy of the City of Wildwood Zoning Code (Chapter 415 of the Municipal Code) is on file in the City
Clerk’s Office.

Respectfully submitted,
CITY OF WILDWOOD PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION

R. Jon Bopp, Chair

ATTEST:

Joe Vujnich, Director
Department of Planning

Cc: The Honorable Timothy Woerther, Mayor
Ryan S. Thomas, P.E., City Administrator
Rob Golterman, City Attorney
Kathy Arnett, Assistant Director of Planning and Parks
Travis Newberry, Planner
John Shaughnessy, Principal, Lafayette High School

< Background >

The City of Wildwood has been contacted by a number of different parties over the last few years about
electronic message boards and their application in this community. These parties have primarily been
groups affiliated with schools, churches, and businesses located in the City. Signs of this nature, which
display a programmable message on their faces, are very popular and located in many of the surrounding
municipalities. Specifically, a few examples of these signs are provided below for the City Council’s review.
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Such signs are currently prohibited in the City of Wildwood. The prohibition on this type of sign is due to
the impact the flashing and changeable copy of the reader board can have on the surrounding area, where
they might be installed. In Wildwood, with its dark sky environment, particularly in areas west of State
Route 109, signs of this nature can have profound effects. Additionally, for one (1) type of sign user,
businesses in the Town Center Area, its specific sign regulations are designed to achieve more than
providing advertising information to an individual or individuals in an automobile, but rather with a more
pedestrian approach, which also complements the architecture of the buildings and streetscape, where
they are placed. Therefore, electronic message boards are not in keeping with the design standards and
architectural guidelines of the City’s Town Center Plan.

One (1) potential user of this type of sign is Lafayette High School, which currently has a changeable copy
type of monument sign along its Clayton Road frontage, which includes the sign frame and an internally
illuminated sign face that allows individual letters to be placed on it to convey school-related information.
According to district officials, Lafayette High School is the only facility of its four (4) high schools that does
not have an electronic message board for its primary signage. The school raised money for this type of
electronic message board. Those plans for this sign are attached to this report. As mentioned earlier,
however, other institutional uses and businesses have inquired about these signs as well, so certainly, the
high school would not be the only application the City would receive in this regard.
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In considering these types of signs, the Commission would note that much of the current literature
regarding them focuses on five (5) areas of regulations, if they are allowed in a community. These five (5)
areas include the following:

Brightness

Message Hold Time (how long a single message is visible)

Transition Method (a.k.a. the “Frame Effect” - how the message changes to the next)
Transition Duration (how long that change takes to complete)

Area or Square Footage of Sign - % of allowable square feet

AR

Each of these areas of regulations must be addressed, if requirements are developed for the purposes of
these types of signs. It is important to note that much of the discussion that has occurred about these
types of signs in the past has related to their brightness and impacts and what might be acceptable levels,
in the context of sign size and distance for viewing it. The next three (3) areas of regulation relate to how
fast or slow the messages are transitioned on the board and the manner how that is accomplished. The
final area is size, which is already addressed in the City’s current Sign Regulations, and cannot generally
exceed fifty (50) square feet. Regardless of these five (5) areas, differing opinions exist on this type of
sign’s impact on traffic safety, with the industry noting they are “traffic neutral.” Regardless, the impact of
these signs would be substantial, given they are completely different than any other types currently
allowed in the City of Wildwood.

< Current Request >

The City Council is being requested to consider amending the current Sign Regulations for all zoning
districts to potentially add an allowance for electronic message boards in the City of Wildwood. This type
of sign is currently prohibited in the City of Wildwood. Specifically, the request again is as follows: P.Z. 14-15
City of Wildwood Planning and Zoning Commission, c/o Department of Planning, 16860 Main Street,
Wildwood, Missouri 63040 - A request to amend Chapter 415.410 Sign Regulations for “FP,” “PS,” “NU,”
and all “R” Districts and Chapter 415.420 Sign Regulations for all “C” and “M" Districts of the City of
Wildwood’s Zoning Ordinance to consider the addition of new language to allow electronic message
boards for certain institutional, not-for-profit, and commercial organizations. Currently, these types of
displays are prohibited within the City of Wildwood. (Wards - All)

< Analysis >

The Planning and Zoning Commission’s consideration of this request identified several components
associated with it. These components were the determinants used in evaluating if the City’s Sign
Regulations should be modified to accommodate electronic message boards of the nature described
above. These components were as follows:

The impact on the character of the City by the introduction of these types of signs;

The potential number of applications, if these types of signs are authorized in the City;

The necessity of these types of signs; and

The regulations and requirements used for these types of signs, where allowed by other
communities.

pwoN R
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Each of these components must be studied and addressed, resulting in a determination for each, which
can only be positive, if the Planning and Zoning Commission is to recommend to the City Council a
favorable action in this regard. Accordingly, this study of these components has determined the following
outcomes.

>>> The Impact on the Character of the City by the Introduction of These Types of Signs >>>

The Commission would first note that advancements in the technology supporting these types of
electronic reader boards have been very quick over the last few years. Since 1995/1996, signs could display
electronic messages, but not to the quality and quantity as today. Signs of this nature, when the City first
incorporated, did not have the capabilities of today’s technology to control the lighting, message,
transitions, and fade. With these advancements, these message boards have become more commonplace,
particularly along roadways where so many of them are located, given the competition that exists
between users for the limited viewing time of a driver that passes them.

Given the improvements in sign technology, many of these former characteristics that once were
inappropriate can now be controlled, but not completely eliminated. Therefore, regardless of how the
message board is conditioned through the City’s Sign Regulations, some impact should be expected. Is
that impact too great for the Wildwood community? In the Commission’s opinion, such is not the case. The
Commission does believe these types of signs could be allowed in Wildwood, but only under a set of
specific conditions administered under the City’s Conditional Use Permit (CUP) process. This process, as
was the case in the discussions of outdoor game courts and roof-mounted solar panels, can assure the City
that each application is reviewed based upon the site-specific characteristics associated with it and
conditions added to ensure impacts are minimized to the immediate area, if granted.

As with any Conditional Use Permit (CUP) request, the responsibility to provide proof the criteria of this
process can be met is that of the petitioner, not the City, so each of them must be positive or the permit
cannot be granted (‘the petitioner shall have the burden of establishing that the requested use satisfies
these standards and further there is a public necessity for such use’). Those four (4) criteria are as follows:

(1.) The Planning Commission may permit those developments and uses only where such
developments and uses are deemed consistent with good planning practice; (2.) can be operated in
a manner that is not detrimental to the permitted developments and uses in the district; (3.) can be
developed and operated in a manner that is visually compatible with the permitted uses in the
surrounding area; and (4.) are deemed essential or desirable to preserve and promote the public
health, safety and general welfare of the City of Wildwood.

Additionally, the permitting process does require a public hearing, so all nearby property owners can have
an opportunity to comment on the request and provide direct input into its outcome. If impacts are
determined to be too great at the suggested location for the sign, the permit should not be granted and
the area preserved from such.

Accordingly, the Commission believes that, if such electronic reader boards are authorized in the City, the
appropriate zoning district designations should be amended to consider them conditional uses, thereby
elevating their discussion and review to the City’s highest levels of review. The zoning districts that would
be suitable for these types of signs would be the NU Non-Urban Residence District, R-1 One Acre Residence
District, the R-1A 22,000 square foot Residence District, the R-2 15,000 square foot Residence District, the
R-3 10,000 square foot Residence District, the R-4 7,500 square foot Residence District, and the R-6A 4,500
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square foot Residence District, given almost all appropriate users are located in that category, such as
schools, churches, recreation facilities, and other institutional type users. Along with this modification to
the Sign Regulations, they would need to establish minimum requirements for such in terms of brightness,
message hold time (how long a single message is visible), transition method (a.k.a. the “Frame Effect” -
how the message changes to the next), transition duration (how long that change takes to complete), and
area or square footage of the sign — % of allowable square feet. These minimum standards could be made
more restrictive, as part of the permitting process associated with the Conditional Use Permit (CUP).
Again, with the required steps associated with this permitting process, impacts would be considered first
and foremost.

<<< The Potential Number of Applications, if These Types of are Authorized in the City >>>

As the Planning and Zoning Commission was discussing this issue, the members requested to understand
the implications of this change relative to the potential number of applications that might be expected, if
the City’s Sign Regulations were amended to allow electronic reader boards of this nature. This question
can only first be addressed by defining the zoning districts where the signage is allowed. In terms of the
Commission’s recommendation of potentially allowing these types of signs via a Conditional Use Permit
(CUP) in the NU Non-Urban Residence District and all “R” Residence Districts, but with none of the City’s
commercial or industrial zoning district designations being authorized for such.

With the application involving only the residential zoning districts of the City, a total of twenty-six (26)
total locations may be submitted at some point in the future. This total number of applications is reflective
of all of the existing churches or schools in Wildwood, as shown on the attached map, along with the
Wildwood Family YMCA and the Pond Athletic Association. This number is significant and certainly creates
concerns for the Department. However, the Commission believes it is appropriate to assume that not all of
these potential locations will seek such, given the cost of these types of signs, the permitting process
associated with them, and need.

>>>The Necessity of These Types of Signs>>>

Over the past few years, the City has modified its Sign Regulations on several occasions to address
considerations relating to comments or concerns about their restrictiveness and the negative impact they
have had on business development and visibility of sites for a range of users. These changes have included
more signs, banners, and sponsorship advertisement for certain types of activities. Collectively, such an
approach has expanded the number of regulations to the point that, now, some are criticizing the City for
the complexity of the Sign Regulations it applies. These changes were based upon the comments
indicating a necessity for such.

The necessity of these types of signs appears to be growing, given the ease of displaying the messages,
the safety associated with placing the messages upon/within the signs, and the variability this media
provides in terms of the number of messages that can be programmed for display in any given day of use.
The placement of these signs in residential areas notwithstanding, where most schools and churches are
located, does not appear to be an issue to the entity seeking the sign, but rather the desire to offer this
new technology to interested parties that drive-by the roadway for advertisement and informational
purposes'. From the Commission’s perspective, the necessity of these types of signs is not caused solely by
need, since many other options exist, but convenience and flexibility. Therefore, the allowance for these

' Seems contrary to all new mediums for communication, like websites, Facebook, Instagram, Twitter, e-mail, etc.
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types of signs in dark environments must be balanced against those two (2) characteristics — convenience
and flexibility.

As technology advances in terms of hardware, applications, and costs, the support of these signs will not
lessen among potential users. Additionally, as these advances have been introduced into sign applications,
the controls to better address their impacts have also been added, which include the selection of
background colors, lettering colors, intensity of lighting, amount of time the message is displayed, and the
transition method and duration from one message to another. These controls allow any governing entity
to address the character of the sign.

>>>The Regulation of Such Signs, when Allowed by Other Communities>>>

In this current instance, this type of sign is a major departure from any allowed to date along a roadway in
the City of Wildwood. Monument type signs, both in commercially and residentially-zoned areas have been
limited to exterior lighting or internal lighting, but with a dark background and light-colored lettering to
limit their respective impacts. These signs, if not appropriately regulated, can have far-reaching impacts,
which is why they are currently prohibited in Wildwood and some other communities, such as Ellisville.
However, the Cities of Ballwin, Chesterfield, and Town and Country do reference these types of displays in
their respective Sign Regulations. Therefore, not all communities believe them to be necessary, but some
do. This situation certainly does not make the City of Wildwood the only exception to this allowance.

However, if the City of Wildwood were to allow these types of signs, the Commission would recommend
the following regulations be considered in this regard:

1. The allowance for these signs in the City of Wildwood would be limited to the NU Non-Urban
Residence District and all “R” Residence Districts, but only if granted by a Conditional Use Permit
(CUP) via the Planning and Zoning Commission and City Council.

2. The signs, notwithstanding their specific characteristics associated with the display boards, would
have to comply with the City’s underlying Sign Regulations for placement (setbacks) and other
similar requirements.

3. The lighting of these signs, particularly their brightness, would minimally have to comply with the
City’s Outdoor Lighting Requirements of its Zoning Ordinance. Additionally, all sign applications for
these types of electronic message boards would have to be reviewed by the City’s Lighting
Consultant.

4. The owner of the sign would have to provide landscaping at the base of the monument, which
would be consistent with the City’s Landscape Manual and Sustainable Plantings Guide.

5. The sign would be required to have a primary background color that is dark, with lighting lettering
used. Graphics would have to comply as well.

6. The message hold time and the transition method and duration would all have to be programmed
to ensure the driver can reasonably see the information being displayed, but cannot be
programmed in a manner that it is intermittent, flashing, or otherwise viewed as a nuisance to the
driving public by any of its aspects, including brightness.

7. The display of messages would not be authorized after 10:30 p.m., to help preserve the night sky.
The operation of these types of signs in the morning hours would not be authorized until 6:30 a.m.

8. The sign must be placed/incorporated into a monument (base) type design, with all materials used
for this purposes matching the primary building located on the same lot as the sign.

9. The sign would have to be located on the lot, where the primary use is situated.

10. The signs must be maintained regularly and in good operating condition always.
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11. The number of these signs would be regulated by the City’s current requirements for monument
signs in conjunction with institutional and other uses.

12. The size of these signs would be regulated by the City’s current requirements for monument signs
in conjunction with institutional uses - 50 square feet.

The Commission believes this list of conditions would address many of the concerns associated with these
signs, while ensuring the City and its residents have ample notification and opportunity to comment and
understand their applications in their neighborhoods. As with all regulations, the application of them with
the initial installation of the sign is critical, but also, thereafter, when time passes and others not
associated with the first approval follow and make changes inconsistent with these conditions.
Accordingly, these situations become enforcement actions, which generally create issues for all parties.
Given this knowledge, the Commission believes it is necessary to ensure the on-going use of these signs, if
allowed in the City, remain compliant.

< Summary and Recommendation >

In this report, the Commission has identified these types of signs will have impacts on the areas where
they are allowed, given their nature, but these can be minimized, but not eliminated, by utilizing the City’s
Conditional Use Permit (CUP) process to oversee their applications. The Commission has noted the extent
of potential applications in the City, along with suggesting the necessity of this type of sign is not premised
on the impacts of the City, but the benefits to the user, while all parties discount current electronic means
of communication and other sign options. Other communities allow and prohibit these types of signs as
well. However, if allowed by the City, the Commission has developed a list of requirements that should be
included to any changes to the Sign Regulations of the Zoning Ordinance to address them to the greatest
extent possible for the benefit to all parties. However, when tallied on this matter, the Commission split on
its vote, therefore lacking a majority to proceed with the submittal of a report indicating a favorable action
in this regard. Accordingly, the matter failed for a lack of majority amongst the ten (10) members of the
Commission (a 5 to 5 vote).
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to
Department of Planning’s Information Report (first issued on August 17, 2015)
for the

City of Wildwood Planning and Zoning Commission
November 16, 2015 Executive Meeting
“Planning Tomorrow Today”

Petition No.: P.Z. 14-15

Petitioner: City of Wildwood Planning and Zoning Commission, c/o Department of
Planning, 16860 Main Street, Wildwood, Missouri 63040

Request: A request to amend Chapter 415.410 Sign Regulations for “FP,” “PS,” “NU,” and

all “R” Districts and Chapter 415.420 Sign Regulations for all “C’” and “M”
Districts of the City of Wildwood’s Zoning Ordinance to consider the addition of
new language to allow electronic message boards for certain institutional, not-
for-profit, and commercial organizations. Currently, these types of displays are
prohibited within the City of Wildwood.

Location: Citywide

Hearing Date: July 20, 2015

Presentation of '

Information Report: August 17, 2015 — Postponed for Further Research

October 5, 2015 — Postponed for Further Research

The Department of Planning has been researching the issues the Planning and Zoning Commission
identified at its last meeting, where this matter of electronic message boards was last heard. This
meeting date was October 5, 2015. These issues were developed, after a long discussion on the
merits of possibly allowing electronic message boards in the City of Wildwood. Specifically, the
issues that were identified included the following:

1. Traffic Safety - The concerns associated with these types of signs, given their brightness,
flashing graphics, and rotating messages, on drivers’ safety and the potential for increased
accidents.

2. Sign Characteristics, particularly Brightness - The relative brightness of these types of signs
compared to the current monument type that is in place at the high school location and
their effects on the night sky. '

3. Legal Issues - The legality of allowing a test sign at the high school to determine its impact
on an area like Wildwood that is still rural in many regards.



To address these issues, the Department engaged several resources to assist it at the
aforementioned meeting. These resources included the St Louis County Police Department —
Wildwood Precinct, the City Attorney, and Randy Burkett Lighting Design. These resources were
provided the concerns and considerations of the Planning and Zoning Commission that were
identified in this regard and requested their study of them and to provide any opinions and
comments on such, as part of their review. Attached to this addendum are the reports of these
outside resources.

The results of this study indicated the following information in regard to the major issues noted
above:

1. Traffic Safety — the St. Louis County Police Department — Wildwood Precinct was asked to
study the impact of signage on traffic flow and safety, where electronic message boards are
placed, as well as existing signage at Lafayette High School, Eureka High School, Rockwood
Summit High School in unincorporated St. Louis County, and Taylor Road and Main Street.
Captain Tim Tanner, Commander, of the Wildwood Precinct of the St. Louis County Police
Department, undertook this analysis and provided the attached information to this
Addendum. Along with this information, the police department also provided a report from .
two (2) professors at Texas A&M University about the correlation of electronic message
boards and their operation and the impact on traffic safety. This report is also attached to
this Addendum. '

In reviewing this provided information, the Department of Planning would note the impact
of electronic message boards on traffic safety is debatable and no direct casual relationship
can be developed from the information provided by the police department. However, the
study from the two (2) professors seems to indicate no direct effect and, therefore, it not
being an issue. The industry that fabricates and installs these types of signs identifies this
matter of traffic safety as being ‘traffic neutral.” Therefore, the industry supports their use
and does not concur with any type of prohibition of these types of signs on traffic safety
concerns.

The Department does continue to believe any distractions to any drivers are not appropriate
and, if these signs are allowed by the City, restrictions on brightness, graphics, transitions,
colors, and other operational parameters need to be in place. These restrictions would
control these parameters and, in principle, address traffic safety, as reasonably as possible.
All of these restrictions would be a function of the Conditional Use Permit (CUP) process.

2. Sign Characteristics — The Department of Planning engaged Randy Burkett Lighting Design
to study the issues relating to the brightness of the current sign that is in place at the high
school property and how it compares to an electronic message board, specifically the newly-
installed structure at Marquette High School. The analysis of these two (2) existing signs is
included as an attachment to this Addendum. The information contained in this report also
addresses the character of the environment, where the Lafayette High School sign would be
located.

@)



In reviewing this information, the consultant notes the current sign located at Lafayette
High School has a greater brightness than the electronic message board at Marquette High
School, even with the changeable graphics and transitioning messages. The Department
also requested the lighting consultant review the ambient environment in the vicinity of the
proposed sign at the high school and, in the letter provided in this regard, it is noted the
environment is somewhat different at this location versus just to the east on Clayton Road.
However, in the consultant’s summary statement, it is noted that both areas do not exhibit
an over-lighted condition, given their different development patterns, relative ages in terms
of construction, and the existence, or lack thereof, of associated woodland areas.

The analysis does indicate a managed electronic message board may emit less luminance
than a more traditional sign. Given the area, over-lighting should remain an important
consideration, since any addition would, in all likelihood, have an impact on the current
condition, regardless of where they might be placed. Therefore, if electronic message
boards are authorized in the City, the Conditional Use Permit (CUP) process must be
employed to ensure these types of signs are carefully reviewed and managed.

Legal Issues — The Department would note the City Attorney was consulted in this regard
and noted the Board of Adjustment could consider such a temporary allowance for a test of
these types of signs. However, as was noted at the Planning and Zoning Commission’s
meeting on October 5, 2015, the cost of these signs, in the tens of thousands of dollars,
would either negate anyone from agreeing to a test or, more likely, once installed very
difficult to remove, if the test is considered unsuccessful or too impactful.

The more likely approach for this testing of the sign would be to determine if a portable type
is available, which has generally the same characteristics, and place it at this location and
utilize it there for the purposes of understanding the impacts and benefits. The Department
has not determined a specific supplier of this type of portable sign, but would believe such
does exist in some appropriate form for its use in this test. If a test is still desired by the
Planning and Zoning Commission, the Department will investigate this option further.

As has been noted in the Department’s Information Report, it believes the desire of potential users
of these electronic message boards will continue to increase in interest, given the derived benefits
for this type of display and the changes in lighting technology. Despite the pressure for the City to
consider them, it does not have to change its current sign regulations, given other cities across the
country prohibit them as well. However, if allowed in the City, these types of signs should only be
considered on a case-by-case basis and through the City’s established Conditional Use Permit (CUP)
process.

If any of the Commission Members should have questions or comments in this regard, please feel
free to contact the Department of Planning at (636) 458-0440. Thank you for direction on this
matter and consideration of this information.
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DATE
2012

3/5/2012
6/18/2012
10/11/2012
10/16/2012
2012 Total

2013

1/4/2013
4/2/2013
12/19/2013

2013 Total

2014

2/27/2014
12/12/2014

2014 Total
2015
5/1/2015
5/5/2015
8/21/2015
9/17/2015

2015 Total

Cumulative Total

REPORT #

12-13492
12-36042
12-60782
12-61814

13-000788
13-018368
13-071747

14-011041
14-064759

15-026157
15-025706
15-046824
15-051915

VEHICLE CRASH DATA

2012 - PRESENT

CLAYTON ROAD (ENTRANCE TO LAFAYETTE HIGH SCHOOL)

INJURY Y/N

< Z2 Z2 =2

2 Z2 2 2

13

# INJURED

# VEHICLES

NN NN

~

NN

DEER Y/N

Zz 2 2 &

= 2 = =

PC CIRCUMSTANCE

Inattention
Following Too Close
Failed To Yield
Violation Signal/Sign

Failed To Yield
Failed To Yield
Following Too Close

Failed To Yield
Improper Passing

Following Too Close
Fallowing Too Close
Failed To Yield

Following Too Close



VEHICLE CRASH DATA
2012 - PRESENT

CLAYTON ROAD (ENTRANCE TO LAFAYETTE HIGH SCHOOL)

2012 CIRCUMSTANCE TOTALS:

Alcohol 0 0.0%
Failed To Yield 1 25.0%
Following Too Close 1 25.0%
Improper Backing 0 0.0%
Improper Lane Use/Change 0 0.0%
Improper Passing 0 0.0%
Inattention 1 25.0%
None 0 0.0%
Physical Impairment 0 0.0%
Speed - Exceeded Limit 0 0.0%
Too Fast for Conditions 0 0.0%
Unknown 0 0.0%
Viclation Signal/Sign 1 25.0%
Deer Strikes 0 . 0.0%
Injury Crashes 1 25.0%
Persans Injured 1

Total Vehicles Invelved 3

2013 CIRCUMSTANCE TOTALS:

Alcohol 0 0.0%
Failed To Yield 2 66.7%
Following Too Close 1 33.3%
Improper Backing 0 0.0%
Improper Lane Use/Change 0 0.0%
Improper Passing 0 0.0%
Inattention 0 0.0%
None 0 0.0%
Physical Impairment 0 0.0%
Speed - Exceeded Limit 0 0.0%
Too Fast for Conditions 0 0.0%
Unknown 0 0.0%
Violation Signal/Sign 0 0.0%
Deer Strikes 0 0.0%
Injury Crashes 0 0.0%
Persons Injured 0

Total Vehicles Involved 7
CUMULATIVE CIRCUMSTANCE TOTALS:

Alcohol 0 0.0%
Failed To Yield 5 38.5%
Following Too Close 5 38.5%
Improper Backing 0 0.0%
Improper Lane Use/Change 0 0.0%
Improper Passing 1 7.7%
Inattention 1 7.7%
None 0 0.0%
Physical Impairment 0 0.0%
Speed - Exceeded Limit 0 0.0%
Too Fast for Conditions 0 0.0%
Unknown 0 0.0%
Violation Signal/Sign 1 7.7%
Deer Strikes 0 0.0%
Injury Crashes 1 7.7%
Persons Injured 1

Total Vehicles Involved 27

2014 CIRCUMSTANCE TOTALS:

Alcohol 0 0.0%
Failed To Yield 1 50.0%
Following Too Close 0 0.0%
Improper Backing 0 0.0%
Improper Lane Use/Chang 0 0.0%
Improper Passing 1 50.0%
Inattention 0 0.0%
None 0 0.0%
Physical Impairment 0 0.0%
Speed - Exceeded Limit 0 0.0%
Too Fast for Conditions 0 0.0%
Unknown 0 0.0%
Violation Signal/Sign -0 0.0%
Deer Strikes 0 0.0%
Injury Crashes 0 0.0%
Persons Injured 0

Total Vehicles Involved: 4

2015 CIRCUMSTANCE TOTALS:

Alcohol 0 0.0%
Failed To Yield 1 25.0%
Following Too Close 3 75.0%
Improper Backing 0 0.0%
Improper Lane Use/Chang 0 0.0%
Improper Passing 0 0.0%
Inattention 0 0.0%
None 0 0.0%
Physical impairment 0 0.0%
Speed - Exceeded Limit 0 0.0%
Too Fast for Conditions 0 0.0%
Unknown 0 0.0%
Violation Signal/Sign 0 0.0%
Deer Strikes 0 0.0%
Injury Crashes 0 0.0%
Persons Injured 0

Total Vehicles Involved 8
CUMULATIVE TOTALS:

Single Vehicle 0 0.0%
Multi Vehicle 13 = 100.0%
Total Crashes 13




Probable Contributing Circumstance Crash Data
2012 to Present
Entrance to Lafayette High Schoo!




VEHICLE CRASH DATA
2012 - PRESENT
MO 109 at Eureka High School

DATE REPORT # INJURY Y/N # INJURED # VEHICLES DEER Y/N PC CIRCUMSTANCE

2012 :
2012 Total 0

2013
2013 Total 0

2014
2014 Total 0

2015
1/25/2015 15-108 N 2 N Failed To Yield
2/5/2015 15-151 N 2 Teo Fast for Cenditicns
7/30/2015 15-971 Y i N None
2015 Total 3

Cumulative Total 3



VEHICLE CRASH DATA
2012 - PRESENT

MO 109 at Eureka High School

2012 CIRCUMSTANCE TOTALS:

Alcohol 0 #DIV/0!
Failed To Yield 0 #DIv/0!
Following Too Close 0 #DIV/0!
Improper Backing 0 #DIv/0!
Improper Lane Use/Change 0 #DIV/0!
Improper Passing 0 #DIv/0!
Inattention 0 #DIV/0!
None 0 #DIV/0!
Physical Impairment 0 #DIV/0!
Speed - Exceeded Limit 0 #DIV/0!
Too Fast for Conditions 0 #Div/o!
Unknown 0 #DIV/OI
Violation Signal/Sign 0 #DIV/0!
Deer Strikes 0 #DIv/o!
Injury Crashes 0 #DIV/0!
Persons Injured 0

Total Vehicles Involved 0

2013 CIRCUMSTANCE TOTALS:

Alcohol 0 #DIv/o!
fFailed To Yield 0 #DIv/ol
Following Too Close 0 #DIV/0!
Improper Backing 0 #DIV/0!
Improper Lana Use/Change 0 #Div/ol
Improper Passing 0 #DIV/D!
Inattention 0 #DIv/o!
None 0 #DIV/O!
Physical Impairment 0 #DIv/0!
Speed - Exceeded Limit 0 #DIV/0!
Too Fast for Conditions 0 #DIV/0!
Unknown 0 #DIV/OI
Violation Signal/Sign ¢ #Div/c!
Deer Strikes 0 #DIV/0!
Injury Crashes 0 #DIv/0!
Perscns Injurad 0

Total Vehicles Involved 0
CUMULATIVE CIRCUMSTANCE TOTALS:

Alcohol 0 0.0%
Failed To Yield 1 33.3%
Following Too Close 0 0.0%
Improper Backing 0 0.0%
Improper Lane Use/Change 0 0.0%
Improper Passing 0 0.0%
Inattention 0 0.0%
None 1 33.3%
Physical Impairment 0 0.0%
Speed - Exceeded Limit 0 0.0%
Too Fast for Conditions 1 33.3%
Unknown 0 0.0%
Violation Signal/Sign 0 0.0%
Deer Strikes 0 0.0%
Injury Crashes 1 33.3%
Persons Injured 0

Total Vehicles Involved 5

2014 CIRCUMSTANCE TOTALS:

Alcohol 0 #DIv/o!
Failed To Yield 0 #DIV/0!
Following Too Close 0 #DIV/0!
Improper Backing 0 #DIv/0!
Improper Lane Use/Chang 0 #DIV/0!
Improper Passing 0 #DIV/0!
Inattention 0 #DIV/0!
None 0 #DIV/0!
Physical Impairment 0 #Div/o!
Speed - Exceeded Limit 0 #DIV/0!
Too Fast for Conditions 0 #DIv/o!
Unknown 0 #DIV/0!
Violation Signal/Sign 0 #DIV/o!
Deer Strikes 0 #DIV/0!
Injury Crashes 0 #DIV/0!
Persons Injured 0

Total Vehicles Involved 0

2015 CIRCUMSTANCE TOTALS:

Alcohol 0 0.0%
Failed To Yield il 33.3%
Following Too Close 0 0.0%
Improper Backing 0 0.0%
Improper Lane Use/Chang ) 0.0%
Improper Passing 0 0.0%
Inattention 0 0.0%
None 1 33.3%
Physical Impairment 0 0.0%
Speed - Exceeded Limit 0 0.0%
Too Fast for Conditions 1 33.3%
Unknown 0 0.0%
Violation Signal/Sign 0 0.0%
Deer Strikes 0 0.0%
Injury Crashes 1 33.3%
Persons Injured 0

Total Vehicles Involved 5
CUMULATIVE TOTALS:

Single Vehicle 33.3%
Multi Vehicle 66.7%

Total Crashes
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DATE
2012

12/4/2012

2012 Total
2013
1/21/2013
2/13/2013
6/24/2013
9/28/2013
2013 Totai

2014

7/14/2014

2014 Total

2015

5/30/2015
3/26/2015

2015 Total

Cumulative Total

REPORT #

12-71515

13-4240
13-9058
13-35973
13-56008

14-38890

15-31538
15-12912

INJURY Y/N

N

< =2 2 Z2

=z Z

VEHICLE CRASH DATA

2012 - PRESENT
Taylor Road and Main Street

# INJURED

# VEHICLES

N 2NN

DEER Y/N

PC CIRCUMSTANCE

Inattenticn

Failed To Yield
Following Too Close
Physical Impairment

Following Too Close

Following Too Ciose

Following Toa Close

Following Too Close



VEHICLE CRASH DATA
2012 - PRESENT

Taylor Road and Main Street

2012 CIRCUMSTANCE TOTALS:

2014 CIRCUMSTANCE TOTALS:

Alcohol 0 0.0%
Failed To Yield 0 0.0%
Following Too Close 0 0.0%
Improper Backing 0 0.0%
Improper Lane Use/Change 0 0.0%
Improper Passing 0 0.0%
Inattention 1 100.0%
None 0 0.0%
Physical Impairment 0 0.0%
Speed - Exceeded Limit 0 0.0%
Too Fast for Conditions 0 0.0%
Unknown 0 0.0%
Violation Signal/Sign 0 0.0%
Deer Strikes 0 0.0%
Injury Crashes 0 0.0%
Persons Injured 0

Total Vehicles Involved 2

2013 CIRCUMSTANCE TOTALS:

Alcohaol 0 0.0%
Failed To Yield 1 25.0%
Following Too Close 1 25.0%
Improper Backing 0 0.0%
Improper Lane Use/Change 0 0.0%
Improper Passing 0 0.0%
Inattention 0 0.0%
None 0 0.0%
Physical Impairment 1 25.0%
Speed - Exceeded Limit - 0 0.0%
Too Fast for Conditions 0 0.0%
Unknown 0 0.0%
Violation Signal/Sign 0 0.0%
Deer Strikes 0 0.0%
Injury Crashes 0 0.0%
Persons Injured 0

Total Vehicles Involved 7
CUMULATIVE CIRCUMSTANCE TOTALS:

Alcohol 0 0.0%
Failed To Yield 1 12.5%
Following Too Close 5 62.5%
Improper Backing 0 0.0%
Improper Lane Use/Change 0 0.0%
Improper Passing 0 0.0%
Inattention 1 12.5%
None 0 0.0%
Physical Impairment 1 12.5%
Speed - Exceeded Limit 0 0.0%
Too Fast for Conditions 0 0.0%
Unknown 0 0.0%
Violation Signal/Sign 0 0.0%
Deer Strikes 0 0.0%
Injury Crashes 1 12.5%
Persons Injured 0

Total Vehicles Involved 15

Alcohol 0 0.0%
Failed To Yield 0 0.0%
Following Too Close 1 100.0%
Improper Backing 0 0.0%
Improper Lane Use/Chang 0 0.0%
Improper Passing 0 0.0%
Inattention 0 0.0%
None 0 0.0%
Physical Impairment 0 0.0%
Speed - Exceeded Limit 0 0.0%
Too Fast for Conditions 0 0.0%
Unknown 0 0.0%
Violation Signal/Sign 0 0.0%
Deer Strikes 0 0.0%
Injury Crashes 0 0.0%
Persons Injured ]

Total Vehicles Involved 2

2015 CIRCUMSTANCE TOTALS:

Alcohol 0 0.0%
Failed To Yield 0 0.0%
Following Too Close 2 100.0%
Improper Backing 0 0.0%
Improper Lane Use/Chang 0 0.0%
Improper Passing 0 0.0%
Inattention 0 0.0%
None 0 0.0%
Physical Impairment 0 0.0%
Speed - Exceeded Limit 0 0.0%
Too Fast for Conditions 0 0.0%
Unknown 0 0.0%
Violation Signal/Sign 0 0.0%
Deer Strikes 0 0.0%
Injury Crashes 0 0.0%
Persons Injured 0

Total Vehicles Involved 4
CUMULATIVE TOTALS:

Single Vehicle 1 12.5%
Multi Vehicle 7 87.5%
Total Crashes 8




Probable Contributing Circumstance Crash Data
2012 to Present
Tavlor and Main




RANDY

BURKETT
LIGHTING
DESIGN

To: Joe Vujnich

From: Ron Kurtz

Subject: City of Wildwood —~ Sign Brightness Studies

Datg: October 29, 2015

Copies: File/

As requested, during the nighttime hours of October 22, 2015 (nominally between the hours of
7:30 and 9:00 PM) we reviewed the monument signage for Lafayette High School and Marquette
High School, as well as lighting conditions in residential areas to the north and east of Lafayette
High School. Qur results and impressions are summarized herein,

Signage

Measurements were taken of brightness (luminance) of the monument signs at both Lafayette
and Marquette High Schools using a Minolta LS-110 1/3° Juminance meter. Luminance is the
intensity of light from a surface per unit area in a given direction. The most common unit for
luminance is candelas per square meter (ed/m™), otherwise known in the signage industry as a
“nit”. Luminance measurement is an indication of brightness, but not necessarily glare. Glare is

The Lafayette High School sign consists of a luminous (white) background and black applied
lettering. Atfop the Iluminous section are individual halo-lit lefters, silhounetted against a dark
painted metal background.

The Marquette High School sign is comprised primarily of RGB LED, pixelated points used to
create changing messages. Atop this reader board is a luminous box with a blue background and

white typography.

L
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The Lafayette High School luminous sign does not meet the City of Wildwood Lighting
Ordinance, Section 415.450.D.4.f regarding sign construction and luminous material.

Actual measurements of luminance was as follows:

Lafayette High School

Luminous face: X
Backlit amber letters: 35 cd/m”

600 ed/m’

Luminance is similar from most typical viewing directions.

Marguette High School

Statie, backlit luminous panel

Blue backgronnd: 3 ed/m? .
White typography: 190 ed/m” max

LED Reader Board (“black” LED’s not considered)

Serolling info of different colors 30 — 280 cd/m” on sign axis

Values are diminished when measured off-axis
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Subjective Review of Residential Arcas

Generally deseribed, much of Clayton Road area east from Lafayette High School to Strecker
Road has a more rural lighting character. Ambient levels of light are relatively low. Distances
between residences and the substantial tree canopy are key contributors to the ambient character,
There is, however, evidence that visible light is making an impact on the night environment
within this area.

1 The use of retrofit style LED replacement lamps (bulbs) in coach lanterns and
post top lights are becoming common place. LED replacement is a valid
option; however, most of those installed have very cool color temperatures
(4000°K or greater). Cool color temperatures are seen as brighter than a warm
temperature of equivalent output (incandescent is quite warm 220 0° 10 2500° for
example). Therefore some homes have fixtures that seem more glarey than
others.

2. Several homes have had substantial installations of
landscape/hardscape/floodlights. Where occurring, this changes the ambient
character of the inunediate surround.

The neighborhood immediately north of Lafayette High School has a more suburban character.
Houses are close together, the tree canopy is immature to non-existent, streetlight are more

prevalent with fixtures of greater brightness.

Here, cool color temperature sources seem 10 be more often used, adding to the overall feelings
of brightness and glare. -

While the neighborhood has a greater ambient light condition, we would not describe the area as
overlighted, since, it does not exhibit the more rural character to the east.

Upon your review please contact us with any questions.

R¥:vh
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ABBREVIATIONS

The abbreviations shown below are used in this report.

AADT

- ADT
AASHTO
AIC
ANOVA
BIC
CEVMS
CG
DF
EB
EBB
FHWA
HSIS
HSM
LCD
LED
MS
MSE
MST
RTM
SAR
SEM
SFI
SPF
SS
SSE
SST
TTI

Annual Average Daily Traffic

Average Daily Traffic :
American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials
Akaike Information Criterion |
Analysis of Variance

Bayesian Information Criterion

Commercial Electronic Variable Message Signs
Control Group

Degrees of Freedom

Empirical Bayes

Electronic Billboard

Federal Highway Administration

Highway Safety Information System

Highway Safety Manual

Liquid Crystal Display

Light-Emitting Diode

Mean of Sum of Squares

Error Mean Square

Treatment Mean Square

Regression to the Mean

Spatial Autoregressive Model

Spatial Error Model

Signage Foundation, Inc.

Safety Performance Function

Sum of Squares

Sum of Squares for Error

Total Sum of Squares

Texas A&M Transportation Institute
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The use of digital on-premise signs, which are typically business-related signs that have the
ability to change the displayed message, has increased significantly in recent years. On-premise
digital signs are located on the same property as the businesses they promote, and some part —
or a significant part in some cases — of the sign contains a digital display that can be
programmed to change the message at pre-set intervals. Because the use of these signs has
_increased, jurisdictions have used local sign codes or ordinances to regulate the manner in which
digital messages are displayed. Jurisdictions typically justify these regulations by citing traffic
safety impacts. However, no comprehensive and scientifically based research efforts have
evaluated the relationship between on-premise digital signs and traffic safety.

In this study, researchers collected large amounts of sign and crash data in order to conduct a
robust statistical analysis of the safety impacts of on-premise digital signs. The statistical tools
used the latest safety analysis theory developed for analyzing the impacts of highway safety
improvements. The research team acquired the crash data from the Highway Safety Information
System, which is a comprehensive database of crash records from several states. One of the
advantages of these data is that they also include information about roadway characteristics, such
as the number of lanes, speed limit, and other factors. The research team then acquired
information about the location of on-premise digital signs from two sign manufacturing
companies. Through significant effort by the researchers, these two datasets were merged into a
single dataset that represented potential study locations in California, North Carolina, Ohio, and
Washington. Of the initial set of over 3,000 possible sites, the research team was able to identify
135 sign locations that could be used for the safety analysis. Potential sites were eliminated from
consideration due to any of the following factors:

e The sign location was not on a roadway that was included in the crash dataset; only major
roads were represented in the crash data. _

o The sign location provided by a sign manufacturing company could not be verified
through online digital images of the location.

e Only signs installed in calendar years 2006 or 2007 could be included in order to have
adequate amounts of crash data before and after the sign was installed.

The research team then used the empirical Bayes method to perform a before-after statistical
analysis of the safety impacts of the on-premise digital signs. In a before-after study, the safety
impact of a treatment (in this case, the installation of an on-premise digital sign) is defined by the
change in crashes between the periods before and after the treatment was installed. However,
simply comparing the crash frequencies (known as a naive before-after analysis) is not adequate
to account for factors such as regression to the mean (a statistical concept that explains why after
data can be closer to the mean value than the before data) and to provide a means of controlling
for external factors that can also cause a difference in crash frequencies. The empirical Bayes
method represents the recommended procedure for evaluating the impacts of safety treatments
because it overcomes the deficiencies of the naive method. The safety impacts are represented by
the safety index, which is indicated by the symbol 6. In simple terms, the safety index represents
a ratio of safety in the after period compared to safety in the before period, although it is not as

vii



simple as dividing the crashes in the after period by the crashes in the before period. A safety
index greater than 1.0 indicates an increase in crashes in the after period, and a value less than
1.0 indicates a reduction in crashes in the after period. However, because of the variability in the
crash data, the analysis must have statistical validity. Statistical variability is established by
defining the 95 percent confidence interval for the safety index, which is based on factors such as
sample size and the variability of the data. If the 95 percent confidence interval includes the
value of 1.0, then there is a 95 percent chance that there is no statistically significant change in
crashes between the before and after periods.

The results of the statistical analysis are presented in Figure 1. This figure shows that the safety
index for all of the states was 1.0 with a 95 percent confidence interval that ranged from 0.93 to
1.07. This indicates that, for the 135 sites included in the analysis, there was no statistically
significant change in crashes due to the installation of on-premise digital signs. The same can
also be said about the results for each of the four states on an individual basis because the
confidence interval for safety index for each state includes 1.0. The larger confidence intervals
for some of the states are due to greater variability in the data and/or smaller sample sizes. The
researchers also analyzed single-vehicle and multi-vehicle crashes and found the same result of
no statistically significant change in crashes. Finally, the researchers performed an analysis of
variance for the sign factors of color, size, and type of business and found no statistically
significant differences in the mean safety index values for individual factors.
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Figure 1. Summary of study results
The results of this study provide scientifically based data that indicate that the installation of

digital on-premise signs does not lead to a statistically significant increase in crashes on major
roads.
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CHAPTER 1:
INTRODUCTION

For many generations, most signs — including both traffic and business signs — were static.
They displayed only one message that did not change with time. Advances in information
display technologies in recent years have led to an increase in the use of many types of digital
signs, particularly in the area of on-premise and off-premise business signs. On-premise digital
signs provide the ability to communicate a wide variety of messages and to change the manner in
which the message is presented over time. As such, these digital signs represent a significant
advancement in communication technologies and the ability to deliver valuable marketing
information to potential customers. However, some groups have raised questions related to the
traffic safety aspects of business signs that change messages on a frequent basis. The traffic
safety concerns are often related to issues of potential driver distraction from the roadway due to
the dynamic nature of these signs. These safety concerns are sometimes addressed through local
regulation of these types of signs, which may prohibit or limit the use of on-premise digital signs.
These regulations tend to be developed at the local level and do not have a significant level of
scientific, nationally based research supporting the regulations.

The traffic safety concerns associated with on-premise digital signs have existed for some time,
but there has been little research, particularly on a national level, that directly addresses the
safety impacts of on-premise digital signs. In part, this is due to the fact that the use of such signs
has grown only in the last 5-10 years. The research described in this report was conducted to
provide a scientifically based, national analysis of on-premise digital signs so that the traffic
safety impacts of such signs can be better understood.

RESEARCH APPROACH

The basic research method used in this study is a before-after statistical analysis of the change in
traffic crashes at locations where digital signs were installed. The research team used digital sign
installation information provided by sign manufacturers to identify locations in selected states
where digital signs had been installed in the 2006-2007 time frame (this time frame was selected
to provide adequate numbers of crashes in both the before and after periods). The analysis
locations were limited to California, North Carolina, Ohio, and Washington because these states
are part of the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) Highway Safety Information System
(HSIS). The HSIS is a database of crash records that includes detailed information about the
roadway and crashes, including such factors as the number of lanes, the speed limit, crash
severity, and other factors. The researchers then mapped the sign sites to the crash datasets to
identify locations with crashes. These locations were then analyzed to compare the crashes
before installation of the digital sign to the crashes after installation of the sign using statistical
analysis procedures.

DESCRIPTION OF A DIGITAL SIGN

For the purposes of this study, a digital sign is defined as a sign that uses an electrical display,
such as a liquid crystal display (LCD) or light-emitting diode (LED), to provide changeable



messages or graphics. There are several types of digital signs, including digital billboards, indoor
video advertisements, and street-level advertisements (such as LED signs on bus shelters). For
this study, the researchers focused only on on-premise digital signs, which are signs located on
the same property as the business with which they are associated. The research effort did not
include or address off-premise signs or billboards.

RESEARCH ACTIVITIES AND REPORT ORGANIZATION

There were five major activities associated with this research effort. The study began by
reviewing and evaluating previous research on the safety aspects of digital signs and the
statistical methods that other researchers have used to evaluate the safety aspects of signs.
Chapter 2 describes the results of the review of background information. The researchers then
began to collect information related to digital signs and crash data in the selected states. The sign
information included the location and date of installation, and the crash data included the
location and date. The researchers then devoted extensive effort to matching the locations and
dates of the signs and crash datasets. Chapter 3 describes the sign and crash data and how the
two datasets were merged together. Once this was accomplished, the next step was to develop a
valid and scientifically based statistical analysis procedure to determine if there were any
statistically significant changes in crashes after installation of digital signs. Chapter 4 describes
the development of a statistical methodology, including a comparison of the advantages of the
different options for conducting the statistical analysis. Finally, the research team used the results
of the statistical analysis to define the key study findings, which are described in Chapter 5.
Chapter 6 presents the conclusions and recommendations for the research study.



CHAPTER 2:
BACKGROUND INFORMATION

This chapter provides a review of the literature related to on-premise digital signs and their
impacts on traffic safety. The review also includes a summary of statistical methods that can be
used for evaluating the safety effects for these types of signs. Although the majority of the work
has been related to off-premise digital signs, key studies associated with off-premise signs are
nonetheless briefly discussed here. It should be pointed out that compared to other types of
roadway-related operational and design features, such as access point density on urban arterials
or on-street parking designs, the number of documents that are related to either on- or off-
premise signs is relatively small.

On-premise signs are signs that are located on the same property as the activity described in the
sign, while off-premise signs are located away from the activity identified in the sign. Off-
premise signs are also known as third-party signs or outdoor advertising, and the most common
example is a billboard. In general, off-premise signs have a larger visible area, which is
attributed to the fact that these signs usually have greater surface areas and have higher mounting
heights than on-premise signs. Furthermore, off-premise signs have a larger viewership because
they are usually located adjacent to freeways and major highways with higher traffic volume. On
the other hand, on-premise signs are installed on private property where a company conducts its
business, and most are located along urban streets or local roadways. According to The Signage
Sourcebook (U.S. Small Business Administration, 2003), the viewing opportunities for outdoor
advertising (typically 333,350 cars per day) are much greater than those for an on-premise sign
(30,000 cars per day).

The literature review is divided into two sections. The first section summarizes studies related to
on-premise digital signs. The second section presents the summary of two key studies associated
with off-premise digital signs.

ON-PREMISE DIGITAL SIGNS

This section describes the characteristics of the studies that have examined the relationship
between safety and on-premise digital signs. To the knowledge of the authors, only two studies
have investigated this relationship. It should be pointed out that the safety relationships identified
‘in these research documents were not based on crash data but more on opinions and hypotheses,
which limits their value as a direct measure of on-premise sign safety. The first study was
conducted by Mace (2001). This author performed a literature review and listed two hypotheses
about how on-premise signs can influence crash risk. The first hypothesis states that on-premise
business signs distract drivers” attention from their primary driving tasks, resulting in higher
crash risks. The second hypothesis asserts that on-premise business signs may mask the visibility
of regulatory and warning road signs, which also can negatively influence crash risk.

On the other hand, Mace (2001) noted positive effects associated with commercial signs. He
reported that commercial signs could reduce unnecessary traffic exposure by providing adequate
navigation information for drivers, such as providing restaurant information for hungry drivers.



However, only measuring the frequency and duration of drivers’ distraction may not represent
the safety impacts of on-premise signs because a study published earlier showed that half of the
objects that drivers see are not related to driving tasks (Hughes and Cole, 1986). In other words,
besides on-premise signs, other roadside features may also distract drivers. The possible solution
to minimize the negative effects of an on-premise sign, but still keep its positive effects, is to
separate the sign’s content to primary (navigation) and secondary (commercial) information.

Although, in the past, on-premise signs and off-premise signs were treated as distinct signage,
they are becoming more homogeneous in terms of characteristics. In the second study, Wachtel
(2009) mentioned that more roadside businesses, especially those with multiple users (e.g.,
shopping centers, auto malls, sports complexes, and entertainment places), now install larger-
sized on-premise digital signs because of the lower cost and better performance of the LED
display. Wachtel indicated that the largest digital advertising sign in the world is an on-premise
sign in New York City. This sign is 90 ft tall and 65 ft wide, and is mounted on a 165-ft-tall steel
post on the roof of the warchouse. The visible distance is over 2 miles. Wachtel also suggested
that some on-premise signs affect traffic safety more than some off-premise digital signs because .
the locations and elevations of on-premise signs might be closer to the road users. In addition,
the angles of on-premise signs may be out of the cone of vision and require extreme head
movements to read.

In summary, these two studies showed more research is needed for understanding the
relationship between on-premise digital signs and crash risk.

OFF-PREMISE DIGITAL SIGNS

This section is divided into two parts. The first part describes two key studies that have examined
the safety effects of off-premise digital signs. The second part covers methodologies that have
been used for estimating these effects.

Safety Effects

There are two reports that provide reviews of the findings, methods, and key factors related to
the safety effects of off-premise digital signs. The first systematic study related to the impacts of
off-premise signs was conducted 11 years ago by Farbry et al. (2001). Their study reviewed
earlier reports and analyses (including those about electronic billboards and tri-vision signs) and
provided the foundation for the second study written by Molino et al. (2009). In the second
report, Molino et al. (2009) reviewed 32 related studies, which included those initially reviewed
by Farbry et al. (2001), and noted that the majority of studies reported a negative effect between
digital billboards and traffic safety. Although the number of studies that showed harmful impacts
is five times more than the number of studies that showed no harmful impacts, the authors
suggested that this ratio may not be strong evidence to prove the negative effects linked to
electronic billboards (EBBs). The individual studies considered by these researchers had very
different study methods and statistical powers, which can have a significant effect on the quality
and results of the research.



Another important finding in the Molino et al. (2009) report is that drivers usually have spare
attention capacities, and they can be distracted from their driving tasks by roadside objects (such
as EBBs). However, these distractions may be riskier when the driving demands increase, such
as in fixed hazard areas (e.g., intersections, interchanges, and sharp curves), in transient risky
conditions (e.g., adverse weather, vehicle path intrusions, and slow traffic), or when other
important information is processed at the same time (e.g., an official traffic sign). In other words,
not only will the sign’s internal characteristics (overall size, legend size, color, contrast,
luminance level, etc.) affect crash risk, but so will external environmental factors (type of road,
speed, weather conditions, time of day, etc.). Hence, Molino et al. list all possible key factors and
suggest further studies to examine how they could influence safety. These factors are categorized
into two groups: independent and dependent variables. The independent variables are separated
by subject into five subgroups: billboard, roadway, vehicle, driver, and environment. It should be
noted that the relationship between EBBs and on-premise signs is discussed in the environment
subgroup, and dynamic factors of on-premise signs, such as change rate, motion, video, and
sound, are listed as extremely important. The dependent variables are separated into vehicle
behavior, driver/vehicle interaction, driver attention/distraction, and crash categories. Since there
are hundreds of related key factors, the authors claimed that “No single experiment can provide
the solution” and suggested future research programs to address the following topics: (1)
determining when distraction caused by commercial electronic variable message signs
(CEVMSs) affects safe driving, (2) investigating the relationship between distraction and various
CVEMS parameters, and (3) examining the relationship between distraction and safety surrogate
measures, such as eye glance and traffic conflicts.

Table 1 summarizes the literature review results from these two reports. This table shows that the
results of crash studies are not consistent, and most studies have some important weaknesses,
such as neglecting biases related to the regression to the mean (RTM) (discussed below) and site-
selection effects (using the naive method), low statistical power, and analysis results based on
erroneous assumptions. It should be noted that only post-hoc crash studies are listed here because
this study focuses on the change of crash rate caused by on-premise digital signs.

As mentioned, Table 1 shows that the results related to the safety effects of off-premise signs are
inconsistent. The inconsistencies can be fully or partly attributed to various study limitations. For
instance, the studies in the Wachtel and Netherton report (1980) and Wisconsin Department of
Transportation report (1994) both used a naive before-after study methodology (methodology
approaches are described in Chapter 4), and they did not account for the RTM bias, which may
change their estimates of crash rate and safety effects of signs. The general idea of RTM is that
when observations are characterized by very high (or low) values in a given time period and for a
specific site (or several sites), it is anticipated that observations occurring in a subsequent time
period are more likely to regress toward the long-term mean of a site (Hauer and Persaud, 1983).
Also, these studies should provide the variance of estimators (that is the uncertainty associated
with the estimator) for judging the statistical significance of their results. Moreover, grouping
studies where the objectives or types of signs are different is not appropriate. For example, the
goal of the report prepared by Tantala and Tantala (2007) was to study the safety impacts caused
by converting traditional billboards to digital billboards, while other studies focused on the safety
impacts after installation of new digital billboards. Those are two distinct effects that are
examined and should not be grouped together to evaluate the safety effects of on-premise digital



signs. Wachtel (2009) also noted other limitations in Tantala and Tantala’s study, such as a lack
of adequate before-after and comparison group data; no clear definition and reasonable
calculation of the visual range and legibility range of EBBs; and no crash data related to adverse
weather, impaired drivers, and interchanges.

Table 1. Safety effects of off-premise digital signs

Study Methods Data Type Results Location Si,lsl.nlzléle
Wachtel and Naive bafore- e Th;a crash reduction of target area was Tele-Spot Not
Netherton e st —" 10% less than the overall reduction e, Boctodi| witsaad
(1980) Y qUENCY | (after the installation of the signs) &n, prov
Crash rate (eastbound): all crashes
increased 36%, sideswipe crashes
Wisconsin e Crash increased 8%, and rear-end crashes
Department of | Naive before- QU increased 21% Milwaukee,
: . Average . . 2
Transportation |  after study daily traffic Crash rate (westbound): all crashes Wisconsin
(1994) (ADT) increased 21%, sideswipe crashes
increased 35%, and rear-end crashes
increased 35%
Before-after | Crash frequency, g“ﬁ:ﬁ;ﬁﬁszﬁoﬁgﬁﬁ tléo
study ADT, safety et e " Toronto,
o (all crashes increased 0.6%, 3
(empirical performance |. . ) ; o Canada :
. Bayes) Ritiction injury crashes increased 43%, and
Smiley et al. Y rear-end crashes increased 13%)
(2005) Crash
Before-after ras Rural sites: no significant change in
frequency, Toronto,
study crash rate based on most compared 1
ADT, control ; Canada
(control group) sites :
group
Tantalaand | Naive before- o . Cuyahoga,
Tantala (2007)|  after study Crash frequency, | No significant change in crash rate Ohio 7
T P ——— e Cuyah
antala an (8] ription ADT ne - A0 0ga,
Tantala (2009) | of the method No significant change in crash rate . Ohio 7

The second shortcoming in Tantala and Tantala (2007) is that they used a simple correlation
analysis between sign density and crash rate to examine safety effects of billboards. Using this
approach, they found that the correlation coefficients among the scenarios analyzed were very
low (around 0.20), indicating that the installation of billboards did not increase the number of
crashes. This may well be true, but they did not use the right analysis tool. For investigating the
relationship between sign density and the number of crashes, it is more appropriate to develop
one or several regression models since the safety analyst can have a better control over other
factors that can influence the number and severity of crashes (Lord and Mannering, 2010). In a
regression model, several independent variables can be included, which is better to estimate the
variable of interest (such as the installation of digital signs). However, it should be pointed out
that the before-after study, as performed in this study, still remains the best methodological
approach for estimating the safety effects of an intervention.

Among all studies in Table 1, Smiley et al. (2005) provides the more reliable results since they
used a before-after method using a control group (CG) and empirical Bayes (EB) approach. The



only limitation is related to the small sample size. The authors of the study only evaluated three -
sites. Even with a small sample size, the EB method can still be successfully used to evaluate the
safety effects of an intervention, as was done by Ye et al. (2011). Ye et al. (2011) used the EB

" method to estimate the safety impacts of gateway monument signs, which can be categorized as
one type of off-premise sign. Gateway monuments are roadside structures used to introduce a
city or town. These monuments usually have the name of the city or town and are located at the
city limits.

According to Wachtel et al. (2009) and Farbry, (2001), using crash data might not be a precise
method because crashes usually have multiple causal events, which are difficult to extract from
crash datasets. For example, they noted that sign internal variables (such as size, brightness,
viewing angle, etc.) might play main roles in drivers’ distraction or ignoring of official traffic
signs, while other external factors affect conflicts and crash risk. Although those reasons may be
legitimate, utilizing crash data is still the best approach for evaluating the safety effects of
interventions as well as those associated with operational and design features (Hauer 1997). As
stated by Hauer, “It follows that, in the final account, to preserve the ordinary meaning of words,
the concept of safety must be linked to accidents.” Furthermore, using crash data have other
advantages: lower cost and fewer artificial errors. Firstly, the cost of conducting a before-after
crash study is much lower than human-centered methods because the researchers do not need to
purchase equipment and hire participants for conducting driving tests. Secondly, crash data are
based on crash reports, which can provide a more accurate measure of safety than surrogate
measures such as speed, driver behavior, or other measures. Only by conducting a before-after
crash study can one provide results that combine multiple casual variables in the real world.
Other methods cannot displace the above advantages, which explain why the research team
selected the before-after methodology for estimating the safety effects of digital signs.

Characteristics of the Evaluation Methods Used in Previous Studies

This section describes the characteristics of other methods used in previous studies for
examining the safety effects of off-premise digital signs. In addition to a crash before-after study
approach, the most common study methods that have been used for examining the safety impacts
of off-premise signs include eye fixations, traffic conflicts, headways and speeds, and public
surveys. Most studies used one or more of the above methods to examine the impacts of off-
premise signs (Molino et al., 2009). For instance, Smiley et al. (2005) used four different
methods (eye fixation, conflict study, before-after crash study, and public survey) for examining
a video sign located in Toronto. On the other hand, Lee et al. (2007) used eye fixations and a
questionnaire for their study. It should be noted that the results from multiple measurements are
usually inconsistent.

Briefly, the eye fixation study method uses an eye-tracking system to record drivers’ eye
movements. The results (e.g., eye glances and durations) can provide direct evidence of where
drivers are looking while driving, leading to assumptions as to whether drivers are distracted
when they are driving near or toward a sign (or at other roadside features). Traffic conflicts,
often referred to as surrogate measures of safety, can be used for identifying risky driving
behaviors, such as braking without good reason, inappropriate lateral lane displacement, and
delays at the start of the green traffic signal phase. Headways and vehicle speed can be used to



assess distracted drivers since those drivers tend to have shorter headways and higher speed
variances.

Most details about experiment design, such as the participant number, study site size, driving
route length, and experiment duration can be found in Appendix B of the report prepared by
Molino et al. (2009). In the current study, the researchers focus the discussion on the before-after
crash data study method for two reasons. First, Molino et al. (2009) did not provide a detailed
experimental design for using crash data, and some studies were criticized for inappropriate
methodology (Tantala and Tantala, 2007; 2009). Second, the costs associated with other
experimental methods are significant and are greater than the resources that were allocated for
the current research study. According to Molino et al. (2009), the budgetary costs to conduct
research using other experimental methods vary between $0.4 million and $0.8 million for using
on-road instrumented vehicles, $2 million and $4 million for conducting a naturalistic driving
study, and $1 million and $3 million for using an unobtrusive observation approach.



CHAPTER 3:
STUDY DATA

To conduct the safety analysis, the research team had to develop plans for collecting the
necessary data, manipulating the data into a format that could be used for the safety analyses, and
then conducting the statistical analysis to identify the safety impacts of on-premise digital signs.
The success of this project relied upon the ability to acquire two distinct sets of data and the
robustness of the individual datasets. The two datasets needed for the analysis included (1)
information regarding the location and installation dates for on-premise digital signs, and (2) data
regarding crash histories on the roadways in the vicinity of the on-premise digital signs. The
latter also included information about operational (e.g., traffic flow and speed limit) and
geometric (e.g., functional class and lane width) design features located at and adjacent to the on-
premise digital signs. From the beginning of the project, the research team expected to use the
HSIS crash data for the crash history dataset. The real challenge of this project was identifying
specific information about on-premise digital signs for the states represented in the HSIS, and the
researchers encountered numerous challenges in acquiring this information. Once the data for
both groups were acquired, the researchers had to overcome differences in the datasets so that the
data could be merged into a single dataset for analysis. The activities associated with the
acquisition of the crash data, acquisition of the sign data, and the merging of the two datasets are
described in this chapter.

CRASH DATA

The HSIS is operated and maintained by the FHWA, and is widely used for safety rescarch
programs that provide input for public policy decisions. The HSIS is a multistate relational
database that contains crash, roadway, and vehicle information. Crash information/files contain
basic crash information, such as location (based on reference location or mile-point), time of day,
lighting condition (e.g., daylight, dark and no lighting, dark and roadway lighting, etc.), weather
conditions, crash severity, the number of related vehicles, and the type of crash (e.g., head-on,
right angle, sideswipe, etc.). Each row in the spreadsheet file contains crash information for
individual crashes and a unique ID number, and each column represents a variable. The roadway
information/files provide traffic and geographic information for each roadway segment, such as
annual average daily traffic (AADT), speed limit, beginning mile-point, end mile-point, number
of lanes, lane and median width, shoulder width and type, rural or urban designation, and
functional classification. The vehicle information/files contain driver and vehicle information,
such as a crash identification number, driver gender, driver age, contributing factor (possible
casual factor), vehicle type, and others. These individual file types can be linked together as a
whole dataset. For example, crash files and road files can be linked by their location information
(route number and mileage), or crash files and vehicle files can be linked together by their crash
identification number.

Currently, there are seven states that actively participate in the HSIS: California, Illinois, Maine,
Minnesota, North Carolina, Ohio, and Washington. However, the HSIS has an upper limit on the
amount of data that can be requested by researchers (including the number of states, the request
area, and total variables). To maximize the value of the crash data that they could request, the



research team held discussions with the research advisory panel to identify the states (from the
list of seven HSIS participating states) where there would be higher concenfrations of on-premise
digital signs. Based on this input, the research team requested HSIS data for California, North -
Carolina, Ohio, and Washington in order to get a maximum number of study sites. All crash
datasets were downloaded from the HSIS website and stored in a spreadsheet format. The
definitions for the variables in a state’s crash data were found in the HSIS guidebooks. It should
be noted that each state has its own guidebook and data record format. In other words, one
specific variable might be available for some states, but this variable may have different
meanings or category types, or even be unavailable for other states. The inconsistent definitions
among different states’ crash datasets can affect the quality of analysis and results when selecting
specific variables for identifying target crashes (such as rear-end crash) needed for more
advanced analysis. The differences between states also create challenges when trying to merge
data into a single dataset for analysis.

Although the HSIS dataset provides the most comprehensive crash data from different states, the
HSIS has some limitations. First, the HSIS only includes crashes that occur on major roads, such
as interstate highways, U.S. highways, and state highways. The HSIS dataset may not include
crash-related data for secondary roads in rural areas or city streets in urban areas, including
arterial streets that are major roads in a city but are not on the state highway system. Table 2
identifies the level of crash coverage and roadway length for each state selected for the analysis.

Table 2. HSIS crash coverage and roadway length by state

California 1. More than 500,000 crashes occur each year; HSIS includes about 38% of those crashes.
2. HSIS includes 15,500 miles of mainline (non-ramp) roadways.
North 1. About 23 0,000 crashes occur each year; HSIS includes 70% of those crashes.
. 1‘Jr1_n 2. Of the 77,000 miles of roadway on the North Carolina state system, approximately
arofina 62,000 miles are included in the database.
1. About 380,000. crashes occur each year; SIS includes 40% of those crashes.
Ohio 2. In Ohio, about 116,000 miles of highway in total; HSIS includes approximately
19,500 miles of roadway.
Washington 1. 130,000 crashes occur each year; SIS includes 37% of those crashes.
g 2. HSIS contains 7,000 miles of mainline (non-ramp) roadway.

Another limitation of the HSIS data is that the dataset is not continuously updated. The HSIS
data represent the final crash datasets from each state after the state has processed the crash data.
As aresult, the HSIS dataset may not include the last several months or more of crash data from
a state. Currently, the most updated HSIS crash data are through 2009 (California is updated to
2008), so the most recent one or two years of crashes are not included in the HSIS data. Also, the
oldest HSIS crash data extend back only through 2004. Limiting crash data to the period from
2004 to 2009 was a significant consideration in this research project because the large growth of
on-premise digital signs is relatively recent, having mostly grown since the mid- to late 2000s.
The lack of data for the last two to three years created challenges with respect to developing a
robust statistical analysis procedure. For a comparison of safety impacts of a treatment (such as
installation of a digital sign) to be meaningful, both the before and after analysis periods need to
be about equal and as long as possible. This meant that, to have two-year analysis periods (two
years before and two years after) in the safety analysis, on-premise digital signs needed to be

10



installed in either 2006 or 2007. In order to focus the safety analysis on the long-term impacts of
on-premise digital signs, the researchers did not include the calendar year of installation of a sign
in the analysis. For example, if a sign was installed in 2006, the before period was calendar years
2004 and 2005, and the after period was calendar years 2007 and 2008.

An additional limitation of the HSIS crash data is that the crash location within the HSIS is
identified to the nearest 0.1 mile (528 ft) on the roadway. This required the safety analysis to be
conducted for the tenth of a mile length of roadway that a sign was located within. The level of
accuracy is the primary reason that 0.1 miles was chosen as the effective area of the sign.

The researchers viewed the limitations mentioned above as minor and ones that had minimal
impact on the study results. There are no comparable crash datasets available to researchers that
could be used for a similar type of analysis of crashes. The only alternative available to the
researchers would have been to try and obtain crash data from individual agencies where on-
premise digital signs have been installed. Such an approach may have provided more specific
data about individual signs and site characteristics, but would have resulted in an extremely
small dataset. The researchers felt-that such small sample sizes would not provide sufficient
robustness for statistical analysis and that the approach using the HSIS data provided greater
scientific validity and robustness, as discussed in the previous chapter.

SIGN DATA

With the acquisition of the HSIS data, the research team had information to analyze crashes but
had no idea about where to conduct the analysis. Determining the location for the crash analysis
required information regarding the location of on-premise digital signs. Furthermore, due to the
date limitations of the HSIS data, only sign sites where the sign was installed in 2006 or 2007
could be used for the crash analysis. So the research team began the process of identifying
locations in California, North Carolina, Ohio, and Washington where on-premise digital signs
had been installed on major roads in 2006 or 2007.

Initial attempts to identify sign locations focused upon getting information from the Signage
Foundation, Inc., (SFI) research advisory panel. However, the results did not provide a large
enough sample size for a robust statistical analysis. The research team began to contact sign
installation companies but encountered challenges in acquiring the large amount of data needed
to conduct the research. The primary challenge associated with contacting sign installation
companies (which are the same companies that market the signs to individual businesses) was
the proprietary nature of the business information the research team was requesting. Another
challenge was the large number of individual companies that needed to be contacted to develop a
robust sample size.

Because of the challenges of working with sign installation companies, the research team shifted
the focus to sign-manufacturing companies. Eventually, the research team was able to work with
two electronic sign-manufacturing companies to get a list of on-premise digital signs installed in
any of the four study states during 2006 or 2007. Each of the two lists was converted into
datasets for use in the research effort. The first dataset (dataset #1) contained 2,953 sign sites and
27 variables, which included the characteristics of signs and roads, such as sign order date, sign
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address (road, county, and state), the nearest cross street and its distance from the sign, the
nearby cross street with the highest volume and its distance from the subject intersection, and
traffic volume on the subject road. The research team did not use the road information from
dataset #1, relying instead upon the road data in the HSIS crash dataset. This ensured consistency
in the approach with the different sign datasets. Also, the sign installation date was considered to
be the sign order date plus two weeks. This assumption was based on input from the sign-
manufacturing company. Since the entire year that the sign was installed was excluded from the
analysis, this was considered not to be a critical issue.

The second dataset (dataset #2) had 63 site addresses and 10 variables. Unlike the first dataset,
most variables in dataset #2 were related to product information, such as installation data, sales
representative, product name, matrix, color, customer ID (address), and status of signs.

For the analysis, these two datasets were combined as one for use in analyzing the crashes by
individual state. The combined dataset was further refined by removing all sign locations that
were not installed in either 2006 or 2007. The calendar year that a sign was installed was treated
as the construction year, and the crashes that occurred in that year were removed from the
analysis. The entire calendar year was removed from the analysis due to uncertainty over the
actual installation date of the sign since the data provided only the order date for the sign.
Removing the entire calendar year associated with installation also eliminated the novelty effect
associated with implementing a new feature. The second variable, the sign installation address,
was used to select related crashes by the sign’s location and default sign-effective areas. For
example, the researchers defined the crashes located within 0.1 miles from the target signs as
related crashes. In reality, the effective area could be larger or smaller depending upon the sign
size. The procedure used for this analysis did not adjust the effective area based on sign size or
other factors. Overall, significant effort was put into ensuring the accuracy of the sign datasets
because the quality of the data had a huge impact on the precision and accuracy of the analysis.

DATA-MERGING PROCEDURE

The previous sections explain how the researchers obtained their study data (the sign dataset and
the crash dataset) and the characteristics of each dataset. This section gives more details about
the dataset-merging procedure. Several steps were involved in merging the crash and sign
location datasets into a single dataset that could be used for statistical analysis. The early steps
focused on confirming that the digital sign was still in place and near the road that it is related to.
This was needed because a site could have an address on one road but have the sign facing traffic
on another road bordering the site property. The later steps focused upon converting the street
address of the sign location to a route and milepost value that could be used with the crash
dataset. This complex effort was necessary due to the fact that the sign and crash datasets used
different location methods. The sign dataset was based on the site address, while the crash
database was based on route number and milepost. For example, a location in the sign dataset
would record a location with “1234 North Highway 101, Anytown, WA 98584,” but the HSIS
would show the same location as “route number = 231017 and “mile post =335.72.” In order to
define the related crashes that were adjusted to the target signs, the researchers needed to transfer
sign locations into the HSIS location system. The basic steps are described below and illustrated
in Figure 2.
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Sign Dataset
(From SFI)

Do signs have

enough information?
1. Address
2. Installation date

Are signs digital

and on-premise?
(Use Google Maps
to check)

Use Google Earth to measure Crash Dataset
milepost from county boundaries (From HSIS)

Are crashes related

to target signs?
Use route # and milepost to check

Target crash
dataset

Figure 2. The flow chart for data collection and merging procedure

1. For each record of the combined sign dataset (3,016 total records), the research team

evaluated the location information (typically a street address) and the sign order date.

Records with missing or incomplete location information or with assumed sign
installation dates that were not in 2006 or 2007 were deleted from the dataset.
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2. Research team members then verified the location of the sign using the site address in the
sign dataset and taking the steps listed below. Figure 3 shows an example table that the
researchers used for the above data collection, including screenshots of Google Maps and
Google Earth (Google Earth, 2008). Columns 1-3 are the address information given by
the sign companies. Columns 47 are determined through Google Maps, and Columns
8—11 are determined through Google Earth. ‘

a. The sign was located in Google Maps using the site address.

b. Using the Street View feature of Google Maps, a member of the research team
identified the sign on the site or deleted the record with a note that the on-premise
digital sign could not be identified. There were some challenges associated with
finding digital signs using the Street View pictures from Google Maps, including
fuzzy pictures with low resolution, which made it difficult to evaluate some signs,
and digital signs that were not obvious during the daytime (Street View provides only
daytime pictures).

c. The screen image of the subject sign was saved, and basic sign characteristics were
identified and/or estimated. Examples include sign color, size, and business type.

d. An initial determination was made as to whether the sign was located on a major road
that would be part of the HSIS crash dataset. If the road was not expected to be a
major road, the record was deleted from the dataset.

3. The sign location was entered into Google Earth to determine the county in which the
sign was located and the mileage from the county border. This included identifying the
county identification code in the appropriate HSIS manual for a given state. This
provided the milepost location information needed to relate the sign location to the
location information in the crash dataset. Defining the milepost information required
doing the following: '

a. Identifying the neighboring county, which was used to determine in which direction
the mileposts were increasing.

b. Ifthe county had mileposts restarting at zero at the county borders, determining in
which direction they were increasing, based on the number of lanes at the borders. If
the direction could not be determined, a general rule of increasing from west to east
or south to north was used. :

¢. Using the path tool in Google Earth to measure the distance from the county border to
the sign. This distance and the beginning milepost at the county border established the
milepost of the sign.

An example (using the above procedure) can be founded in Appendix A. After target sign

locations were transferred into the HSIS locating system, a statistics software package, “R,” was
used to select the related crashes among the whole HSIS dataset.
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CHAPTER 4:
STUDY METHODOLOGY

Evaluating the effects of treatment on the number and severity of crashes is a very important
topic in highway safety. For the last 30 years, various methods have been proposed for
evaluating safety treatments (Abbess et al., 1981; Danielsson, 1986; Davis, 2000; Hauer, 1980a;
Hauer, 1980b; Hauer et al., 1983; Maher and Mountain, 2009; Miranda-Moreno, 2006; Wright et
al., 1988). The methods are classified under two categories: the before-after study and the cross-
sectional study. In a before-after study, the safety impacts of an improvement or treatment at a
given location are determined by comparing the change in crashes before and after the
improvement/treatment was installed. In a cross-sectional study, crashes or crash rates on two
different facilities with similar characteristics except for the improvement of interest are
compared. The before-after study is typically more desirable because it provides a more direct
evaluation of the safety impacts. Although they have been used by some researchers (Noland,
2003; Tarko et al., 1998), cross-sectional studies are more difficult to conduct because different
facilities are rarely identical in all features except the one of interest. Hence, the cross-sectional
approach was not used in this research. The before-after type of study can be further divided into
several types:

naive before-after study,

before-after study with control group,
before-after study using the EB method, and
before-after study using the full Bayes approach.

The before-after study using the full Bayes approach is a more recent development in statistical
safety analysis, developed and used by several noted safety researchers (Hauer and Persaud,
1983; Hauer et al., 1983; Hauer, 1997; Li et al., 2008; Persaud and Lyon, 2007). The advantages
and disadvantages for each of the above before-after methods are described in more detail in this
chapter.

A BEFORE-AFTER STUDY AND A CROSS-SECTIONAL STUDY

As mentioned previously, observational crash studies can be grouped into two types: the before-
after study and the cross-sectional study. The selection of the study type is based on the
availability of historical crash data, traffic volume, or the comparison group. The following
sections provide details about the before-after methodology.

The Before-After Study

The before-after study is a commonly used method for measuring the safety effects of a single
treatment or a combination of treatments in highway safety (Hauer, 1997). Short of a controlled
and full randomized study design, this type of study is deemed superior to cross-sectional studies
since many attributes linked to the converted sites where the treatment (or change) was
implemented remain unchanged. Although not perfect, the before-after study approach offers a
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better control for estimating the effects of a treatment. In fact, as the name suggests, it implies
that a change actually occurred between the “before” and “after” conditions (Hauer, 2005).

As described by Hauer (1997), the traditional before-after study can be accomplished using two
tasks. The first task consists of predicting the expected number of target crashes for a specific
entity (i.e., intersection, segment where an on-premise sign was installed, etc.) or series of
entities in the after period, had the safety treatment not been implemented. In other words, the
before-after approach described by Hauer compares the expected number of crashes in the after
period with the treatment installed to the expected number of crashes in the after period had the
treatment not been installed. The calculation for each expected number of crashes is based on
numerous factors, including the actual number of crashes in the before condition, the actual
number of crashes in the after period, and incorporation of site-specific and statistical
considerations. The symbol 7 is used to represent the expected number of crashes in the after
period (a summary of all statistical symbols used in this report are presented in Appendix B).
The second task consists of estimating the number of target crashes (represented by the

symbol A) for the specific entity in the after period. The estimates of 7z and A are 7 and A
(the caret or hat represents the estimate of an unknown value). Here, the term “after” means the
time period after the implementation of a treatment; correspondingly, the term “before” refers to
the time before the implementation of this treatment (an on-premise digital sign in this study). In

most practical cases, either 77 or A can be applied to a composite series of locations (the sum of
i’s below) where a similar treatment was implemented at each location.

Hauer (1997) proposed a four-step process for estimating the safety effects of a treatment. The
process is described as follows (see also Ye and Lord, 2009):

e Stepl:Fori=1, 2, ..,n,estimate A(i) and 7 (7). Then, compute the summation of the
estimated and predicted values for each site i, such that A= Z A(i) and 7 = Zﬁ(i) y

o Step2:Fori=1, 2, ..., n, estimate the variance for each, Var{A(i)} and Var{#(i)}. For
each single location, it is assumed that observed data (e.g., annual crash counts over a
long time frame) are Poisson distributed and A(i) can be approximated by the observed
value in the before period. On the other hand, the calculation of Var{7# (i)} will depend on

the statistical methods adopted for the study (e.g., observed data in naive studies, method
of moments, regression models, or EB technique). Assuming that crash data in the before

and after periods are mutually independent, then Var (A} = Z Var{A(i)} and
Var{z}= ZVar{ﬁ(i}} .

e Step 3: Estimate the parameters ¢ and &, where S=#-A (again, referring to estimated
values) is defined as the reduction (or increase) in the number of target crashes between
the predicted and estimated values, and @ =A/# is the ratio between these two values.
When 0 is less than one, the treatment results in an improvement in traffic safety, and
when it is larger than one, the treatment has a negative effect on traffic safety. The term
@ has also been referred to in the literature as the index of effectiveness (Persaud et al.,
2001). Hauer (1997) suggests that when less than 500 crashes are used in the before-after
study, & should be corrected to remove the bias caused by the small sample size using
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the following adjustment factor: 1/[1+Var{#}/#*]. The total number of crashes was

over 500, but the adjustment factor had to be applied when subsets of the data, such as
single- or multi-vehicle crashes, were analyzed.

e Step 4: Estimate the variances Var {5} and Var{#} . These two variances are calculated

using the following equations (note: Var{@} is also adjusted for the small sample size):

¢ Var{8} =Var{i} +Var{#} (Eq. 1)
o Variy = 6’2[(Var{ﬂ,}/ﬂz)j—(f/’f1:{7§} /7%)] (Eq.2)
[1+(Var{z}/ z°)]

The four-step process provides a simple way for conducting before-after studies. Three common
before-after methods will be introduced in the following sections. All three methods use the
same four-step process. y

COMMON METHODS FOR CONDUCTING A BEFORE-AFTER STUDY

Having selected the before-after study approach, the research team then needed to decide which
specific before-after method would be the most appropriate for analyzing the safety impacts of
on-premise digital signs. This section of the report describes the methodologies and data needs
associated with three before-after study types: naive before-after studies, before-after studies
with a CG, and the EB method.

Naive Method

Among all the before-after methods, the naive method is the simplest. The estimation of 8 is
simply equal to the ratio between the number of crashes in the after period and the number of
crashes in the before period (which is used to predict the number of crashes in the after period if
the treatment was not implemented). Equation 3 illustrates how the index of safety effectiveness
is calculated. This method is very straightforward, but it is seldom used in the current safety
study because it does not account for the RTM bias. Not including the RTM bias could
overestimate the effects of the treatment or underestimate the safety impacts. The naive method
does not account for external factors that occur at the local or regional level, such as changes in
weather patterns or economic conditions.

" n t T
A A Zi:lz j:lNz:fz

Bone === " t (Eq 3)
namve fad T
% Zfilz j:lle 1 )
‘Where
émm = the estimate of safety effectiveness by using the naive method,

= the predicted number of crashes for the treatment group in the after period,

T

J = the estimated number of crashes for the treatment group in the after period,
n = the sample size,

t = the time period,
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N ; , = the observed response for site i (T = treatment group) and year j (in the before period),

and
N ;2 — the observed response for site i (T = treatment group) and year j (in the after period).

The result can be adjusted when the traffic flow and time interval are different between the
before and after periods. It is adjusted by modifying the predicted number of crashes as shown in
Equation 4:

n t
=T ZmZ =1 Njy (Eq.4)

Where
r, = the ratio of the duration between the after and before periods, and

r, = the ratio of the traffic flow between the after and before periods.

Control Group Method

The CG method can be used to help control for external factors. The number of crashes collected
at the control sites is defined as p (before) and v (after). The adjusting factor, the ratio of v to u,
is used to remove the effects caused by other external factors from 7 in the theorem. Equation 5
illustrates how to adjust the naive estimate. It should be pointed out that the RTM could
technically be removed if the characteristics of the control group are exactly the same as those of
the treatment group. However, getting control group data with the exact same characteristics may
not be possible in practice, as discussed in Kuo and Lord (2012). Collecting control group data
usually adds extra cost and time compared to the naive method since more data needs to be
collected.

HCG - VA = n ¢ = n t Nc (Eq 5)
BAx— DN x £
’u i=1 j=1 ! i=l j=1 N,'j]
Where
QACG = the estimate of safety effectiveness by using the control group method,

>

] = the estimated number of crashes for the treatment group in the after period,
# = the predicted number of crashes for the treatment group in the after period,
¢ = the estimated number of crashes for the control group in the after period,

i = the estimated number of crashes for the control group in the before period,

T c
Nijl’szl

year j (in the before period), and

N, ;2, N I.:fz = the observed responses for site i (T = treatment group and C = control group) and

= the observed responses for site i (T = treatment group and C = control group) and

year j (in the after period).
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Empirical Bayes Method

The EB method is recommended in the Highway Safety Manual (HSM), published by the
American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO) and approved
for use by the FHWA (AASHTO, 2010). The HSM is a recent document that defines
standardized procedures for conducting safety analyses of highway safety improvements. The
EB method combines short-term observed crash numbers with crash prediction model data in
order to get a more accurate estimation of long-term crash mean. The EB method is used to
refine the predicted value by combining information from the site under investigation and the
information from sites that have the same characteristics, such as range of traffic flow, number of
lanes, lane width, etc.

As an illustration, Hauer et al. (2002) use a fictional “Mr. Smith” to illustrate use of the EB
method: Mr. Smith is a new driver in a city. He has no crash records during his first year of
driving. Based on past crash histories for the city, a new driver in that city has 0.08 accidents per
year. Based only on Mr. Smith’s record, it is not reasonable to say that he will have zero
accidents or have 0.08 accidents for the next year (based on the average of all new drivers but
disregarding Smith’s accident record). A reasonable estimate should be a mixture of these two
values. Therefore, when estimating the safety of a specific road segment, the accident counts for
this segment and the typical accident frequency of such roads are used together.

The index of safety effectiveness is illustrated in Equation 6. With the EB method, the analyst
first estimates a regression model or safety performance function (SPF) using the data collected
with the control group. Then, the model is applied to the sites where the treatment was
implemented to get a preliminary predicted value for the after period. The EB method is then
used to refine the estimate to account for the RTM bias and the external factors. It is possible for
the EB method to be biased if the characteristics of the treatment and control groups are not the
same (Lord and Kuo, 2012).

n t T

N,
_ Z,‘:lz =1 #2
PR
=1L =1 11

QEB =

(Eq. 6)

§>1>-3>

Where
éEB = the estimate of safety effectiveness based on the EB method;
# =the predicted number of crashes for the treatment group in the after period;

>

/A = the estimated number of crashes for the treatment group in the after period;

M, = the expected responses for site i for the EB method,

t
1\/‘[ijl = Wx (A1)+ (I_W)X (ZNul)’
j=1
W = the weight for sites for the EB method, W = Al —;
I+A xa
A, = the estimate for the average number of crashes of all sites in the before period; and

& = the estimate of the dispersion parameter.
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/A\l and & can be estimated using two different approaches (Hauer, 1997). They can be estimated

based on a regression model or the method of moment. Both are calculated using data collected
as part of the control group. For this research, the average number of crashes and dispersion
parameter were estimated using a regression model.

CALCULATION PROCEDURES AND EXAMPLES

The EB before-after method was applied to this study with the regression models or SPFs
selected from the HSM (AASHTO, 2010), which includes road types from two to five lanes. As
for sites located on wider roads (six lanes and eight lanes, which are not covered in the HSM),
the researchers used the SPFs from a Texas A&M Transportation Institute (TTT) study
(Bonneson and Pratt, 2009). The number of crashes in each year during the before period (A,)

was estimated using the regression model shown in Equation 7:
A, =exp(a+bLn(AADT,)+ Ln(L,)) (Eq.7)

Where

A, =the estimatof for the average number of crashes per year for site i,
a,b = the coefficients in the regression model,

AADT, = the average daily traffic volume for site i,

L, = the road length for site i, and

Ln =natural logarithm.

Table 3 shows the regression coefficients (a, b) used in Equation 7 for multi- and single-vehicle
crashes.

One of the sign sites in Ohio provides an example of the detailed calculation of M, ;. This site

is on an urban 4-lane divided highway segment in Allen County. As shown in Table 3, its
intercept is -12.34 for multi-vehicle crashes and -5.05 for single-vehicle crashes, while the
coefficients for the AADT are 1.36 and 0.47, respectively. For the analysis used in this report, a
multi-vehicle crash is one involving two or more vehicles in the same collision.

Using the EB method, the analysis procedure to get the expected number of crashes in the before
period has the following steps:

1. Identify the route number and milepost by the site’s address. More specifically, the
address of the example site is “1234 ABC St, Name of City, Allen County, OH.” Follow
the data analysis procedures discussed in Chapter 3 to identify that the route number is
657676309 and the milepost is 7.58.
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Table 3. Coefficients for multi and single-vehicle crash regression model

Regression Coefficients
Crash Type Road Type* Dispersion Parameter (o)
Intercept (a) | AADT (b)

2U =1522 1.68 0.84

3T -12.4 1.41 0.66

Multi- 4U -11.63 1.33 1.01
vehicle

. 4D -12.34 1.36 132

5T —9.7 17 0.81

2U =5.47 0.56 0.81

3T —5.74 0.54 1.37

Single AU ~7.99 0.81 091
vehicle

4D =505 0.47 0.86

5T —4.82 0.54 0.52

Note: *U = undivided road, T =road with two-way left turn lane, D = divided road.

2. Based on the route number and milepost obtained above, use R statistical software to

3

select the related crashes and road files from the HSIS dataset, which includes (1) the
observed crashes near the target sign site, (2) the observed crashes in the control group
sites (10 sites, which are adjusted to the target sign site on the same road), and (3) the
target road file, such as traffic volume, the number of lanes, and median type. For
example, the number of observed crashes at the example site is 1 in 2004, and the crash
counts of the related 10 control group sites are 0,0, 1, 1,0, 0,0, 0, 1, and 1. The AADT
of the site is 19,753 (vehicles/day), and it has four lanes.

Use Equation 9 to predict the crash number of the example site:

Aypps = exp(a+b(Ln(AADT))+ Ln(L)

Ao s = €X(—12.34+1.36x Ln(19753) + Ln(0.2)) = 0.61
Aps snge = EXD(=5.05+0.47x Ln(19753) + Ln(0.2)) = 0.13
j\z(m = j\\‘2004,multi + j\2004,single =0.74 (crashes/year)

The estimated crash counts of the site and its control group sites are 0.74 and 6.64,
respectively (the estimated multi-and single crash counts of its control group are 5.36
and 1.28). ‘

Due to using the SPFs from the HSM instead of the local SPFs from any existing studies
conducted in the same study area, it is necessary to multiply the results by a calibration
factor to adjust the prediction value (refer to Appendix A in the HSM for more details).
The calibration factor of single-vehicle crashes at the example site in 2004 is 3.13, which
is equal to the ratio of observed crashes in the control group divided by the predicted
crash number in the control group (3.13 = (1x4+0x6)/1.28). By multiplying the above
calibration factor, the final crash number estimation for the example site in 2004 should
be 0.42 (=0.13%3.13). A calibration factor was calculated for each site and each year
included in the study.
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. Repeat steps 3 and 4 to get the final prediction crash number for the example site for each
year in the before period. By doing so, the estimated multi- and single-vehicle crash
counts of the site in 2005 are 4.65 and 0.21, respectively. Using the summary of this
prediction crash number and dispersion parameter (obtained from Table 3) results in the
weights (W) for this site for the multi- and single-vehicle crashes, which are 0.07 and
0.65, respectively:

W=——Al—
1+A, x&
multi & = : :0.079
1+(5.434+4.65)x1.32 1+10.08x1.32
1 1
W,

e T 1 1(0.42+0.21)%0.86  1+0.63%0.86 0.65

. Because traffic volume and other explanatory variables may change between the before
and after periods, the researchers used one factor to account for this difference. The crash
counts of the example site in 2007 and 2008 can be estimated by repeating steps 3 and 4.
The estimated multi- and single-vehicle crash counts of the site in the after period are
0.84 and 0.67, respectively. Factors are estimated by:

1= A‘aﬂe.r' / Abefore
= (12.76/3)/(10.08/2) = 0.84
e = (0.63/3)/(0.63/2) = 0.67

Also, if the time periods (Y) of the before and after periods are different, one factor is
needed to adjusted it. Here, the before and after period are both two years:
f'- = Y;,aﬁer/K,befare =3 / 2= 1 5

. Using the EB method, the expected total number of crashes that would occur during the
after period had the on-premise digital sign not been installed was 2.63:

ri',mu{rz'

t
Mgz = |:WX(A1)+(1_W)X(ZNH1) KRRy
L

M, iz = [0-07 x10.08+(1-0.07)x 0] x0.84x1.5=1.14
M, ms =[0-65%0.63 +(1-0.65)x3]x 0.67x1.5=1.49

M, 5 =1.14+1.49=2.63

. The variance of the EB estimate at the example site is calculated by:
Var(M, ) = (1= W)x M, g x7, %1,

Var(M, ,ips) = (1-0.07)x1.14x0.84x1.5=1.31
Var(M, g, p.zs) = (1—-0.65)x1.49%0.67x1.5=0.54
Var(M, yz5) =1.31+0.54=1.85

. The safety index of the example site is:

0 _é_ Z:]:lz;:l‘N; 9

BT AT n
Aoy My 263
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10. The 95 percent confidence interval of the example site is given as.

O+ Zy o\ [Var (M, ;) =[ 3.43£1.96x/1.85 | =[0.76,6.10]

The same method was applied to other locations using the appropriate SPFs. The next chapter
provides the final results of the completed safety analysis.
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CHAPTER 5:
RESULTS

The previous chapter explained why the research team chose to use the EB analysis procedure
and provided an example of how the EB analysis was conducted. The first section of this chapter
provides the results of the before-after study for each state and all the states combined. The
second section provides more details about how digital on-premise signs impact traffic safety for
multi-vehicle and single-vehicle crashes. The third section provides a description of an analysis
of variance of the means of the safety index (6) among the different sign characteristics such as
sign color, sign size, and type of business.

INDIVIDUAL AND COMBINED RESULTS

As described in Chapter 3, the research team acquired the sign dataset from sign manufacturers.
However, many signs were excluded from the analysis because of missing information in the
dataset provided by the sign manufacturers or limitations in the HSIS crash dataset. The
researchers retained only sign sites satisfying the following conditions:

1. the sign was located in Washington, North Carolina, Ohio, or California;

2. the sign was installed in 2006 or 2007 in order to have adequate time in both the before
and after analysis periods to compare crash histories; and

3. the sign was located on a major road because the HSIS crash dataset usually does not
include crashes that are located on minor roads or private driveways.

Table 4 shows the progression in sample sizes based on sites meeting the conditions identified
above. For example, the original dataset for Washington included 413 site addresses that might
have an on-premise digital sign. In order to make sure there was an adequate before-after crash
data period for further analysis, the researchers had to filter these site addresses. The first filter
excluded sites where the sign was not installed in 2006 or 2007, which was needed so that there
was adequate time before and after the sign was installed to perform the safety analysis. About
40 percent of the Washington sites (159 sites) met this criterion. Then, the research team used the
Street View function in Google Maps to double-check whether a digital sign was present at the
given addresses and whether the sign was on a major road since the HSIS crash dataset only
included crashes on major roads. Only 33 sites fit this criterion. The result was that in
Washington, the research team was able to use about 33 of the 400 original sites, giving an

8.0 percent yield on the raw data.

Chapter 3 mentions that the main advantage of this study is the large sample size of data and
advanced statistical methods that provide more accurate results than in similar studies. Figure 4
shows the sample size of this study in relation to other published papers and reports. This study
has 135 sites from four states, a number much higher than the sample size of other similar
studies. Hence, the results of this study are more robust and accurate.
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Table 4. Sign site sample size yield

| , : . North . ; All
Number of Sites California Catdling Ohio | Washington Saites
Included in original list from sign manufacturers 86 249 372 413 1,120
Sign installation time between 2006-2007 27 94 178 159 458
Digital signs & located on major roads 6 40 73 34 153
With HSIS crash data (all crashes) 6 33 63 33 135
Data yield rate 7.0% 13.3% | 16.9% 8.0% 12.1%
With HSIS crash data (multiple-vehicle crashes) 6 31 61 33 131
With HSIS crash data (single-vehicle crashes) 6 32 63 33 134
140 135
120
100
w
2
L
&
@ 60
40
20 P =
0
Smiley et al. (2003) Tantala & Tantala Current Study (2012)
(2007)

Figure 4. A comparison of sample sizes from similar studies

Table 5 presents the before-after results from the EB and the naive statistical analysis methods.
The naive method results are provided only for comparison purposes as the naive analysis
method does not provide as meaningful results as the EB method. The results are also presented
graphically in Figure 5. A safety effectiveness index (8) of 1.0 indicates that there was no change
in crashes between the before and after conditions. An index greater than 1.00 indicates that
there was an increase in crash frequency in the after condition, while a value less than 1.00
indicates a decrease in crash frequency. The upper and lower bounds indicate the limits of
statistical significance. If the value for 0 is between the upper and lower bounds, then the change
in crashes is not statistically significant at a 95 percent confidence level. A larger sample size
usually leads to a smaller difference between the upper and lower bounds, but this may not
always be the case since it is also governed by the variability observed in the data.
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Table 5. Results of statistical analysis of before-after crash condition
EB Method Naive Method
State
TLower Bound | 6 | Upper Bound | Lower Bound | 6 | Upper Bound
California 0.00 1.25 2.53 0.28 0.85 1.41
North Carolina 0.87 1.14 1.41 0.88 1.13 1.39
Ohio 0.89 0.97 1.05 0.95 .. 1.05 1.15
Washington 0.88 1.01 115, 0.79 0.90 1.01
All states™ 0.93 1.00 1.07 0.93 1.00 1.07

Notes:  *“All states” represents the combined data of the four states.
Naive method values provided for comparison purposes only.
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Figure 5. The safety effectiveness index and the 95 percent
confidence interval for each state (all crash types)

The overall results show that there is no statistically significant increase in crash frequency after
installing the on-premise digital sign because the safety effectiveness index (0) for the entire
dataset (all states) is 1.00, and the 95 percent confidence interval is 0.93-1.07 (which includes
the index value of 1.00). The results for individual states are similar: no statistically significant
safety impacts were observed after the installation of digital signs. In addition, one can see the
width of the 95 percent confidence interval is largest for the California data. This is due to the
variability of the California data and the small size of the sample set (only 6 sites). Comparing
the width of the confidence intervals, from the widest to narrowest, the order is California >
North Carolina > Washington > Ohio > All States.
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RESULTS FOR CRASHES RELATED TO MULTIPLE AND SINGLE VEHICLES

The next analysis effort evaluated the possible safety impacts of on-premise digital signs on
different types of crashes. There are several common methods to group crashes into different
categories, such as the number of related vehicles, the injury levels, the collision types, and so
on. Such groupings may provide some insight into the safety impacts of specific crash types, but
the estimated impacts might not be precise because of a smaller sample size.

The additional analysis separated crashes into two subgroups: single- and multi-vehicle crashes.
All calculations and notations were the same as used previously. By using the EB method to
analyze crash data related to multiple vehicles, the researchers determined that the safety
effectiveness index is equal to 1.00 for all states, and the 95 percent confidence interval varies
between 0.96 and 1.21. Because the confidence interval of the safety effectiveness includes 1.00,
there is no statistically significant change in crash frequency after installing the on-premise
digital sign. Figure 6 graphically illustrates the results for multi-vehicle crashes. The 95 percent
confidence intervals are slightly larger in this figure than in Figure 5.
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Figure 6. The safety effectiveness index and the 95 percent
confidence interval for each state (multi-vehicle crashes)

The results for single-vehicle crashes are presented in Figure 7. The overall results are the
similar: there are no statistically significant safety impacts from digital signs, except for
California. The California results for single-vehicle crashes indicate a statistically significant
decrease in crash frequency in the after period. Although the before-after results of California
show a decrease in the after period, it does not affect the overall result because the low sample
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size (6 sites) makes it more difficult to establish statistical significance in the analysis results. It
is also worth noting that the North Carolina data has the largest confidence interval, due to the
variability in the North Carolina single-vehicle crash data.
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Figure 7. The safety effectiveness index and the 95 percent
confidence interval for each state (single-vehicle crashes)

RESULTS FOR CRASHES RELATED TO DIFFERENT TYPES OF SIGNS

The research team also conducted an analysis to investigate the impacts of specific on-premise
digital sign characteristics on the safety impacts of those signs. Specific sign characteristics that
the research team evaluated included color (single or multi-color), size (small, medium, or large),
and type of business. The research team used the analysis of variance (ANOVA) analysis method
to evaluate whether the means of the safety index () among the different characteristics of signs

are equal.

An ANOVA is one of the most common statistical methods used to compare two or more means
in the analysis of experimental data. In short, ANOVA provides a statistical test of whether or
not the means of multiple groups are all equal, while a t-test is suitable only for the two-group
case because doing multiple two-sample t-tests would increase the risk of a Type I error (for
datasets containing more than 30 observations). In addition, when there are only two means to
compare, the t-test and the ANOVA are equivalent. As a result, the research team chose the one-
way ANOVA as the study tool to simplify the methodology, although some digital sign
characteristics, such as sign color, have only two subgroups (i.e., single color and multi-color).

29



The theory of an ANOVA test is to separate the total variation in the data into a portion due to
random error (sum of squares for error [SSE]) and portions due to the treatment (total sum of
squares [SST]). Table 6 shows the typical form of a one-way ANOVA table. If the calculated F
value (= treatment mean square [MST] / error mean square [MSE]) is significantly larger than F
(k-1, N-k), the null hypothesis is rejected. F (k-1, N-k) is the critical value when the means of
each group are equal. Most statistic software will also provide the corresponding p-value for
researchers making their decisions in different confidence intervals.

Table 6. The typical form of a one-way ANOVA table

Source SS DF MS F PCF)
Treatments SST | k-1 SST/(k-1) | MST/MSE

Error SSE | N-k | SSE/(N-k)

Total (corrected) SS N-1

Notes: SS=sum of squares, DF = degrees of freedom, MS = mean of sum
of squares, F = F-distribution (because the test statistic is the ratio
of two scaled sums of squares, each of which follows a scaled chi-
squared distribution), P(>F) = the p-value when the F value (=
MST/MSE) is larger than F (I-1, N-k), k = number of treatments,
and N = total number of cases.

There are three data assumptions for applying the ANOVA method:

ok

Independence: The study data are independently, identically, and normally distributed.

2. Normality: The distributions of the data or the residuals are normal. This assumption is
true when the sample size is larger than 30.

3. Homogeneity of variability: Equality of variances — the variance of data between groups

— should be the same.

If the above conditions do not exist, the ANOVA results may not be reliable. However, if the
sample size of each group is similar, one can usually ignore independence and homogeneity
problems. Or statisticians may transform data (such as into the logarithmic form) to satisfy these
assumptions of the ANOVA. '

Based on the existing sign dataset, the research team focused on three digital sign characteristics:
color (single color or multi-color), sign dimension (small, medium, or large), and business type
(restaurants, pharmacies and retail stores, hotels, gas stations, auto shops, or others). The
definitions of sign dimension level are based on the balance principle (making the sample size of
each group equal). Figure 8 shows the distribution of signs as a function of different dimensions,
and the research team defined signs with an area less than 10 ft* as small signs. The medium sign
size had an arca of at least 10 ft% but no more than 15 ft, and the large sign size had an area
greater than 15 ft. The sign size represents the area of the electronic display, not the overall size
of the complete sign. It was estimated from the Street View image in Google Maps and may not
be an accurate assessment of the sign dimensions.
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Figure 8. The histogram of digital signs for each sign dimension

Using the ANOVA method to analyze crash data related to specific design characteristics of the
sign led to the conclusion that there is no statistically significant difference among the population
means of the safety effectiveness index. The following descriptions provide more detail for each
of the digital sign characteristics:

e Color: According to images obtained from the Street View feature of Google Maps, 89
signs are single-color signs, and 37 signs are multi-colored signs. Table 7 shows the
ANOVA results. The test statistic (F value) is 2.07, and its p-value is 0.1527. Because the
probability is larger than the critical value (0.05 for 95 percent confidence interval), the
null hypothesis of equal population means cannot be rejected. In other words, the
ANOVA table shows no significant difference between the mean of safety index
(s = crash mean in the before period/crash mean in the after period) among signs
having a single color or multiple colors. '

Table 7. Analysis of variance table (color)
Df | Sum Sq | Mean Sq | F value | Pr(>F)

Group 1 4.464 4.4640 | 2.0704 | 0.1527
Residuals | 124 | 267.352 | 2.1561

o Sign dimensions: In the final sign dataset, 36 signs have a sign area less than 10 ft?, 56
signs have a sign area 10-15 ft?, and 34 signs have a sign arca greater than 15 . In
Table 8, the F value is 0.7767, and its p-value is 0.4622. Because the probability is larger
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than the critical value (0.05 for 95 percent confidence interval), the null hypothesis of
equal population means cannot be rejected. Accordingly, researchers conclude that there
is no (statistically) significant difference among the population means.

Table 8. Analysis of variance table (sign dimension)

Df | Sum Sq | Mean Sq | Fvalue | Pr(>F)
Group 2 3.39 1.6950 0.7767 | 0.4622
Residuals | 123 | 268.43 2.1823

o Business type: In the final sign dataset, 7 signs are for restaurants, 18 for pharmacies and
retail stores, 3 for hotels, 3 for gas stations, 7 for auto shops, and 84 for other business
types. Based on Table 9, the F value is 0.5401, and its p-value is 0.7455. As with the
above types, the null hypothesis of equal population means cannot be rejected because
the p-value is much larger than the critical value (0.05). The sample size of some
business type groups is less than 30, so the research team combined all categories of
business types with less than 20 samples into one large group, the “other™ category. The
resulting ANOVA analysis (Table 10) provides similar results: there is no significant
difference among the population means.

Table 9. Analysis of variance table (six business types)

Df | SumSq | MeanSq | Fvalue | Pr(>F)
Group 5 5.983 1.1966 0.5401 0.7455
Residuals 120 | 265.833 2.2153

Table 10. Analysfs of variance table (two business types)

Df | SumSq | MeanSq | Fvalue | Pr(>F)
Group 1 0.728 0.7289 0.333 0.5649
Residuals | 123 | 271.088 | -2.18619

IMPACT OF SIGN HOLD TIME

As an additional effort for this research effort, the research team worked with members of the
SFI advisory panel to identify the potential impact of hold time on the relationship between on-
premise digital signs and traffic safety. One of the advantages of digital signs is the ability to
change the displayed message. The minimum length of time that a message must be displayed is
often an element of local sign codes because some believe that frequent changing of sign
messages can increase driver distraction and lead to increased crashes. Because the researchers
were working with a large number of individual sites and crash records for the after period that
spanned two years, it was not possible within the available resources of this project to determine
what message(s) were displayed at the time of a crash or the hold time used at a particular site at
the time of a crash. '

As a surrogate for including hold times as part of the individual site characteristics, the research
team acquired information for the hold time regulations in the jurisdictions where the signs were
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located. The 135 sign sites were located in 108 jurisdictions. A member of the SFI advisory
panel contacted these jurisdictions and was able to identify hold time regulations for 66 of them.
The hold time regulations of these 66 jurisdictions are summarized in Table 11. Input from the
advisory panel indicated that when a jurisdiction has no statutory language regarding digital sign
hold times, it most often means that sign users are able to program their sign to change messages
as often as they see fit. In some cases, it could mean that the state standard for digital signs
applies, which ranges from 6 to 8 seconds in the four states included in the analysis.

Table 11. Summary of sign hold times

Minimum Hold Time Number of Jurisdictions

2-6 seconds 14
7-10 seconds 12

20 seconds 3

1-60 minutes 2

24 hours 2

Variance required*® 4
No specific restriction 29
Total ' 66

* Hold times were established by variance on a case-by-case basis.

33



CHAPTER 6:
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

While there have been significant amounts of research devoted to the safety impacts of geometric
design features and other aspects of the publicly owned transportation infrastructure, the same
cannot be said about research on the safety impacts of privately owned signs that are directed to
users of public roads. This research effort focused on addressing the safety impacts of on-
premise digital signs. Previous research by others has documented the safety effects of on- and
off-premise digital signs and their potential influence on crash risk to some extent. However, the
results of recent crash studies are not consistent, and most studies have some important
weaknesses, such as neglecting biases related to the regression-to-the-mean effects, low
statistical power, and analysis results based on erroneous assumptions. In addition, Molino et al.
(2009) report that the results from these studies are not comparable because of their different
study methods, statistical powers, and cares of execution, which affected the quality of the
research.

The research effort described in this report examined the safety impacts of on-premise digital
signs using a large sample size of data and advanced statistical methods that provide more
accurate results than previous studies. With the help of sign data provided by sign-manufacturing
companies and crash data obtained from the Federal Highway Administration Highway Safety
Information System, the research team obtained extensive datasets for signs and crashes in four
states. The research team began the safety analysis with 1,120 potential study sites, but only 135
sites were usable due to limitations related to the individual signs or the related crash data.
Although the yield of usable data was only 11.3 percent, the final sample size of 135 sites was
much higher than the sample size of other published papers and reports related to on- and off-
premise signs, indicating the results of this research are more robust and accurate.

The research team used the empirical Bayes (EB) statistical analysis method, which is the
method recommended in the Highway Safety Manual, to conduct the safety analysis described in
this report. The Highway Safety Manual is a recently published document that is recognized
within the transportation profession as the authoritative document for analyzing the safety
impacts of various transportation improvements or treatments. The EB analysis procedure uses a
before-after approach, with the before and after values modified to address local safety
characteristics, regression to the mean, and other factors. The EB method reports the safety
impacts through the use of a safety index indicator (represented by 0). A value greater than 1
indicates an increase in crashes, and a value less than 1 indicates a decrease in crashes from the
before to the after period. However, for the results to be statistically significant, the 6 value must
be outside the limits of the 95 percentile confidence interval.

For the entire sample size of 135 sites, the results from the EB method show that there is no
statistically significant change in crash frequency associated with installing on-premise digital
signs because the safety effectiveness index () is determined to be 1.00, and the 95 percent
confidence interval is equal to 0.93 to 1.07 (which includes 1.00, indicating no statistically
significant change). The research team also conducted the analysis for each of the four individual
states and obtained the same results: there are no statistically significant safety impacts from

34



installing on-premise digital signs. In addition, the researchers analyzed the safety impacts
related to both single- and multi-vehicle crashes. The results for these analyses were also the
same: there is no statistically significant increase in crashes associated with the installation of on-
premise digital signs. Chapter 5 includes plots that illustrate the safety index values and
confidence intervals for all of these results. As a final analysis, the research team performed an
ANOVA to evaluate whether the means of the safety index (0) varied as a function of sign
factors (color, size, and type of business). The color analysis evaluated whether there was a
difference in the means of the safety index for single- and multi-colored signs, and the results did
not find a difference. The size analysis divided the signs in the study into three categories

(<10 fi%, 10-15 fi?, and >15 ft), and the results did not find a difference. Signs were also
categorized by the type of business (restaurants, pharmacies and retail stores, hotels, gas stations,
auto shops, and others). Once again, there were no differences in the means. Overall, the
ANOVA analysis did not identify any factor that led to an increase or decrease in traffic safety
for the subcategories evaluated in the ANOVA.

Based on the analysis performed for this research effort, the authors are able to conclude that

there is no statistically significant evidence that the installation of on-premise signs at the
locations evaluated in this research led to an increase in crashes.
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APPENDIX A:

STEP-BY-STEP INSTRUCTIONS FOR STUDENTS TO RECORD SIGN DATA

Open one SFI sign dataset (e.g., “Washington_2006-2007.x1s”). This dataset includes
about 150 signs located in the state of Washington during 2006-2007.

Input the address information (such as Primary Street Address, City, ZIP Code, County
Name, and State) of each sign in Google Maps and use the Street View function to
identify the target signs. Please see this link,
http://maps.google.com/help/maps/starthere/index.html#streetview&utm_campaign=en&
utm_medium=et&utm_source=en-et-na-us-gns-svn&utm_term=gallery, for a demo about
how to use the Street View. If you did not find any on-premise digital signs near this site,
please make a note in Table 12. Check the characteristics of each sign (including colors,
dimensions, and business types) and fill out Table 12. Then, use the “Print Screen” button
to copy each sign’s picture, and paste it in this document (such as Figure 9). The different
business types are classified as (1) Restaurant, (2) Pharmacy and Retail Store, (3) Hotel,
(4) Gas Station, (5) Auto Shop, and (6) Other.

Table 12. Example work table of site data collection procedure

Sign

Google Maps Google Earth
Installation Color

Date  |Picture|(Single/ éﬁ;ﬁg{% B?mZSS Collil)my Rc:;l i Distance Mj)lsi_ Bz
Multi,) b P

Address

79016

19330 N US |2006/9/15 |Fig2 |S 3fixeft |6 Mason |101 19.3 335.72
HIGHWAY . (23)
101 Shelton
98584
Mason
County, WA

Then, use Google Earth to determine the county and route number, and to measure the
distance between the closet county boundaries and sign location along the route (recorded
in the distance column). The corresponding ID for county and route number is based on
the HSIS data manual (file name: guidebook WA[1].pdf). Then, estimate the milepost
value of the sign by the distance and the milepost of the route in the boundaries (based on
the HSIS road file, such as waO4road.xls). Take Figure 10; for example, the end mile
point of Highway 101 in the county boundary is 355.18, and the distance between the
sign and the county boundary is 19.3; so, the milepost of our sign is 335.72. Generally,
the milepost value increases from south to north and from west to east. However, the best
way to check it is to compare the value of the milepost of adjusted counties. For example,
the milepost of US 101 in Mason County is 313.96~355.18, and the milepost of US 101
in Thurston County (located south of Mason) is 355.18~365.56. So, it is known that the
mileposts increase from north to south in Mason County. The above variables will be
used in the R software to select target crashes from HSIS crash datasets.

Write down any questions or comments in the note column. Feel free to ask us if you
have any questions.
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APPENDIX B:
STATISTICAL SYMBOLS

The following statistical symbols are used throughout this report.

6 = the safety effectiveness, 0 < @ < 1 (can be theoretically higher, but not in this study).
n = the sample size.

a =the dispersion parameter (of the negative binomial model).

t = the time period.

0. = the estimate of safety effectiveness by using the CS method.

>

.. = the estimate of safety effectiveness by using the naive method.
éCG = the estimate of safety effectiveness by using the control group method.

éEB = the estimate of safety effectiveness by using the EB method.

/ = the estimated number of crashes for the treatment group in the after period.
7 = the estimated number of crashes for the treatment group in the before period.
' = the estimated number of crashes for the control group in the after period.
[1 = the estimated number of crashes for the control group in the before period.
N ;1, N UCI = the observed responses for site i (T = treatment group and C = control group) and
year j (in the before period).
N;z , N ;2 = the observed responses for site i (T = treatment group and C = control group) and
year j (in the after period).
M,, =the expected responses for site i for the EB method,
t
My, = Wx(A&,)+ (1~ W)x (O Ny,)
j=1
W = the weight for sites for the EB method, ¥ = —,‘I——A ;
I+ A xa
f\l = the estimate for the average crash rate of all sites in the before period.

& = the estimate of the dispersion parameter (from the negative binomial model).
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WILDWOOD
ADDENDUM

to
Department of Planning’s Information Report (first issued on August 17, 2015)
for the

City of Wildwood Planning and Zoning Commission
November 16, 2015 Executive Session (First issued on October 5, 2015)
“Planning Tomorrow Today”

Petition No.: P.Z. 14-15

Petitioner: City of Wildwood Planning and Zoning Commission, c/o Department of Planning, 16860 Main
Street, Wildwood, Missouri 63040

Request: A request to amend Chapter 415.410 Sign Regulations for “FP,” “PS,” “NU,” and all “R”

Districts and Chapter 415.420 Sign Regulations for all “C” and “M” Districts of the City of
Wildwood’s Zoning Ordinance to consider the addition of new language to allow electronic
message boards for certain institutional, not-for-profit, and commercial organizations.
Currently, these types of displays are prohibited within the City of Wildwood.

Location: Citywide

Hearing Date: July 20, 2015

Presentation of

Information Report: August 17, 2015 — Postponed for Further Research

The Department of Planning has been considering the comments and questions the Planning and Zoning
Commissioners offered, when this matter was presented to them during its presentation of the Information Report
on August 17, 2015. The discussion of the Department’s Information Report and associated recommendation was
thorough, but did not conclude with a formal action, given the ramifications associated with this proposed change
due to the very different nature of these types of signs, i.e. electronic message boards. The discussion at this
meeting concluded with a postponement on any action to allow the Department more time to conduct additional
research. The Department has been undertaking this additional research over the past month and is ready to
respond to this matter.

The Department’s responses to the Commission’s comments and questions and findings of its additional research
are as follows:

QUESTIONS >>>
Comments-Questions of Responses from Department
Commissioners
The methods the school currently uses | Many, from social media to the existing changeable copy monument
to communicate information. sign located in the front of the school on Clayton Road. Additionally,

parents groups and others promote special events as well. It was noted
by a student, who attended a City Council meeting, the changeable
copy sign is hard to manage and unsafe during inclement weather for
whoever is responsible for its maintenance.




Comments-Questions of
Commissioners

Responses from Department

The advertisement for this public

hearing.

The Department followed the required procedures for a request of this
nature, which included the following: posting in the newspaper (St.
Louis Countian), posting at City Hall, placement on the City’s website
and social media forums, and direct contacts to interested parties.

The options on these types of signs.

Many types of signs exist for use, but none offer the ease to modify or
update the message on the board as these types, while also offering
graphics and colors. These signs, as noted in the Department’s
Information Report, are very popular at this time and will only become
less expensive to purchase and install in the future, as the technology
in them becomes less costly.

The variability of brightness during the
day versus at night.

The technology of these signs can address this matter to a certain
degree and can be required as a condition of revised regulations.

The high potential for negative
comments from the public, if this is
approved.

The community has, on many occasions, noted its appreciation of, and
concern about, preserving the night sky in Wildwood, so comments
against these signs, if allowed and installed, would be expected.

The ability to turn off the éign at night.

The ability to manage the sign appears to exist with the current
technology and can be required as a condition of revised regulations.

The potential for it to distract drivers
and other safety concerns.

The industry identifies these signs as “traffic neutral,” but the
Department is aware of issues, where these signs, if too bright, can
create light trespass and nuisance glare and be a public safety
nuisance.

The potential for setting a precedent
and the possible proliferation of these
types of signs.

Both of these concerns are appropriate, but the Department would
recommended, as noted in its Information Report, their allowance be
limited to residential districts and institutions legally allowed there.

The proposed location for the sign at

Lafayette High School.

The current freestanding monument sign is located on the school’s
Clayton Road frontage, but it, and any new sign, could remain there or
be located to the State Route 109 area as well. Additionally, with the
recent changes made to the Sign Regulations, this use could have two
(2) signs, one (1) of them situated on each frontage onto an arterial
roadway.

The money for the sign at the high
school, which was raised by it and not
part of a bond issue.

The money for the purchase of the sign was collected through fund
raising efforts of the students, faculty, and staff. This matter is not in
the purview of the Commission.

The desire to have the high school use
the money raised for the sign to go to
the hiring of a new teacher, instead of
this installation.

The money for the purchase of the sign was collected through fund
raising efforts of the students, faculty, and staff. This matter is not in
the purview of the Commission.

The ability to differentiate the approval
of signage on institutional properties
versus commercial users.

The City Attorney has been asked about this matter and believes it to
be allowable and legal and the City, in many regards, already makes this
differentiation with certain other signs, i.e. institutional uses located
outside of Town Center.

The desire for research on these types
of signs and other cities’ ordinances.

The Department had conducted research in this regard, prior to its
preparation of its Information Report on this matter. Additional
research is noted in the next section.

The desire to understand other
potential locations, where these signs
might be requested.

The Department noted in its Information Report that approximately
twenty-six (26) other locations exist in the City that would be eligible
for these types of signs, under its recommendation. These locations are
institutional uses located-in the residential zoning district designations
of Wildwood, but would be primarily situated in the NU Non-Urban
Residence District.
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Comments-Questions of

Responses from Department

Commissioners
The determination for treating | See above.
commercial uses differently than

institutional uses.

The place within the Zoning Code,
where this requirement would exist.

Chapter 415.410 Sign Regulations for the “FP,” “NU,” and all “R”
Districts. :

The contradiction to New Urbanism of
electronic message boards;

The concepts of New Urbanism promote different approaches to the
use of signage than traditional models of development in suburban and
rural environments. The intent is to let the streetscapes, architecture of
the buildings, and other coordinated features define the location, not
signs that blot out each other due to size, shape, location, and lighting.

The addition of a restriction on any
proposed sign to have its intensity
based upon ambient light.

This restriction can be required as a condition of the revised
regulations.

The review of the
modification by the City’s
Consultant.

proposed
Lighting

The Department would support this review at all levels.

The size requirements that would be
placed on the sign portion and the
monument portion of these signs.

The sign size is determined on the area defined as follows, but not the
support structure, per se: “the outline area of a monument sign shall
include the area within a continuous perimeter of a plane enclosing the
limits of writing, representation, logo or any figure or similar character
together with the outer extremities of any frame or other material or
color forming an integral part of the display which is used as a
background for the sign. The area of a monument sign of individually cut
out writing, representation, logo or any figure or similar character which
is not enclosed by framing and which projects from a sign support or
main body of a sign is the sum of the areas of all of the triangles or
parallelograms necessary to enclose each writing, representation, logo or
any figure or similar character, including the space between individual
letters comprising a word, but not including the space between individual
words.”

The list of other locations, besides
Lafayette High School, which have
requested these types of signs,
including the Wildwood Family YMCA,
Wildwood Christian Church, LaSalle
Springs Middle School, and St. Alban
Roe Church and School.

This item is addressed in the associated question, i.e. Wildwood Family
YMCA, Wildwood Christian Church, LaSalle Springs Middle School, and
St. Alban Roe Church and School.

The concern these signs are a
distraction to drivers; and the concern
that, with off-site locations paying to
advertise on these signs, but this
consideration being prohibited by other
locations within the Code.

See above and, if used to advertise another location or activity, other
than those types located on the property, where the sign is erected, it
would be an advertising type and another set of requirements exist for
such in the City’s Zoning Ordinance.

The necessary restriction on moving
graphics and specifics on the proposed
regulations.

This restriction can be required as a condition of the revised
regulations. '
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ADDITIONAL RESEARCH >>>

The Department had provided a sampling of Sign Regulations from surrounding communities in regards to their
respective treatments of these types of signs. These communities, which included Chesterfield, Ballwin, and Ellisville,
were referenced, given their proximity to Wildwood and the impact they have on residents of this community due to
the network of roadways that provides access into and through them as well. More recently, the Department
reviewed a few other communities having similar characteristics as Wildwood, with the findings provided below:

CASTLE ROCK, COLORADO - 19.04.054 - Electronic message signs.

In addition to any other applicable requirement or restriction imposed by this Title, the common sign plan or a sign
program approved as part of a planned development, electronic message signs shall be subject to the following
conditions: ' '

A.  New electronic message signs, or any electronic message sign that requires a structural permit, must be
compatible with the site design and building architecture.

B. Commercial messages displayed on the electronic message signs shall not direct attention to a business,
product or service or entertainment conducted, sold or offered off the premises that is not also conducted,
sold or offered on the premises on which the electronic message sign is located. Noncommercial community
event messaging shall be permitted on any electronic message sign. '

C. Message screens or contents appearing on the electronic message sign shall remain on the screen and not

* change for a minimum of ten seconds. The electronic message sign shall contain static messages only, changed
only through dissolve or fade transitions, but which may otherwise not have movement, or the appearance or
optical illusion of movement or varying light intensity, of any part of the sign structure, design or pictorial
segment of the sign. The change of messages using a dissolve or fade transition shall not exceed three-tenths
seconds of time between each message displayed on the sign.

D.  Electronic message signs shall not exceed a maximum illumination of 5,000 nits during daylight hours and a
maximum illumination of 500 nits between one-half hour before sunset and one-half hour after sunrise.

E.  Electronic message signs shall have automatic dimmer software or solar sensors to control brightness for
nighttime viewings. The intensity of the light source shall not produce disability glare as defined by the
illumination code (Section 17.69.040 of this Code), the effect of which constitutes a traffic hazard or is
otherwise detrimental to the public health, safety and welfare.

' GERMANTOWN, TENNESSEE - Prohibited signs.
The following types of signs are prohibited under this chapter:

(7) Changing signs (automatic or flashing), including all changing exterior signs and any changing interior signs
that are visible from outside the building within which the signs are located;

Changing sign (automatic) means a sign, such as an electronically or electrically controlled public service time,
temperature and date sign, message center or reader board, where different copy changes are shown on the same
lamp bank. '

Flashing sign means any sign, which contains an intermittent or flashing light source, or which includes the illusion of
intermittent or flashing light by means of animation, or an externally mounted light source. Automatic changing
signs such as public service time, temperature and date signs or electronically controlled message centers are
classified as flashing signs.

(a.)



SHAWNEE MISSION, KANSAS - 5.64.045 Prohibited Signs and Devices:
The following are prohibited signs and devices:

E.  Flashing signs or lights, which intermittently go on or off or appear to go on or off including electronic
message center signs. This restriction shall also apply to signs, devices or lights located within buildings if
readily visible from outside the building;

WELLINGTON, FLORIDA -

Electronic Message Board Signs. An electronic message board sign shall be permitted for any of the following uses:
public and private elementary, secondary and post-secondary schools, including colleges and universities; places of
worship; public or private hospitals; public or private not-for-profit artistic and cultural agencies; and public facilities
operated by a federal, state, county or municipal government or agency. Electronic message board signs shall
comply with the standards listed below.

1. Maximum Size. The maximum size of sign shall not exceed eight (8) feet in height and ten (10) feet in length.
The sign shall not exceed thirty-two (32) square feet in sign area.
2. lllumination. External illumination is prohibited. Internal illumination is permitted. Use of neon lighting is

prohibited, and illumination shall not include colored lighting, unless otherwise provided herein. lllumination
shall consist of light emitting diodes or similar technology in a white or neutral color suitable for and
commonly used with this type of sign.

3. Size of Lettering, Numbering and Graphics. The letters and numbers shall not exceed thirty-six (36) inches in
height. Graphics may exceed the maximum permitted size of letters and numbers.

4. Message Content. Commercial messages are prohibited. The sign content of an electronic message sign must
relate to providing information for events and activities associated with the principal use or information of a
public or community nature.

5. Number and Location. :
a. Number permitted. One (1) electronic message board sign is permitted per principal use. The sign must be

located along the principal street frontage of the project.

Minimum set back. Signs shall maintain a minimum setback of at least ten (10) feet from all property lines.

c. Off-premise sign standards. Off-premise signs may be permitted, subject to the standards listed below.

i. The sign is approved by the Architectural Review Board. -

ii.  Thesign is located within a public right-of-way in an easement approved by the Village Council or the
sign is approved by the property owner for a location within a private road right-of-way or easement.

iii. The sign is included within an approved Master Sign Plan for a residential or nonresidential
development, including size, location, appearance, colors and materials.

iv. Thesignis located on an arterial or collector road.

6.  Nonconforming Signs. If an electronic message board sign exists as of August 1, 2009, the sign shall be
considered a legal nonconforming structure. Repair or replacement of such sign shall be subject to the
provisions of Article 1, Chapter 8, regarding nonconforming structures.

7. Landscaping. All signs shall be landscaped immediately around the base of the sign. The area of landscaping
shall be not less than twice the area of the SIgn face and shall consist of materials that do not affect the
visibility of the sign face.

As indicated in reviewing these four (4) cities, two (2) of them do not allow these types of signs, like Wildwood at
this time, while two (2) others have created regulations for them within their respective communities. It appears to
the Department that no distinctive pattern exists in this regard, whether a community allows them or not, given it
depends on the individual circumstances associated with each of them. However, those communities that do allow
electronic message boards, regulate them extensively, which is the approach the Department would recommend in
this regard.

The Department has attached its updated Information Report to this Addendum in this regard for discussion at
tonight’s meeting. If any of the Commission Members should have questions or comments in this regard, before
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tonight’s meeting, please contact the Department of Planning in this regard at (636) 458-0440. Thank you for your
consideration of this information.
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Petition No.:
Petitioner:

Request:

Wards:

Public Hearing
Date:
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of Information
Report:

Date and Vote on
Information Report:
Report:
Background
Information:

-] ’vﬁ’j B
WILDWOOD
INFORMATION REPORT

Prepared by
Department of Planning
for the

Planning and Zoning Commission
City of Wildwood, Missouri
Re-Issued — October 5, 2015 Executive Meeting
3rd Issuance — November 16, 2015 Executive Session
"Planning Tomorrow Today"

P.Z. 14-15

City of Wildwood Planning and Zoning Commission, c/o Department of Planning,
16860 Main Street, Wildwood, Missouri 63040

A request to amend Chapter 415.410 Sign Regulations for “FP,” “PS,” “NU,” and all
“R” Districts and Chapter 415.420 Sign Regulations for all “C” and “M” Districts of the
City of Wildwood’s Zoning Ordinance to consider the addition of new language to
allow electronic message boards for certain institutional, not-for-profit, and
commercial organizations. Currently, these types of displays are prohibited within the
City of Wildwood.

All

July 20, 2015

August 17, 2015

November 16, 2015 - TBD
Attachment A

Attachment B

< Background >

The Department of Planning has been contacted by a number of different parties over the last few years
about electronic message boards and their application in Wildwood. These parties have primarily been
groups affiliated with schools, churches, and businesses located in the City. Signs of this nature, which
display a programmable message on their faces, are very popular and located in many of the surrounding
~ municipalities. Specifically, a few examples of these signs are provided below for the Commission’s review.
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Such signs are currently prohibited in the City of Wildwood. The prohibition on this type of sign is due to
the impact the flashing and changeable copy of the reader board can have on the surrounding area, where
they might be installed. In Wildwood, with its dark sky environment, particularly in areas west of State
Route 109, signs of this nature can have profound effects. Additionally, for one (1) type of sign user,
businesses in the Town Center Area, its specific sign regulations are designed to achieve more than
providing advertising information to an individual or individuals in an automobile, but rather with a more
pedestrian approach, which also complements the architecture of the buildings and streetscape, where
they are placed. Therefore, electronic message boards are not in keeping with the design standards and
architectural guidelines of the City’s Town Center Plan.

One (1) potential user of this type of sign is Lafayette High School, which currently has a changeable copy
type of monument sign along its Clayton Road frontage, which includes the sign frame and an internally
illuminated sign face that allows individual letters to be placed on it to convey school-related information.
According to district officials, Lafayette High School is the only facility of its four (4) high schools that does
not have an electronic message board for its primary signage. The school raised money for this type of
electronic message board. Those plans for this sign are attached to this report. As mentioned earlier,
however, other institutional uses and businesses have inquired about these signs as well, so certainly, the
high school would not be the only application the City would receive in this regard. ’
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_In considering these types of signs, the Department would note that much of the current literature
regarding them focuses on five (5) areas of regulations, if they are allowed in a community. These five (5)
areas include the following: |

Brightness

Message Hold Time (how long a single message is visible)

Transition Method (a.k.a. the “Frame Effect” - how the message changes to the next)
Transition Duration (how long that change takes to complete)

Area or Square Footage of Sign — % of allowable square feet

S N

Each of these areas of regulations must be addressed, if requirements are developed for the purposes of
these types of signs. It is important to note that much of the discussion that has occurred about these
types of signs in the past has related to their brightness and impacts and what might be acceptable levels,
in the context of sign size and distance for viewing it. The next three (3) areas of regulation relate to how
fast or slow the messages are transitioned on the board and the manner how that is accomplished. The
final area is size, which is already addressed in the City’s current Sign Regulations, and cannot generally
exceed fifty (50) square feet. Regardless of these five (5) areas, differing opinions exist on this type of
sign’s impact on traffic safety, with the industry noting they are “traffic neutral.” Regardless, the impact of
these signs would be substantial, given they are completely different than any other types currently
allowed in the City of Wildwood.

< Current Request >

The Planning and Zoning Commission is being requested to consider amending the current Sign
Regulations for all zoning districts to potentially add an allowance for electronic message boards in the
City of Wildwood. This type of sign is currently prohibited in the City of Wildwood. Specifically, the request
again is as follows: P.Z. 14-15 City of Wildwood Planning and Zoning Commission, c/o Department of
Planning, 16860 Main Street, Wildwood, Missouri 63040 - A request to amend Chapter 415.410 Sign
Regulations for “FP,” “PS,” “NU,” and all “R” Districts and Chapter 415.420 Sign Regulations for all “C”
and “M” Districts of the City of Wildwood’s Zoning Ordinance to consider the addition of new language to
allow electronic message boards for certain institutional, not- for-profit, and commercial organizations.
Currently, these types of displays are prohibited within the City of Wildwood. (Wards - All)

< Analysis >

The Department of Planning’s consideration of this request believes there are several components
associated with it. These components will be the determinants, if the City’s Sign Regulations should be
modified to accommodate electronic message boards of the nature described above. These components
are as follows:

The impact on the character of the City by the introduction of these types of signs;

The potential number of applications, if these types of signs are authorized in the City;

The necessity of these types of signs; and

The regulations and requirements used for these types of signs, where allowed by other
communities.
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Each of these components must be studied and addressed, resulting in a determination for each, which
can only be positive, if the Department is to recommend to the Planning and Zoning Commission a
favorable action in this regard. Accordingly, this study of these components has determined the following
outcomes. '

>>> The Impact on the Character of the City by the Introduction of These Types of Signs >>>

The Department would first note that advancements in the technology supporting these types of
electronic reader boards have been very quick over the last few years. Since 1995/1996, signs could display
electronic messages, but not to the quality and quantity as today. Signs of this nature, when the City first
incorporated, did not have the capabilities of today’s technology to control the lighting, message,
transitions, and fade. With these advancements, these message boards have become more commonplace,
particularly along roadways where so many of them are located, given the competition that exists
between users for the limited viewing time of a driver that passes them.

Given the improvements in sign technology, many of these former characteristics that once were
inappropriate can now be controlled, but not completely eliminated. Therefore, regardless of how the
message board is conditioned through the City’s Sign Regulations, some impact should be expected. Is
that impact too great for the Wildwood community? In the Department’s opinion, such is not the case. The
Department does believe these types of signs could be allowed in Wildwood, but only under a set of
specific conditions administered under the City’s Conditional Use Permit (CUP) process. This process, as
was the case in the discussions of outdoor game courts and roof-mounted solar panels, can assure the City
that each application is reviewed based upon the site-specific characteristics associated with it and
conditions added to ensure impacts are minimized to the immediate area, if granted.

As with any Conditional Use Permit (CUP) request, the responsibility to provide proof the criteria of this
process can be met is that of the petitioner, not the City, so each of them must be positive or the permit
cannot be granted (‘the petitioner shall have the burden of establishing that the requested use satisfies
these standards and further there is a public necessity for such use’). Those four (4) criteria are as follows:

(1.) The Planning Commission may permit those developments and uses only where such
developments and uses are deemed consistent with good planning practice; (2.) can be operated in
a manner that is not detrimental to the permitted developments and uses in the district; (3.) can be
developed and operated in a manner that is visually compatible with the permitted uses in the
surrounding area; and (4.) are deemed essential or desirable to preserve and promote the public
health, safety and general welfare of the City of Wildwood.

Additionally, the permitting process does require a public hearing, so all nearby property owners can have
an opportunity to comment on the request and provide direct input into its outcome. If impacts are
determined to be too great at the suggested location for the sign, the permit should not be granted and
the area preserved from such.

Accordingly, the Department believes that, if such electronic reader boards are authorized in the City, the
appropriate zoning district designations should be amended to consider them conditional uses, thereby
elevating their discussion and review to the City’s highest levels of review. The zoning districts that would
be suitable for these types of signs would be the NU Non-Urban Residence District, R-1 One Acre Residence
District, the R-1A 22,000 square foot Residence District, the R-2 15,000 square foot Residence District, the
R-3 10,000 square foot Residence District, the R-4 7,500 square foot Residence District, and the R-6A 4,500
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square foot Residence District, given almost all appropriate users are located in that category, such as
schools, churches, recreation facilities, and other institutional type users. Along with this modification to
the Sign Regulations, they would need to establish minimum requirements for such in terms of brightness,
message hold time (how long a single message is visible), transition method (a.k.a. the “Frame Effect” -
how the message changes to the next), transition duration (how long that change takes to complete), and
area or square footage of the sign - % of allowable square feet. These minimum standards could be made
more restrictive, as part of the permitting process associated with the Conditional Use Permit (CUP).
Again, with the required steps associated with this permitting process, impacts would be considered first
and foremost.

<<< The Potential Number of Applications, if These Types of are Authorized in the City >>>

As the Planning and Zoning Commission was discussing this issue, the members requested to understand
the implications of this change relative to the potential number of applications that might be expected, if
the City’s Sign Regulations were amended to allow electronic reader boards of this nature. This question
can only first be addressed by defining the zoning districts where the signage is allowed. In terms of the
Department’s recommendation of potentially allowing these types of signs via a Conditional Use Permit
(CUP) in the NU Non-Urban Residence District and all “R” Residence Districts, none of the City’s
commercial zoning district designations would be authorized for such.

With the application involving only the residential zoning districts of the City, a total of twenty-six (26)
total locations may be submitted at some point in the future. This total number of applications is reflective
of all of the existing churches or schools in Wildwood, as shown on the attached map, along with the
Wildwood Family YMCA and the Pond Athletic Association. This number is significant and certainly creates
concerns for the Department. However, the Department believes it is appropriate to assume that not all of
these potential locations will seek such, given the cost of these types of signs, the permitting process
associated with them, and need.

>>>The Necessity of These Types of Signs>>>

Over the past few years, the City has modified its Sign Regulations on several occasions to address
considerations relating to comments or concerns about their restrictiveness and the negative impact they
have had on business development and visibility of sites for a range of users. These changes have included
more signs, banners, and sponsorship advertisement for certain types of activities. Collectively, such an
approach has expanded the number of regulations to the point that, now, some are criticizing the City for
the complexity of the Sign Regulations it applies. These changes were based upon the comments
indicating a necessity for such. '

The necessity of these types of signs appears to be growing, given the ease of displaying the messages,
the safety associated with placing the messages upon/within the signs, and the variability this media
provides in terms of the number of messages that can be programmed for display in any given day of use.
The placement of these signs in residential areas notwithstanding, where most schools and churches are
located, does not appear to be an issue to the entity seeking the sign, but rather the desire to offer this
new technology to interested parties that drive-by the roadway for advertisement and informational
purposes’. From the Department’s perspective, the necessity of these types of signs is not caused solely by
need, since many other options exist, but convenience and flexibility. Therefore, the allowance for these

' Seems contrary to all new mediums for communication, like websites, Facebook, Instagram, Twitter, e-mail, etc.
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types of signs in dark environments must be balanced against those two (2) characteristics — convenience
and flexibility.

As technology advances in terms of hardware, applications, and costs, the support of these signs will not
lessen among potential users. Additionally, as these advances have been introduced into sign applications,
the controls to better address their impacts have also been added, which include the selection of
background colors, lettering colors, intensity of lighting, amount of time the message is displayed, and the
transition method and duration from one message to another. These controls allow any governing entity
to address the character of the sign.

>>>The Regulation of Such Signs, when Allowed by Other Communities>>>

In this current instance, this type of sign is a major departure from any allowed to date along a roadway in
the City of Wildwood. Monument type signs, both in commercially and residentially-zoned areas have been
limited to exterior lighting or internal lighting, but with a dark background and light-colored lettering to
limit their respective impacts. These signs, if not appropriately regulated, can have far-reaching impacts,
which is why they are currently prohibited in Wildwood and some other communities, such as Ellisville.
However, the Cities of Ballwin, Chesterfield, and Town and Country do reference these types of displays in
their respective Sign Regulations. Therefore, not all communities believe them to be necessary, but some
do. This situation certainly does not make the City of Wildwood the only exception to this allowance.

However, if the City of Wildwood were to allow these types of signs, the Depaftment would recommend
the following regulations be considered in this regard:

1. The allowance for these signs in the City of Wildwood would be limited to the NU Non-Urban
Residence District and all “R” Residence Districts, but only if granted by a Conditional Use Permit
(CUP) via the Planning and Zoning Commission and City Council.

2. The signs, notwithstanding their specific characteristics associated with the display boards, would
have to comply with the City’s underlying Sign Regulations for placement (setbacks) and other
similar requirements.

3. The lighting of these signs, particularly their brightness, would minimally have to comply with the
City’s Outdoor Lighting Requirements of its Zoning Ordinance. Additionally, all sign applications for
these types of electronic message boards would have to be reviewed by the City’s Lighting
Consultant.

4. The owner of the sign would have to provide landscaping at the base of the monument, which
would be consistent with the City’s Landscape Manual and Sustainable Plantings Guide.

5. The sign would be required to have a primary background color that is dark, with lighting lettering
used. Graphics would have to comply as well.

6. The message hold time and the transition method and duration would all have to be programmed
to ensure the driver can reasonably see the information being displayed, but cannot be
programmed in @ manner that it is intermittent, flashing, or otherwise viewed as a nuisance to the
driving public by any of its aspects, including brightness.

7. The display of messages would not be authorized after 10:30 p.m., to help preserve the night sky
The operation of these types of signs in the morning hours would not be authorized until 6:30 a.m.

8. The sign must be placed/incorporated into a monument (base) type design, with all materials used
for this purposes matching the primary building located on the same [ot as the sign.

9. The sign would have to be located on the lot, where the primary use is situated.

10. The signs must be maintained regularly and in good operating condition always.
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11. The number of these signs would be regulated by the City’s current requirements for monument
signs in conjunction with institutional and other uses.

12. The size of these signs would be regulated by the City’s current requirements for monument signs
in conjunction with institutional uses — 50 square feet.

The Department is believes this list of conditions would address many of the concerns associated with
these signs, while ensuring the City and its residents have ample notification and opportunity to comment
and understand their applications in their neighborhoods. As with all regulations, the application of them
with the initial installation of the sign is critical, but also, thereafter, when time passes and others not
associated with the first approval follow and make changes inconsistent with these conditions.
Accordingly, these situations become enforcement actions, which generally create issues for all parties.
Given this knowledge, the Department believes it is necessary to ensure the on-going use of these signs, if
allowed in the City, remain compliant.

< Summary and Recommendation >

In this report, the Department has identified these types of signs will have impacts on the areas where
they are allowed, given their nature, but these can be minimized, but not eliminated, by utilizing the City’s
Conditional Use Permit (CUP) process to oversee their applications. The Department has noted the extent
of potential applications in the City, along with suggesting the necessity of this type of sign is not premised
on the impacts of the City, but the benefits to the user, while all parties discount current electronic means
of communication and other sign options. Other communities allow and prohibit these types of signs as
well. However, if allowed by the City, the Department has developed a list of requirements that should be
included to any changes to the Sign Regulations of the Zoning Ordinance to address them to the greatest
extent possible for the benefit to tall parties. Accordingly, the Department is recommending the
information presented herein be discussed by the Commission, staff, and interested parties, before any
formal action on amending the City’s Sign Regulations be formalized.
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CITY OF WILDWOOD
JANUARY 11, 2016 RECORD OF PROCEEDINGS

CITY OF WILDWOOD
MEETING OF CITY COUNCIL
WILDWOOD CITY HALL
16860 MAIN STREET
WILDWOOD, MO 63040

The meeting was called to order at 7:30 P.M.
Aroll call was taken, with the following results:

| Present at Roll Call: Mayor Tim Woerther
Council Member Greg Stine
Council Member Jeff Levitt
Council Member Debra McCutchen
Council Member Dave Bertolino
Council Member Sue Cullinane
Council Member Jim Baugus
Council Member Larry McGowen
Council Member Glen DeHart
Council Member Larry Goodson
Council Member Joe Garritano
Council Member Marc Cox
Council Member Katie Dodwell
Council Member Ed Marshall
Council Member Ray Manton

Council Member Jim Bowlin
Council Member David Sewell

~ Absent:

A quorum was present
| Alsopresent: | Mr.Ryan Thomas, City Administrator
Mr. Rob Golterman, City Attorney
Mr. Joe Vujnich, Director of Planning and
Parks
Mr. Rick Brown, Director of Public Works
Ms. Liz Weiss, City Clerk

City Council Minutes
January 11, 2016
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PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

Mayor Woerther led the Pledge of Allegiance.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES

The minutes of the December 14, 2015 City Council meeting were submitted for approval. A motion was made by
Council Member Marshall, seconded by Council Member Manton, to approve the minutes. A voice vote was taken
with a unanimous affirmative result and the motion was declared passed.

MAYOR APPOINTMENTS/ANNOUNCEMENTS

Mayor Woerther acknowledged and thanked the St. Louis County Police Department - Wildwood Precinct, City Staff,
and first responders for their hard work and response to the historic flooding, that took place at the end of December.

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION

Jeff Bone, 323 Harbour Pointe Drive, provided photographs and described an on-going issue he has had with an
adjacent property owner’s installation of an expanded driveway. He stated the City should enact stricter regulations
with regards to the installation of flatwork.

Victoria Allen, 651 Idle Rock Farm, stated her concern with the EPA (Environmental Protection Agency’s) response to
the City’s inquires and the de-listing of contaminated properties. She added it was her belief that a Human Health Risk
Assessment should be completed by Dr. DeFur.

Barbara Sprenger, 84 Strecker Road, stated her concern with the EPA (Environmental Protection Agency’s) response to
the City’s inquires in its letter and the de-listing of contaminated properties. She added it was her belief that a Human
Health Risk Assessment should be completed by Dr. DeFur.

Mary Morton, 211 Strecker Farms Court, stated her concern with the EPA (Environmental Protection Agency’s)
response to the City’s inquires in its letter and the de-listing of contaminated properties. She added it was her belief
that a Human Health Risk Assessment should be completed by Dr. DeFur.

Christine Walker, 16616 Green Pines Drive, stated her concern with increased traffic on her street and believes that if
Birch Forest Drive was extended into the proposed Bright Leaf development, if could alleviate traffic. She also
implored the City Council to listen to all residents.

Christy Pitney, 16919 Hickory Crest Drive, stated her concern with the roadway extensions noted in Bill #2145 and was
under the impression the City was going to meet with residents before considering legislation. She requested the City
Council vote no on Bill #2145 and considers the roadway connections to the proposed Bright Leaf development
separately.

Joyce Fermanek, 2405 Evergreen Forest Court, stated her concerns with Bill #2145, the proposed Bright Leaf
Development, and noted the importance of the City’s Master Plan, green space, and accountability to the citizens.

Bill Houston, 16583 Birch Forest Drive, stated his concerns with Bill #2145, the proposed Bright Leaf Development, and
the connection of it to Birch Forest Drive. '
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Linda Roth, 16928 Kingstowne Place Drive, stated her opposition to the extension of the Pond Grover Loop Road, in
association with the proposed Bright Leaf development.

Valentin Militchin, 15931 Sandlewood Creek Drivem stated his concern with traffic associated with the proposed
Bright Leaf development.

Betsy Ragelis, 15960 Sandalwood Creek Drive, stated her concerns with Bill #2145 and the proposed Bright Leaf
Development and asked the City Council to vote against it.

Susan Treiber, 15912 Sandalwood Creek Drive, stated her concerns with Bill #2145 and the proposed Bright Leaf
Development, and asked the City Council to vote against it.

Gary Schroeder, 16642 Evergreen Forest Drive, stated his concerns with Bill #2145 and the proposed Bright Leaf
Development, and asked the City Council to vote against it.

Betsy Vanderheyden, 16560 Birch Forest Drive, stated her concerns with Bill #2145 and the proposed Bright Leaf
Development, and stated the importance of trails as connectors between developments.

Scott Johnson, 2404 Winter Forest Court, stated his concerns with Bill #2145 and the proposed Bright Leaf
Development, and stated the importance of trails as connectors between developments.

Pam Cassell, 16586 Birch Forest Drive, stated her concerns with Bill #2145 and the proposed Bright Leaf Development,
and asked the City Council to vote against it. '

Roger Pierson, 16587 Birch Forest Drive, stated his concerns with Bill #2145 and the proposed Bright Leaf
Development, and stated the importance of trails as connectors between developments.

Joseph A. King, 16912 Kingstowne Place Drive, stated his concerns with Bill #2145 and the proposed Bright Leaf
Development.

Tammy Shea, 18132 Sunny Top Court, stated her concern with the EPA (Environmental Protection Agency’s) response

to the City’s inquires in its letter dated and the de-listing of contaminated properties. She added it was her belief the
City should have a Human Health Risk Assessment completed by Dr. DeFur.

PUBLIC HEARING(S)

A public hearing regarding the compensation provided for the elected positions of Mayor and City Council Member
for the City of Wildwood. The current compensation for the Mayor is $5,000.00 per year, and the current
compensation for a City Council Member is $100.00 per City Council Meeting attended. The compensation is set by
ordinance, separately for each position, as determined by the City Council. No change in such compensation can
become effective until the commencement of a new term of office, as provided for in the City Charter. (Wards — All)

Mayor Woerther opened the public hearing. City Clerk Weiss read the public hearing into the record.

City Administrator Thomas noted at the October 27, 2015 Administration/Public Works Committee Meeting,
discussion was held regarding the compensation provided to the Mayor and City Council Members for the City of
Wildwood. Per the Charter, the City Council shall determine the compensation of both the Mayor and City Council
Members by Ordinance, but no increase in such compensation shall become effective for the Mayor or any City
Council Member until the commencement of a new term of office. He added the Administration/Public Works
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Committee recommended the following increases in compensation (approved by a 4-2 vote): Mayor from $5,000/Year
to $10,000/Year; and City Council Member from $100/City Council Meeting to $200/City Council Meeting. He
concluded, this recommendation was supported by a majority of the City Council and tonight’s public hearing is to
allow consideration of it, followed by consideration of the necessary legislation to amend the compensation provided
for the Mayor and City Council Members.

Discussion was held among City Council Members regarding the following: concern with individuals serving as an
elected official just for compensation; and the belief the recommended increase in compensation is consistent with
other local municipalities.

A motion was made by Council Member Levitt, seconded by Council Member Stine, to authorize the preparation of the
necessary legislation regarding the increased compensation of the Mayor and City Council Members, as recommended
by the Administration/Public Works Committee.

A roll call vote was taken with the following results:

Ayes — Stine, Levitt, McCutchen, McGowen, DeHart, Goodson, Garritano, Dodwell, and Marshall
Nays — Bertolino, Cullinane, Baugus, Cox, and Manton

Absent — Bowlin and Sewell

Whereupon Mayor Woerther declared the motion approved.

There being nothing further, Mayor Woerther closed the public hearing.

P.Z. 14-15 City of Wildwood Planning and Zoning Commission, c/o Department of Planning, 16860 Main Street,
Wildwood, Missouri 63040 - A request to amend Chapter 415.410 Sign Regulations for “FP,” “PS,” “NU,” and all “R”
Districts and Chapter 415.420 Sign Regulations for all “C” and “M” Districts of the City of Wildwood’s Zoning
Ordinance to consider the addition of new language to allow electronic message boards for certain institutional,
not-for-profit, and commercial organizations. Currently, these types of displays are prohibited within the City of
Wildwood. (Wards — All)

Mayor Woerther opened the public hearing. City Clerk Weiss read the public hearing into the record.

Director of Planning Vujnich stated the Planning and Zoning Commission has completed its review relating to the
request to amend sections of the City's Sign Regulations and to consider the addition of new language to allow
electronic message boards for certain institution, not-for-profit, and commercial organizations. He added, as part of
the Commission’s review, information relating to how these types of signs are treated by other cities was considered.
He concluded by noting, the vote to approve the Letter of Recommendation failed for a lack of majority.

Discussion was held among the City Council Members regarding the following: the objections to this type of signage
identified by the Planning and Zoning Commission; reluctance to consider these sign requests as a Conditional Use
Permit (CUP) request; the suggestion-to refer this item to the Planning/Economic Development/Parks Committee for
further review; the belief electronic message hoards are distracting and not aesthetically pleasing; and the number of
many potential organizations could request this type of signage.

Tammy Shea, 18132 Sunny Top Court, stated the significance that this request failed at the Planning and Zoning
Commission and that it is her belief the aesthetics of electronic message boards don’t fit the character of the City of
Wildwood.

A motion was made by Council Member Cox, seconded by Council Member Dodwell, to refer this request to the
Planning/Economic Development/Parks Committee of the City Council to consider it further.
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A roll call vote was taken with the following results:

Ayes — Levitt, Bertolino, Cullinane, Baugus, McGowen, DeHart, Garritano, Cox, Dodwell, and Marshall
Nays — Stine, McCutchen, Goodson, and Manton

Absent — Bowlin and Sewell

Whereupon Mayor Woerther declared the motion approved.

(TO BE POSTPONED)

A response to a communication from Jenny Mitchell, Director of Property Management for the Desco Group, which
is dated October 20, 2015, regarding St. Louis County’s P.C. 219-85 Alfred L. Hicks and J.L. Mason of Missouri, Inc.;
Amended MXD Mixed-Use Development District; south side of Manchester Road, east of Old Fairway Drive (Street
Address: 16506 Manchester Road/Locator Number: 23U120480); seeking modifications to an existing site-specific
ordinance that governs the Schnucks Wildwood Crossing Center to allow for a third freestanding monument sign
along the properiy’s Manchester Road frontage. (Ward — Seven)

A motion was made by Council Member Levitt, seconded by Council Member Stine, to postpone the public hearing. A
voice vote was taken with a unanimous affirmative result and the motion was declared passed.

UNFINISHED BUSINESS

AMENDED

BILL # 2141 AN ORDINANCE SUBMITTING TO THE QUALIFIED VOTERS OF THE CITY OF WILDWOOD, MISSOURI,
FOR THEIR APPROVAL AT THE GENERAL MUNICIPAL ELECTION TO BE HELD IN THE CITY ON THE 5™
DAY OF APRIL, 2016, A PROPOSITION TO AUTHORIZE THE CITY TO CONTINUE APPLYING AND
COLLECTING THE LOCAL SALES TAX ON THE TITLING OF MOTOR VEHICLES, TRAILERS, BOATS, AND
OUTBOARD MOTORS THAT WERE PURCHASED FROM A SOURCE OTHER THAN A LICENSED MISSOURI
DEALER. Recommended by the Administration/Public Works Commitiee (Second Reading) {(Wards —
All)

A motion was made by Council Member Levitt, seconded by Council Member Cullinane, for the second reading of
Amended Bill #2141. A voice vote was taken with a unanimous affirmative result and the motion was declared passed.
Amended Bill #2141 was read for the second time by title only.

A roll call vote was taken for passage and approval of Amended Bill #2141, with the following results:

Ayes — Stine, Levitt, McCutchen, Bertolino, Cullinane, Baugus, McGowen, DeHart, Goodson, Garritano, Cox, Dodwell,
Marshall and Manton

Nays — None

Absent — Bowlin and Sewell

Whereupon Mayor Woerther declared Amended Bill #2141 approved, passed and it became ORDINANCE #2141.

BILL #2144 AN ORDINANCE AUTHORIZING THE MAYOR OF THE CITY OF WILDWOOD, MISSOURI TO RENEW A
CONTRACT ON BEHALF OF THE CITY OF WILDWOOD WITH COCHRAN ENGINEERING, INC. FOR
CONSTRUCTION INSPECTION AND MATERIAL TESTING SERVICES WITHIN THE CITY OF WILDWOOD.
Recommended by the Administration/Public Works Committee (Second Reading) (Wards — All)

A motion was made by Council Member Marshall, seconded by Council Member Dodwell, for the second reading of
Bill #2144, A voice vote was taken with a unanimous affirmative result and the motion was declared passed. Bill
#2144 was read for the second time by title only.
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A roll call vote was taken for passage and approval of Bill #2144, with the following results:

Ayes — Stine, McCutchen, Bertolino, Cullinane, Baugus, McGowen, DeHart, Goodson, Garritano, Cox, Dodwell, Marshall
and Manton

Nays —None

Absent — Levitt, Bowlin, and Sewell

Whereupon Mayor Woerther declared Bill #2144 approved, passed and it became ORDINANCE #2144,

NEW BUSINESS

BILL #2145 AN ORDINANCE BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF WILDWOOD, MISSOURI THAT AUTHORIZES
THE CHANGE IN THE ZONING OF NINE (9) PROPERTIES THAT TOTAL 78.7 ACRES OF AREA FROM THE
NU NON-URBAN RESIDENCE DISTRICT, THE R-3 10,000 SQUARE FOOT RESIDENCE DISTRICT, THE R-4
7,500 SQUARE FOOT RESIDENCE DISTRICT, AND THE R-6 AND R-6A 4,500 SQUARE FOOT RESIDENCE
DISTRICT, WITH A PLANNED ENVIRONMENT UNIT (PEU) AND A PLANNED RESIDENTIAL
DEVELOPMENT OVERLAY DISTRICT (PRD), TO THE R-3 10,000 SQUARE FOOT RESIDENCE DISTRICT
(TOWN CENTER “NEIGHBORHOOD GENERAL DISTRICT” AND “NEIGHBORHOOD EDGE DISTRICT”),
WITH A PLANNED RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT OVERLAY DISTRICT (PRD), WHICH ARE ALL LOCATED
ON THE NORTHWEST CORNER OF TAYLOR ROAD AND STATE ROUTE 100, WHICH WILL ALLOW THIS
SITE'S USE FOR ONE HUNDRED NINETY-FOUR (194), SINGLE FAMILY DETACHED DWELLINGS ON
INDIVIDUAL LOTS, WITH PUBLIC SPACE AND COMMON GROUND. Recommended by the City Council
(First Reading) (Ward Five)

A motion was made by Council Member Bertolino, seconded by Council Member Cullinane, for the first reading of Biil
#2145, A voice vote was taken with an affirmative result and the motion was declared passed (Council Members Stine
and McCutchen voted Nay). Bill #2145 was read for the first time by title only.

A motion was made by Council Member Marshall, seconded by Council Member McGowen, to extend the meeting
past 10:00 p.m. A voice vote was taken with a unanimous affirmative result and the motion was declared passed.

BILL #2146 AN ORDINANCE AUTHORIZING THE MAYOR TO EXECUTE ON BEHALF OF THE CITY A REAL ESTATE
CONTRACT FOR THE PURCHASE OF REAL PROPERTY LOCATED AT 4285 FOX CREEK ROAD WITHIN THE
CITY OF WILDWOOD Recommended by the Department of Public Works (First Reading) (Ward Six)

A motion was made by Council Member Goodson, seconded by Council Member Manton, for the first reading of Bill
#2146. A voice vote was taken with a unanimous affirmative result and the motion was declared passed. Bill #2142
was read for the first time by title only.

BILL #2147 AN ORDINANCE AUTHORIZING A RIGHT-OF-WAY DEDICATION PLAT FOR FOX CREEK ROAD, TO BE
OBTAINED FROM LAND AREA OWNED BY THE CONSERVATION COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF
MISSOURI, BEING PART OF ROCKWOODS RANGE, AND A PORTION OF PRIVATELY-HELD PROPERTY
OWNED BY FOX CREEK TREE FARM LLC, ALL OF WHICH ARE LOCATED WITHIN THE SOUTH HALF OF
THE SOUTHEAST QUARTER OF SECTION 19, TOWNSHIP 44 NORTH, RANGE 3 EAST, CITY OF
WILDWOOD, ST. LOUIS COUNTY, MISSOURI, AND MORE SPECIFICALLY SITUATED ON THE EAST AND
WEST SIDES OF FOX CREEK ROAD, SOUTH OF STATE ROUTE 100, INCLUSIVE OF ADDITIONAL AREA
ON THE EAST SIDE OF FOX CREEK ROAD TO ACCOMMODATE A TEMPORARY CONSTRUCTION
EASEMENT, FOR THE PURPOSE OF ROADWAY IMPROVEMENTS, INCLUDING A BRIDGE
REPLACEMENT. Recommended by the Department of Planning (First Reading) (Ward Six)

A motion was made by Council Member Dodwell, seconded by Council Member Goodsaon, for the first reading of Bill
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#2147. A voice vote was taken with a unanimous affirmative result and the motion was declared passed. Bill #2147
was read for the first time by title only.

BILL #2148 AN ORDINANCE AUTHORIZING THE MAYOR OF THE CITY OF WILDWOOD, MISSOURI TO EXECUTE A
CONTRACT ON BEHALF OF THE CITY OF WILDWOOD WITH COCHRAN ENGINEERING, INC. FOR
ENGINEERING SERVICES FOR THE DEVELOPMENT OF A SALT STORAGE FACILITY TO BE LOCATED
ADJACENT TO THE INTERSECTION OF MANCHESTER ROAD AND ST. ALBANS ROAD WITHIN THE CITY
OF WILDWOOD. Recommended by the Administration/Public Works Committee (First Reading)
(Ward One)

A motion was made by Council Member McGowen, seconded by Council Member DeHart, for the first reading of Bill
#2148. A voice vote was taken with a unanimous affirmative result and the motion was declared passed. Bill #2148

was read for the first time by title only.

RESOLUTION(S)

RESOLUTION #2016-01 A RESOLUTION AUTHORIZING A CONTRACT WITH CONTEMPORY PRODUCTIONS, L.L.C., FOR
THE SCHEDULING OF A MUSIC PERFORMANCE THAT HAS A FEE IN EXCESS OF $5,000.00, AS
PART OF THE 2016 WILDWOOD CONCERT SERIES (Wards — All).

A motion was made by Council Member Manton, for the reading of Resolution #2016-01, which motion was seconded
by Council Member Garritano. A voice vote was taken with a unanimous affirmative result and the motion was
declared passed. Resolution #2016-01 was read into the record. A voice vote was taken for the approval of Resolution
#2016-01 with a unanimous affirmative result.

OTHER

United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Written Response to Letter Sent by Mayor Woerther and
Future Actions (Wards — All)

City Administrator Thomas noted the City received a letter from the United States Environmental Protection Agency
(EPA), in response to the City's letter of August 25, 2015 regarding the Ellisville Superfund Site. He noted the EPA has
provided much of the technical information that was requested but has offered very little in terms of future actions.
He then stated, this item was placed on tonight's agenda to provide the City Council the opportunity to discuss what
steps the City should now take following receipt of this letter and accompanying information. He concluded by listing
the recommendations in the memorandum prepared for discussion.

A motion was made by Council Member Stine, seconded by Council Member Levitt, to complete the items as
recommended in the memorandum provided by City Administrator Thomas, with the addition of also engaging the US
Army Corp of Engineers. A voice vote was taken with a unanimous affirmative result and the motion was declared
passed.

Update Regarding Recent Flooding within the City of Wildwood (Wards — All)

City Administrator Thomas and Director of Public Worlks Brown provided an update on the recent flooding within the
City of Wildwood.
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RECEIVE & FILE

P.Z. 10-15 St. Charles Tower, c¢/o Kathryn Roderique, 4 West Drive, Suite 100, Chesterfield, Missouri, 63017 - A
request for a Conditional Use Permit (CUP) within the NU Non-Urhan Residence District for a 10.6 acre tract of land,
of which two thousand (2,000) square feet of this total lot’s area is to be utilized for a telecommunications tower
facility and encumbered by a lease area established for this purpose. This tract of land is generally located
northwest of the intersection of Babler Park Drive and Old Eatherton Road (Locator Number 21\W310270/Street
Addresses: 1400 Babler Park Drive — Lifepointe Church). Proposed Use - A one hundred twenty (120) foot
telecommunications tower and related equipment shelter area. The tower is proposed to be a monopole type, with
exterior antenna arrays. (Ward Three)

Director of Planning Vujnich stated after review and discussion, the Planning and Zoning Commission approved the
Conditional Use Permit (CUP) for the telecommunications tower facility at Lifepointe Church.

A recommendation report of the Site Plan Subcommittee of the Planning and Zoning Commission regarding P.Z. 7-
13 Butler Durrel Security, ¢/o Dennis Tacchi and Associates - Architects, 12 Rockwood Forest Glen, Wildwood,
Missouri 63025 — A request for a change is zoning from the NU Non-Urban Residence District to the C-8 Planned
Commercial District (Town Center “Workplace” District) for a one (1) acre tract of land located on the north side of
Manchester Road, east of Woods Road (Locator Number 24V530551/Sireet Address: 16941 Manchester Road).
Proposed Use: General and Professional Offices, with associated parking. (Ward Eight)

Director of Planning Vujnich stated the Site Plan Subcommittee of the Planning and Zoning Commission had completed
its review of the aforementioned Site Development Plan and related items and believed they meet the site-specific

ordinance’s requirements in this regard.

OTHER

A motion was made by Council Member Garritano, seconded by Council Member Goodson, to authorize the
preparation of the necessary legislation regarding St. Louis County’s P.C. 112-89 CIiff Ruflahr (Ezekiel and Sterns),
which had been withdrawn by the petitioner following the public hearing. A voice vote was taken with a unanimous
affirmative result and the motion was declared passed.

ADJOURNMENT

A motion was made by Council Member Marshall, seconded by Council Member Cullinane, to adjourn the meeting. A
voice vote was taken with a unanimous affirmative result and the motion was declared passed. There being no further
business to come hefore the City Council; the meeting was adjourned at 10:41 p.m.

Approved this 25 day ofWﬂ/ZfﬂK il , 2016. -\_ﬁ._ﬂ——v

Timothy yrfoerther, Mayor
ATTEST:

> :‘ y / |
( . .réi";"w_:(/f h W/ (A
City Cler{(
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COUNCIL WORK SESSION MINUTES
COUNCIL CHAMBERS

WILDWOOD CITY HALL
16860 Main Street
City of Wildwood, Missouri 63040

MONDAY, JANUARY 11, 2016
6:30 P.M.

Stine Bowlin
Levitt Sewell
McCuichen
Bertolino
Cullinane
Baugus
McGowen
DeHart
Goodson
Garritano
Cox
Dodwell
Marshall
Manton

EXECUTIVE [CLOSED] SESSION with regard to legal actions, causes of action, litigation or privileged communications
hetween the City's representatives and its attorneys [RSMO 610.021(1) 1994]; lease, purchase or sale of real estate
[RSMO 610.021 (2) 1994]; hiring, firing, disciplining or promoting employees by a public governmental body [RSMO
610.021 (3) 1994]; bidding specification [RSMO 610.021 (11) 1994]; sealed bids and related documents, until the bids
are opened and sealed proposals and related documents or any documents related to a negotiated contract until a
contract is executed, or all proposals are rejected [RSMO 610.021 (12) 1994]; and/or individually identifiable
personnel records, performance ratings or records pertaining to employees or applicants for employment [RSMO
610.021 (13) 1994]

A motion was made by Council Member Levitt, seconded by Council Member Bertolino, to go into Executive Session at
6:03 p.m. with regard to hiring, firing, disciplining or promoting employees by a public governmental body [RSMO
610.021 (3) 1994].

A roll call vote was taken with the following results:
Ayes - Stine, Levitt, McCutchen, Bertolino, Cullinane, Baugus, McGowen, DeHart, Goodson, Garritano, Cox, Dodwell,
Marshall, and Manton
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Nays —None
Absent — Bowlin and Sewell
Whereupon Mayor Woerther declared the motion passed.

A motion was made by Council Member Levitt, seconded by Council Member Manton, to go out of Executive Session at
7:00 p.m. with regard to hiring, firing, disciplining or promoting employees by a public governmental body [RSMO
610.021 (3) 1994].

A roll call vote was taken with the following resulis:

Ayes - Stine, Levitt, McCutchen, Bertolino, Cullinane, Baugus, McGowen, DeHart, Goodson, Garritano, Cox, Dodwell,
Marshall, and Manton

Nays — None

Absent —Bowlin and Sewell

Whereupon Mayor Woerther declared the motion passed.

MAYOR’S COMMETNS/ANNOUNCEMTNS APPOINTMENTS

Formation of a Committee Regarding the Pond-Grover Loop Road Extension (Ward Five)

Mayor Woerther discussed the formation of the Committee to review whether to extend Pond-Grover Loop Road into
the Villages at Bright Leaf Development and to Route 100, at Taylor Road. He noted he will be seeking three (3) residents
from the surrounding subdivisions of Hickory Manor, Sandalwood Creek and Evergreen (one from each), three (3)
Council Members and himself. He added that the goal is to have the Committee appointed at the January 25, 2016 City
Council Meeting, so they can begin work immediately. He concluded that any Council Members interested in serving on
the Committee should notify him directly, and any resident volunteers should complete the online form to serve on
Boards and Commissions on the City's website.

Discussion was held among City Council Members regarding the following items: if residents outside the subdivisions
mentioned will be considered to serve on the committee; the belief residents from Evergreen Forest Subdivision should
be included as committee members; the belief conducting a traffic study at this time of year is premature; and
conversely, the belief a traffic study will provide valuable information that will be useful to the committee.

CITY ADMINISTRATOR DISCUSSION ITEMS

Traffic Study Regarding the Pond-Grover Loop Road Extension and Surrounding Roadways (Ward Five)

Director of Public Works Brown noted the Department is recommending the City enter into a contract with Lochmueller
Group to assess the traffic impact resulting from the proposed extension of Pond-Grover Loop Road. He added the
Department also requested to have Lochmueller Group complete limited conceptual design of the project. He noted the
conceptual design, which is included in the $25,000 cost, would provide a roadway plan, typical section, exhibits of the
proposed improvement and an estimate of construction cost. He then stated the following rationales for the
recommendation: the fee proposal submitted by Lochmueller Group is within the $25,000 budget established for the
project; they have demonstrated a good understanding of the project through their Statement of Qualifications and has
- excellent experience completing traffic studies such as this; they have recently completed the traffic impact study for
Main Street Crossing development project; they demonstrated recent and relevant traffic calming project experience
locally; and Lochmueller Group has significant local traffic engineering staff capable of completing this traffic study to
meet our short schedule. He concluded the Department is requesting approval of the City Council to prepare a
Resolution which would allow the Mayor to execute an engineering contract with Lochmueller Group to complete the

City Council Work Session Minutes
January 11, 2016
Page 2



traffic engineering study and concept design. If approved, the Resolution would be placed on the City Council agenda for
approval on January 25, 2016.

Discussion was held among City Council Members regarding the following items: how long the traffic study would take
to complete; and the belief that pedestrian traffic cannot be measured accurately during the winter months.

A motion was made by Council Member Dodwell, seconded by Council Member Baugus, to approve the
recommendation made by the Department of Public Works to authorize the preparation of a resolution to engage
Lochmueller Group to complete the traffic engineering study and concept design. A voice vote was taken with an
affirmative result and the motion was declared passed (McCutchen voted Nay).

Public Finance Request Submitted by Payne Family Homes for Main Street Crossing (Wards — All)

Director of Planning Vujnich noted the City received a filing relating to the City’s Development Finance Incentives Policy,
which was first adopted by the City Council in 2006. He noted the applicant for this public financing request is Payne
Family Homes, L.L.C. and specific to the Main Street Crossing Project that is located on State Route 109, south of State
Route 100, and extends to the east to Eatherton Road. He added this project, as the City Council may recall, includes the
extension of Main Street and work within the State Route 109 right-of-way area, which requires the installation of a
roundabout. Director Vujnich then noted, the Development Finance Group, made up of the City Administrator, City
Attorney, Director of Public Works, and the Director of Planning, will review the application, the application materials,
request any additional information that is determined to be needed for full consideration of the request, and provide a
recommendation to the City Council in this regard.

COMMITTEE ACTION ITEM({S)/RECOMMENDATION(S)
Update on Rural Internet Access Project (Wards All)

Director of Planning and Parks Vujnich noted a memorandum had been provided for the City Council’s review and that
he was available to answer any questions they may have regarding the Rural Internet Access Project.

Planning/Economic Development/Parks Commitiee

Phase Il of the Community Park — Road Construction Bids and Request to Prepare Legislation (Ward One)

Director of Planning and Parks Vujnich noted that on Tuesday, December 8, 2015, a bid opening was held at City Hall for
the Phase 2 portion of the overall Community Park project. Five (5) bids were received for general contracting and
related services, with the low bhid from Gershenson Construction. Director of Planning and Parks Vujnich stated this
matter is being presented at tonight’s Work Session due to an issue regarding timing. He noted the area that is planned
for the extension of the park’s internal roadway has been identified as habitat for the Brown Indiana Bat and any
clearing in that area must be completed by March 31, 2016 or would be delayed to November 1, 2016. Thus, he added,
given the meeting schedule for this January, with the Planning/Economic Development/Parks Committee not scheduled
to convene until January 26, 2016, such would mean this matter could not be considered by City Council until February
9, 2016, with final passage on February 23, 2016. Accordingly, the needed time to complete the contract, hold a pre-
construction meeting, then authorize the project to proceed, would leave very few days before the tree removal
allowance by the federal government would end, thereby delaying this project until November 2, 2016, the start of the
winter season. He then noted this timing is the reason the item is being presented to the City Council at this time, as a
whole, in lieu of the Committee on park matters first.
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Director of Planning and Parks Vujnich went on to note the intent is to present this matter to the Planning/Economic
Development/Parks Committee at its January 26, 2016 meeting and address any questions or changes then, before the
final passage of a bill would be considered in February. The bill would be introduced, if authorized for preparation, on
January 25, 2016. He concluded by noting, the Department would never ignore the Committee process, but believes
that, in this circumstance, the timelines make it appropriate, along with the favorable bid that has been received for the
project as well.

A motion was made by Council Member Cullinane, seconded by Council Member Baugus, to approve the
recommendation made by the Department of Planning and Parks to authorize the preparation of legislation to engage
Gershenson Construction for Phase Il of the Community Park. A voice vote was taken with a unanimous affirmative
result and the motion was declared passed.

Work Session was adjourned at 7:32 p.m.
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ERAE
WILDWOOD

16860 Main Street
Wildwood, MO 63040

CITY OF WILDWOOD
NOTICE OF
PUBLIC HEARING
: ! ] THE CITY WELCOMES AND ENCOURAG
before the City Council : YOUR COMMENTS AND PARTICFPATIDNEISN
Monday, January 11, 2016, at 7:30 p.m. o R Ak

AS A RESIDENT OR PROPERTY OWNER THAT HAS ATTENDED A RECENT PLAN-
NING AND ZONING COMMISSION MEETING TO PARTICIPATE IN DISCUSSION
REGARDING THE CITY’S SIGN REGULATIONS, THE CITY OF WILDWOOD
WOULD LIKE TO ENSURE YOU ARE AWARE OF THIS REQUEST/PROPOSAL.
YOUR COMMENTS ARE ENCOURAGED, ALONG WITH YOUR PARTICIPATION
AT THE SCHEDULED HEARING OR MEETING. THIS ITEM IS SCHEDULED FOR
DISCUSSION AND ITS OUTCOME MAY IMPACT YOUR HOME, NEIGHBOR-
HOOD, OR AREA, SO PLEASE CAREFULLY READ THE DESCRIPTION AND PAR-
TICIPATE AT YOUR DISCRETION. THE CITY OF WILDWOOD ENCOURAGES CITI-
ZEN INPUT AT ALL OF ITS HEARINGS OR MEETINGS AND YOUR INVOLVEMENT
WILL ASSIST IT IN REACHING THE BEST DECISION POSSIBLE FOR ALL PARTIES.

* PLEASE SEE YELLOW BOX ON OPPOSITE SIDE OF THIS MAILER FOR A LIST
OF WAYS TO EITHER COMMENT ON AND/OR TRACK THIS ITEM.

The City Council of the City of Wildwood will conduct a public hearing on Monday, January 11, 2016, at 7:30 p.m., in the
City Hall Council Chambers, 16860 Main Street, Wildwood, Missouri 63040 for the purposes of obtaining testimony
regarding request(s) for either the modification of zoning district designations, application of special procedures, change in
the underlying regulations of the Zoning Ordinance, action on Record Plats, update on zoning matters, or amendment of the
Master Plan, which will then be considered for action. This hearing is open to all interested parties to comment upon this
request, whether in favor or opposition, or provide additional input for consideration. If you do not have comments
regarding this request, no action is required on your part. Written comments are requested to be submitted prior to this
hearing and should be addressed to the City Council, City of Wildwood, 16860 Main Street, Wildwood, Missouri 63040 or via
the City's website at www.cityofwildwood.com/comment. The following request will be considered at this time:

P.Z. 14-15 City of Wildwood Planning and Zoning Commission, c/o Department of Planning, 16860 Main Street,
Wildwood, Missouri 63040 - A request to amend Chapter 415.410 Sign Regulations for “FP,” “PS,” “NU,” and all “R” Districts
and Chapter 415.420 Sign Regulations for all “C” and “M” Districts of the City of Wildwood's Zoning Ordinance to consider
the addition of new language to allow electronic message boards for certain institutional, not-for-profit, and commercial
organizations. Currently, these types of displays are prohibited within the City of Wildwood. (Wards - All)

*RESIDENT OR PROPERTY OWNER - PLEASE COMMENT ON AND/OR TRACK THIS REQUEST BY:

1) Submitting a comment online by visiting: hitp:/fwww.cityofwildwood.com/comment.

2) Submitting a written comment prior to the hearing and addressed to the Planning and Zoning Commission, City of
Wildwood, 16860 Main Street, Wildwood, Missouri 63040.

3) Viewing the Planning and Zoning Commission’s agenda, which is available on the City’s website at:
www.cityofwildwood.com, the Friday before the aforementioned meeting date.

If you should have any questions regarding this infarmation, please feel free to contact the Department of Planning at
(636) 458-0440. Thank you in advance for your interest in this matter.




CITY OF WILDWOOD, MISSOURI
RECORD OF PROCEEDINGS

MEETING OF THE PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION
CITY HALL, 16860 MAIN STREET, WILDWOOD, MISSOURI
DECEMBER 7, 2015

The Planning and Zoning Commission meeting was called to order by Chair Bopp, at 7:30 p.m., on Monday,
December 7, 2015, at Wildwood City Hall, 16860 Main Street, Wildwood, Missouri.

V.

VL.

Welcome to Attendees and Roll Call of Commission Members

Chair Bopp requested a roll call be taken. The roll call was taken, with the following results:

PRESENT —(10) ABSENT- (0)
Chair Bopp

Commissioner Archeski
Commissioner Peasley
Commissioner Renner
Commissioner Lee
Commissioner Gragnani
Commissioner Liddy
Commissioner Bauer
Council Member Manton
Mayor Woerther

Other City Officials present: Director of Planning Vujnich, Director of Public Works Brown, City Administrator
Thomas, City Attorney Golterman, Planner Newberry, and Assistant Director of Planning and Parks Arnett.

Review Tonight’s Agenda / Questions or Comments

There were no questions or comments on the agenda.

Approval of Minutes from the November 16, 2015 Meeting

A motion was made by Commissioner Archeski, seconded by Council Member Manton, to approve the
minutes from the November 16, 2015 meeting. A voice vote was taken regarding the motion for approval of
the minutes. Hearing no objections, Chair Bopp declared the motion approved.

Department of Planning Opening Remarks

Director Vujnich introduced Planner Newberry to the Commission.

Public Hearings — No ltems for Consideration

Old Business — Two (2) Items for Consideration

Letter of Recommendations — Two (2) ltems for Consideration




(a.) P.Z. 14-15 City of Wildwood Planning and Zoning Commission, c¢/o Department of Planning, 16860
Main Street, Wildwood, Missouri 63040 - A request to amend Chapter 415.410 Sign Regulations for “FP,”
“PS,” “NU,” and all “R” Districts and Chapter 415.420 Sign Regulations for all “C” and “M" Districts of the City
of Wildwood’s Zoning Ordinance to consider the addition of new language to allow electronic message
boards for certain institutional, not-for-profit, and commercial organizations. Currently, these types of
displays are prohibited within the City of Wildwood.

Assistant Director Arnett read the request into the record.

Director Vujnich provided an overview of the draft of the Commission’s Letter of Recommendation, which
reflected the tie vote on the Department’s Information Report. The 5-5 vote resulted in a Letter of
Recommendation which will be forwarded to the City Council reflecting neither its support nor denial of the
recommendation, since it failed for a lack of majority.

Dr. John Shaughnessy, Principal of Lafayette High School (LHS), noted the current sign was erected in 1989,
and the school funded a $3,500 renovation of it four (4) years ago. He noted the sign looks nice, but is
stagnant, and, in the evening, the brightness exceeds what an electronic message board would produce. He
expressed his frustration with the sign’s inefficiency, since it takes three (3) people to change the type and
the message is limiting. He then stated it was his belief the sign does not meet the needs at the high school,
which is a hub of community events and information. He then cited two (2) random weeks this school year
noting the number of events at it, which exceeded fifty-five (55) and many of them were community related
types, not just school events. He then showed a one (1) minute video of the potential digital marquee. He
concluded by noting it was his belief that all of the Commission’s cancerns expressed in previous meetings
could be addressed with the latest technology and offered his services to the City to be part of a group that
would determine a way to move forward with permitting these signs and honor the history of the City and
its natural environment.

Discussion was held regarding the type of events held at the high school that are not school-sponsored.

Becca Leslie, 19200 Brookhollow Drive, noted she is a student at Lafayette High School and that she has
completed research and found that there are studies showing electronic message boards do not cause
traffic issues. She supports the permission of this type of sign to allow for the high school to better
communicate with the student body and community.

Drew Cusumano, 2719 Valley Road, noted his support for the electronic message boards due to the
following: the replacement of the existing sign would benefit the area, because it is too bright; the safety of
people who change the sign; the availability of new technology, which is more up to date; and the
aesthetically appealing nature of the digital marquee.

Denise Foley, 1513 Garden Valley Drive, noted her support of the conditional use permit process for the
permission of electronic message boards. She noted that LHS is an important part of the community and
should be allowed to provide their information in this fashion and she finds these signs no more distracting
than other types.

Gary Schroeder, 16642 Evergreen Forest Drive, noted his support of these types of marquee signs for the
high school. He has no investment in this issue, but wanted to speak on behalf of LHS.

Director Vujnich reviewed the Department’s support of these types of signs, but only authorized for not-for-
profit institutions and only through a conditional use permit. He noted the Department believes electronic
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message boards are a trend that the City should be out in front of and is requesting a motion, and vote, to
forward this recommendation to City Council for public hearing.

Discussion was then held among the Commission Members regarding the following: the lack of clear
direction to City Council, if the vote is a tie and moves forward with a lack of majority; the current request to
determine if the Commission wants to move forward with a sign ordinance modification; the review process,
on a site-by-site basis, that would be covered by this ordinance, if changed; and the process the Commission
would use to review these types of requests.

A motion was made by Mayor Woerther, seconded by Commissioner Peasley, to have the Department draft
a Letter of Recommendation which would include the potential conditions that, if the Conditional Use
Permit process was established, how such would address the identified issues and concerns with these types
of signs.

Chair Bopp called the question.

A roll call vote was taken, with the following results:

Ayes: Commissioner Renner, Commissioner Archeski, Commissioner Peasley, and Mayor Woerther.

Nays: Commissioner Lee, Commissioner Gragnani, Commissioner Bauer, Commissioner Liddy, Council
Member Manton, and Chair Bopp.

Absent: None

Abstain: None

Whereupon, Chair Bopp declared the motion failed by a vote of 4-6.

A motion was made by Commissioner Lee, seconded by Commissioner Liddy, to forward the Letter of
Recommendation, as written, and reflecting a tie vote, which failed for lack of a majority to the City Council.

Chair Bopp called the question.

A roll call vote was taken, with the following results:

Ayes: Commissioner Renner, Commissioner Lee, Commissioner Gragnani, Commissioner Bauer,
Commissioner Liddy, Council Member Manton, and Chair Bopp.

Nays: Commissioner Archeski, Commissioner Peasley, and Mayor Woerther.

Absent: None

Abstain: None

Whereupon, Chair Bopp declared the motion approved by a vote of 7-3.

b.) P.Z. 12 and 13-15 The Villages at Bright Leaf, Fischer & Frichtel Custom Homes L.L.C. and Consort
Homes L.L.C., 16640 Chesterfield Grove Road, Suite 130, Chesterfield, Missouri, 63005 — A request for a
change in zoning from the NU Non-Urban Residence District, the R-3 10,000 square foot Residence District,
the R-4 7,500 square foot Residence District, the R-6 and R-6A 4,500 square foot Residence District, with a
Planned Environment Unit (PEU) and a Planned Residential Development Overlay District (PRD), to the R-3
10,000 square foot Residence District (Town Center “Neighborhood General District” and “Neighborhood
Edge District”), with a Planned Residential Development Overlay District (PRD), for nine (9) properties that
total 78.7 acres of area, which are located on the north side of State Route 100, east of State Route 109
(Locator Numbers 23V230041, 23V230050, 23V240327, 23V310064, 23V330022, 23V330031, 23V330206,
23V330215, 23V330233, and 23V610917/Street Addresses: 2350 and 2344 Eatherton Road, 2531, 2555, and
2567 Taylor Road, 16721 Manchester Road, and 16615, 16602, and 16618 Overlook Hills Drive). Proposed
Use: A total of one hundred ninety-four (194), detached single-family dwellings (Town Center Building
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Type — House), with common ground, and required public space areas. Included in these requests is the
construction of a portion of the Pond-Grover Loop Road. (Ward Five)

Assistant Director Arnett read the request into the record.

Director Vujnich first noted that several items have been provided to the Commission members, since their
last meeting, including a revised Preliminary Development Plan, which does not show the connection of
Pond-Grover Loop Road or Birch Forest Drive, and public comments that had been submitted online, since
the packet was posted on Friday afternoon. He then reviewed the Department’s addendum to the Letter of
Recommendation, which noted the following: the Town Center Plan, which is an addendum to the Master
Plan, should be followed; the Town Center Plan, which was used to forestall commercial development on
this property, cannot be applied only when popular; the variety of ways the City has allowed for comment
on this project and the changes that have been made to the plan due to them; the letters from agency
providers supporting the extensions, including Rockwood School District and Metro West Fire Protection
District. Finally, he noted the Letter of Recommendation drafted reflects the tie vote from the previous
meeting.

Discussion was then held regarding the following: the potential future issues that will be caused by the lack
of connection of the Pond-Grover Loop Road; the proposed design of Pond-Grover Loop Road; the
alleviation of traffic with the construction of Old Fairway Drive at the time of the construction of the
Enclaves at Cherry Hills Subdivision; and the only subdivision within the City, not just within the Town Center
Area, to not have stub streets connected was Wynncrest Subdivision.

Gary Cassell, 16584 Birch Forest Drive, noted he supports the development, but opposes the extension of
Birch Forest Drive due to safety concerns and the disruption of the environment on his street.

Christy Pitney, 16919 Hickory Crest Drive, noted the confusion by residents of where the Town Center
boundary exists. She also noted her opposition to the street extensions, given her safety concerns and
preference for the new plan submitted by the petitioner, which includes an increase in trails and the lack of
road extensions.

Joyce Furmanek, 2405 Evergreen Forest Court, noted she selected to build her house in the Evergreen
Subdivision in 1987 due to the amount of trees retained in the area. She is opposed to the extension of the
Pond-Grover Loop Road, given its proximity to her residence and the noise the traffic would generate.

Debra Smith McCutchen, 16548 Birch Forest Drive, noted she was speaking on her behalf and as her role as
the Council Member for Ward 5. She noted her opposition to the development and connection of the
streets because the Town Center criteria shouldn’t apply to the areas around the development, which are
outside of its boundaries. She distributed a handout to the Commission with additional comments, which
has been made a part of these minutes.

Scott Johnson, 2407 Winter Forest Court, noted he is in support of the revised plan that does not extend
the Pond-Grover Loop Road or Birch Forest Drive. He supports the trail extensions to connect the existing
neighborhoods with the proposed development.

Gary Schroeder, 16642 Evergreen Forest Drive, noted he supports the newest plan, since it is what the
people in the area have requested.
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Paula Clark, 16916 Hickory Crest Drive, noted she is opposed to the extension of the Pond-Grover Loop
Road due to safety concerns and the effect it will have on the environment behind her home.

Paul Pohlers, 2323 Sandalwood Creek Court, noted his support for the extension of the roads, as an
important part to the City’s street network. He noted the Wildwood Business Association is in approval of
the extension of Pond-Grover Loop Road, as is the Fire District and the School District.

Susan Treiber, 15912 Sandalwood Creek Drive, noted her support of the new plan that does not extend the
Pond-Grover Loop Road or Birch Forest Drive. She questioned who makes up the Department of Planning,
and why streets should be connected into the Suburban Residential Area around the Town Center Area.

Michael Tarr, 16575 Birch Forest Drive, noted he opposes the extension of Pond-Grover Loop Road and
especially, Birch Forest Drive, due to safety concerns.

Larry Ball, 16632 Green Pines Drive, noted his opposition to the extension of the roads due to safety and
noise concerns.

John Gragnani, 1510 Scofield Valley, noted the Master Plan and Town Center Plan are not the Bible, nor are
they written in stone, and both should be modified if citizens are opposed to the plans’ content.

Lauren Oliver, 16630 Evergreen Forest Drive, did not wish to speak at the meeting, but completed a
Speaker’s Card, so her comments could be included in the record. Her comments were as follows: My
household is not in favor of building near the cul-de-sac behind Evergreen Forest. Thank you!

Chief John Bradley, Metro West Fire Protection District, noted two (2) of the five (5) fire stations of the
District, serving over 100,000 residents, are located in Wildwood. He stated he understands the importance
and emotion surrounding this proposal, but the District supports the extension of the streets within this
development. If the road does not go through, however, they will still provide service, but these
connections would improve their response time. Their computer-aided dispatch system also benefits from
multiple points of access.

Discussion was then held among the Commission Members regarding the following: the construction of a
trail extension, if used for fire equipment access, would have to support a 60,000 pound truck; the
preference of the Fire District that if only one (1) of the two (2) roads were to be connected, it would be
Pond-Grover Loop Road; the type of pavers that could be used for a trail and support the weight of the fire
trucks; the previous votes in 2010 authorizing the extension of these roads, as part of the Town Center Plan
update; and the current plan, which does not comply with the Town Center Street Network Plan and was
not advertised as a variation to it, and if the recently submitted plan is approved, the need for a public
hearing to amend the Town Center Street Network Plan.

Mike Doster, attorney representing the development team, noted the petitioner has complied with
requests from residents, staff, and the Commission over the past five (5) months. The petitioners can build
any of the plans they have submitted, but requested something move forward to the City Council with a
favorable vote, since they are approaching their contractual deadlines.

Discussion was then held among the Commission Members regarding the following: the application of the
Town Center Plan; and the policy of the City to extend all stub streets, not just in the Town Center Area.

Planning and Zoning Commission
December 7, 2015

Page 5



Linda Crothers, 16915 Crestview Drive, noted she understands the residents’ concerns with not wanting
their neighborhood disrupted, but she will be moving to the Evergreen Subdivision area soon and supports
the connection of the streets, as part of this development.

Discussion was then held among the Commission Members regarding the possible votes that could take
place tonight.

A motion was made by Commissioner Peasley, seconded by Mayor Woerther, to reconsider the action
taken on the Letter of Recommendation at the November 16™ meeting.

Chair Bopp called the question.

Aroll call vote was taken, with the following results:

Ayes: Commissioner Peasley and Mayor Woerther.

Nays: Commissioner Lee, Commissioner Renner, Commissioner Liddy, Commissioner Archeski,
Commissioner Gragnani, Commissioner Bauer, Council Member Manton, and Chair Bopp.

Absent: None

Abstain: None

Whereupon, Chair Bopp declared the motion failed by a vote of 2-8.

Discussion was then held regarding the type of vote needed at the City Council, if the tie vote is forwarded
by the Commission to the City Council.

A motion was made by Mayor Woerther, seconded by Council Member Manton, to extend the meeting past
10:00 p.m. A voice vote was taken regarding the motion for extending the meeting. Hearing no objections,
Chair Bopp declared the motion approved.

A motion was made by Mayor Woerther, seconded by Commissioner Peasley, to forward the Letter of
Recommendation to the City Council reflecting the tie vote, which failed for lack of a majority.

Chair Bopp called the question.

A roll call vote was taken, with the following results:

Ayes; Commissioner Renner, Commissioner Peasley, Commissioner Liddy, Council Member Manton, Mayor
Woerther, and Chair Bopp. ,

Nays: Commissioner Lee, Commissioner Archeski, Commissioner Gragnani, and Commissioner Bauer.
Absent: None

Abstain: None

Whereupon, Chair Bopp declared the motion approved by a vote of 6-4.

Information Reports — No Items for Consideration

VIl. New Business — One (1) ltem for Consideration

a.} Review and action by the Planning and Zoning Commission upon the City’s Five (5) Year Capital
Improvement Plan, as required by Chapter 89 of the Missouri Revised Statutes, which states this
administrative body must review and act on this planning program, so as to ensure consistency with the
City’s Master Plan (Transportation Element). (Ward — All)
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Vil

Director Vujnich noted the Planning and Zoning Commission is required to review public improvements
proposed by the City, as part of its Five (5) Year Capital Improvement Plan. He then reviewed the proposed
plan, which extends through the time period of 2016 to 2020. This plan addresses road and bridge projects,
as well as park and trail facility projects. He then outlined the major projects proposed throughout the City
for 2016, which total over $6,000,000 for the road and bridge projects and $6,000,000 for park and trail
projects, as well.

Discussion was then held among the Commission Members regarding the following: the revenue sources
used for funding capital improvements; the longevity of concrete and asphalt; the projected completion of
the community park; the property acquisition line item, which can’t be discussed specifically outside of an
Executive Session; the budgeting for improvements to Pond-Grover Loop Road; the potential for athletic
fields on a portion of the St. Louis Community College Campus; and the reallocation of funds that are not
used within the designated fiscal year.

A motion was made by Mayor Woerther, seconded by Commissioner ARcheski, to approve the Capital
Improvement Plan, as presented.

Chair Bopp called the question.

A roll call vote was taken, with the following results: ‘

Ayes: Commissioner Peasley, Commissioner Lee, Commissioner Renner, Commissioner Archeski, .
Commissioner Gragnani, Commissioner Bauer, Commissioner Liddy, Council Member Manton, Mayor
Woerther, and Chair Bopp. '

Nays: None

Absent: None

Abstain: None

Whereupon, Chair Bopp declared the motion approved by a vote of 10-0.

Site Development Plans-Public Space Plans-Record Plats — No ltems for Consideration

Other — No Items for Consideration

Closing Remarks and Adjournment

A motion was made by Commissioner Archeski, seconded by Commissioner Renner, to adjourn the meeting.
A voice vote was taken. Hearing no objections, Chair Bopp adjourned the meeting at 10:22 p.m.

Approved by: WW

Secretary — City of Wildwood Planning and Zoning Commissi

Note: Recordation of the opinions, statements, and/or gther meeting participation in these minutes shall not be
deemed to be an acknowledgement or endorsement by the Commission of the factual accuracy, relevance, or
propriety thereof.

* |f comment cards were submitted indicating they did not wish to speak at tonight's meeting, they have been
attached and made part of the official record.
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CITY OF WILDWOOD, MISSOURI
RECORD OF PROCEEDINGS

MEETING OF THE PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION
CITY HALL, 16860 MAIN STREET, WILDWOOD, MISSOURI
NOVEMBER 16, 2015

The Planning and Zoning Commission meeting was called to order by Chair Bopp, at 7:30 p.m., on Monday,

November 16, 2015, at Wildwood City Hall, 16860 Main Street, Wildwood, Missouri.

V.

VL.

Welcome to Attendees and Roll Call of Commission Members

Chair Bopp requested a roll call be taken. The roll call was taken, with the following results:

PRESENT —(10) ABSENT- (0)
Chair Bopp
Commissioner Archeski

Commissioner Peasley
Commissioner Renner
Commissioner Lee
Commissioner Gragnani
Commissioner Liddy
Commissioner Bauer

. Council Member Manton
Mayor Woerther

Other City Officials present: Director of Planning and Parks Vujnich, Director of Public Works Brown, City
Administrator Thomas, City Attorney Golterman, and Assistant Director of Planning and Parks Arnett.

Review Tonight’s Agenda / Questions or Comments

There were no guestions or comments on the agenda.

Approval of Minutes from the November 2, 2015 Meeting

A motion was made by Commissioner Peasley, seconded by Council Member Manton, to approve the
minutes from the November 2, 2015 meeting. A voice vote was taken regarding the motion for approval of

the minutes. Hearing no objections, Chair Bopp declared the motion approved.

Department of Planning Opening Remarks

The Department did not have any opening remarks.

Public Hearings — No ltems for Consideration

Old Business — Three (3) ltems for Consideration

Letter of Recommendations — One (1) ltem for Consideration




(a.) P.Z. 12 and 13-15 The Villages at Bright Leaf, Fischer & Frichtel Custom Homes L.L.C. and Consort
Homes L.L.C., 16640 Chesterfield Grove Road, Suite 130, Chesterfield, Missouri, 63005 — A request for a
change in zoning from the NU Non-Urban Residence District, the R-3 10,000 square foot Residence District,
the R-4 7,500 square foot Residence District, the R-6 and R-6A 4,500 square foot Residence District, with a
Planned Environment Unit (PEU) and a Planned Residential Development Overlay District (PRD), to the R-3
10,000 square foot Residence District (Town Center “Neighborhood General District” and “Neighborhood
Edge District”), with a Planned Residential Development Overlay District (PRD), for nine (9) properties that
total 78.7 acres of area, which are located on the north side of State Route 100, east of State Route 109
(Locator Numbers 23V230041, 23V230050, 23V240327,.23V310064, 23V330022, 23V330031, 23V330206,
23V330215, 23V330233, and 23V610917/Street Addresses: 2350 and 2344 Eatherton Road, 2531, 2555, and
2567 Taylor Road, 16721 Manchester Road, and 16615, 16602, and 16618 Overlook Hills Drive). Proposed
Use: A total of one hundred ninety-four (194), detached single-family dwellings (Town Center Building
Type — House), with common ground, and required public space areas. Included in these requests is the
construction of a portion of the Pond-Grover Loop Road. (Ward Five)

Assistant Director Arnett read the request into the record.

Director Vujnich first noted that public comments had been submitted online, since the packet was posted
for tonight’s meeting and this information has been provided at each Commissioner’s chair. He then
presented the Letter of Recommendation, which outlined the Commission’s vote of support of this rezoning
request and special procedure, which occurred at the previous meeting.

Dalton Jayaraj, 2449 Forest Leaf Parkway, noted he and his friends spend a lot of time playing in the area,
where the roads would be extended, and he is opposed to the street extensions. He is concerned with
safety, if the roads would be extended.

Ginger Jackson, 16920 Hickory Crest Drive, noted she backs to Pond-Grover Loop Road and she is opposed
fo its extension, given her safety concerns.

Christy Pitney, 16919 Hickory Crest Drive, noted her opposition to the extension of the roads, due to safety
concerns and the additional traffic. She then requested a meeting between the Commission Members and
the neighbors to discuss a compromise for residents and the City.

Betsy Vanderheyden, 16560 Birch Forest Drive, noted her opposition to the road extensions, as part of this
proposed development, due to safety concerns and her desire to increase walkability of her neighborhood.

Dale Ireland, 16535 Oak Forest Court, thanked the Commission for its time and then noted that he and his
wife are avid walkers and have noticed the amount of speeding traffic on the streets around this area. He is
opposed to the extension of Birch Forest Drive, which he believes will increase the amount of speeding in
the neighborhood.

Gary Schroeder, 16642 Evergreen Forest Drive, noted he abuts the eight (8) lot cul-de-sac on the north end
of the Pond-Grover Loop Road and that he appreciates the thirty (30) foot separation distance between that
street and his lot, but he believes a one hundred (100) foot separation would be more appropriate. He
noted his belief that connectivity is not necessary in an urban design.

Debra Smith McCutchen, 16548 Birch Forest Drive, proposed an alternate configuration of the lots for this
development, which does not include the extension of the streets, as shown on the current plans. Her
proposal includes trail connections and public space in the area where the streets are currently shown to be
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extended. A copy of this configuration is included with these minutes.

Paul Pohlers, 2323 Sandalwood Creek Court, noted his support of the extension of the Pond-Grover Loop
Road and the other proposed road extensions for better circulation, connectivity, emergency access, and
access to the Community Park.

Susan Treiber, 15912 Sandalwood Creek Drive, noted her opposition to the road extensions due to safety
concerns. She requested the Commission listen to the residents, who are coming to speak at the meetings.

Betsy Ragelis, 15960 Sandalwood Creek Drive, noted she is opposed to the extension of the Pond-Grover
Loop Road due to safety concerns, decrease in property values, and the loss of a grassy view and wildlife
from her backyard.

Tim Gau, 2427 Forest Leaf Parkway, supports the development, but opposes the extension of Birch Forest
Drive, due to the increase of traffic on Forest Leaf Parkway from this road extension. He noted the Pond-
Grover Loop Road extension would place additional traffic behind all of the houses nearby, but Birch Forest
Drive is in front of homes.

John Gragnani, 1510 Scofield Valley, noted he is not in support of one side or the other, but he believes the
Commission needs to listen to the people in attendance, who are the most affected by this development.

Joyce Furmanek, 2405 Evergreen Forest Court, submitted a card to have comments made part of the record,
but did not wish to speak at the meeting. Her comments were: Living at the end of the cul-de-sac on
Evergreen Forest Court, | do not want Pond-Grover Loop Road to expand behind my house. Nor do | want a
six (6) foot plastic fence put up as a barrier to noise of traffic. | built my home in 1987.

Linda Thompson, 16571 Birch Forest Drive, submitted a card to have comments made part of the record, but
did not wish to speak at the meeting. Her comments were: Let's keep Birch Forest West safe. No
extensions.

Discussion was held among the Commission members regarding the following: the lack of adherence to the
Town Center design standards, particularly the garage setbacks; the issues that can be addressed during the
Site Development Plan process; the remaining steps in the process; the number of homes currently
permitted on the site; the density permissible in the Town Center Area; the safe route to school for future
homeowners in this development; the dispersion of traffic, when connectivity happens, and there are
multiple choices of routes; the previous attempts to slow traffic on roads in the area; the difference
between the design standards of St. Louis County and the City regarding streets; the possibility of increasing
the buffer on the northern cul-de-sac and the eastern most cul-de-sac; the transition within the eastern
portion of the development from the Evergreen Subdivision by utilizing traditional styles and lots and, then,
the neo-traditional portion of the development on the western side of the project; the interconnectivity of
the development and adjacent neighborhoods; and the desire to see a plan that does not extend the roads.

Mike Doster, attorney for the petitioners, noted the ordinance is drafted to allow the setback distances of
garages in Villages A, C, and E to be discussed at Site Development Plan review time and the petitioner is
fine with this process. He noted the petitioner has always been told the roads needed to be connected and
they have done what they could to meet requests of staff, Commission Members, and citizens. If there are
further delays, they may run into issues with their time constraints on their contract.

Director Brown noted the proposed budget item relative to the Pond-Grover Loop Road would be to first

Planning and Zoning Commission
November 16, 2015

Page 3



conduct a traffic study to evaluate the impact on the existing roads and develop a design for traffic calming
on the existing part of Pond-Grover Loop Road.

Director Vujnich noted that Villages A and C contain the traditional residences and would have garage
setbacks similar to the abutting Evergreen Subdivision, but Village E is the cottages that have varying
sethacks of two feet (2’) to ten feet (10°). All other villages would have a minimum garage setback of seven
and one-half feet (7 %'). :

Commissioner Lee noted he would like to postpone the request to have the petitioner submit a revised plan
that does not show the road extensions.

‘Mike Doster noted the petitioner is comfortable with a six (6) foot minimum garage setback in Village E.

Discussion was then held regarding the following: the work that needs to be completed, before the roads
are connected; and the width of the right-of-way and pavement on the portion of Pond-Grover Loop Road
within the development.

Rod Holman, 2457 Forest Leaf Parkway, noted he lives at the intersection of Forest Leaf Parkway and Birch
Forest Drive and has never seen a patrolman on Forest Leaf Parkway in the ten (10) years he has lived there.
He noted Forest Leaf Parkway currently takes all of the traffic and he supports the extension of the Pond-
Grover Loop Road to help alleviate the traffic on his street,

Roger Pierson, 16587 Birch Forest Drive, urges the Commission to delay, while there is still time to have
flexibility in the design.

A motion was made by Mayor Woerther, seconded by Council Member Manton, to approve the Letter of
Recommendation and include a six (6) foot minimum garage setback in Village E.

Tyler Thomas, 16578 Birch Forest Drive, noted the Commission should not extend the roads and should
listen to the residents.

Chair Bopp called the question.

A roll call vote was taken, with the following results:

Ayes: Commissioner Peasley, Commissioner Renner, Council Member Manton, Mayor Woerther, and Chair
Bopp.

Nays: Commissioner Archeski, Commissioner Gragnani, Commissioner Lee, Commissioner Liddy, and
Commissioner Bauer.

Absent: None

Abstain: None

Whereupon, Chair Bopp declared the motion failed for lack of a majority by a vote of 5-5.

A motion was made by Commissioner Lee, seconded by Commissioner Liddy, to postpone forwarding the
final recommendation to the City Council and retain the item at the Planning and Zoning Commission to
allow the petitioner the opportunity to submit a new plan that shows the same development, but without
the road extensions, while also including a system of trails that can accommodate emergency vehicle access
in the area of the Pond-Grover Loop Road right-of-way on the subject site.

Chair Bopp called the question.
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A roll call vote was taken, with the following results:

Ayes: Commissioner Peasley, Commissioner Renner, Commissioner Archeski, Commissioner Gragnani,
Commissioner Lee, and Commissioner Liddy.

Nays: Commissioner Bauer, Council Member Manton, Mayor Woerther, and Chair Bopp.

Absent: None

Abstain: None

Whereupon, Chair Bopp declared the motion approved by a vote of 6-4.

Information Reports — Two (2) Items for Consideration

(b.) P.Z. 14-15 City of Wildwood Planning and Zoning Commission, c/o Department of Planning, 16860
Main Street, Wildwood, Missouri 63040 - A request to amend Chapter 415.410 Sign Regulations for “FP,”
“ps,” “NU,” and all “R” Districts and Chapter 415.420 Sign Regulations for all “C” and “M” Districts of the City
of Wildwood’s Zoning Ordinance to consider the addition of new language to allow electronic message
boards for certain institutional, not-for-profit, and commercial organizations. Currently, these types of
displays are prohibited within the City of Wildwood.

Assistant Director Arnett read the request into the record.

Director Vujnich provided an overview of the Department’s recommendation for the addition of this type of
signage, but only through a Conditional Use Permit (CUP) process, and for institutional uses. He provided the
information that was gathered since the last meeting on this request, which including research conducted by
Captain Tanner regarding the lack of an impact on traffic related issues by these types of signs at the high
schools within the Rockwood School District and an evaluation completed by Randy Burkett Lighting Design,
which noted the existing sign at Lafayette High School (LHS) is brighter than the existing electronic message
board at Marquette High School. He then noted the possibility of utilizing a temporary sign at Lafayette High
School, as a test of the effectiveness and brightness of these types of signs. Finally, he noted the
Department still wants a few questions answered, before it would request a final action, but would ask for
the opportunity to bring back the proposed conditions the CUP process would contain.

A motion was made by Mayor Woerther, seconded by Commissioner Archeski, to begin discussion. A voice
vote was taken regarding the motion to open discussion. Hearing no objections, Chair Bopp declared the
motion approved.

Discussion was then held regarding the following: the items that should be part of the CUP process,
including a pre-lighting study; the limitation of only one (1) electronic message board per property; the
limitations on colors of the text; a prohibition on moving graphics; the transition timing; the limitation of
additional onsite signs; a prohibition on these types of signs for commercial entities; the limitation on times
the sign can be in operation; the location of the proposed sign at LHS; the potential for twenty-six (26)
locations for these types of signs; the possibility for approving the change in the sign code, but only allowing
applications for a brief amount of time and then establishing a moratorium for future applications; the
concern with setting a precedent; the difficulty with enforcing lighting and other compliance issues with the
CUP; the potential traffic issues; the parties who benefit from these signs; the need for this change, when
there has not been an overwhelming public outcry; the potential to limit these types of signs to arterial
roadways; and the issue of whether the current sign at LHS complies with the City’s Outdoor Lighting
Requirements.

Paul Huensch, 2575 Hickory Manor, noted his opposition to these types of signs because of safety issues and

Planning and Zoning Commission
November 16, 2015

Page5



his belief they are a distraction and traffic statistics show that distractions of two (2) seconds can cause an
accident. Finally, he noted these types of signs should definitely not be located near residential properties.

A motion was made by Commissioner Lee, seconded by Commissioner Archeski, to approve the
Department’s recommendation to authorize these types of signs and draft the Conditional Use Permit
conditions they would have to meet.

Chair Bopp called the question.

A roll call vote was taken, with the following results:

Ayes: Commissioner Peasley, Commissioner Lee, Commissioner Renner, Cornmissioner Archeski, and Mayor
Woerther. :

Nays: Commissioner Liddy, Commissioner Gragnani, Commissioner Bauer, Council Member Manton, and
Chair Bopp.

Absent: None

Abstain: None

Whereupon, Chair Bopp declared the motion failed for lack of majority by a vote of 5-5.

(c.) P.Z. 18-15 Villas of Wildwood Senior Residences, c/o Scott Puffer, Gardner Capital Development, Inc.,
8000 Maryland Avenue, Suite 910, Claytbn, Missouri 63105 — A request for the modification of the Town
Center Plan’s Regulating Plan for two (2) lots that are a 3.7 acre area of Phase Il of the Wildwood Town
Center Project, thereby altering their current designation from “Downtown” District to “Neighborhood
General” District to accommodate a change in zoning from the C-8 Planned Commercial District to the
Amended C-8 Planned Commercial District for this same area of the site, being located on the south side of
State Route 100, north of Plaza Drive, and west of Fountain Place (Locator Numbers 23V220242 and
23V220233/Street Addresses 251 and 261 Plaza Derive). Proposed Use: A three (3), story senior housing
facility, which would allow a maximum of forty-eight (48) units. (Ward Eight)

Assistant Director Arnett read the request into the record.

A motion was made by Mayor Woerther, seconded by Council Member Manton, to extend the meeting past
10:00 p.m. A voice vote was taken regarding the motion to extend the meeting. Hearing no objections, Chair
Bopp declared the motion approved.

Director Vujnich provided an overview of the Department’s recommendation for denial of the Regulating
Plan change and cited the following reasons in support of it: the lack of compliance with the Regulating Plan
of the Town Center Plan; the reduction in land area for the Downtown District designated properties; the
low level of lot coverage ratio; the lack of mixed use; the low utilization of the property; the issues that are
anticipated with the future residents of this development when they would be surrounded by Downtown
District properties; and the lack of community benefit.

Scott Puffer, 333 Par Lane, representative of Gardner Capital, noted his surprise of the recommendaticn,
since they have done what was requested by the City throughout the process. He also noted that active
senijors are an important element to the Town Center Area and there is no research showing senior housing
negatively impacts neighboring commercial properties. Finally, he noted they would be happy to
accommodate modifications to the architectural design and materials.

Paul Olsen, 1909 Prospector Ridge Drive, noted he was excited to hear about this development, as a place
for his in-laws to live close to him in a quality, affordable development. He believes these units would have
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active residents, who choose to live in the urban center.

Scott Haley, 8025 Forsyth Boulevard, representing Koman Properties, provided a letter to the Commission
that has been made a part of these minutes. He noted, as the property owner, they have tried to get a user
for nine (9) years on this property and he believes residential would be a benefit to the area. He then
questioned why this project’s recommendation is for denial, when they have a site-specific ordinance that
encourages residential uses on their property.

loe Garritano, 16312 Cherry Orchard Drive, Council Member Ward 8, noted he is in agreement with the
Department’s recommendation and has heard from a number of residents, who also oppose this
development. He is concerned with the City’s economic benefits from this development and the loss of
prime real estate for commercial uses, in the heart of the Town Center, would be detrimental to the future
success of it.

Tim Gau, 2427 Forest Leaf Parkway, believes that more commercial will be necessary, with the increase in
residential lots.

Director Vujnich noted a letter was sent to the developer on August 28, 2015 for the petitioner to begin its
process through HUD/State for tax credits. Mr. Golterman noted this letter included a statement noting
zoning compliance was still necessary and did not preclude the City’s process.

Director Vujnich noted the Department has not met extensively with the petitioner and, while it supports
this type of use within the Town Center, it does not support it on this property. He also noted the
Department’s initial review |letter seeks compliance with the minimum zoning standards, but does not deny
applications, as that would preclude the need for the Planning and Zoning Commission and City Council.
Finally, he noted the Charter requires compliance with the Master Plan Conceptual Land Use Categories
Map, and the site-specific ordinance governing these tracts of land showed mixed use on these properties
and at a different scale than the proposal.

A motion was made by Commissioner Archeski, seconded by Council Member Manton, to accept the
Department’s recommendation.

Discussion was held regarding the following: the desire for this use, but in a different location; the amount
of residential that is currently under review by the City, which will help boost the Town Center; the extent of
the boundary of the Downtown District; the other senior housing development in Wildwood, and in the
vicinity of Wildwood; and the focus of the recommendation on land use and not the quality of the
development.

Scott Haley noted his belief that most of the commercial entities in the Town Center are not thriving.

Scott Puffer noted the units are not rent-subsidized and the program is through the federal tax credit
process, not HUD. He then requested a postponement, so dialogue could take place between the petitioner
and the City to make this a viable project.

A motion was made by Mayor Woerther, seconded by Commissioner Archeski, to postpone this request.

Chair Bopp called the question.

A roll call vote was taken, with the following results:

Planning and Zoning Commission
November 16, 2015

Page 7



Vil.

Vil

Ayes: Commissioner Peasley, Commissioner Lee, Commissioner Renner, Commissioner
Commissioner Liddy, Commissioner Bauer, Mayor Woerther, and Chair Bopp.

Nays: Commissioner Archeski and Council Member Manton.

Absent: None

Abstain: None

Whereupon, Chair Bopp declared the motion approved by a vote of 8-2.

New Business — No ltems for Consideration

Site Development Plans-Public Space Plans-Record Plats — No Items for Consideration

Other — No Items for Consideration

Closing Remarks and Adjournment

Gragnani,

A motion was made by Council Member Manton, seconded by Commissioner Peasley, to adjourn the
meeting. A voice vote was taken. Hearing no objections, Chair Bopp adjourned the meeting at 10:47 p.m.

Approved by: éj av—vé/// @c—?a%@@'ﬁ

Secretary — City of Wildwood Planning and Zoning Commissjén

Note: Recordation of the opinions, statements, and/or other meeting participation in these minutes shall not be
deemed to be an acknowledgement or endorsement by the Commission of the factual accuracy, relevance, or
propriety.thereof.

* |If comment cards were submitted indicating they did not wish to speak at tonight's meeting, they have been
attached and made part of the official record.

Planning and Zoning Commission

November 16, 2015
Page 8



Kathy Arnett

From: Jim Bowlin

Sent: Monday, November 16, 2015 3:47 PM
To: Kathy Arnett

Cc: Tim Woerther; Ray Manton

Subject: PZ 14-15

Kathy:

I am unable to attend the hearing on this item tonight, and am sending this to be provided to P&Z members and included
in the record of the matter.

I would like to reiterate the points I made at an earlier hearing of this matter.

1. I cannot imagine anything more inconsistent with Wildwood than electronic message boards/sighs. The fact that
other municipalities may allow them is irrelevant - Wildwood is not like other municipalities, and Wildwood should decide
what is best for Wildwood based on the unique characteristics of our City and the matter at hand.

2. It strains reason to think that these types of signs will not be additionally distracting. The data demonstrate
that. Allowing them, at of all places a school with children, seems ill-advised.

Thanks,
Jim

James R. Bowlin
Council Member - Ward 6
City of Wildwood
636-458-0440, ext. 210
www.cityofwildwood.com




Miriam Krajewski
17511 Adams Way Court
Wildwood MO 63005

November 13, 2015

Planning and Zoning Commission
City of Wildwood

16860 Main Street

Wildwood MO 63040

Dear Commission,
P.Z. 14-15 City of Wildwood — Sign Regulations — Electronic Message Boards

| attended the Wildwood Planning and Zoning Commission meeting in October and spoke in
support of Lafayette High School at that time, but in the moment became flustered and
didn’t say quite what | wanted to, so I'd like to put my arguments forward in more organized
way.

Preserving Wildwood’s Character

It was brought up by many people at the last meeting that Wildwood appeals because of its
semi-rural nature. | moved here 3 years ago from Sydney, Australia. Sydney is a big city
with all the benefits of that, but also with all the negative aspects — gritty streets, trash on
the sidewalks, too much traffic and of course, plenty of flashy billboard advertising. The very
opposite of Wildwood and everything it doesn’t want to be. | am very much appreciating
the wide open spaces, the trees and wildlife (LOVE the deer), and the complete lack of
advertising and litter in Wildwood. This place has a very different feel to a big city and |
completely understand why it would want to stay that way and would want to resist moves
to change it.

However, billboards and flashing advertising signs are absolutely not in the same category
as school (or church) information boards. The notices on these boards help to create a
sense of community. They let me know about events going on, achievements being made
(with my tax dollars, after all), thank you shout outs to bus drivers or teachers that remind
me to be grateful myself, and more. If there is a big event going on that is likely to affect
traffic flow, | know to avoid the area that day. |get the value of those signs from all schools
in the area including those which my children do not attend. This is not the same as being
bombarded by advertising messages at all.

Staying Semi-Rural but also Being Modern

If we accept the usefulness of having a community based sign outside a not-for-profit or
community funded facility, then there is no reason that it needs to be low tech. The



Wildwood community wants to live in a semi-rural city, but | think this relatively young
community also wants to live in a modern one.

| didn’t see Wildwood or Lafayette High School before | moved here (although my husband
did). We chose this neighbourhood to live because of two factors — proximity to our
workplace and the reputation of the school district. Out of several choices we eventually
decided on proximity to LHS as our first priority. Having made this decision, when [ finally
saw the school | recall commenting to my husband with some disappointment that it looked
dated. I'm not sure exactly what aspect of the school gave me the impression it was dated,
but thinking about it now, the information board at the front has to have been a part of
that. As it turns out | have not been disappointed with the school (AT ALL), but it was a
disappointing first impression.

It is possible to have a beautiful semi-rural city and still be modern. These are not two
conflicting concepts. The problem with digital signs in big cities isn’t that they are digital, it
is that they are ubiquitous, huge, intrusive (through animations) and almost universally are
projecting advertising messages.

Since | became aware of the petition by the school to update the sign, and the reasons that
so far the City has disallowed this, | have spoken to many people in the community about it
(including those who do not have an association with the school). The main reaction is one
of disbelief that this is even an issue. I've found myself arguing the City’s case that you
simply want to preserve the semi-rural character of the city. But while people agree that
that is a good and worthwhile goal, it is more about quantity and qualities of signs that is
the issue rather than the medium the sigh employs. | really don’t think there will be any
major community backlash if you allow Lafayette to upgrade its sign to a modern format.

The Risk of Digital Sign Spread

There was also concern that if this is allowed for the high school, that all the other schools
and churches in the city would want to upgrade, and then that businesses would want to. |
think if other schools and churches have the resources to upgrade (which many won’t for
some foreseeable time) they should be able (and even encouraged) to do so. Thisis a still a
small number of signs overall, they are generally small signs, and | think the digital signs
would be much less intrusive than the existing backlit signs.

' But in saying this | think the City should continue to say no to commercial digital signs.
Businesses are much more likely to have the resources to purchase digital signage, and
many would want larger signs with more animated features. Allowing commercial digital
signs would likely mean a higher number of signs, larger signs, more animated signs, and all
for the purpose of advertising for profit rather than sharing information. This definitely
would change the character of Wildwood and | support the City in continuing to resist such
change. However | think it is a very easy distinction to make, and a concern that businesses
might ask for permission to erect digital signs shouldn’t be the reason to disallow Lafayette
from having one.



Alternate Sources of Information

Another argument put up against the sign is that the school can disseminate that
information to the school community in other ways. This seems slightly irrelevant to me,
given that there is no argument that the current sign is going to be taken away. We are not
arguing the case between having a sign or having no sign. Nonetheless, there are several
other reasons that this isn’t really relevant. |

o The school does already share information through its website, its newspaper,
bulletin boards, notices pinned on the school walls, social media, reminders in class,
emails and notes sent home. However, it still finds value in putting notices on the
information board outside of the school because this particular method is succinct,
highly visible and very timely. That advertisers, schools, churches and even the
council rely on this kind of sign suggests that it is an effective communication toolin
a way that other options are not.

e ThereisaLOT that goes on at this high school that | as a parent am not given
information about. | know a lot about the sports and activities that my kids are
involved in. 1 don’t know much at all about those things they are not involved in. |
like to have timely notice about a school concert, the volleyball team playing in
finals, auditions for the school play or a weekend fundraiser because otherwise |
wouldn’t hear about those things, and | may very well want to be involved or at least
be aware of those events.

e Many of the notices support the school community but many are of equal interest to
the community at large that does not access the various sources of information
produced by the school. The school hosts a number of community events and this is
a very effective way of letting the community know about them. Even if you don’t
want to attend a high school event, surely as a local resident being aware of likely
traffic issues or congestion on the day of the event is valuable.

Safety of the Sign

There is an argument that the sign will be such a distraction that it will cause accidents —
potentially fatal ones. I'm not sure why the new sign would do this any more than the
current sign does. I'm not sure there is any evidence that accidents are caused by drivers
reading such signs. Apart from within the City of Wildwood, advertising and community
signs in our area are so ubiquitous that drivers have learned to juggle them. We can select
to ignore them while we drive, and select to read them when we are stopped or driving
slowly. If there was a strong correlation between accidents and signs then cities like Sydney
where there is at least one sign of some sort at every junction would be simply too
dangerous to drive in at all.

o No doubt there is a lot of traffic at the school at certain hours of the day, butitis
generally slow moving. Also there is very little pedestrian traffic and of those
pedestrians, very few are young children. The argument made at the last meeting
about the increased traffic near the elementary school interfering with parents
walking their children to school is very relevant to that situation but not to this one.



First because there is nothing about the new sign that will increase traffic flow
compared to the existing sign. Second because distracted drivers are usually moving
slowly in this.environment and any accident is likely to be bumping into each other
into the car park, rather than hitting people or children or each other which such
force that there is a likelihood of increased deaths (as was suggested).

e Even so, the raft of distractions available to teenagers is so wide that this particular
one of the digital sign barely rates a mention. The information on those signs is
generally of low relevance to students who are in the best position to be already
aware of what is going on at the school (through the previously mentioned channels
let alone chatting to their friends at the lunch table). Those signs are directed mostly
at parents, visitors and the community around the school. | think if you polled
student drivers about what was written on the sign on any particular day they would
have very low awareness. (Students who are passengers will more likely notice the
sign). Student drivers are far more likely to be distracted by the conversations going
on with passengers in their car, with drivers or pedestrians outside their car,
adjusting their music channels, or (sadly) reading their phones, than they are by a
new digital sign vs the backlit one already there.

e At any rate, the new sign would be arguably much easier to ignore than the existing
sign, at least at dusk and evening. The existing backlit sign is very bright. It glows in
the night from a long way away (as do other church and school signs in the area).

" The new sign could have a dark background and be far less intrusive, and easier (and
faster) to read. While the technology can allow flashing, tra nsitional affects, bright
colors and quick changing graphics the City of Wildwood could decide to limit use of
those features. | don’t think Lafayette is looking to use those features anyway.

e | thinkit is also worth mentioning that being able to change a digital sign is safer for
the students and staff at the school than manually changing the current one,
especially in poor weather. | understand from my teenage daughter that the sign is
notoriously awkward and slow to change. Furthermore there is much efficiency to be
gained by one person being able to update the sign essentially instantly rather than
having to send out a team to laboriously slide in the individual letters while holding
up the heavy glass cover. Clearly a new sign would eliminate a time consuming task
and simultaneously allow the sign to be more accurate and timely by being updated
more frequently. As a taxpayer I'm happy for the school to reap such efficiencies
and as a parent, I'd rather my daughter was engaged in active learning or other more
meaningful service than spending half an hour helping to change a sign that in the
modern era, is entirely unnecessary.

Thank you for the opportunity to contribute my views to this matter.

g

Miriam Krajewski
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16860 Main Street
Wildwood, MO 63040

CITY OF WILDWOOD

NOTICE OF
PUBLIC MEETENG THE CITY WELCOMES AND ENCOURAGES
before the Planning and Zoning Commission YOUR COMMENTS AND PARTICIPATION IN
Monday, November 16, 2015, at 7:30 p.m. VRS FURLC PROCESSES.

AS A RESIDENT OR PROPERTY OWNER THAT HAS ATTENDED A RECENT PLAN-
il NING AND ZONING COMMISSION MEETING TO PARTICIPATE IN DISCUSSION
REGARDING THE CITY’'S SIGN REGULATIONS, THE CITY OF WILDWOOD
WOULD LIKE TO ENSURE YOU ARE AWARE OF THIS REQUEST/PROPOSAL.
YOUR COMMENTS ARE ENCOURAGED, ALONG WITH YOUR PARTICIPATION
AT THE SCHEDULED HEARING OR MEETING. THIS ITEM IS SCHEDULED FOR
DISCUSSION AND ITS OUTCOME MAY IMPACT YOUR HOME, NEIGHBOR-
HOOD, OR AREA, SO PLEASE CAREFULLY READ THE DESCRIPTION AND PAR-
TICIPATE AT YOUR DISCRETION. THE CITY OF WILDWOOD ENCOURAGES CITI-
ZEN INPUT AT ALL OF ITS HEARINGS OR MEETINGS AND YOUR INVOLVEMENT
WILL ASSIST IT IN REACHING THE BEST DECISION POSSIBLE FOR ALL PARTIES.

* PLEASE SEE YELLOW BOX ON OPPOSITE SIDE OF THIS MAILER FOR A LIST
OF WAYS TO EITHER COMMENT ON AND/OR TRACK THIS ITEM.

Listed below is a request that was presented to the Planning and Zoning Commission at a public hearing held on
July 20, 2015. You and many of your neighbors may have expressed interest in its outcome and the Commission is
scheduled to take action upon this item at their upcoming meeting. If inclined, the Commission encourages you
to attend this meeting and hear the Department of Planning’s recommendation on this matter and participate in

its discussion. The meeting will be held on Monday, November 16, 2015, at 7:30 p.m. in the City Hall Council
Chambers, 16860 Main Street, Wildwood, Missouri 63040. The specific request under consideration is as follows:

P.Z. 14-15 City of Wildwood Planning and Zoning Commission, c/o Department of Planning, 16860 Main Street,
Wildwood, Missouri 63040 - A request to amend Chapter 415.410 Sign Regulations for “FP,” “PS,” “NU,” and all
“R” Districts and Chapter 415.420 Sign Regulations for all “C” and “M” Districts of the City of Wildwood’s Zoning
Ordinance to consider the addition of new language to allow electronic message boards for certain institutional,

not-for-profit, and commercial. organizations. Currently, these types of displays are prohibited within the City of
Wildwood. (Wards — All)

*RESIDENT OR PROPERTY OWNER - PLEASE COMIVIENT ON AND/OR TRACK THIS REQUEST BY:

1) Submitting a comment online by visiting: hitp://www.cityofwildwood.com/comment.

2) Submitting a written comment prior to the hearing and addressed to the Planning and Zoning Commission, City of
Wildwood, 16860 Main Street, Wildwood, Missouri 63040.

3) Viewing the Planning and Zoning Commission’s agenda, which is available on the City's website at:
www.cityofwildwood.com, the Friday before the aforementioned meeting date.

If you should have any questions regarding this information, please feel free to contact the Department of Planning at
(636) 458-0440. Thank you in advance for your interest in this matter.




CITY OF WILDWOOD, MISSOURI
RECORD OF PROCEEDINGS

MEETING OF THE PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION
CITY HALL, 16860 MAIN STREET, WILDWOOD, MISSOURI
OCTOBER 5, 2015

The Planning and Zoning Commission meeting was called to order by Chair Bopp, at 7:30 p.m., on Monday,
October 5, 2015, at Wildwood City Hall, 16860 Main Street, Wildwood, Missouri.

. Welcome to Attendees and Roll Call of Commission Members

Chair Bopp requested a roll call be taken. The roll call was taken, with the following results:

PRESENT — (10) ABSENT - (0)
Chair Bopp :

Commissioner Archeski
Commissioner Peasley
Commissioner Renner
Commissioner Lee
Commissioner Gragnani
Commissioner Liddy
Commissioner Bauer
Council Member Manton
Maydr Woerther

Other City Officials present: Director of Planning Vujnich, Director of Public Works Brown, City Attorney
Golterman, and Senior Planner Arnett.

II. Review Tonight's Agenda / Questions or Comments

There were no questions or comments on the agenda.

Ill. Approval of Minutes from the September 21, 2015 Meeting

A motion made by Commissioner Peasley, seconded by Commissioner Bauer, to approve the minutes from
the September 21, 2015 meeting. A voice vote was taken regarding the motion for approval of the minutes.
Hearing no objections, Chair Bopp declared the motion approved. '

IV. Depariment of Planning Opening Remarks

The Department did not have any opening remarks.

V. Public Hearings — No ltems for Consideration

V1. 0Old Business — Two (2) ltems for Consideration

Information Reports — Two (2) ltems for Consideration/Reconsideration



(a.) P.Z.12 and 13-15 The Villages at Bright Leaf, Fischer & Frichtel Custom Homes L.L.C. and Consort
Homes L.L.C., 16640 Chesterfield Grove Road, Suite 130, Chesterfield, Missouri, 63005 — A request
for a change in zoning from the NU Non-Urban Residence District, the R-3 10,000 square foot
Residence District, the R-4 7,500 square foot Residence District, the R-6 and R-6A 4,500 square foot
Residence District, with a Planned Environment Unit (PEU) and a Planned Residential Development
Overlay District (PRD), to the R-3 10,000 square foot Residence District (Town Center “Neighborhood
General District” and “Neighborhood Edge District”), with a Planned Residential Development Overlay
District (PRD), for nine (9) properties that total 78.7 acres of area, which are located on the north side
of State Route 100, east of State Route 109 (Locator Numbers 23V230041, 23V230050, 23V240327,
23310064, 23V330022, 23V330031, 23V330206, 23V330215, 23V330233, and 23V610917/Street
Addresses: 2350 and 2344 Eatherton Road, 2531, 2555, and 2567 Taylor Road, 16721 Manchester
Road, and 16615, 16602, and 16618 Overlook Hills Drive). Proposed Use: A total of one hundred
ninety-four (194), detached single-family dwellings (Town Center Building Type - House), with
common ground, @nd required public space areas. Included in these requests is the construction of a
pdrtion of the Pond-Grover Loop Road. (Ward Five)

Senior Planner Arnett read the request into the record.

Director of Planning Vujnich noted the petitioner, after reviewing the proposed Information Report,
submitted a request earlier in the day, which requested this item be postponed, so they have additional
time to review the recommended conditions. He noted that, since the mailing had already been sent to the
neighboring property owners and the item had also been posted on the website for several days, the
decision to postpone was at the discretion of the Planning and Zoning Commission. Finally, he noted that
due to the importance of this proposal, the Department does not object to the postponement request.

A motion was made by Mayor Woerther, seconded by Council Member Manton, to postpone P.Z. 12 and 13-
15 The Villages at Bright Leaf, following discussion.

Discussion was held regarding the rationale for the postponement request, particularly the reduction in the
ten (10) lot cul-de-sac to four (4) lots on the north end of the site.

Mike Doster, petitioner's legal -representative, noted the petitioner is generally supportive of the
modifications, but does not believe the four (4) lots granted would be marketable and wishes further time
to study.

There was no opposition to allowing public comment.

Jane Finnegén, 2517 Rain Forest Court, questioned the following items: the access location for construction
traffic to the site; if there has been an update on the Caulks Creek Study; and if the bridges and roads at risk
in the Caulks Creek Watershed, which were identified a number of years ago, have been repaired. She also
expressed a desire for a light study to be completed, before the trees are removed, and noted her concern
with the lack of buffer on the eastern portion of the subject site.

Marianne Tow, 16626 Evergreen Forest Drive, noted she moved in about a year and a half ago for green
space and trees and is opposed to the ten (10) lot cul-de-sac on the north end of the Pond-Grover Loop
Road and she is concerned with water runoff. '
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Susan Treiber, 15912 Sandalwood Creek Drive, presented a petition requesting the Pond-Grover Loop Road
not be extended and an alternative trail corridor be developed from Birch Forest Drive, and a pocket park be
created at the terminus of the Pond-Grover Loop Road. [Petition is made a part of these minutes and
available, upon request, from the City Clerk’s office.] She is opposed to the extension of the Pond-Grover
Loop Road and believes it should be a park.

Andrea Darmon, 16936 Hickory Crest Drive, noted she is opposed to the extension of the Pond-Grover Loop
Road. She would prefer a park be located along the right-of-way.

Christy Pitney, 16919 Hickory Crest Drive, is opposed to the extension of the Pond-Grover Loop Road. She
commented on her family’s patterns of walking to and from Green Pines Elementary and worries about the
additional traffic volume creating safety concerns for children.

Paul Pohlers, 2323 Sandalwood Creek Court, noted his support of the Pond-Grover Loop Road extension,
since it is in compliance with the Master Plan, the Town Center Street Network Plan, and the Fire
Department’s requirements. He presented a petition supporting the extension of the Pond-Grover Loop
Road. [Petition is made a part of these minutes and available, upon request, from the City Clerk’s office.] He
also noted he wants better buffers between existing homes and the proposed development.

Debbie Sinden, 2426 Forest Leaf Parkway, noted her support of the extension of the Pond-Grover Loop
Road, which has always been planned, and believes it will help dissipate traffic. She has talked with a
number of residents in her area, who support this extension.

Betsy Vanderheyden, 16560 Birch Forest Drive, is opposed to the extension of Birch Forest Drive and the
Pond-Grover Loop Road.

Discussion was then held regarding the following: the letter from the Fire Marshal; the traffic counts on
Pond-Grover Loop Road; and the date for rescheduling this request.

A voice vote was taken regarding the motion for postponement. Hearing no objections, Chair Bopp declared
the motion approved.

(b.) P.Z. 14-15 City of Wildwood Planning and Zoning Commission, c/o Department of Planning, 16860
Main Street, Wildwood, Missouri 63040 - A request to amend Chapter 415.410 Sign Regulations for
“Ep,” “PS,” “NU,” and all “R” Districts and Chapter 415.420 Sign Regulations for all “C” and “M”
Districts of the City of Wildwood's Zoning Ordinance to consider the addition of new language to allow
electronic message boards for certain institutional, not-for-profit, and commercial organizations.
Currently, these types of displays are prohibited within the City of Wildwood.

Senior Planner Arnett read the request into the record.

Director of Planning Vujnich reviewed the history of this particular request, including the additional research
conducted by the Department, since the public hearing. He then noted the following: there is not a pattern
among communities similar to Wildwood, in regards to if they allow these types of signs or not; the
approximation of twenty-six (26) locations in Wildwood that may be effected by this ordinance addition; the
Department’s belief these types of signs could be designed with today’s technology to meet the City's
requirements and the desire to lessen the impact on the night sky; and the proposal to review these types of
signs via the conditional use permit process, if there is support.
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Discussion was then held regarding the following: if there is enough weight in the requirements to ensure
compliance with the codes and achievement of the restrictions sought by residents in the CUP; and the
possibility of requiring the CUPs be renewed on specific timeframes.

Jim Bowlin, 2165 Timerline Valley Drive, Council Member Ward 6, noted his belief that electronic message
signs are wholly opposed to Wildwood. He cited research he conducted on safety studies done on these
signs, particularly the study done by the City of Minnetonka, MN. [This study is made a part of these minutes
and available, upon request, from the City Clerk’s office.] The study noted that driver distraction is the cause
in one (1) of every four (4) accidents and that a relationship was concluded in this study between
distractions and these types of signs. Additionally, he noted that, if the City is going to compromise and
allow these signs, it shouldn’t compromise at a school location. :

Melissa Greenstein, 17914 Homestead Bluffs Drive, representing Lafayette High School PTO, moved to
Wildwood because of the high school. She noted her belief that Wildwood is behind from an innovation
standpoint and, since these signs can achieve Wildwood standards, from a technological perspective, they
should be considered. A favorable action by the Commission is a great way to embrace the community.

Marc Cox, 1782 Timber Ridge Estates, Council Member Warrd 4, noted his support of this modification to the
Sign Regulations. He believes the illumination of the current sign is similar to the electronic message hoard
at Marquette High School. '

Debra Smith McCutchen, 16548 Birch Forest Drive, stated her opposition to these types of signs and helieves
they would be a distraction. She noted there is not a place for these signs in Wildwood. :

Miriam Krajewski, 17511 Adams Way Court, moved here because of the school and loves the green
environment of Wildwood. She does not understand the opposition, noting that illuminated signs are
brighter than the electronic message signs, where it can be controlled. She also noted the current sign is
difficult to change and dangerous. '

Kathy Gettinger, 17729 Westhampton Woods Drive, President of Lancer Parent Organization, noted the LPO
has been working to promote community outside of families that go to the high school. This sign would be
appreciated to get information out to the community, who may be interested in things like the current
speaker series, which is for all ages. She noted the current sign is difficult to read and she has to turn around
to read it, which she believes is more dangerous than an electronic sign.

Tammy Shea, Ward 3, questioned who this request is coming from, since there is no name on the petition.
She believes these signs qualify as visual pollution and there are ways to identify and communicate
happenings without them. There will be more requests for these types of signs and the Commission should
be worried about the precedent. Regulating signs is not unique to Wildwood.

Jim Bowlin, noted that texting is a danger and shouldn’t be compared to the distraction of a sign. He
questioned when was the last time the City approved a sign ordinance modification that was only from a
single user,

Discussion was then held regarding the following: the need for these types of signs in the digital age; the
beneficiaries from these types of signs; the number of accidents outside Lafayette High School in the last
year; the current lumens of the existing sign, which are unknown because it predates Wildwood; the
Outdoor Lighting Requirements of the City require a dark background with lighter letters; the restrictions

that could be placed on the sign, including font, color, transition, hold time, shutoff time, etc.; the possibility
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VII.

of increasing the benefit of the sign because of new technology; the issue of how the regulations would be
enforced; the need/desire for these types of signs at other institutions; the possibility of the Board of
Adjustment considering a single sign as a test case; the maintenance of annual CUP renewals; the desire to
include notification on the City’s website or the Gazette about the State law prohibiting texting and driving
under the age of 21; the concerns about the number of not-for-profit organizations that might seek these
types of signs; the concern with being on the front of the curve and regulating these types of signs because
they are a trend in signs; the possibility for limiting these types of signs to a certain use, with appropriate
rationalization; and the variation in locations and the desire to establish the CUP process to control the
brightness and other characteristics on a site-specific basis.

John Gragnani, 1510 Scofield Valley, noted the City was incorporated for local control and supports the idea

- of permitting the sign at Lafayette High School, as a test for this type.

Karen Calcattera, 16913 Bordeaux Estates, Associate Principal at Lafayette High School, noted the City itself,
in addition to its social media outlets, uses electronic message boards. She requested if research has been
done to correlate an increase in traffic accidents, where these signs have been placed.

Director of Planning Vujnich noted the Department would like additional time to conduct research and
would request a postponement until early November. The Department’s research would include the
following: determine the lumens of the current sign at Lafayette High School; calculate the number of
accidents in the vicinity of Lafayette, Eureka, and Rockwood Summit High Schools within the last year; the
level to which this definition could be limited to a specific user; the accident information at Taylor Road and
Main Street; and the guantification of data regarding when a school gets this type of sign, does the sign
increase attendance by non-school community members. :

A motion was made by Mayor Woerther, seconded by Commissioner Archeski, to postpone P.Z. 14-15. A
voice vote was taken regarding the motion for postponement. Hearing no objections, Chair Bopp declared
the motion approved.

New Business — One (1) Item for Consideration

(a.) A response to a communication from Charlie St. Onge, c/o St. Onge Management, P.O. Box 14,
Wildwood, Missouri, 63040, which is dated September 1, 2015, regarding St. Louis County’s P.C. 112-
89 Cliff Rufkahr; Amended C-8 Planned Commercial District; south side of Manchester Road, east of
East Avenue (Street Address: 2612 East Avenue/Locator Number: 24V510441); seeking an
interpretation by the Planning and Zoning Commission of the definition of artisan shops and
manufacturing, as part of the permitted uses within the Workplace District of the Town Center Plan,
thereby, if favorable, seeking the approval of a new tenant to conduct business in the manufacture of
furniture. (Ward Eight)

Director of Planning Vujnich read the request into the record.

Senior Planner Arnett presented the Department’s recommendation in response to the submitted request
by Mr. St. Onge to amend the permitted uses for this property. She noted the limited scale of the proposed
fabrication business, along with the completed sound study, which concluded no discernible sound at the
property lines. She then outlined the proposed modifications to the site-specific ordinance.

Larry Goodson, Council Member Ward 8, is supportive of this request and believes the use will complement
other businesses in the area, such as Three French Hens, The Porch, and Imogene’s.

Planning and Zoning Commission
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Charlie St. Onge, real estate broker, speaking on behalf of the petitioner, noted Mr. Black will be the owner,
not the tenant.

A motion was made by Mayor Woerther, seconded by Commissioner Liddy, to extend the meeting past
10:00 p.m. A voice vote was taken regarding the motion to extend the meeting. Hearing no objections, Chair
Bopp declared the motion approved.

Charlie St. Onge continued by outlining his power point presentation detailing Mr. Black’s limited operation
and the comparison between his work and the definition of manufacturing. He went on to note the public
portion of the workshop would be open from 3:00 a.m. o 5:00 p.m., but Mr. Black would like the private
fabrication hours to be less limiting, given his desire to have more flexibility to go in early or work late. He
inquired about how the square footage calculation was completed and if Mr. Black could park his truck and
trailer onsite. Finally, he explained that he spoke with a representative from the firm of Duany Plater-Zyberk,
who stated this use would enliven the area and be in keeping with New Urbanism.

Discussion was then held regarding the following: the residential use in the smaller building on the property;
the lack of outside storage of all wood, equipment, and materials; the limit of the hours of operation on the
retail business versus the fabrication portion; the adjacent land uses; the waste products that would be
produced from the business; the type of truck that the business uses; the size of the current signage; the
distance between the adjacent residences and this building; the sound study results; and the square footage
calculation, based upon the information provided by Mr. St. Onge.

A motion was made by Mayor Woerther, seconded by Commissioner Archeski, to approve the Department’s
recommendation.

Mitch Martin, 2645 Rockwood Pointe Court, noted his appreciation of the notification of the meeting and
his concern with the sound emitting from woodworking power equipment. He stated the sewer service in
the area is by pressurized lines and has issues with odor and concerned about additional use on the system.
He requested the uses be limited and not include the fabrication portion, given his concerns with safety and
noise.

John and Kimberly Mikloiche, 2628 Rockwood Pointe Court, believes the decibel level is loud and that the
fabrication portion of the business will be disruptive. Additionally, the truck traffic is a concern.

~ Bruce Winshorough, 2633 Rockwood Pointe Court, noted he is opposed to this business at this location.

Maria Winsborough, 2633 Rockwood Point Court, did not speak, but wanted her comments included in the
record. She noted that she does not agree with changing the ordinance and having manufacturing in the
subject building. She has concerns with traffic, plumbing, and would have never moved here and bought her
house, if she were going to be living so close to a manufacturing building.

Julie Matthews, 16909 Bordeaux Estates, did not speak, but wanted her comments included in the record.
She is against the request because of sound concerns, the length of hours in the showroom, stating that 7:00
p.m. is too late, and her concern with truck traffic.

Chair Bopp called the question.

Planning and Zoning Commission
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A roll call vote was taken, with the following results:

Ayes: Commissioner Archeski, . Commissioner Gragnani, Commissioner Peasley, Commissioner Lee,
Commissioner Liddy, Commissioner Renner, Mayor Woerther, and Chair Bopp.

Nays: Commissioner Bauer and Council Member Manton.

Absent: None

Abstain: None

Whereupon, Chair Bopp declared the motion approved by a vote of 8-2.

yIll. Site Development Plans-Public Space Plans-Record Plais — No ltems for Consideration

IX. Other— No ltems for Consideration

%. Closing Remarks and Adjournment

A motion was made by Mayor Woerther, seconded by Council Member Manton, to adjourn the meeting: A
voice vote was taken. Hearing no ohjections, Chai adjourned,the meeting at 10:47 p.m.

Approved by:
Secretary — City of Wildwood Planning and Zoning Commission

Note: Recordation of the opinions, statements, and/or other meegfing participation in these minutes shall not be
deemed to be an acknowledgement or endorsement by the Commission of the factual accuracy, relevance, or
propriety thereof.

# |f comment cards were submitted indicating they did not wish to speak at tonight’s meeting, they have been
attached and made part of the official record. '
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

This study was precipitated by concerns raised by the City of Minnetonka, Minnesota in regard
to the installation of two LED (“light emitting diode™) billboards along Inferstate 394 and
Interstate 494. The LED function was applied to two existing “static” image billboards located
adjacent to the interstate. Following installation of the LED function, the City turned off the
power to the signs though a stop work order based on current city ordinance prohibiting flashing
signs, which is broadly defined, as well as permitting requirements for the retrofitting of the
signs to the upgraded technology. The billboard owner sued the City, and the court response to
this legal action as of the writing of this study has been to allow limited use of the LED
billboards. A moratorium on further signage of this type was established by the City to facilitate
the study of issues related to driver distraction and safety and appropriate regulatory measures
for LED and other types of changeable signage.

This study was undertaken on behalf of the City of Minnetonka to examine these issues. While
the concerns were precipitated by LED billboards in particular, this report examines more
broadly “dynamic” display signage which is defined as any characteristics of a sign that appear
to have movement or that appear to change, caused by any method other than physically
removing and replacing the sign or its components, whether the apparent movement or change is
in the display, the sign structure itself, or any other component of the sign. This includes a
display that incorporates a technology or method allowing the sign face to change the image
without having to physically or mechanically replace the sign face or its components. This also
includes any rotating, revolving, moving, flashing, blinking, or animated display and any display
that incorporates rotating panels, LED lights manipulated through digital input, “digital ink™ or
any other method or technology that allows the sign face to present a series of images or
displays. These capabilities may be provided by a variety of technologies which are dlscussed
later in this report.

As the study progressed, additional communities within the Twin Cities Metropolitan Area, as
well as the League of Minnesota Cities, expressed interest in these issues. However, it is-not the
intention of this report to provide a comprehensive study of all issues raised by dynamic signage,

or other types of billboards, but rather to focus narrowly on the issues of concern to the City of
Minnetonka.

2.0 PURPOSE OF STUDY AND METHODOLOGY

Driving a motor vehicle is a complex task that requires the ability to divide one’s attention.
Simultaneously maintaining a steady and legal speed, changing lanes, navigating traffic and
intersections, reading and interpreting street signs, drivers are often challenged by conditions that
can change in the blink of an eye. Internal and external physical conditions can affect how safely
the driving task is accomplished. Drug or alcohol intoxication, fatigue and/or distractions in the
driving environment all can play a role in motor vehicle crashes. However, these conditions are
rarely the sole reason for a crash. Rather, these conditions serve to exacerbate an already-

complex driving environment and subsequent mistakes in judgment can lead to crashes.



Tncreasingly complex traffic and roadway environments require greater attention to and focus on
the driving task.

The purpose of this study is to understand what existing transportation research tells us about the
effects of dynamic signs on motorists. This study also explores regulatory measures enacted in
other jurisdictions to address concerns related to driver distraction. Due to time and scope
constraints, this report is not comprehensive, but rather addresses the most frequently cited and
easily accessible information available. The report concludes with a discussion of regulatory
options for the City of Minnetonka to consider in their formulation of policies to address
dynamic signage.

Information collected for this report draws from a variety of sources including interviews with
subject matter experts, government and academic research, and policies developed to regulate
various types of signage. '

Several city and county sign ordinances were used as references for policy and regulatory
research. In some cases, ordinances were brought to our attention by planners and others
following the sign ordinance issue. In others, Internet searches were conducted using words and
references that apply specifically to dynamic signs.

Several sign manufacturers and sign companies provided an industry perspective through a
workshop with the SRF Consulting Group and the City of Minnetonka staff on February 27,
2007. This meeting yielded information about sign characteristics that can be addressed through
policy and regulatory measures. Dakironics, a company that manufactures and markets LED
signs, was also helpful in this regard, providing informational materials about characteristics of
signs that can be regulated and examples of city sign ordinances with which they are familiar.

3.0 SELECTED RESEARCH FINDINGS

This following section presents a summary of expert opinions and selected driver distraction
research conducted by government and academic researchers examining roadside signage and its
effects on the driving task. Studies are organized around critical questions with serious research
ramifications.

'

o I there reason to believe that billboards are a source of distraction?

o Is there reason to believe that “dynamic” billboards are an additional source of
distraction?

e How much distraction is a problem?

o How does “brightness” affect driver safety concerns?

o How should billboards and other signage be regulated from a driver safety perspective?



3.1 Expert Opinions

A combination of researchers and public policy experts were interviewed for this study.
Individuals were identified while conducting background research into driver distraction and
were interviewed because of their credibility in the field.

Kathleen Harder, a researcher at the University of Minnesota, has conducted driver
distraction research for a variety of applications, including research for Mn/DOT. She is
an expert in the field of human factors and psychology. She indicated that electronic
billboards pose a driver distraction threat because of their ability to display high
resolution color images, their ability to change images, and their placement in
relationship to the roadway, particularly in areas where the road curves, exits and
entrances are present, merges, lane drops, weaving areas, key locations of official signs,
and/or areas where roadways divide.

Greg Davis, a researcher with the FHWA Office of Safety Research and Development,
in Washington, DC was involved in the 2001 FHWA study on electronic billboards. He
was interviewed to gain a deeper understanding of this critical study and to learn of
recent research in this area. Davis stated that while no research has established a direct
cause and effect relationship between electronic outdoor advertising signs and crash rates,
the lack of such a research finding does not preclude a causal relationship between
clectronic billboards and crashes. He advocated for a new study that can control. all
variables and determine if a cause and effect relationship exists.

Scott Robinson, an outdoor advertising regulator for Mi/DOT, wrote the 2003 technical
memorandum that addresses allowable changes for outdoor advertising devices. Mr.
Robinson indicated that the memo was originally written in 1998 to establish a permitted
rate of change for tri-vision signs and that the application to electronic billboards was not
considered. The minimum change rate of 4.9 seconds for 70 mph roadways and 6.2
seconds for 55 mph roadways was based on the travel time between static signs spaced at
the minimum allowed distance apart. Mr. Robinson also indicated that the memo is not a
Mn/DOT policy, statute or rule, but rather it was written to provide internal guidance.

Jerry Wachtel, an Engineering Psychologist and highway safety expert in. private
practice, was the lead author for the FHWA’s original (1980) study on electronic
billboards. He has continued his active involvement in this field, and advises Government
agencies as well as the outdoor advertising industry on sign ordinances, sign operations,
and the implications of the latest research on road safety. Mr. Wachtel believes that it is

* peither feasible from the perspective of research design and methodology, nor necessary
from a regulatory perspective, to demonstrate a causal relationship between digital
billboards and road safety. Rather, he believes that we have a strong understanding, based
on many vyears of research, of driver information processing capabilities and limitations,
'and of the contributions to, and consequences of, driver distraction, on crash risk; and
that this understanding is sufficient to support development of guidelines and ordinances
for the design, placement, and operation of digital billboards so as to lessen their
potentially adverse impact on road safety and traffic operations.



Wachtel also offered comments on drafts of this report. In later conversations related to
his review, Wachtel stated his belief that even though visual fixations on roadway signs
decrease as route familiarity increases, a strength of the new digital billboards is that they
can present messages that are always new. Thus, the conclusion from the 1980 FHWA
study is another argument against these billboards; namely, drivers spend more time
looking at the unfamiliar signs than at familiar ones, suggesting digital billboards are
more dangerous than traditional fixed billboards. Wachtel also suggested his preference
for a goal to have any given driver experience only one, or a maximum of two, messages
from an individual roadside sign. :

3.2 Billboards: a Source of Driver Distraction?'

The purpose of a sign is to attract the attention of passersby so that a message is conveyed. To
the degree signs attract the attention of vehicle drivers, they may distract them from the activity
of driving. While this report primarily examines the impact of dynamic roadside advertising, the
role traditional static advertising plays in driver distraction is discussed below.

The relationship between roadside advertising and crash rates has been the subject of several
studies. The majority of this research was conducted in the 1950s, 60s and 70s. While some of
the earliest studies have been subsequently criticized for flawed methodologies and improper
statistical techniques, some findings emerge when the totality of the studies are examined. One
of these findings is that the correlation between crash rates and roadside advertising is strongest
in complex driving environments. For example, higher crash rates were found at intersections
(generally considered a complex environment) that have advertising than those intersections that
-do not have advertising. A few of the studies that are important in this field are summarized
below.

Minnesota Department of Transportation Field Study (1951) and

Michigan State Highway Department Field Study (1952) .

These two studies from the early 1950s used similar methods but came to significantly
different conclusions. Recognized ~as the more scientifically rigorous study, the
Minnesota study found that increases in the number of advertising signs per mile are
correlated with increases in motor vehicle crash rates. It also found that intersections
with at least four advertising signs experienced three times more crashes than
intersections with no advertising signs. Conversely, the less rigorous Michigan study
found the presence of advertising signs had no effect on the number of crashes. ‘

lowa State College, Do Road Signs Affect Accidents? (Lauer & McMonagle, 1955)°

A laboratory test was created to determine the effect of advertising signs on driver
behavior. The results of this study found removing all advertising signs from the driver’s
field of vision did not improve driver performance. When signs were included, driver
performance was slightly better. Note that laboratory methods used in this study are
considered to be dated by today’s standards.



Faustman (California Route 40) Field Study (1961)* and Federal Highway
Administration, Reanalysis of Faustman Field Study (1973)’ _ :
Two studies that appear to have stood the test of time are Faustman’s original analysis of
California Route 40 and its re-examination by FHWA more than a decade later. The
original analysis tried to improve upon previous research by limiting variables, such as
- roadway geometric design and roadway access controls. The FHWA reanalysis focused
on disaggregating the data and converting actual crashes to expected crash rates on
specific roadway sections. Each of the sections was given a value based on the number -
of billboards on the section. A linear regression was performed to determine the
expected crash rates. An analysis of variance of the regression coefficients found that the
number of billboards on a section was statistically significant. The reanalysis found a
strong correlation between the number of billboards and crash rates.as shown in Table 1.

Table 1. FHWA Reanalysis of Faustman’s Findings.
Expected No. of

Cumulative Increase

No. of Billboards ?c;:;f]%t:riiﬁ 51 in Accident Rate
0 5.92
1 6.65 12.3
2 7.38 24.2
3 8.11 37.0
4 8.84 49.3
5 ° 9.57 61.7

Federal Highway Administration ‘
Safety and Environmental Design Considerations in the Use of Commercial
Electronic Variable-Message Signage (Wachtel & Netherton, 1980) °

This extensive review provides a comprehensive discussion of roadside advertising
research as of 1980. The study authors noted “attempts to quantify the impact of roadside
advertising on traffic safety have not yielded conclusive results.” The authors found that
courts typically rule on the side of disallowing billboards because of the “readily
understood logic that a driver cannot be expected to give full attention to his driving tasks
when he is reading a billboard.” Because the distraction evidence is not conclusive, these
decisions were generally not based on empirical evidence.

The research review noted that accident reports often cite “driver distraction” as a default
category used by uncertain law enforcement officers who must identify the cause of a
crash. As a result, the authors believe crashes due to driver distraction are not always
properly identified. In addition, law enforcement officers often fail to indicate the precise
crash locations on crash reports, making it difficult to establish relationships between
crashes and roadside features.



3.3

Accident Research Unit, School of Psychology, University of Nottingham
Attractton and distraction of attention with roads;de advertisements (Crundall et
,2005)7

This research used eye movement tracking to measure the difference between street-level
advertisements and raised advertisements in terms of how they held drivers’ attention at
times when attention should have been devoted to driving tasks. The study found that
street-level advertising signs are more distracting than raised signs.

“Dynamic” Billboards: an Additional Source of Distraction?

Signage owners or leasers want to incorporate dynamic features into their signage for a number
of reasons: to enhance the sign’s ability to attract attention, to facilitate display of larger amounts
of information within the same sign area, to conveniently change message content, and to
enhance proﬁtablhty As mentioned earlier, this report uses the term “dynamic” signs to refer to
non-static signs capable of displaying multiple messages. Several studies documented the ability
of a sign to accomplish the first of these goals.

University of Toronto
Observed Driver Glance Behavior at Roadside Advertising Signs (Beijer & Smiley,
2004) ®

.Research done at the Unjversity of Toronto compared driver behavior subject to passive

(static) and active (dynamic) signs. The study found that about twice as many glances
were made toward the active signs than passive signs. A disproportionately larger
number of long glances (greater than 0.75 seconds) taken were toward the active signs.

The duration of 0.75 seconds is important because it is close to the minimum perception-
reaction time required for a driver to react to a slowing vehicle. For vehicles with close
following distances, or under unusually complex driving conditiens, a perception delay of
this length could increase the chance of a crash. The following findings were reported in
this study:

o 88% of the subjects made long glances (greater than 0.75 seconds).
o 22% ofall glances made at all signs were long glances (greater than 0.75 seconds).
e 20% of all the subjects made long glances of over two seconds.

e As compared to static and scrolling text s1gns video and tri-vision signs attracted
more long glances.

e Video and scrolling text signs received the longest average maximum glance
duration.

o All three of the moving sign types (video, scrolling text and tri-vision) attracted more
than twice as many glances as static signs.



University of Toronto
Impact of Video Advertising on Driver Fixation Patterns (Smiley et al., 2001) 2

Another study completed at the University of Toronfo used similar eye fixation
information in urban locations to show that drivers made roughly the same number of
glances at traffic signals and street signs with and without full-motion video billboards
present. This may be interpreted to mean that while electronic billboards may be
distracting, they do not appear to distract drivers from noticing traffic signs. This study
also found that video signs entering the driver’s line of sight directly in front of the
vehicle (e.g., when the sign is situated at a curve) are very distracting.

City of Seattle Report (Wachtel, 2001) 1

The City of Seattle commissioned a report in 2001 to examine the relationship between
electronic signs with moving/flashing images and driver distraction. The report found
that electronic signs with moving images contribute to driver distraction for longer
intervals than electronic signs with no movement. Following are major points made in
the report: : :

e New video display technologies produce images of higher quality than previously
available technologies. These signs have improved color, image quality and
brightness.

e New video display technologies use LEDs with higher viewing angles. Drivers can
read the sign from very close distances when they are at a large angle from the face of
the sign.

e Signs with a visual story or message that carries for two or more frames are
particularly distracting because drivers tend to focus on the message until it is
completed rather than the driving task at hand.

e Research has shown that drivers expend about 80 percent of their attention on driving
related tasks, leaving 20% of their attention for non-essential tasks.

e The Seattle consultant suggests a “10 second rule” as the maximum display time for a
video message. ‘

The expanded content of a dynamic sign also contributes to extended distraction from the
driving task. The Seattle Report examined how this may be due in part to the Zeigarnik
effect which describes the psychological need to follow a task to its conclusion. People’s
attention is limited by the ability to only focus on a small number of tasks at a time, and
by the tendency to choose to complete one task before beginning another. In a driving
environment, drivers’ attention might be drawn to the sign rather than the task of driving
because they are waiting to see a change in the message. This loss of attention could lead
to unsafe driving behaviors, such as prolonged glances away from the roadway, slowing,
or even lane departure.



While the Zeigarnik effect may be present in a wide variety of driving situations, possible
scenarios that could affect drivers include:

e A scrolling message requires the viewer to concentrate as the message is revealed.
Based on the size and resolution of the sign, and the length of the message, this could
range from less than one second to many seconds.

o A sequence of images or messages that tell a story, during which the driver’s
attention may be captured for the entire duration that the sign is visible. Instead of
merely glancing at the sign and then returning concentration to the driving task, more
attention may be given to the message.

o Anticipation of a new image appearing, even if the expected new image is not related
to the first image. In this case, the driver may be distracted while waiting for the
change. .

Federal Highway Administration .
Safety and Environmental Design Considerations in the Use of Commercial
Electronic Variable-Message Signage (Wachtel & Netherton, 1980) “

This research provides information on the use of on-premise Commercial Electronic
Variable-Message Signs (CEVMS) that display public service information (i.c,. time and
temperature) and advertising messages along the Interstate highway system. The
research found the following major considerations:

e Iighway Safety Considerations

The link between changing messages that attract drivers’ attention and crashes has
been an issue of concern since the earliest forms of electronic signage became
available. This study thoroughly reviewed the literature seeking information
regarding a potential link between CEVMS and crashes:

“Although a trend in recent findings has begun fo point fo

a demonstrable relationship between CEVMS and
~ accidents, the available evidence remains statistically

insufficient to scientifically support this relationship.”

The study also noted that studies have not documented information about “such
occurrences as ‘near misses’ or traffic impedances that are widely recognized as
relevant to safety, and which may or may not be attributable to the presence of
roadside advertising.”

e Human Factors Considerations

Human factors relate to all the elements that explain driver behavior, such as eye
glances and driver responses to a variety of driving-related stimuli. The study makes
the point that simple driving-related tasks consume relatively little information
processing capacity. ~ However, when other conditions, such as congestion,
complicated roadway geometries, or weather are also considered, the marginal extra



amount of attention required to read roadside advertisements could lead to driving
errors that could cause crashes.

“The enormous flexibility of display possessed by CE VMS
makes it possible to use them in ways that can atiract
drivers' attention at greater distances, hold their attention
longer, and deliver a wider variety of information and
image stimuli than is possible by the use of conventional
advertising signs.”

Texas Transportation Institute for FHWA, Impacts of Using Dynamic Features to
Display Messages on Changeable Message Signs (Dudek et al., 2005) ®

. This study examined the comprehension times for three different scenarios for
DOT-operated changeable message signs. The scenarios evaluated were:

o Flashing an entire one-phase message

e Flashing one line of a one-phase message while two other lines of the message remain
constant

o Alternating text on one line of a three-line CMS while keeping the other two lines of
text constant on the second phase of the message

The findings of this study were:

o Flashing messages did not produce faster reading times.

o TFlashing messages may have an adverse effect on message comprehension for
unfamiliar drivers.

o Average reading times for flashing line messages and two-phase messages‘were
significantly longer than for alternating messages.

.o Message comprehensioﬁ was negatively affected by flashing line messages.

While this research did not evaluate advertising-related signs, it does demonstrate that
flashing signs require more of the driver’s time and attention to comprehend the message.
Tn the case of electronic billboards, this suggests that billboards that flash may require
more time and attention to read than static ones.

3.3.1 OTHER INFORMATION

NHTSA Driver Distraction Internet Forum (2000)

The National Highway Traffic Safety Administration held an internet forum to gather
research and public comment related to driver distraction with an emphasis on the use of
cell phones, navigation systems, wireless Infernet and other in-vehicle devices. During
this forum, participants were invited to take a poll to determine the most prominent driver



distraction issues. Electronic billboards were identified as one of six noted sources of
distraction.

Parliament of Victoria, Australia, Report of the Road Safety Commitiee on the
Inquiry into Driver Distraction (2006) =

This report identified road signs and advertising as one of the largest sources of driver
distraction. At least three billboards near Melbourme, Australia display moving images.

“The Committee considers these screens to be at the high
end of potential visual distraction and accordingly, present
a risk to drivers.”

The study also included a quote from the Manager of the Road User Behaviour group at
VicRoads (the State's road and traffic authority) from a December 2005 hearing:

What we do know is when there is movement involved, such
as flicker or movement in the visual periphery, that this is
more likely to capture a driver’s attention. We actually are
hard-wived as human beings to movement, so particularly
moving Screens and information that scrolls at
intersections and in highly complex driving situations —
these arve risky, and in particular researchers have been
most concerned about those sort of advertising materials.

This opinion would suggest that electronic signs can present a distraction to drivers.

3.4 How Much Distraction Is a Problem?

A number of studies were identified that discussed concerns with driver distraction generally. It
should be noted that some of the studies cited use specific crash data. that is ten or more years
old. Direct comparison of distraction sources to influences of today may not be completely valid
due to increased technological sophistication of distracting influences. These could include in-
vehicle technology (e.g., navigation systems, MP3 players, DVD players, CD players, computer
systems, etc.) as well as other potentially distracting influences (e.g., cell phones, text messaging,
dynamic signage, other roadway elements, etc.) that were not commonplace when the data for
these studies was collected:

Australian Road Research Board
Investigations of Distraction by Irrelevant Information (Johnston & Cole, 1976) ™

This research used five experiments to test whether drivers could maintain efficient
performance in their driving tasks while being subjected to content that was information
rich, but irrelevant to driving. The findings were that a small, but statistically significant
amount of performance degradation was observed when the participant was under a
-critical load of stimuli.
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National Highway Traffic Safety Administration/ Virginia Tech Transportation
Institute

Impact of Driver Inattention on Near-Crash/Crash Risk: An Analysis Using the
100-Car Naturalistic Driving Study Data (Klauer et al., 2006) 18

This study analyzed the data from a driving database developed by the National Highway
Traffic Safety Administration. This database contained exhaustive data recorded by
instrumented vehicles that measured glance position, impairment, drowsiness, risk taking
and many other parameters potentially involved in crash causation. Vehicles were
instrumented so that an observer did not need to be in the vehicle to collect data.
Automated data collection reduced the problem of an observer influencing driver
behavior. The study found that glances of two seconds or greater doubled the risk of
crashes or hear-crashes. The study also found that 22 percent of crashes are accompanied
by “secondary-task” distraction whether inside or outside the vehicle.

National Highway Traffic Safety Administration/ Virginia Tech Transportation
Institute ,
Driver Inattention is a Major Factor in Serious Traffic Crashes (2001)

The National Highway Traffic Safety Administration commissioned a study to examine
the causes of crashes. The study gathered information from four areas throughout the
country and used data from the National Automotive Sampling System (NASS) from
April 1996-April 1997 for analysis. The geographic areas were selected because they had
good crash investigation practices and high interview completion rates. The results of
this study are summarized in Table 2. - :

Table 2. Crash Causation Summary |

Percentage of Drivers

Causal Category Contributing to Causation
Driver Inattention 2d. 1

Vehicle Speed 18.7

Alcohol Impairment 18.2

Perceptual Errors 15.1

Decision Errors 10.1
Incapacitation 6.4

Other 3.8

Association for the Advancement of Automotive Medicine
The Role of Driver Inattention in Crashes; New Statistics from the
1995 Crashworthiness Data System (Wang, 1996)

This report analyzed the NHTSA 1995 Crash Worthiness Data Systém (CDS). It found
that the greatest source of driver distraction (3.2 percent) was due to a specified person,
object or event outside the vehicle. The full results of the study are presented in Table 3.
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Table 3. Percentage of CDS Crashes Involving Inattention-Distraction

Related Crash Causes
- % of % of

Data Element Drivers | Crashes
Attentive or not distracted 45,6% 28.4%
Looked but did nof see 5.6% 2.7%
Distracted by other occupant [specified] 0.9% 1.8%
Distracted by moving object in vehicle [specified] 0.3% 0.5%
Distracted while dialing, talking, or listening to ceHular 0.1%@| 0.1%@
phone [location and type of phone specified]
Distracted while adjusting climate controls 02%@| 03%@
Disizacted while adjusting radio, cagsette, CD [specified] 1.2% 2.1%
Distractad while using other device/object in vehicle 0.1% 0.2%
[specified]
Sleepy or fell asleep 1.5% 2.6%
Distracted by outside person, object, or eveat [specified] 2.0% 3.2%

. |Eating or drinking 0.1% 0.2%
Smoking-related 0.1% 02%
Distractedfinettentive, details unknowa 1.5% 2.6%
Other distraction [specified] 1.3% 2.2%

| Unknown/No Driver 38.5% 46.0%

Weighted driver N = 4,627,000 {7,943, unweighted); weighted crash W = 2,619,000 (4,536);
Tn order for a crash to clessified "attentive,” all involved drivers had to be classified “attentive.”

@ - estimate based on 5-9 cases.

University of North Carolina Highway S
The Role of Driver Distraction in Traffic

afety Research Center
Crashes (Stutts et al., 2001) *

A study prepared by the University of North Carolina Highway Safety Research Center
for the AAA Foundation for Traffic Safety examined the sources of driver distraction in
iraffic crashes. The data came from the CDS from 1995-1999. Of the thirteen specific
sources of distraction tracked by the study, the greatest source of distraction was an
outside person, object or event. While the study does not break down the sources of
outside distraction, it does show that distractions outside the vehicle are the largest factor
in distraction-related crashes. The results of this study are presented in Table 4.

Table 4. Specific Sources of Distraction Among Drivers in Distraction—Related Crashes

Percentage of

Specific Distraction :
Drivers

Outside person, object or event 29.4
Adjusting radio, cassette, CD 11.4
Other occupant in vehicle 10.9
Moving object in vehicle 4.3
Other device/object brought into vehicle 2.9
Adjusting vehicle/climate controls 2.8
Eating or drinking 1.7
Using/dialing cell phone 1.5
Smoking related 0.9
Other distraction 25.6
Unknown distraction 8.6

~Total 100.0




Three studies were found which attempted to- measure driver behavior specifically in response to
dynamic signage. Two of these studies demonstrated a potential relationship between dynamic
signage and crash rates: . -

Minnesota Department of Transportation, The Effectiveness and Safety of Traffic
and Non-Traffic Related Messages Presented on Changeahle Message Signs
(CMS) (Harder, 2004) *

This study used a driving simulator to measure the effect of Department of
Transportation changeable message signs on traffic flow. The two messages evaluated
were a “crash ahead” warning and an AMBER Alert (child abduction information). The
research found that just over half of the participants used the “crash ahead” message and
60 percent could recall the AMBER Alert with scores of Good or Better. Over one fifth
of the participants slowed down by at least 2: mph upon seeing the AMBER Alert,
demonstrating that messages relevant to drivers are associated with changes in at least
some drivers’ travel speed .

Decision of the Outdoor Advertising Board in the Matter of John Donnelly & Sons,
Permitee, Telespot of New England, Inc., Intervenor, and Department of Public
Works, Intervenor, with Respect to Permit Numbered 19260 as Amended (1976)*

This proceeding documents the Commonwealth of Massachusetts Outdoor Advertising
Board’s ruling regarding one of the first changeable signs. This sign was located near an
arterial road in Boston and used magnetic discs to poriray a message that changed every
30 seconds. The original sign permit was rejected based on four criteria, one of which
was safety. Upon appeal, the Massachusetts Department of Public Works allowed the
permit based on the fact that the sign would give the public a benefit. However, they
ultimately determined that the sign was a safety hazard based on crash rates before and
after the sign was installed. Tables 5 and 6 show the change in crash rates.

Table 5. Telespot Sign Crash Rates - Expressway Southbound

Average Average
per year - per year ‘;veragte
(1/1/1970- (1/1/1973- Chanes
12/31/1972) 3/31/1975) g
Crashes where
the sign was viewable 29.0 20.0 - -31.0
(north of sign)
Crashes where
the sign was not viewable 39.0 15.6 -60.0
(south of sign) )
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Table 6. Telespot Sign Crash Rates - Expressway Northbound

Average per year Average per year | Average
(1/1/1970- (1/1/1973- Percent
12/31/1972) 3/31/1975) Change
Crashes where
the sign was viewable | 46.3 42.7 -7.8
(south of sign)
Crashes where
the sign was not viewable 8.0 1.8 -77.5
(north of sign)

This analysis shows that while crash rates decreased on comparable sections in the years
after the sign was installed, the sections where the sign was visible experienced smaller
crash rate decreases. Due to these arguments, the Board ruled that the operation of the
sign must be terminated. ‘ '

Wisconsin Department of Transportation
Milwaukee County Stadium Variable Message Sign Study — Impacts of an
Advertising Variable Message Sign on Freeway Traffic (1994) 2

A study prepared by the Wisconsin Department of Transportation (WisDOT) examine
crash rates before and after an advertising variable message sign was installed in 1984 on
the Milwaukee County Stadium, home of the Milwaukee Brewers professional baseball
team. Crash statistics were analyzed for the three years before and the one and three
years after the sign was installed. As they are often associated with driver distraction,
side-swipe and rear-end crashes, as well as total crashes, were examined for both the
eastbound and westbound directions. The sign was much more visible to eastbound
traffic due to the stadium’s proximity to the roadway and the amount of visual
obstructions for westbound traffic.

The analysis found an increase in crash rates for all crash types in the eastbound direction
after the sign was installed. Most pronounced was an 80 percent increase in side-swipe
crashes after the first year of installation. Results in the westbound direction were mixed,
with a 29 percent decrease in crashes the first year the sign was in place and a 35 percent
increase in the three years the sign was in place. Although no control roadway sections
were studied, an interview with the study author revealed that the introduction of a sign
on a high volume curving roadway may have introduced enough distraction to an already
demanding driving environment to explain the higher crash rate in the eastbound
direction. The study author also stated that the study was not able to establish a causal
relationship between the sign and the crash rates.”

' Federal Highway Administration _ _
Research Review of Potential Safety Effects of Electronic Billboards on Driver
Attention and Distraction (2001)*

The Federal Highway Administration published a comprehensive report in 2001 that
consisted of a literature search, literature review and a description of research needs for
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the topic of electronic billboards (EBBs). While the study did not conduct any new
research, it does provide an excellent summary of the role electronic billboards play in
traffic safety and includes good descriptions of the terminology related to electronic
billboards. Selected findings from that synthesis are provided below:

“Tnn most instances, researchers were not able to verify that an
EBB was a major factor in causing a crash. Only one study
since the 1980 review and one lawsuit were identified.”

“Studies were identified that verified that: an increase in
distraction, a decrease in conspicuity, or a decrease in
legibility may cause an increase in the crash rate. "

“Commercial EBBs are designed to ‘catch the eye’ of drivers.
Their presence may distract drivers from concentrating on the
driving task and visual surrounds.”

“There is indication that individual differences in age and
driving experience may be important considerations in driver
distraction, and are relevant to understanding driver responses
to the external environment. Furthermore, research regarding
driver familiarity of their route demonstrated that visual
fixations on roadway signs decreases as route familiarity
increases. This research may show that there is a difference
between commuter and visiting drivers.”

Based on these findings, the FHWA recommended additional research to further
demonstrate how roadway characteristics, sign characteristics and legibility, driver
characteristics and other potential driver distractions affect traffic safety. FHWA was
contacted to see if any new information was available. Greg Davis, a Research
Psychologist with the FHWA Office of Safety R&D, indicated that the FHWA has not
performed additional studies on the topic since the report was published. He stated that
there is “no direct correlation between electronic outdoor advertising signs and crash
rates”. He referred to a before/after study of electronic signs installed along a freeway in
Las Vegas that found no change in crash rates. He went on to say that the lack of a
research finding that links signs with crash rates does not mean that a causal relationship
does not exist. He indicated that he has been contacted by several law enforcement
agencies regarding the link between driver distraction and dynamic message
signs/electronic billboards. He indicated that this is a timely and pertinent topic for many
states due to the increasing popularity and capabilities of electronic outdoor advertising
devices, and he expects further research to be forthcoming. He advocates for a new study
that can control for all variables and determine if a cause and effect relationship exists.?

3.5 How Does “Brightness” Affect Driver Safety Concerns?

The brightness of any sign, static or dynamic, raises concerns with discomfort or disability glare
to the driver that may arise when viewing any lighted object. Disability Glare occurs when a
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driver is exposed to a light source so bright that it temporarily blinds the driver, impairing their
ability to perform driving tasks. This temporary blindness is brief, but can be dangerous.
Discomfort Glare occurs when a light source is bright enough to distract or encourage the driver
to look away from the light, but is not blinding. Discomfort glare is of particular concern in
cases where a bright sign is located in the same line of sight as a traffic sign, signal or another
vehicle.

While concerns about glare are not unique to dynamic signs, newer sign technologies, which
often include dynamic components, have the technical capability to emit more light and/or
respond to ambient light conditions, raising additional concerns about sign brightness in areas
where signs compete with regulatory traffic signs or signals.

3.6 Billboards and Other Signage Regulaﬁon: a Minnesota Perspective

Roadside signage is governed by policies and laws at the federal, state and local levels.
Minnesota Statute, Chapter 173 seeks to “reasonably and effectively regulate and control the
erection or maintenance of advertising devices on land adjacent to such highways.” The statute
requires adherence to federal statutes with respect to interstate and primary systems of highways.

Minnesota Statute Ch. 173.16 Subd. 3. regulates lighting of signs. Signs which are “illuminated
by any flashing light or lights, except those giving public service information” (time, date,
temperature, weather ornews) are prohibited. This section also states: .

(b) Advertising devices shall not be erected or maintained which are not effectively
shielded so as to prevent beams or rays of light from being directed at any portion of the
traveled way of an interstate or primary highway, of such intensity or brilliance as to
cause glare or impair the vision of the operator of any motor vehicle; or which otherwise
interfere with any driver’s operation of a motor vehicle are prohibited.

and
(¢) Outdoor advertising devices shall not be erected or maintained which shall be so

illuminated that they interfere with the effectiveness of or obscure any official traffic
sign, device or signal.

3.7 . Billboard and Other Signage Regulation: Other Perspecﬁifes

During the course of this study, several articles were found which summarize regulation of
dynamic signage in other states:

Wisconsin Department of Transportation
Electronic Billboards and Highway Safety (2003) *

The Wisconsin Department of Transportation also published a literature review report to
further explain the current state of EBB research. Although much of the information is
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mentioned in other sections of this report, the Wisconsin review did summarize
Wisconsin’s regulations for electronic billboards.

No message may be displayed for less than one-half second;
No message may be repeated at intervals of less than two seconds;
No segmented message may last longer than 10 seconds;

No traveling message may travel at a rate slower than 16 light columns per second or
faster than 32 columns per second (light column defined as pixel column);

No variable message sign lamp may be illuminated to a degree of brightness that is
greater than necessary for adequate visibility.

National Alliance of Highway Beautification Agéncies (1999) ¥

Although this survey is eight years old, it generated the following information related to
elecironic billboards:

Nine states had specific regulations governing signs,

Nine states had regulations on tri-vision signs that were either being drafted or in
pending legislation,

Fifteen states had regulations regarding moving parts and/or lights,
Nine state had no regulations on tri-vision signs, and

Six states and Washington, DC, prohibited tri-vision signs.

An investigation into state outdoor advertising regulations was also conducted.

Thirty-six states had prohibitions on signs with red, flashing, intermittent, or moving
lights,

Twenty-nine states prohibited signs that were so illuminated as to obscure or interfere
with traffic control devices, and

Twenty-nine states prohibited signs located on interstate or primary highway outside
of the zoning authority of incorporated cities within 500 ft of an interchange or
intersection at grade or safety roadside area.

Parliament of Victoria, Australia, Report of the Road Safety Committee on the
Inquiry into Driver Distraction (2006) - .

This report, cited earlier for its driver distraction opinions, identifies road signs and
advertising as one of the largest sources of driver distraction. VicRoads, the state’s road
and traffic authority, has implemented the following regulations.
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Figure 1. VicRoads’ Ten Point Road Safety Checklist

1.

2.

oo

10.

An advertisement, or any structure, device or hoarding for the exhibition of
an advertisement, is considered to be a road safety hazard if it:

obstructs a driver’s line of sight at an intersection, curve or
point of egress from an adjacent property; or

obstructs a driver’s view of a traffic control device, or is
likely to create a confusing or dominating background which
might reduce the clarity or effectiveness of a traffic control
device; or

could dazzle or distract drivers due to its size, design or
colouring, or it being illuminated, reflective, animated or
flashing; or

is at a location where particular concentration is required
(eg. high pedestrian volume intersection); or _

is likely to be mistaken for a traffic control device, for
example, because it contains red, green or yellow lighting, or

‘has red circles, octagons, crosses or triangles, or arrows; or

requires close study from a moving or stationary vehicle in a
location where the vehicle would be unprotected from
passing traffic; or

invites drivers to turn where there is fast moving traffic or
the sign is so close to the turning point that there is no time
to signal and turn safely; or

is within 100 metres of a rural railway crossing; or

has insufficient clearance from vehicles on the carriageway;
or

could mislead drivers or be mistaken as an instruction to
drivers. :
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VicRoads also gives operational requirements for electronic advertising message signs.
Signage must: '

e not display animated or moving images, or flashing or intermittent lights;
e remain unchanged for a minimum of 30 seconds;
e ot be visible from a freeway; and

o satisfy the ten-point checklist.

4.0 SUGGESTED REGULATORY APPROACH

Local governments regulate electronic outdoor advertising devices in widely varying degrees.
Some cities completely prohibit the use of all electronic signs (sometimes specifying LED signs),
while others have no regulations specific to electronic signs. Between those two extremes, there
are many levels and types of control that can be applied.

The primary concerns to keep in mind when considering sign regulations are 1) First
Amendment rights, which can be affected by regulations that affect the content of a sign’s
message, and therefore should be avoided, and 2) changing technology, which can quickly make
a sign ordinance no longer applicable if the ordinance has been specifically written to address a
certain type of sign technology. Performance based measures may therefore be preferable as they
remain viable even as sign technology advances.

4.1 Definitions

Signage discussions often include a number of different words or phrases used to describe the
technical characteristics of signage devices or their components (such as LEDs). For the purpose
of zoning, some additional terms are also used to describe sign characteristics. Any regulatory
efforts should take care to precisely define terminology. One possible resource in this effort is
“Street Graphics and the Law,” published by the American Planning Association (APA)
Planning Advisory Service®.

4.2 Types of Regulatory Measures

42.1 Complete or Partial Prohibition of Electronic Signs

Some cities have completely prohibited the use of electronic outdoor advertising devices. For

example, the City of Maple Valley, WA prohibits all types of electronic outdoor advertising .

devices including animated signs, electronic changeable message signs, flashing signs or

displays, moving signs, scrolling displays, and traveling displays. This applies to both on- -

premise and off-premise signs.

Other cities are very selective about where electronic signs are allowed, allowing them only in
certain zoning districts. There are very few “standard” approaches. For the most part, each local
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government tailors their regulations to their own situation. One approach adopted by cities is to
prohibit electronic outdoor advertising devices in residential zoning districts, and for a certain
distance away from residential zoning districts, similar to the zoning limitations placed on
illuminated signs. Some ordinances require that electronic signs be situated such that the sign
face is not visible from nearby residences. '

4.2.2 Size Limitations on Electronic Signs

Another way of regulating electronic signs is to limit their size. Again, there is no set standard
for this. One ordinance reviewed for the purpose of this study limits the electronic portion of a
sign to no more than 50 percent of the sign face with the overall size determined by whatever the
sign ordinance allows for a particular zoning district. Other examples of electronic sign size
limitations include five square feet, 1,000 square inches, 20 square feet, and so forth. In other
ordinances, there is no differentiation made between the size of electronic signs and other signs.

According to input from representatives of the sign industry, the smaller the size of the electronic
sign, the more desirable it is for businesses to use frequent message changes, or sequenced
messages, where more than one screen of text is used to convey an entire message.

423 Rate-of-Change Limitations on Electronic Signs

Many communities that allow electronic signs also regulate the rate at which the messages on the
signs can be changed. Research on sign codes has shown this to range from as little as four
seconds to as long as 24 hours.

The Interstate 394 sign between Ridgedale Drive and Plymouth Road is visible for
approximately 45 seconds at free flow traffic speeds. Depending on text size, the message may
not be readable by drivers during this entire duration, but the message changes can attract
attention from long distances. - Depending on how often the message changes occur and the
speed of traffic, drivers on this segment could see a varying number of discrete messages. Table
7 provides the number of message changes a driver would see at different change durations and
traffic speeds. '
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Table 7. Number of New Messages Seen at Various Driver Speeds and
Time Intervals Between Messages

Number of Messages Seen
T g s Message Display Time (seconds)
Speed = .
clearly visible* 1800 3600
h

{ophi) (seconds) 6 . 10 sb (30 minutes) (1-hour)

30 60 11 9 7 2 1 1

45 40 8 6 5 2 1 ) 1

55 33 7 5 4 2 1

#Assuming the sign is clearly visible from one-half mile away.

Prohibiting displays from changing quickly can minimize potential driver distraction, but it
would significantly limit the message owner’s ability to convey information that does not fit on
one screen of the sign. Using two or more successive screens to convey a message is referred to
as sequencing. Based on the studies summarized in part 3 of this Report, including the glance
duration studies performed by Klaur for the FHWA in 2006 and by Beijer & Smiley in 2004, and
Wachtel’s analysis for Seattle of the Zeigamik effect, a message delivery system such as
sequencing that requires or induces a driver to watch the sign for several seconds increases the
likelihood of driver distraction. Based on information from the sign industry, for sequencing to
be effective in a marketing sense, a brief rate-of-change (1-2 seconds) is generally used before
transitioning into the next screen.

Some codes specify how an image changes, while other codes prohibit the use of transitions.
The change from one image to another can be accomplished by various techniques: no transition
— simply a change from one screen to another, or fading or dissolving one image into the next.
Flashing, spinning, revolving, or other more distracting transition methods can be prohibited,
allowing businesses to use sequencing in an effective manner without making the signs overly
distracting. Another way of regulating distracting transitions is to require a very short time of a
dark or empty screen between images.

42.4 Motion, Animation, or Video Limitations on Electronic Signs

Motion on a sign can consist of everything from special text effects (spinning, revolving,
shaking, flashing, etc.) to simple graphics, such as balloons or bubbles rising across the screen, to
more realistic moving images that have the appearance of a television screen. According to sign
industry representatives, video imagery on a sign is referred to as “animation” if the sign is
limited to the capability of 10 frames per second. Fewer frames per second make the moving
image look more like animation. Imagery produced by signs that have the capability of
processing up to 30 frames per second is accurately referred to as “video” imaging.

Many communities that allow dynamic signs do not allow the application of any type of motion,
animation, or video on the signs. However, Seattle was obliged to allow video imagery on their
signs after earlier signage code regulating certain types of signs was not strictly enforced. In
addition to requiring a dark period between successive messages to overcome the Zeigarnik
effect, Scattle also limits the duration of the video message to a minimum of two seconds and a



maximum of 10 seconds. This time frame was established based upon careful calculations of the
streets from which these signs could be seen, speed limits and traffic volumes in addition to the
community’s concern over the extent to which moving images could distract drivers. However,
Seattle also limits the size of their electronic signs to a maximum of 1,000 square inches, with no
single dimension greater than three feet, thus minimizing the effect of video images.

425 Sien Placement and Spacing

Regulating the number of dynamic sign potentially visible to a driver at any one time as well as
the position of the sign in relationship to the roadway may reduce distraction to drivers. Spacing
requirements should consider the speed, width and horizontal and vertical alignment of the
roadway.

Some communities have established minimum distarices between electronic signs. Establishing
an adequate distance between these types of devices seems particularly important if a fairly fast
rate of change is allowed for the purpose of facilitating sequenced messages or if animation and
video imaging is allowed. Closely spaced signs attempting to convey sequenced messages may
simply create visual overload and an over-stimulated driving environment. Research conducted
to date has not yielded information about optimal electronic sign spacing. Seattle adopted a 35-
foot spacing requirement for their electronic signs based upon multiple levels of analysis of the
downtown city environment in which these signs are present.

Due to the varying characteristics of individual roadways in this regard, overlay districts
allowing dynamic signage with conditions specific to that area could be considered. Overlay
districts could also take into account other locational factors such as offset from the roadway and
conspicuity. Determining appropriate offsets from the roadway must consider roadway clear
zone requirements as well as spacing of frontage roads and access points, while also considering
the signage too far outside the driver’s line of sight may be a further distraction. Conspicuity, a
sign’s ability to stand out from its surroundings, should also be considered.

4.2.6 TextSize

Legibility is another important property of signage. The preferred approach used within highway
signing is that drivers can read text that is 1 inch high from 30 feet away. Larger text is needed
for signs to be legible at greater distances. Large, legible text allows the driver to read the
billboard from varying distances and focus on the driving task. Conversely, with small text, the
driver is more likely to focus on the sign for a longer period of time and possibly be more
adversely distracted. However, the size or type of text or the amount of text due is rarely
regulated.

[
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427 Brichiness Limitations on Electronic Signs

One of the main concerns about the use of electronic signs, regardless of whether they consist of
changeable text, animation, or video, is the brightness of the image. The brightness of an object
can be characterized in two ways. Iluminance is the total brightness of all the light at a point of
measurement. Illuminance often describes ambient light and can be measured with a standard
light meter such as is used in photography. Luminance is the measure of the light emanating
from an object with respect to its size and is the term is used to quantify electronic sign
brightness. The unit of measurement for luminance is nits, which is the total amount of light
emitted from a sign divided by the surface area of the sign (candelas per square meter).

Many, but not all, LED-type signage can be time-programmed to respond to day and nighttime
light levels. Higher-end signage types are equipped with photo cells to respond to ambient light
conditions. Despite these controls, LED signs have been observed that are considered to be
excessively bright. Sign industry representatives indicate that excessive brightness can be the
result of 1) sign malfunction or improper wiring, 2) lack of photo cell and/or dimming
mechanism, or 3) operator error or lack of understanding that brightness is not necessarily an
advantage, especially if it makes a sign unreadable or unpleasant to look af. ‘They also maintain
that the intent of the electronic sign industry is to establish a brightness level that is similar to a
traditional internally or externally lit sign. Recent observations of sign technicians calibrating
the Tnterstate 394 LED billboard noted that the brightness controls are not calibrated to specific
nit levels, but rather vary in proportion to a set maximum level, like a volume control dial on a
typical car radio.

To control the extent to which electronic signs are a distraction or the extent to which they are
readable, many local governments have adopted regulations that limit nit levels. At this time,
ordinances that use nit level limitations typically differentiate between day time and night time
nit levels. A common daytime nit limitation ranges from 5,000 to 7,000 nits. A common
nighttime limitation is 500 nits, although in areas that are extremely dark at night, with very little
in the way of ambient light levels, less than 500 nits may be appropriate. - Other communities
have taken this farther, such as Lincoln, Nebraska, whose sign code incorporates a graph of
varying ambient light levels ranging from night time to a bright sunny day and all conditions
between fhose two extremes, and has correlating nit limitations for the various ambient light
levels.

Enforcement of these types of regulations is challenging as luminance of electronic signs is very
difficult to measure in the field. Typically, sign liminance is measured and calibrated in a
controlled factory setting using a spectral photometer to measure the light output. This
calibration setting is then used in conjunction with a photo cell to control the brightness of the
sign. The higher the ambient light levels, the brighter the sign. There are different nit thresholds
for various colors. White is most often used to set dimming levels because at a constant nit level,
_ white has the most intensity as perceived by the human eye. ‘

Lincoln uses a light meter to conduct testing on electronic signs and found a wide range of
luminance levels. One small electronic sign had luminance levels of 13,000 nits. The process
that Lincoln uses to check luminance levels is to hold a luminance meter close to the face of the
sign so that it captures only the light emitted from-the sign. They have not had any requests to



measure the brightness of LED billboards, so the viability of using this approach on-billboards
has not been explored.

Tn Seattle, sign luminance was found too difficult to measure, so signs are visually inspected
when complaints from the public are received. Sign owners are then contacted and asked to
adjust sign luminance accordingly.

Both Mesa, Arizona and Lincoln, Nebraska have included a requirement for written certification
from the sign manufacturer that the light intensity has been preset not to exceed the illumination
levels established by their code, and the preset intensity level is protected from end user
manipulation by password protected software or other method approved by the appropriate city
official. This language appears to offer the advantage of ensuring that electronic signs, at a
minimum, cannot exceed a certain established level of brightness.

At a minimum, it is important for communities to require all electronic signs to be equipped with
a dimmer control. A requirement for both a dimmer control and a photo cell, which constantly
keeps track of ambient light conditions and adjusts sign brightness accordingly, is optimal.

Over time, the LEDs used in electronic signs have a tendency to lose some of their intensity, and
an owner may choose to have the sign adjusted and calibrated, which involves adjusting the level
of electrical current in a manner that affects the brightness of the sign. This occurs over the
course of two or three years. Having maximum nit levels established would ensure that the sign
company has upper limits to work with as far as adjusting the sign is concerned.

4.3 Public Review

Most communities establish rules within their sign code and do not create opportunities for
electronic signs to be approved through conditional use permits or special use permits. Some
communities with special overlay districts, or areas that are oriented toward entertainment and
night life, have established a review process for electronic signs, or for various functions of
electronic signs such as animation and video.

Other communities take the opposite approach, where they allow electronic signs with no
controls whatsoever, except in certain special areas, such as a historic overlay district, or a
historic downtown district, where the signs are prohibited. Each community needs to tailor their
application of electronic signs to meet their needs. '

As of the writing of this report, no ordinances have been discovered that have a special review
committee just for the purpose of electronic signs. Typically, sign regulations established in the
zoning ordinance would be reviewed in accordance with existing review and approval processes.
As with other development features, dynamic signage should be either prohibited, permitted, or
conditional depending upon the zoning district and/or the specific features of the sign as
established within the city’s regulations (i.e. size, specific location with respect to the adjacent -
roadway, zoning district, proximity of sensitive uses). The recommended review process for
permitted dynamic signs should be the same as procedures already in place for administrative
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review. For dynamic signs requiring a Conditional Use Permit (CUP), the standard process for
public notification and a public hearing before the planning commission should apply.

50 CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Driver distraction plays a significant role in traffic safety. Driver distraction is a factor in one in
four crashes, and of those crashes involving driver distraction, one in four involves distractions
outside the vehicle. The extent to which dynamic signage contributes to traffic safety has been
examined in this study. Following are some of the major findings from a review of available
research.

s Drivers that are subjected to information-rich content that is irrelevant to the driving task
(such as digital advertising) may be temporarily distracted enough to cause a degradation in
their driving performance. This degradation could lead to a crash. '

o The unlimited variety of changing content allows dynamic signage to attract drivers’
attention at greater distances and hold their attention longer than traditional static billboards.

o Several studies have found a correlation between crashes and the complexity of the driving
environment. For example, crash rates are higher at intersections because the difficulty of
the driving task is increased by the roadway’s complexity. Complex driving environments
place a high demand on drivers’ attention. Introducing a source of distraction in an already
demanding driving environment is more likely to result in crashes. This is illustrated by the
1994 Wisconsin DOT study that examined crash rates before and after installation of an
electronic sign on a high-volume curving roadway. Introduction of this sign was identified
as a likely factor of the 80 percent increase in side-swipe crashes that was experienced.

e Many studies have noted a correlation between outdoor advertising signs and crash rates, but
have not established a causal relationship between the signs and crash rates. Driving is a
complex task influenced by muliiple factors. It is not necessary to establish a direct causal
relationship between outdoor advertising signs and crash rates to show that they can make the
driving task less safe. While the research shows that driver distraction is a key factor in
many motor vehicle crashes, this often includes many interacting factors that distract drivers.
The specific driver distraction danger that advertising signs contribute is difficult to quantify.
A study that could control for multiple variables (human factors, vehicle, enforcement and
the roadway environment) would be needed to provide a definitive statement on the level of
driver distraction that signs produce. Such a study would likely find that not all advertising
signs cause distraction that would lead to crashes, but some signs in some situations are more
likely to contribute to crashes than others.

Overall, the literature review conducted for the purpose of this study identifies a relationship
between driver distraction and electronic outdoor advertising devices. As indicated, driver
distraction is a significant factor in crashes. The purpose of dynamic signage is to attract the
attention of people in vehicles, so a natural conclusion from that knowledge is that drivers may
be distracted by them. Professional traffic engineering judgment concludes that driver
distraction generally contributes to a reduction in safe driving characteristics.




For this reason, state departments of transportation have carefully studied the design and location
of dynamic signs within the highway right-of-way. Their goal is to convey a message to the
traveling public in a manner that is as straight-forward and readable as possible without being a
visual “attraction”. The goal of the outdoor advertising sign is to be a visual attraction outside
the right-of-way, possibly making it a source of driver distraction. Nevertheless, the actual
change in crash rates influenced by the presence of any specific device has not been quantified in
a manner that fully isolates the impacts of an clectronic sign. Recent studies conducted by
FHWA and others have cited the need for further research.

In the interest of promoting public safety, this report recommends that electronic signs be viewed
as a form of driver distraction and a public safety issue. Therefore, the ordinance
recommendations identified here should be considered. These recommendations should be
reviewed in the future as additional research becomes available.

With respect to regulatory measures for clectronic outdoor advertising signs, it is important that
local governments take a thorough approach to updating their ordinances to address this issue.
For example, an ordinance that addresses sign motion, but does not address brightness and
intensity levels may leave the door open for further controversy. This report seeks to identify all
of the aspects of electronic outdoor advertising devices that are subject to regulation. It does not
specifically state what those regulations should be (e.g. the size of electronic signs), since these
are all things that policy makers and staff must take into careful consideration. Further, as driver
distraction and resulting influences on safety do not, ina practical sense, distinguish between on-
premise and off-premise signage, this distinction is not highlighted in the recommendations
below.

Regulatory Measures recommended for consideration

To properly address the issue of dynamic signage, it is recommended that the sign code address
the following: '

1 Tdentify specific areas where dynamic signs are prohibited. This would typically be done
by specifying certain zoning districts where' they are not allowed under any
circumstances. If dynamic signs are to be allowed in specific areas, this could be done by
zoning district (only higher level commercial districts are recommended for
consideration) or by zoning overlay related to specific purposes (e.g. entertainment or
sports facility district) or to specific roadway types.

2. Determine the acceptable level of operational modes in conjunction with such zoning
" districts or overlays. The various levels include:

a. Static display only, with no transitions between messages,

Static display with fade or dissolve transitions, or transitions that do not have the
effect of moving text or images,

c. Static display with scrolling, traveling, spinning, zooming in, or similar special
effects that have the appearance of movement, animation, or changing in size, or get
revealed sequentially rather than all at once (e.g. letters dropping into place, ete.), and
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d. Full animation and video.

If one of the forms of static display is identified as the preferred operational mode, a
minimum display time should be established. This display time should correspond to the
operation roadway speed (rather than posted speed limit), allowing at most one image
transition during the time that the sign if visible to a driver traveling at the operational
speed.

If a shorter minimum display time is considered, the effects of message sequencing
should be considered. Wait intervals of more than 1-2 seconds between sequenced
messages have the potential to become more of a distraction as viewers wait impatiently
for the next screen, in an effort to view the complete message.

If the community wishes to accommodate animation or video i some or all locations
where dynamic are permitted, a minimum and maximum duration of a video image
should be established. The purpose for establishing a time limit is to ensure that the
message is conveyed in a short, concise time frame that does not cause slowing of traffic
to allow drivers to see the entire message. Given the creativity of advertising, these video
images may be seen as a form of entertainment, and people typically like to see an
entertaining message through to the end.

Differentiate between zoning districts where dynamic signs are permitted by right, and
zoning districts, overlay districts, or special districts where they should only be allowed
through the approval of a Conditional Use Permit. A CUP would involve public
notification and review and approval by the Planning Commission. Other options would
include a design review board or other dispute resolution process.

Consider the establishment of minimum distance requirements between clectronic
outdoor advertising devices in relation to the zoning district or roadway context in which
the signs are allowed.

Consider size limitations on dynamic signs for zoning districts where they are allowed.
This may vary from one district to another.

Consider if dynamic signs are allowed independently, or if they must be incorporaied into
the body of another sign, and therefore become a limited percentage of the overall sign
face. '

Establish a requirement for that all dynamic signs that emit light be equipped with
mechanisms that allow brightness to be set at specific nit levels and respond accurately to
changing light conditions. The City must establish the authority to disable or turn the
device off if it malfumctions in a manner that creates excessive glare or intensity that
causes visual interference or blind spots, and require that the device remain inoperable
until such time that the owner demonstrates to the appropriate city official that the device
is in satisfactory working condition. If such technology is not available, consideration
should be give to banning dynamic signs that emit light until such time as the technology
allows brightness levels to be precisely controlled.



10.

11.

Consider maximum brightness levels that correlate to ambient (day or night condition,
lighting of surrounding context) light levels. A maximum daytime and separate
nighttime nit/footcandle level should be established. Consider wording that requires the
sign to automatically adjust its nit level based on ambient light conditions.

Consider a requirement for a written certification from the sign manufacturer that the
individual sign’s maximum light intensity has been preset not to exceed the maximum
daytime illumination levels established by the code, and that the maximum intensity level
is protected from end user manipulation by password protected software or other method
approved by the appropriate city official. )

Require sign owners to provide an accurate field method of ensuring that maximum light
levels are not exceeded. If such a method cannot technically be provided, consider
banning dynamic signs that emit light until such time as the technology is available.
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Appendix A — Current Sign Technologies

Roadside signage has long been used to alert and direct travelers to retail businesses, lodging,
aftractions and other destinations. Until the 20® century much of this image was “static” in
nature, presenting a single image that could only be altered by repainting or otherwise removing
an image and replacing it with another. With the advent of motorized travel, signage became
more “dynamic” or active in its efforts to attract the traveler’s attention as they moved at ever
increasing speeds. Initially, motion was created by flashing bulbs or alternating sets of neon
tubes.

Today’s technologies allow for an increasingly sophisticated display of images that can be
manipulated by a few strokes of a keyboard. Simpler forms of signs capable of displaying
multiple images include “tri-vision” signs which present a series of images through mechanical
rotation of multi-sided vertical strips. The rotation occurs at regular intervals presenting a series
of static images. Other forms are electronically produced, allowing for a wide range of colors,
messages and images depending on the level of technology, and typically produced by light
emitted by the sign face. Basic levels of technology present letters or numbers in a single color
of light, such as “time and temperature” signs or gas pricing signs. Many of these signs can
~ present longer images in a scrolling fashion, or can provide simple animations.

Recent advances have introduced a variety of technologies to the outdoor advertising arena. The
largest impact has been made with LED signs which offer an inexpensive yet powerful approach
that combines full motion, brilliant colors and a readable display. Other technologies are in
development, including “digital ink™ signs that offer a changeable medium on a surface that
looks like a normal vinyl billboard. These signs manipulate ink on the surface, allowing for a
dynamic presentation of images without being internally illuminated. :

The various sign technologies are referenced by a wide array of terms: “changeable message
signs,” “electronic billboards,” “animated signs.” Tn general, this report focuses on the broad
range of signage types which are capable of displaying multiple images through electronic
manipulation, which we will refer to as “dynamic” signing. Reference to specific signage types
is made when necessary to discussion of specific issues (e.g. the brightness of LED signage).
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Appendix B — Qutdoor Advertising Sign Brightness Definitions

This appendix defines various technical terms that are used to describe the operational
aspects of electronic billboards.

Billboard Tlluminance

Billboard illumination is typically discussed using two terms: illuminance and luminance.
Because this section includes some technical jargon, a glossary that further defines terms
used in outdoor advertising is provided in Appendix C.

Iluminance: The amount of light that is incident to the surface of an object. This is the
tethod for describing ambient light levels or the amount of light that is projected onto a
front-lit sign. This parameter is typically measured in lux (footcandles x meters). For the
purposes of dimming, illuminance is discussed to describe the ambient light that hits the
photocell.

Luminance: The amount of light that emanates from an internally illuminated sign. This
parameter is measured in nits. The nit levels necessary for the sign to be legible vary with
the ambient light conditions. On a sunny day, the nit levels must be very high, while at night,
the levels must be very low to prevent the image from distorting and to prevent glare.

Billboard Luminance (Brighiness)

Luminance is measured in nits (candelas/square meter) and describes how bright the image

is. In essence, it is the amount of light that is radiated from the sign divided by the amount of

surface area of the sign. No matter how big the sign is, the luminance of the sign is
consistent. For example, the brightness of computer monitors is also measured in nits.

The European standard “EN 12966 specifies that at certain ambient light levels, the sign
should output a given number of nits. There are different tables for each color due to the
properties of how the human eye interprets each color. The color that is most often used to
set dimming levels is white.

The FHWA has developed recommended practices for dynamic message signs installed
within the roadway right-of-way. The standard is NEMA’s TS-4 “Hardware Standards for
Dynamic Message Signs (DMS) With NTCIP Requirements.” Note that these standards
were prepared for message signs deployed within the roadway right-of-way and should not
be taken as recommended luminance levels for advertising signs. Table A-1 provides a
simplified version of the NEMA TS-4 standard for the color white.

Table A-1 - Luminance Standards

Ambient Approximate Minimum Maximum
Light . Light Luminance Luminance
(lux) (nits) (nits)
40,000 Sunlight 12,400 62,000
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10,000 Cloudy 12,400 . ;
4,000 Overcast 2,200 11,000

400 Sunrise/Sunset 600 3,000
40 Candlelight 250 1,250
lessthan4 ~  Moonlight 75 ' 313

Source: NEMA TS-4 (2005)

Billboard Resolution

Billboards require far less resolution than print advertisements. For example, Clear
Channel’s LED “Digital Outdoor Network” LED bulletin-size (14” x 48) billboards require
dimensions of only 208 pixels high by 720 pixels wide. If this image were to be printed at
300 dots per inch (dpi), a typical print resolution, the entire image would be less than

- 1.7 square inches. Therefore, it is ideal to keep the message on these signs simple and clear
because they do not currently allow resolutions similar to printed images.

Dimmin

To maintain readability, the brightness of a sign must be adjusted to match ambient light
conditions. If this is not done, the image will appear too bright and can even degrade the
image quality through a phenomenon called “blooming.” If the image blooms, the brightest
areas of the image bleed over into darker parts and the image clarity is degraded.

Dimming is typically controlled by a photocell, which measures the ambient light conditions
and varies the light output of the sign based on preconfigured settings. As ambient light
conditions darken, the photocell senses the decrease and lowers the light output of the sign:
Some sign manufacturers do not incorporate photocells in their electronic signs.

Electronic billboard dimming can also be controlled by scheduled dimming according to time
of day or manual dimming. On-premise signs may use any of these methods, but most, if not
all, off-premise standard size electronic billboards are auto dimmed by photocell. Some
signs include user-defined dimming curve capability allowing total control over sign
brightness and adjustability to accommodate local brightness ordinances.
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Appendix C — Electronic Outdoor Advertising Device Visual Performance Definitions

Conspicuity

Conspicuity is the property that related to the contrast between a sign and its background and
its ability to stand out from its surroundings. This is a subjective property that depends on
many factors of both the environment and the viewer.

Contrast

Contrast is the property that defines the relationship between the brightness of the brightest
color possible to the darkest color possible on a sign. In times when ambient conditions are
very bright, such as a sunny day, the darkest color may still be very bright due to the sun’s
reflection off the sign. In these cases, the lighter colored areas of the billboard’s image must
be much brighter than the contrasting dark areas.

Legibility

The ability of the driver to read a sign is related to its legibility. Large, legible text allows
the driver to read the billboard from varying distances and focus on the driving task.
Conversely, with small text the driver is more likely to focus on the sign for a longer period
of time and possibly wait until the sign is very close.

State departments of transportation use NEMA’s TS-4 document for this criterion. This
document specifies many characteristics related to legibility including character height,
resolution and color.

Glare

Disability Glare
The first form of glare is disability glare. This occurs when a driver is exposed to a light
source so bright that it temporarily blinds the driver, impairing their ability to perform
driving tasks. This temporary blindness is brief, but can be dangerous.

Discomfort Glare
Discomfort glare is when a light source is bright enough to distract or encourage the driver to
look away from the light, but is not blinding. Discomfort glare is of particular concern in
cases where a bright sign is located in the same line.of sight as a traffic sign, signal or

another vehicle.

Frequency of Change

The frequency of change is determined by the interval of time between sign image changes.
The rate of change can usually be adjusted by the owner and operator of the sign. Frequency
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of change is highly variable, with some on-premise signs changing faster than once per
second. While no standard is generally accepted, local government agencies have used
ordinances to limit the frequency to anywhere from 5 seconds to 24 hours.

 Interactive signs

Interactive signs change their message based on the person viewing it. For example, the
carmaker MINT has installed variable message signs that display a customized message to car
owners who have special key dongles containing a radio frequency identification (RFID)
chips when the dongle is in close proximity to the sign.

Another example is a microphone system that identifies the radio stations passing drivers are
listening to and displays a specific message for that station.
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This study was originally commissioned in response to litigation brought by Clear
Channel Communications, Inc. in response to actions taken by the City of Minnetonka,
Minnesota in regard to the installation of two LED ("light emitting diode") billboards
along Interstate 394 and Interstate 494. This study was undertaken to examine issues
surrounding the Minnetonka billboards. While the concerns were precipitated by LED
billboards in particular, this report examines more broadly "dynamic" display signage.
However, this report is not the intended to be a comprehensive study of all issues raised
by dynamic signage or other types of billboards,

As the study progressed, additional communities and the League of Minnesota Citics
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CITY OF WILDWOOD, MISSOURI
RECORD OF PROCEEDINGS

MEETING OF THE PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION
CITY HALL, 16860 MAIN STREET, WILDWOOD, MISSOURI
AUGUST 17, 2015

The Planning and Zoning Commission meeting was called to order by Chair Bopp, at 7:30 p.m., on Monday,
August 17, 2015, at Wildwood City Hall, 16860 Main Street, Wildwood, Missouri.

Welcome to Attendees and Roll Call.of Commission Members

Chair Bopp requested a roll call be taken. The roll call was taken, with the following results:

PRESENT —(8) _ ABSENT - (2)
Chair Bopp Commissioner Lee
Commissioner Archeski Commissioner Bauer

Commissioner Peasley
Commissioner Renner
Commissioner Gragnani
Commissioner Liddy
Council Member Manton
Mayor Woerther

Other City Officials present: Director of Planning Vujnich, City Attorney Golterman, and Senior Planner
Weiss.

Review Tonight’s Agenda / Questions or Comments

There were no questions or comments on the agenda.

Approval of Minutes from the August 3, 2015 Meeting

A motion made by Commissioner Peasley, seconded by Council Member Archeski, to approve the minutes
from the August 3, 2015 meeting. A voice vote was taken regarding the motion for approval of the minutes.
Hearing no objections, Chair Bopp declared the motion approved.

Department of Planning Opening Remarks

The Department did not have any opening remarks.

Public Hearings — One (1) liem for Consideration

(a.) P.Z. 17-15 City of Wildwood Planning and Zoning Commission cf/o Departmeni of Planning, 16860
Main Street, Wildwood, Missouri 63040 — A request for review and consideration of modifications to the
Zoning Performance Standard Regulations — Noise Code Section (Section 415.250) of the City of Wildwood
Zoning Ordinance that would address noise emissions from equipment that occurs for extended periods of



time, over any timeframe, including all day, week, month, or year, in all appropriate zoning district
designations, including the “NU”, “R”, “C", and “M” District categories. (Wards —All)

Chair Bopp gave an overview of the public hearing process for all in attendance and officially opened the
public hearing.

Senior Planner Weiss read the request into the record.

Director of Planning Vujnich noted the Department prepared a primer with background information on the
City’s Noise Code and will combine its experiences with public comments received tonight, to determine if a
change to the code is necessary. He then explained about a fish farming operation on ten (10) acres in the
western portion of the City. This farming operation is permitted by right, but requires aerators to run 24
hours a day to provide oxygen to the fish. These aerators have caused an inordinately high volume of
complaints from adjacent property owners. The City has hired an independent consultant to test the noise
level of the aerators on multiple occasions and, in each instance, determined them to be within the current
requirements relative to decibel level. The Department believes, however, that due to the duration of the
noise (24 hours a day, seven days a week) the sound is not typical. The contemplated change to the code
would address duration of noise, even if the sound was under the maximum decibel levels of the Noise

Code. He concluded, noting the Department would like to hear testimony, before determining if any.

recommendation for change would be made.

Charles Gulas, 2054 Wild Horse Creek Road, noted he has lived on his property since 2003 and that he
supports modifications to the code to address the duration of the noise. He believes the aerator noise at the
fish farm is unreasonable and should be considered a nuisance. He also suggested changes to address these
types of operations, including an increased buffer; a greater sethack distance; increased fines; harsher
consideration on repeated violations; and the inclusion of protective equipment.

Nancy and Dan Fischer, 2066 Wild Horse Creek Farm, noted they, too, believe the continual noise is a
nuisance and they can no longer enjoy their outdoor space at their home. Mr. Fischer had discussed options
for muffling the sound with Mr. Lisk, such as covers for the aerators, but he will not accommodate any
suggestion to decrease the noise. They distributed comments to the Commission, which are included as part
of these minutes.

Margo Begley, 18322 Shiloh Woods Court, noted she is also negatively impacted by the constant aerator
noise and distributed comments to the Commission, which are included as part of these minutes.

Robert Pagliaro, 16219 Bear Branch Court, noted that, in fairness to the fish farm owner, he should he
allowed to run his business, since it is permitted. He believes the owner is a good person and a member of
the community.

Erin Pagliaro, 16219 Bear Branch Court, noted that, when she has been to the fish farm, she doesn’t hear the
sound and it doesn’t impact activity, when moving around the property.

Andrew Lindberg, 2467 Eatherton Road, noted there are ways to reduce the noise and those methods
should be pursued by the fish farm owner.

Planning and Zoning Commission
August 17, 2015
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Michael Lisk, 1354 Katsura Court, noted he is the owner of the fish farm. He stated that sound studies have
been done and he is not in violation. The studies are engineering reports that stated the facts. He stated-he
has done things to reduce the aerator noise. He also noted he intends to build a house on the property.

Director of Planning Vujnich noted that the majority of cities adopt the applicable County Code, but it would
not be out of the realm to address unique issues in Wildwood with its own regulations.

Discussion was then held by the Commissioners regarding the following: the number and type of aerator
units; the frequency levels of the aerators; the lack of need for a permit for the aerators; the issuance of a
grading permit to install the lake; and the need for a Site Development Plan, as requested by the
Department of Planning, of the fish farm operation, but was contested by the owner.

Larry McGowen, 18538 Wild Horse Creek Road, noted that he has visited the fish farm and, in a short
duration of time, the noise levels would be okay, but would be an issue over the long term. He has met with
the owner three (3) times and heard from the neighbors, and is unsure if a solution could be found that
would satisfy everyone. He concluded noting that the ordinance does not address the sustained noise from
his perspective.

Additional discussion was then held by the Commissioners regarding the following: the frequency of the -
noise; the differentiation between a discreet tone and a higher frequency, but the effect of lower
frequencies, when at a sustained level; the desire to gather research on studies completed on the impacts of
long-term noise; the issue of if any new regulations could be applied to the existing use; and the dismissal,
by the Prosecuting Attorney, of warning letters and summonses based upon the current code.

A motion was made by Mayor Woerther, seconded by Commissioner Gragnani, to close the public hearing. A
voice vote was taken regarding the motion. Hearing no objections, Chair Bopp declared the motion
approved.

0ld Business — Three (3) ltems for Consideration
Letters of Recommendation — One (1) Item for Consideration

(a.) P.Z. 7-15 James Edward Hardy, Trustee, 826 Babler Park Drive, Wildwood, Missouri 63005 - A reguest
for a Conditional Use Permit (CUP) within the NU Non-Urban Residence District and FPNU Floodplain Non-
Urban Residence District for a fourteen (14) acre tract of land that is located on the southeast side of Babler
Park Drive, north of Pond Road (Locator Number 20%320136/Street Address: 826 Babler Park Drive).
Proposed Use - A horse boarding and training (lessons) facility. The petitioner is not planning any additional
structures or buildings in conjunction with this requested permit. (Ward Three)

Senior Planner Weiss read the request into the record.

Director of Planning Vujnich presented the Letter of Recommendation, noting it reflected the Commission’s
input throughout the discussions of this request and its approval of the Department’s recommendation at
the previous meeting. This Letter of Recommendation is for approval of the Conditional Use Permit for the
horse boarding operation.

A motion was made by Mayor Woerther, seconded by Commissioner Peasley, to approve the Letter of
Recommendation granting the permit. '
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Chair Bopp called the guestion.

A roll call vote was taken, with the following results:

Ayes: Commissioner Renner, Commissioner Archeski, Commissioner Gragnani, Commissioner Peasley,
Commissioner Liddy, Council Member Manton, Mayor Woerther, and Chair Bopp.

Nays: None

Ahsent: Commissioner Lee and Commissioner Bauer

Abstain: None '

Whereupon, Chair Bopp declared the motion approved by a vote of 8-0.

Information Reports — Two (2) ltems for Consideration

(a.) P.Z. 10-15 St. Charles Tower, c¢/o Kathryn Roderique, 4 West Drive, Suite 100, Chesterfield, Missouri,
63017 - A request for a Conditional Use Permit (CUP) within the NU Non-Urban Residence District for a 10.6

. acre tract of land, of which two thousand (2,000) square feet of this total lot’s area is to be utilized for a
telecommunications tower facility and encumbered by a lease area established for this purpoée. This tract of
land is generally located northwest of the intersection of Babler Park Drive and Old Eatherton Road (Locator
Number 21W310270/Street Addresses: 1400 Babler Park Drive — Lifepointe Church). Proposed Use - A one
hundred twenty (120) foot telecommunications tower and related equipment shelter area. The tower is
proposed to be a monopole type, with exterior antenna arrays. (Ward Three)

Senior Planner Weiss read the request into the record.

Director of Planning Vujnich reviewed the Department’s recommendation for approval, with two (2)
changes to the petitioner’s request: require the tower height to be one hundred ten (110) feet in height, a
ten (10) foot reduction to the petitioner’s request; and utilize flush-mounted antennas. He noted the history
of the request and the discussion points from the public hearing held last month. He provided information
on the character of the land near the subject site; the proposed conditions of the permit; the requested RF
Charts; the recommendation to determine the area as a Multiple-Use Interest Area; and the existence of the
extensive number of towers in the area, as part of Ameren Missouri’s power line.

A motion was made by Commissioner Peasley, seconded by Commissioner Gragnani, to discuss this item. A
voice vote was taken regarding the motion. Hearing no objections, Chair Bopp declared the motion
approved.

Discussion was held regarding the following: the changes to colocation in Ameren Missouri towers after
9/11 and modifications to its security procedures; the closest towers to this site, including: Metro West
Headquarters, St. Paul’s Church property, the Jesuit property (which allowed platform arrays); and the
number of carriers, who responded to the petitioner’s letter announcing a new tower would be available.

Greg Yocom, St. Charles Tower, 4 West Drive, noted he is the RF Engineer for this site. He explained that, as
the petitioner, they were agreeable to the reduction in tower height, but wanted the Commission to be
aware that this meant a reduction in the number of co-locators. A tower at the proposed height could
accommodate a total of three (3) carriers. The noted they have built towers with flush-mounted antennas in
the past, but these don’t allow enough room to accommodate the radio equipment and, so, they were
requesting the platform arrays be approved.
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A motion was made by Commissioner Peasley, seconded by Commissioner Renner, to close the discussion. A
voice vote was taken regarding the motion. Hearing no objections, Chair Bopp declared the motion.
approved.

A motion was made by Commissioner Archeski, seconded by Commissioner Liddy, to approve the
Department’s recommendation.

Chair Bopp called the gquestion.

A roll call vote was taken, with the following results: )

Ayes: Commissioner Archeski, Commissioner Renner, Commissioner Gragnani, Commissioner Peasley,
Commissioner Liddy, Council Member Manton, and Chair Bopp.

Nays: None

Absent: Commissioner Lee and Commissioner Bauer

Abstain: Mayor Woerther

Whereupon, Chair Bopp declared the motion approved by a vote of 7-0, with 1 abstention.

(b.) P.Z. 14-15 City of Wildwood Planning and Zoning Commission, c/o Department of Planning, 16860
Main Street, Wildwood, Missouri 63040 - A request to amend Chapter 415.410 Sign Regulations for “FP,”
“pg » “NU,” and all “R” Districts and Chapter 415.420 Sigh Regulations for all “C” and “M” Districts of the City
of Wildwood’s Zoning Ordinance to consider the addition of new language to allow electronic message
boards for certain institutional, not-for-profit, and commercial organizations. Currently, these types of
displays are prohibited within the City of Wildwood. (Wards — All)

Senior Planner Weiss read the request into the record.

Director of Planning Vujnich reviewed the Department’s favorable recommendation for changes to the City’s
Sign Regulations relative to electronic message boards. The review of these regulations was prompted by
Lafayette High School, who is seeking to replace their existing monument sign with an electronic type. These
have been prohibited in the City, due to the dark sky, but now, with improved technology, many of these
concerns can be addressed. The Director noted that the Department's recommendation for approval
included conditions to address the potential impact, including the following: the provision for a Conditional
Use Permit (CUP), similar to game courts and street-facing solar panel installations; the fact there could be a
total number of twenty-six (26) applications throughout the City for this type of sign installation; the need
for other forms of communication, besides electronic media, such as email, social media, etc., but signs are
always criticized; the review of other municipalities requirements in this regard and the fact that most,
except the City of Ellisville, allow these types of signs; and the twelve (12) components that would be
reviewed, as part of the proposed CUP process.

A motion was made by Commissioner Peasley, seconded by Commissioner Liddy, to discuss this item. A
voice vote was taken regarding the motion. Hearing no objections, Chair Bopp declared the motion
approved.

Discussion was then held regarding the following: the determination for treating commercial uses differently
than institutional uses; the place within the Zoning Code, where this requirement would exist; the
contradiction to New Urbanism of electronic message boards; the addition of a restriction on any proposed
sign to have its intensity based upon ambient light; the review of the proposed modification by the City's
Lighting Consultant; the size requirements that would be placed on the sign portion and the monument
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portion of these signs; the list of other locations, besides Lafayette High School, which have requested these
types of signs, including the Wildwood Family YMCA, Wildwood Christian Church, LaSalle- Springs Middle
School, and St. Alban Roe Church and School; the concern these signs are a distraction to drivers; and the
concern that, with off-site locations paying to advertise on these signs, but this consideration being
prohibited by other locations within the Code.

A motion was made by Mayor Woerther, seconded by Commissioner Liddy, to extend the meeting past
10:00 p.m. A voice vote was taken regarding the motion. Hearing no objections, Chair Bopp declared the
motion approved. -

Discussion continued regarding the necessary restriction on moving graphics and specifics on the proposed
regulations.

A motion was made by Mayor Woerther, seconded by Commissioner Archeski, to close discussion and
postpone action on this item, so the Department can conduct additional research and return its final
recommendation at whatever time they see fit. A voice vote was taken regarding the motion. Hearing no
objections, Chair Bopp declared the motion approved.

VIl. New Business— No ltems for Consideration

VIll. Site Development Plans-Public Space Plans-Record Plats — No Items for Consideration

IX. Other— No ltems for Consideration

X, Closing Remarks and Adjournment

A motion was made by Mayor Woerther, seconded by Commissioner Archeski, to adjourn the meeting. A
voice vote was taken. Hearing no objections, Chair Bopp adjourned the meeting at 10:04 p.m.

Approved b\/:gw——vg// @:;b ,@(@Q)

Secretary — City of Wildwood Planning and Zoning Commﬁ'

Note: Recordation of the opinions, statements, and/or gther meeting participation in these minutes shall not be
deemed to be an acknowledgement or endorsement by the Commission of the factual accuracy, relevance, or
propriety thereof.

# |f comment cards were submitted indicating they did not wish to speak at tonight’s meeting, they have been
Jttached and made part of the official record.
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CITY OF WILDWOOD, MISSOURI
RECORD OF PROCEEDINGS

MEETING OF THE PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION
CITY HALL, 16860 MAIN STREET, WILDWOOD, MISSOURI
JULY 20, 2015

The Planning and Zoning Commission meeting was called to order by Chair Bopp, at 7:30 p.m., on Monday, July
20, 2015, at Wildwood City Hall, 16860 Main Street, Wildwood, Missouri. -

Welcome to Attendees and Roll Call of Commission Members

Chair Bopp requested a roll call be taken. The roll call was taken, with the following results:

PRESENT —(9) ABSENT - (1)
Chair Bopp Commissioner Rennet

Commissioner Archeski
Commissioner Peasley
Commissionar Gragnani
Commissioner Lee
Commissioner Bauer
Commissioner Liddy
Council Member Manton
Mayor Woerther

Other City Officials present: Director of Planning Vujnich, Director of Public Works Rick Brown, P.E. P.T.O.E.,
City Administrator Ryan Thomas, P.E., City Attorney Golterman, and Senior Planner Arnett.

Review Tonight’s Agenda / Questions or Commentis

There were no questions or comments on the agenda.

Approval of Minutes from the July 6, 2015 Meeting

A motion made by Commissioner Peasley, seconded by Council Member Manton, to approve the minutes
from the July 6, 2015 meeting. A voice vote was taken regarding the motion for approval of the minutes.
Hearing no objections, Chair Bopp declared the motion approved.

Department of Planning Opening Remarks

The Department did not have any opening remarks.

Public Hearings — Four (4) liems for Consideration

(a.) P.Z. 12 and 13-15 The Villages at Bright Leaf, Fischer & Frichtel Custom Homes L.L.C. and Consort
Homes L.L.C., 16640 Chesterfield Grove Road, Suite 130, Chesterfield, Missouri, 63005 — A request for a
change in zoning from the NU Non-Urban Residence District, the R-3 10,000 square foot Residence District,
the R-4 7,500 square foot Residence District, the R-6 and R-6A 4,500 square foot Residence District, with a




the eastern portion of the site, the planned parkway, the lot sizes and housing types’ compatibility with
existing neighborhoods, the more level and less treed western portion of the site, which supports neo-
traditional development; the concept for the linear park along the southern limits of the site; and the
proposed architecture style in each different village of the property. Finally, he reiterated the request for a
Work Session with the Commission.

Debra Smith McCutchen, 16548 Birch Forest Drive West, noted she is speaking as hoth a resident and one of
the City Council representatives for Ward 5. She stated it was her belief that, most residents are happy the
proposed development is for single family homes, but then outlined a number of concerns relative to
drainage, grading, construction, and density. She then noted her biggest concern is with the street plan and
the belief this design will negatively impact residents and decrease property values. Ms. Smith McCutchen
noted she has not reviewed the traffic study, but hopes the issue of quality of life will be considered, when
the Commission reviews this proposal. Her two (2) greatest concerns with the street connections were the
increased traffic through neighborhoods and the loss of potential for a Ward 5 park. She then noted that the
Master Plan does not support the Pond-Grover Loop Road Extension and outlined her request to not extend
it or Birch Forest Drive. Finally, she noted she wants a park on the right-of-way of the Pond-Grover Loop
Road, past its current terminus. '

Jin Hubert, 15972 Sandalwood Creek Drive, noted that the extension of Pond-Grover Loop Road would go
hehind his house. He noted his concerns, as a retired teacher and current substitute teacher, with the safety
of children due to the increased traffic. He noted he is not opposed to overall development, but is
requesting consideration this project, and other future developments, be designed to not have connecting
streets.

Paul W. Pohlers, 2323 Sandalwood Creek Court, likes the extension of the Pond-Grover Loop Road. He noted
that, due to the existence of utilities, especially sewers, higher density developments should be expected
east of State Route 109, but he is glad this propoesal does not include apartments. He has spoken to the Fire
Marshal, and, for fire access, the district needs multiple points of entry, and the Fire Marshal has spoken
unequivocally that the road extensions need to occur. He stated he believes the intent of the Master Plan’s
opposition to the Pond-Grover Loop Road is to abandon the-full loop concept, but still proceed with this
guadrant being built. Mr. Pohlers noted the graded roadbed for Pond-Grover Loop Road has been there for
a long time, so its construction should not be a surprise. He also commented that a Ward 5 park could still
be accommodated in this development’s dedicated public space and the Community Park also provides
Ward 5 with close recreation options. Finally, he stated he is in favor of the project, but would also like to
see villas, which may attract retirees, and then ultimately may bring more restaurants. He also does not like
the name of the subdivision.

Sheldon Glass, 16874 Hickory Crest Drive, President Trustee for Hickory Manor Estates, noted his two (2)
main concerns are traffic and the Pond-Grover Loop Road Extension. He commented the current Pond-
Grover Loop Road is a speedway hecause the way the road was designed previously did not work. He
supports progress, but believes they will have major problems, if this road is extended. Finally, he noted his
concern with the density and his belief that ninety (90) homes would be better, and have less of an impact
on the displaced wildlife from that property. He questioned, i the Pond-Grover Loop Road is connected,
who will maintain those trees and what will the cost be?

Susan Treiber, 15912 Sandalwood Creek Drive, noted she has lived in her home for over nineteen (19) years
and she likes the proposed homes and the subdivision looks nice, but she is opposed to the road system. She
noted the roundabouts on State Route 109 have increased traffic along Sandalwood Creek Drive, and she
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solar panels, which are to be placed on the dwelling, so as to be visible from the adjoining roadway, and
located at 16514 Meadow Hawk Drive (Locator Number 25V330174). This request is to be reviewed in
accordance with Chapter 415.090 NU Non-Urban Residence District Regulations of the City of Wildwood
Zoning Code, which establishes standards and requirements for the installation of solar panels. The permit is
required due to the panels’ placement on the front facing area of the subject dwelling’s roof. (Ward Six)

Chair Bopp reminded all in attendance of the public hearing process and officially opened the public hearing.
Director of Planning Vujnich read the request into the record.

Senior Planner Arnett narrated a slide show of photographs illustrating the subject site and the surrounding
roadways and adjacent properties.

‘Ladd Faszold, 16514 Meadow Hawk Drive, outlined his reasons for selecting the proposed location for solar

panels, which prominently were because of the south facing eaves. The rear of the house is shaded and not
the best location to gather sunlight. He provided a study he had completed over two (2) days of sunshine
and, noted, the two (2) south facing eaves received the most sunshine. He stated he has a letter from the
Homeowner's Association showing approval of the requested panels. He then noted the proposed panals
will be black in color and will not be obtrusive. Finally, he commented that his neighbors in the Estates at La
Salle Subdivision support his request.

Charles Melton, Jr., 10330 Page Industrial Boulevard, with StraightUp Solar, spoke on hehalf of this request,
as the petitioner’s contractor. He noted the trustees have signed the approval letter, after all six (6) lot
owners supported the installation. He then gaVe details on the proposed system, noting it will provide over
10,000 kilowatt hours over a year, which is over fifty percent (50%) of the homeowner’s electric needs. If the
proposed location of panels were not to be on the south facing eaves, which are visible from the street, the
effectiveness of the system would be reduced by over fifty percent (50%). Finally, he noted that StraightUp
Solar is a fully licensed company, with their own electricians, designers, architects, and engineers, and
reviewed the technical plans for the solar panels, created by these specialists.

Discussion was then held by the Commission regarding the following: the location of the solar panels; the
neighbors’ opinions; the size of the petitioner’s lot; the capacity of the solar panels; the ability of the system
to have net metering, which will sell the excess power to the electric company; the contents of the
application packet; the preservation of all trees on the property; and the lack of a desire on the
homeowner’s part to install a future ground array to reach one hundred percent (100%) production.

A motion was made by Mayor Woerthef, seconded by Commissioner Lee, to close the public hearing. A
voice vote was taken regarding the motion. Hearing no objections, Chair Bopp declared the motion
approved. 4

(c.) P.Z. 10-15 St. Charles Tower, ¢/o Kathryn Roderique, 4 West Drive, Suite 100, Chesterfield, Missouri,
63017 - A request for a Conditional Use Permit (CUP) within the NU Non-Urban Residence District for a 10.6
acre tract of land, of which two thousand (2,000) square feet of this total lot’s area is to be utilized for a
telecommunications tower facility and encumbered by a lease area established for this purpose. This tract of
land is generally located northwest of the intersection of Babler Park Drive and Old Eatherton Road (Locator
Number 21\W310270/Street Addresses: 1400 Babler Park Drive — Lifepointe Church). Proposed Use: A one
hundred twenty (120) foot telecommupnications tower and related eguipment shelter area. The tower is
proposed to be a monopole type, with exterior antenna arrays. (Ward Three)
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boards for certain institutional, not-for-profit, and commercial organizations. Currently, these types of
displays are prohibited within the City of Wildwood. (Wards — All)

Chair Bopp again reminded all in attendance of the public hearing process and officially opened the public
hearing.

Senior Planner Arnett read the request into the record.

Director of Planning Vujnich noted the Department has had a history of requests for electronic message
boards from both institutional and commercial users. He noted these types of signs have never been
allowed in Wildwood, mostly due to their impact on the night sky. The Department, however, believes that a
discussion should be had by the Planning and Zoning Commission on this topic. The need for this discussion
is based upon a request by Rockwood School District. He noted the discussion should focus on five (5)
characteristics that will need to be addressed in considering this item. These discussion items include the
following: 1) brightness; 2) message hold time; 3) transition method; 4) transition duration; and 5) area or
square. footage. Finally, he noted this public hearing is intended to gauge if there is interest in allowing these
types of signs and, if so, how to address them. .

John Shaughnessy, Principal of Lafayette High School, noted his school is the only one of four in Rockwood
School District without an electronic marquee sign. He commented on the issue that temporary signs have
been an issue in the past, caused by the lack of his ability to provide information on a number of events and
issues at one time. Finally, he noted that he has done research on many different types of signs and he
believes they would be able to meet the City’s requirements, while also satisfying the school’s need for a
digital marquee.

Discussion was held among the Commission Members regarding the following: the methods the school
currently uses to communicate information; the advertisement for this public hearing; the options on these
types of signs; the variability of brightness during the day versus at night; the high potential for negative
comments from the public, if this is approved; the ability to turn off the sign at night; the potential for it to
distract drivers and other safety concerns; the potential for setting a precedent and the possible
proliferation of these types of signs; the proposed location for the sign at Lafayette High School; the money
for the sign at the high school, which was raised by it and not part of a bond issue; the desire o have the
high school use the money raised for the sign to go to the hiring of a new teacher, instead of this
installation; the ability to differentiate the approval of signage on institutional properties versus commercial
users; the desire for research on these types of sign and other cities’ ordinances; the desire to understand
other potential locations, where these signs might be requested.

A motion was made by Mayor Woerther, seconded by Council Member Manton, to extend the meeting past
10:00 p.m. A voice vote was taken, with no objections, and Chair Bopp declared the motion approved.

Matt Landuehr, 2513 Forest Leaf Parkway, stated he is a Wildwood resident, as well as, a Lafayette High
School alumnus and current teacher there. He noted he would encourage the Commission to complete its
research and look further into this technology. He believes it is of value to the community to encourage
these types of signs and the City is currently using these types of signs, as an effective means of
communication, and it should be researched to discover the possibility and technology potential for allowing
them, while making them as least obtrusive on the surrounding area.
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Whereupon, Chair Bopp declared the motion approved by a vote of 8 to 0, with 1 abstention.

VI Site Deve]opment Plans-Public Space Plans-Record Plats — One (1) Item for Consideration

(a.) A report, with recommendation, regarding a City of Wildwood, Missouri project relating to the
resurfacing and installation of new bicycle lanes on Manchester Road (Historic Route 66) from State Route
109 (on the east) to State Route 100 (on the west); NU Non-Urban Residence District, NU Non- Urban

_ Residence District, with a Planned Residential Development Overlay District (PRD), and C-8 Planned
Commercial District designations; public right-of-way only; endorsing and approving this plan due to the
linkage it will provide between Town Center, the Pond Historic District and Rockwoods Reservation for
pedestrians, runners, and bicyclists, while providing improved safety for all users of the roadway. (Ward
One)

Senior Planner Arnett read the request into the record.

Director of Planning Vujnich provided on overview of the project, which included the following: the area
dedicated for Share the Road; the receipt of a federal grant covering eighty percent (80%) of the project
costs; the State Statute requiring the Planning and Zoning Commission to review and take action upon this -
type of project; the lack of long-term road closures; the construction details of the retaining walls to match
the built environment; the proposed six (6) month timeframe for this project, scheduled to begin this
winter; and the fact the plans will also be reviewed by the City’s Historic Preservation Commission, given this
roadway is the original Route 66. ‘

A motion was made by Commissioner Archeski, seconded by Mayor Woerther, to approve the Site
Development Plan for the resurfacing and bike lane project.

Discussion was held regarding the presentation of the plans to the Historic Preservation Commission.
Chair Bopp called the question.

A rol| call vote was taken, with the following results:

Ayes: Commissioner Bauer, Commissioner Archeski, Commissioner Gragnani, Commissioner Lee,
Commissioner Peasley, Commissioner Liddy, Council Member Manton, Mayor Woerther, and Chair Bopp.
Nays: None .

Absent: Commissioner Renner

Abstain: None

Whereupon, Chair Bopp declared the motion approved by a vote of 8-0.

IX. Other — One (1) ltem for Consideration —READY FOR ACTION

(a.) Nominating Committee’s Recommendation for Officers of the Commission for Year 2015/2016 (Wards ~
- All)

Director of Planning Vujnich noted the Nominating Committee has decided to meet on August 3" at 7:15
pm, to discuss their slate of candidates to be presented for consideration.
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TO: Planning and Zoning Commission, City of Wildwood

RE: Bright Leaf Development and Extension of Pond-Grover Loop

Based on the information presented at the Ward 5 Town Hall meeting on July 6, we understand the -
proposed Bright Leaf development may also result in the extension of both Birch Forest and Pond-
Grover Loop (“PGL”). Our comments and concerns with the proposed plan are described below.

L Accountahility
A. Upon review of the Master Plan, the essential reasons for the incorporation of

Wildwood included accountability to the people of the area, and residential
development consistent with long-range planning and prudent land utilization®. The
Master Plan explicitly states “Do not adopt other arterials and new roadways that may
have been projected as part of previous St. Louis County plans, in particular, the Pond-
Grover Loop Road.?” To be accountable to the people of Wildwood, this Master Plan
should be followed and the road not extended. This will keep the town accountable to
the current residents, rather than cater to potential future residents. -

il. Increased traffic on PGL and throughout Ward 5 (including but not limited to Forest Leaf
Parkway, Green Pines Drive, and Birch Forest)

A. Atransportation goal listed in the Master Plan includes safe streets need to be
maintained throughout Wildwood®. Children frequently play in the sireet, and people
use sidewalks to run, walk, and bike throughout Ward 5. Traffic has already been
acknowledged as an issue with the installation of speed bumps on Green Pines Drive
and Forest Leaf Parkway. Further increasing traffic on these roads wiil make them more
dangerous to pedestrians and residents.

B. The Master plan states the expansion of Hwy 109 would result in negative impacts,
including “environmental degradation associated with its construction and increased
traffic, [and] the loss of parkland through direct acquisition for roadway right-of-ways.”
The same logic should be applied to the extension of PGL. Extending PGL would have a
similar negative impact of increased traffic and loss of park land (specifically the
potential Ward 5 neighborhood park; see additional discussion in section IV below).

1. Connhectivity
A. Creating a walking path from PGL terminus to the Bright Leaf development {without
extension of the roadway) would allow for the desired connectivity discussed at the July
& meeting
Allows Bright Leaf residents access to the potential Ward 5 park, Green Pines
elementary, and other areas of Ward 5 without increasing vehicular traffic to
the existing neighborhoods

! Master Plan, page 22
2 \viaster Plan, page 56
3 Master Plan, page 53
*Master Plan, page 54-55



It was stated that subdivisions should have two access points. There are several in
Wildwood with only one or two access points. The two access points to Bright Leaf at
Eatherton and Taylor should fulfill this safety concerm.

®  The second entrance to Turnberry neighborhood on Strecker Road was actually

blocked off, removing an access point.

Based on the preliminary drawing of the Bright Leaf development shown at the July 6™
meeting, new homes would be built directly adjacent to homes on Birch Forest. It did
not appear that additional roadway would have to be constructed to extend Birch
Forest. However, substantial construction would nead to be completed to extend PGL -
to connect it to Bright Leaf. '
To allow a third emergency vehicle access point, it seems easiest to use Birch Forest as
the road is complete as shown in the Bright Leaf conceptual drawing. This could be
structuied to only allow emergency vehicles, and not permit regular vehicular traffic
(potentially similar to the blocked access to Turnberry subdivision from Strecker Road).
This would keep the additional traffic o5F Forest Leaf / Birch Forest / Green Pines Drive
while allowing emergency vehicles an additional way to access Bright Leaf.
Three emergency access poinis should be sufficient, as other subdivisions in Wildwood
have only one or two. PGLas a fourth access point is unnecessary.

Suggested resolutions include:

s Do not allow Bright Leaf development. .

o Allow Bright Leaf development, with only access points from Taylor Road and Eatherton. Create
walking trail from PGL terminus to Bright Leaf development. Results in no extension of PGLor
Birch Forest. _ )

o Allow Bright Leaf development, with access points from Taylor Road and Eatherton. Have
emergency vehicle access point at Birch Forest (no residential traffic allowed). Create walking
trail from PGL terminus to Bright Leaf development, but do not extend roadway of PGL.

In summary, the costs of extending PGL (increased traffic, loss of potential Ward 5 park, inconsistent .
with Master Plan) negatively impact current Wildwood residents and outweigh the henefit to current
non-residents of having a fourth emergency vehicle access point to a planned subdivision. Using the
PGL terminus as a Ward 5 neighborhood park rather than extending the roadway to Bright Leaf would
be consistent with the Master Plan, help implement the Parks and Recreation Action Plan, and keep the
city of Wildwood accountable to its residents.

Thank you,

Christine & Kyle Brown

16916 Hickory Way CL.
christinebrownlDDB@gmaii.com



s Karen Calcaierra calcaterrakaran @roclwood ki2.mo.us
piach RE: Next sieps....

fase: February 17, 2015 at 10:05 AM

- Joe Vujnich JVujnich@cityofwildwood.com

. John Shaughnessy shaughnessﬂohnG@rockwood.k12Jﬂo.us

Joe,

Thanks for your response. We are just wanting to move forward so that we can improve
communications with our school community. Please let me know if John or | need to do anything else
at this time.

Thanks,
Karen

Dr. Karen Calcaterra

- Associate Principal
Lafayette High School
17050 Clayton Road
Wildwoad, Missouri 63011
636.733.4114

“Be an opener of doors for such as come after thee...” -Ralph Waldo Emerson

From: Joe Vujnich [mailto:JVujnich@cityoﬁfvildwood.com]
Sent: Monday, February 16, 2015 11:27 AM

To: Karen Calcaterra

Subject: RE: Next steps....’

Karen:
The Department is working through the sponsorship banner issue at this time, but
will be taking up the other matter regarding electronic reader boards sometime

in March or early April.

Sorry for the delay, but the Planning and Zoning Commission's schedule is
£illing fast and keeping the Department busy.

Joe Vuijnich

From: Karen Calcaterra [calcaterrakaren@rockwood.klz,mo.us]
Sent: Thursday, February 12, 2015 2:11 PM

e Tam Vhdnich



W JUT VUjLLICI

Subject: Next steps....
Hiloe,

| just wanted to check back in with you regarding our plans to replace our existing marquee with a new
one. We are wondering what the next steps are and if we need to get anyone additional information?
Thanks for your assistance.

Karen

Dr. Karen Calcaterra
Associate Principal
Lafayette High School
17050 Clayton Road
Wildwoad, Missouri 63011
636.733.4114

Y

e ]

i e

“Be an opener of doors for such as come after thee...” -Ralph Waldo Emerson




i Karen Calcaterra calcateriakaren@rockwood K12.mo.us &
t: FW: Marquee Info for Wildwood Councll

=: February 2, 2015 at 2:36 PM

Ta: Joe Vujnich (JVujnich@cityofwildwood.com) JVujrich @cityefwildwood.com

Joe,

Please see the attached information for the replacement of our current marquee that we have at
Lafayette. Please let me know if you need anything else at this time.

Thanks!

Karen

Dr. Karen Calcaterra
Associate Principal
Lafayette High School
17050 Clayton Road
Wildwood, Missouri 63011
636.733.4114

“Be an opener of doors for such as come after thee...” -Ralph Waldo Emerson

From: Jill Ralph

Sent: Monday, February 02, 2015 1:09 PM
To: Karen Calcaterra

Subject: Marquee Info for Wildwood Council

See attached.

it Rty

Secretary to Principal John Shaughnessy
Lafayette High School

17050 Clayton Road

Wildwood, MO 63011

636-733-4113
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Sec. 22-6. - Dynamic display signs.

(1)

(3)

(4)
(5)

(6)

(8)

9)

Dynamic display signs may be made a part of or used as ground, wall or directory signs in the C-1
zoning district within 150 feet of the Manchester Rd. or Clayton Rd. rights-of-way. Such signs shall be
at least 200 feet from any single-family residential zoning district on the same side of the roadway and
100 feet from any single family zoning district on the opposite side of the roadway.

Dynamic display signs may be made a part of or used as ground or wall signs (but not signs located at
subdivision entrances) in single-family residential zoning districts in conjunction with and on the
premises of elementary and secondary public schools and private schools offering curricula similar to
that offered by such public schools, churches, philanthropic and fraternal order not-for-profit
institutions and governmental buildings and facilities provided the signs are at least 250 feet from a
residential dwelling unit.

Dynamic display signs méy have no more than 35 percent of the actual copy and graphic area of the
sign as a dynamic display area. The remainder of the sign area must not have the capacity to have
dynamic displays even if not used.

Only one dynamic display area is allowed on a sign face.

A dynamic display may not change or move more often than once every 20 seconds, except one for
which changes are necessary to correct local hour, minute, date or temperature information. Time,
date or temperature information is considered one dynamic display and may not be included as a
component of any other dynamic display. A display of time, date or temperature must remain for at
least 20 seconds before changing to a different display, but the time, date or temperature information
itself may change no more often than once every three seconds.

The images and messages displayed on a dynamic display sign must be static and the transition from
one static display to another must be instantaneous without any special or transitional effects.

Every line of copy and graphics in a dynamic display must be at least seven inches in height along a
road with a speed limit of less than 34 miles per hour and nine inches along a road with a speed limit
of 35 to 45 miles per hour. If there is insufficient room for copy and graphics of this size in the area
allowed for such signs per subsection (3) of this section, then no dynamic display is allowed.

Dynamic display signs must be designed and equipped to freeze the device in one position if a
malfunction occurs. The displays must also be equipped with a means to immediately discontinue the
display if it malfunctions and the sign owner must immediately stop the dynamic display when notified
by the city that it is not complying with the standards of this chapter. _

Dynamic display signs existing on January 10, 2011 must comply with the operational standards listed
above. An existing dynamic display sign that does not meet the spacing requirements in subsections
(1) and (2) of this section may continue as a legally nonconforming use. Any nonconforming sign that
cannot meet the minimum copy and graphic height requirements of subsection (7) of this section
must use the largest copy and graphic height possible for one line of copy to fit the available space.

(10) Brightness standards for dynamic display signs.

(@) All dynamic display signs must meet the following brightness standards:
1. No sign may be brighter than is necessary for clear and adequate visibility.

2. No sign may be of such intensity or brilliance as to impair the vision of a motor vehicle driver
with average eyesight or to otherwise interfere with the driver's operation of a motor vehicle.
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3. No sign may be of such intensity or brilliance that it interferes with the effectiveness of an
official traffic sign, device or signal.

(b) "The person owning or controlling the sign must adjust the sign to meet the brightness standards

(©

in accordance with the city's instructions. The adjustments must be made within five working

days after notice of noncompliance from the city as provided in_section 22-4. The person owning

or controlling the sign may appeal the city's determination through the following appeal
procedure:

1. After making the adjustment required by the city, the person owning or controlling the sign
may appeal the city's determination by delivering a written appeal to the city clerk within ten
days after the city's noncompliance notice if the required adjustment is not made as provided
herein, the appeal shall be dismissed. The written appeal must include the name of a person
unrelated to the person and business making the appeal, who will serve on the appeal panel.

2 Within five business days after receiving the appeal, the city must name a person who is not
an official or employee of the city to serve on the appeal panel. Within five business days after
the city names its representative, the city's representative must contact the owner's
representative and the two of them must appoint a third member to the panel who has no
relationship to either party.

3. The appeal panel may develop its own rules of procedure, but it must hold a hearing within
five days after the third member is appointed. The city and the sign owner must be given the
opportunity to present testimony and the panel may hold the hearing or a portion of it at the
sign location. The panel must issue its decision on what level of brightness is needed to meet
the brightness standards with five business days after the hearing commences. The decision
will be binding on both parties.

All signs installed after January 10, 2011 that will have illumination by a means other than natural
light must be equipped with a mechanism that automatically adjusts the brightness in response
to ambient light conditions. These signs must also be equipped with a means to immediately turn
off the display or lighting if it malfunctions and the sign owner or operator must immediately turn
off the sign or lighting when notified by the city that it is not complying with the standards in this
section.

(11) A dynamic display sign owned and operated by the City of Ballwin or other governmental agency for
the purpose of warning motorists, providing notification of a dangerous condition, announcing non-
commercial, City-sponsored and community events or otherwise operated in furtherance of the public
safety and police power authority of the City of Ballwin shall be exempt from the standards contained
in_Chapter 22 with respectto dynamic display signs.
(Ord. No. 11-02, § 4, 1-10-11; Ord. No. 11-54, §1,11-28-11; Ord. No. 13-36, 8 1, 9-9-13)
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City of Ellisville, MO
Wednesday, August 12, 2015

Chapter 410. Signs and Advertising Devices

Article ITI. General Regulations

Section 410.070. Prohibited Signs.

[Ord. No. 2753 51, 3-1-2006; Ord. No. 2756 §1, 3-15-2006; Ord. No. 2873 851 — 2, 1-16-2008; Ord. No. 3005 &1,
1-5-2011; Ord. No. 3789 &1, 11-19-2014; Ord. No. 3201 §1, 1-7-2015]

A, The following signs are prohibited:

T

2.

10.

Any sign not permitted by this Code.

Off-site signs, except as may be otherwise allowed herein.

Pole signs.

portable signs, except as provided herein.

Any sign constituting a traffic hazard, including, but not limited to, any sign that:

a.

Obstructs or otherwise interferes with the effectiveness of an official traffic sign, signal or
device;

Conflicts with, or may be confused with, any authorized traffic sign, signal or device;

Obstructs or interferes with a motor vehicle operator’s view of approaching, merging or
intersecting traffic; :

Produces a glare or otherwise interferes with a motorist’s vision; or

Uses the words “stop;” “look,” “drive-in,” “danger” or any other word, phrase, symbol or
character in such manner as to interfere with, mislead or confuse traffic.

Any sign that by reason of inadequate maintenance, dilapidation, location, size, obsolescence or
other circumstance creates a hazard to the public health, safety or welfare.

Any sign that directs attention toward a business, product, commodity, service or entertainment
by means of a wind-operated mechanism, flashing lights, revolving sign, searchlight or any other
type of fluttering, flashing, mechanical movement, including any person or animal used for such
purpose.

Electronic message boards.

Any sign using lighting that is not constant and fixed or on which colors change.

Any sign that is unpleasant, offensive or unattractive, including any pornographic, obscene or lewd
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11.

12.

13.

14.
15.
16.
¥

18.

City of Ellisville, MO

sign that would offend the senses or sensibilities of a reasonable person.

Any sign with light levels exceeding those needed for the task and resulting in glare and indirect
glare, where illuminated objects are too bright compared to their surroundings.

Any sign which physically projects more than eighteen (18) inches beyond the plane of the wall or
structure on which the sign is erected or attached.

Any flashing, fading, moving sign (only fixed, non-moving, non-animated letters, characters may be
utilized).

Any sign painted directly on a wall, window or structure.
Sighs on public lands or rights—of-wayf

V-shaped signs.

Living signs.

Vehicles displaying signage (vehicle signs) may not be parked in parking areas nearest to the street
or in a manner where the vehicle(s) serve(s) as a de facto advertisement or signage. Generally,
vehicles with vehicle signs should be parked behind the building not visible from the street except
for brief loading and unloading.
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City of Manchester, MO
Wednesday, August 12, 2015

Chapter 405. Zoning Regulations

Article VII. Supplementary Regulations — Sign

Regulations

Section 405.320. Construction Requirements.

[Ord. No. 99-1145 Art. 6 §3(3.2), 9-20-1999; Ord. No. 02-1364 §1, 7-1-2002; Ord. No. 02-1374 &1, 8-15-2002;
Ord. No. 04-1514 §2, 6-21-2004; Ord. No. 08-1912 §2, 11-3-2008; Ord. No. 12-2039 §51— 4, 10-15-2012]

A

General. The provisions of this Article shall govern the construction, alteration, repair and maintenance
of all signs and outdoor display structures together with their appurtenant and auxiliary devices in
respect to structural and fire safety.

Plans, Specifications And Permits.

%

Before any permit is granted for the erection of a sign or outdoor display structure, plans and
specifications shall be filed with the Building Official showing the dimensions, materials and
required details of construction, including loads, stresses and anchorage. The application shall be
accompanied by the written consent of the owner or lessee of the premises upon which the sign
is to be erected.

A sign shall not be erected, constructed, altered or maintained except as herein provided and until
after a permit has been issued by the Building Official.

A sign shall not be enlarged or relocated except in conformity to the provisions of this Section,
nor until a proper permit has been secured. The changing of movable parts of an approved sign
that is designed for such changes, or the repainting or reposting of display matter, shall not be
deemed an alteration, provided the conditions of the original approval and the requirements of
this Section are not violated. -

Exemptions.

1

A permit shall not be required for the signs or outdoor display structures covered by the
provisions of this Subsection. Such exceptions, however, shall not be construed to relieve the
owner of the sign from responsibility for its erection and maintenance in a safe manner.

The wall signs listed in the following Subsections shall not require a permit.

a.  Non-lluminated signs erected over a show window or over the door of a store or business
establishment which announce the name of the proprietor and the nature of the business
conducted therein,

b. Signserected ona municipal, State or Federal building which announce the name, nature of
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_ the occupancy and information as to use of or admission to the premises, and

c.  Anywall sign erected on a building or structure which is not more than one (1) square foot in
area.

The ground signs listed in the following Subsections shall not require a permit.

a.  Signs erected to announce the sale or rental of the property so designated, provided such
signs are not over six (6) feetin height nor more than sixty (60) square feet in area,

b.  All ground signs less than six (6) square feetin area,

c. The erection or maintenance of a sign designating the location of a transit line, a railroad
station or other public carrier, when not more than three (3) square feet in area, and

d.  Signs erected by a jurisdiction for street direction.
The temporary signs listed in the following Subsections shall not require a permit.

a.  Construction signs, engineers’ and architects’signs and other similar signs which may be
authorized by the Building Official in connection with construction operations, and

b. Special decorative displays used for holidays, public demonstrations or promotion of civic,
welfare or charitable purposes, when authorized by the Building Official, on which thereis
not commercial advertising.

D. Unsafe Signs.

1

When any sign becomes insecure, in danger of falling or otherwise unsafe, or if any sign shall be
unlawfully installed, erected or maintained in violation of any of the provisions of this Section, the
owner thereof, or the person or firm maintaining same, shall, upon written notice of the Building
Official, forthwith, in the case of immediate danger, and, in any case within not more than ten (10)
days, make such sign conform to the provisions of this Section or shall remove it. If, within ten
(10) days, the order is not complied with, the Building Official may remove suchsignat the
expense of the owner or lessee thereof and without liability to the City. ‘

The Building Official shall notify the owner or lessee of the building or structure by mail whenever
a sign is so erected as to obstruct free ingress to or egress from a required door, window, fire
escape or other required exitway element.

A projecting display sign erected at other than right angles to the wall ofa building or structure
outside of the building line, which extends above the roof cornice or parapet wall, or above the
roof level, when there is not a cornice or parapet wall, and which obstructs access to the roof, is
hereby deemed unlawful. Such signs <hall be reconstructed or removed as herein required.

E. Maintenance And Inspection.

" &

The Building Official may order the removal of any sign that is not maintained in accordance with
the provisions of this Section. '

All signs for which a permit is required, together with all their supports, braces, guys and anchors,
shall be kept in repair in accordance with the provisions of this Section and the BOCA Code; and,
when not galvanized or constructed of approved corrosion-resistive non-combustible materials,
shall be painted when necessary to prevent corrosion.

It shall be the duty and responsibility of the owner or lessee of every sign to maintain the
immediate premises occupied by the signina clean, sanitary and healthful condition.

Every sign for which a permit has been issued, and every existing sign for whicha permit is
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required, including roof, wall, marqueé and pole signs, may be inspected at any time determined
appropriate by the Building Official.

F.  Existing Signs.

1. Asign heretofore approved and erected shall not be repaired, altered or moved, nor shall any sign,
or any substantial part thereof, which is blown down, destroyed or removed, be re-erected,
reconstructed, rebuilt or relocated unless it is made to comply with all applicable requirements of
this Section.

5. This Section shall not be construed to prevent the repair or restoration to a safe condition, as
directed by the Building Official, of any part of an existing sign when damaged by storm or other
accidental emergency.

3. Anysign that is moved to another location, either on the same or to other premises, shall be
considered a new sign and a permit shall be secured for any work performed in connection
therewith when required by this Section. '

G. General Requirements For All Signs.

1. Allsigns shall be designed and constructed in conformity to the provisions for materials, load and
stresses of the BOCA Code.

2. The effect of special local wind pressures shall be thoroughly considered in the design; but the
wind load shall not be assumed less than twenty (20) psf for ground signs over fifty (50) feetin
height and fifteen (15) psf for ground signs not more than fifty (50) feet in height.

3. Signs adequately designed to withstand wind pressures shall generally be considered capable of
withstanding earthquake shocks.

4. Asign shall not be illuminated by other than electrical means and electrical devices and wiring
shall be installed in accordance with the requirements of the National Electric Code. Any open
spark or flame shall not be used for display purposes unless specifically approved by the Building
Official for locations outside of the fire limits.

5. Asign shall not be erected, constructed or maintained so as to obstruct any fire escape, required
exitway, window or door opening used as an element of a means of egress, or to prevent free
passage from one (1) part of a roof to another part thereof or access thereto as required by the
provisions of the BOCA Code or for the fire-fighting forces having jurisdiction.

6. Asign shall not be attached in any form, shape or manner which will interfere with any opening
required for ventilation by the provisions of the BOCA Code, except that such signs may be
erected in front of and may cover transom windows when not in violation of the provisions of this
Section.

7. Wood, approved plastic or other materials of combustible characteristics similar to wood may be
used for moldings, cappings, mailing blocks, letters and latticing when permitted in the BOCA
Code and for other purely ornamental features of signs.

8. Sign facings may be made of approved combustible plastics provided the area of each face is not
more than one hundred (100) square feet and the wiring for electric lighting is entirely enclosed
in metal conduit and installed with a clearance of not less than two (2) inches from the facing
material.

H. Ground Signs:

1. Aground sign shall not be erected so as to obstruct free access to egress from any building.
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>, Aground sign shall not be set nearer to the street lot line than the established building line.
3. The bottom capping of all ground signs shall be at least thirty (30) inches above the ground, but
the intervening space may be filled with open lattice work or platform decorative trim.
. (Reserved)
J. Wall Signs.
1. Wall signs which have an area exceeding forty (40) square feet shall be constructed of metal or
other approved non-combustible materials, except for nailing rails.
2. Lighting reflectors may project eight (8) feet beyond the face of the wall, provided such reflectors
are at least twelve (12) feet above the sidewalk level; but such reflectors shall not project: beyond a
vertical plane two (2) feet inside the curb line.
3. Wall signs shall not be erected to extend above the top of the wall to which they are attached,

unless meeting all the requirements for projecting signs or ground signs, as the case may be.

K.  Projecting Signs.

%

3

Projecting signs shall be constructed entirely of metal or other approved non-combustible
materials.

A projecting sign shall not extend over a street or other public space more than ten (10) feet from
the face of the building or structure nor, in any case, beyond a vertical plane two (2) feet inside
the curb line. :

A clear space of not less than ten (10) feet shall be provided below all parts of such signs.

L. Marquee Signs.

N

Marquee signs shall be constructed entirely of metal or other approved non-combustible
materials.

Such signs shall not exceed seven (7) feetin height, nor shall they project below the fascia of the
marquee, nor lower than ten (10) feet above the sidewalk.

Marquee signs may extend the full length, but they shall not project beyond the ends of the
marquee.

M. Pole Signs. Pole signs shall be constructed entirely of non-combustible materials and shall conform to
the requirements for ground signs, as the case may be.

N. Temporary Signs. Temporary signs are permitted subject to the following conditions:

11

A temporary sign announcing the opening of a new business or a special sale event or promotion
shall require submission of an application to and approval by the Planning and Zoning
Administrator. Applications must be received at least fourteen (14) days in advance of the
requested installation date and be accompanied by a twenty-five dollar ($25.00) processing fee.
Signs erected subject to this Section shall not exceed thirty-two (32) square feet in area.

A sign announcing the opening of a new business may be erected for a time period not to exceed
thirty (30) days.

A business may receive administrative approval to utilize temporary signage to announce a special
event or promotion for no more than sixty (60) days in a calendar year. The Planning and Zoning
Administrator may approve the erection of a temporary sign, subject to the following options:

a. No more than two (2) permits, for a maximum period of thirty (30) days each, in a calendar
year;
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b. No more than three (3) permits, for a maximum period of twenty (20) days each,ina
calendar year; or

¢ No more than four (4) permits, for a maximum peried of fifteen (15) days each, ina calendar

year. : ’
Each of the aforementioned administrative approvals may only be granted if
forty-five (45) days have elapsed from the prior administrative approval
granted. :

A temporary sign advecating the candidacy of any person for election to public office or
advocating or opposing any proposition appearing on an election ballot may be erected or affixed
for not more than a sixty (60) day period. Such temporary sign shall have a total area not
exceeding nine (9) square feet within the residential districts of the City of Manchester or
exceeding sixty (60) square feet within the commercial districts of the City of Manchester.

In addition to the conditions noted in Subparagraphs (1) and (2) above, all temporary signs shall
be subject to the following conditions:

a.  No temporary sign may be erected or affixed by any person other than the occupant or
owner, or the agent of either, on or to any property without the consent of such occupant or
owner of such property.

b. No temporary sign may be erected or affixed to any public property, right-of-way, or utility
pole, including park property and governmental buildings, except as provided for herein. A
temporary sign advocating the candidacy of any person for election to public office or
advocating or opposing any proposition appearing on an election ballot may be placed,
subject to the approval of the affronting property owner(s) and the remaining provisions
hereof, within that portion of the right-of-way that does not extend into or over any street or
sidewalk. At no time may any sign be placed on or extend into or over any street or sidewalk
or interfere with pedestrian, biking, rollerskating, rollerblading, skateboarding or vehicular
traffic.

c. No temporary sign may be illuminated in any way.

Nothing herein shall be construed as applying to signs advertising real property as “for sale” or “for
lease” or to any temporary sign erected or affixed by the City of Manchester.

O. [lluminated Signs.

1.

All electrically illuminated signs shall be certified as to electric wiring and devices by the St. Louis
County Department of Public Works — Electrical Permit Division and all wiring and accessory
electrical equipment shall conform to the requirements of the Electrical Code for the City of
Manchester. :

Permits shall be issued for the erection or maintenance of illuminated signs within the limitations
cet forth in this Section for the location, size and type of sign or outdeor display.

The requirements of this Section shall not apply to the relettering of illuminated signs, except
where such relettering requires a change of wiring or piping of the sign.

P.  Window Sign.

1.

2

A window sign may not, in the aggregate, exceed fifty percent (50%) of the total area of all
windows within the wall in which the window sign is proposed to be located.

If illuminated, a window sign shall not exceed twenty-five percent (25%) of the total area of all
windows within the wall in which the window sign is proposed to be located.
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Combined, illuminated and non-illuminated window signs shall not exceed fifty percent (50%) of
the total area of all windows within the wall in which the window sign is proposed to be located.

A window sign shall not include any sign that indicates a business as “open” and/or such business’
hours of operation except that such sign may not exceed an additional five percent (5%) of the
total area of all windows within the wall in which the proposed sign is intended to be located.

Electronic Message Sign.

1.

10.

11.

2.

13

14.

ic

The location of the sign shall be erected only by attachment to or placement as a ground or
monument sign. The ground or monument sign with an electronic message sign shall not exceed
nine (9) feet in height. No electronic message signs shall be added to an existing or new pole,
pylon, wall or window signs.

The maximum area of such sign shall not exceed forty-five (45) square feet or be more than fifty
percent (50%) of the total sign area for the ground or monument sign, whichever is less. The base
of the ground or monument sign shall not be included in the sign area calculations.

Only one (1) electronic message sign per establishment is allowed.

The leading edge of the sign must be a minimum distance of one hundred (100) feet froman
abutting City residential district boundary.

Animation that does not flash or blink may be used as background in non-residential zone
districts. This shall not include video signs which in all circumstances are prohibited.

The text displayed per line on the message signs at any one (1) time shall be limited to fifteen (15)
words.

" The use of flashing, blinking characters or continuous message movement is prohibited.

The maximum brightness of electronic message signs shall not exceed five thousand (5,000)
candelas per square meter during the daylight hours or five hundred (500) candelas per square
meter between dusk to dawn. The sign must have an automatic dimmer control or other
photosensitive device which automatically adjusts the brightness and contrast of the sign from
the higher allowed illumination level to the lower allowed level for the time period between one-
half (%) hour before sunset and one-half (15) hour after sunrise.

gL

In non-residential districts ("C-17, “C-2", “H” and “PCD"), any portion of the message must have a
minimum duration of five (5) seconds and must be a static display. Transition time must be no
longer than one (1) second.

In residential districts, the message displayed on such sign may be changed no more than twice in
any twelve-hour period. Electronic signs <hall not be allowed in any dwelling or home occupation.
Churches and schools are allowed electronic signs provided that they comply with the regulations
set forth in this Chapter.

Electronic signs such as gas prices, time and temperature will not be restricted in time change but
must follow all signage regulations set forth in this Chapter.

Audio speakers or any form of pyrotechnics are prohibited.

Portable electronic signs will be allowed as temporary signs provided they comply with the
temporary sign regulations set forth in this Chapter.

Changes to the text on an electronic message signs will not require subsequent permits, however,
it is expected that all graphics and lettering shall meet the public decency standards of the City.

Flectronic message signs shall contain a default design that will freeze the design in one (1)
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position if a malfunction occurs.
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Wednesday, August 12, 2015

Chapter 420. Sign Regulations

Section 420.010. In General.

[Ord. No. 1327 §3(4200), 9-25-1989] ;
The sign regulations hereinafter set forth supplement the district regulations for each district in Chapter

405,

Section 420.020. Purpose.

[Ord. No. 1327 §3(4200-A), 9-25-1989; Ord. No. 2008 §1, 11-11-1996]

A.  The purpose of this Chapter is to ensure that signs serve as identification of the building or business on
that premises and not as an advertisement. Such signs and lights shall not overload the public’s capacity
to receive information.

L

Signs shall not cause visual confusion or create any interference with pedestrian or vehicular
traffic, or distract public attention from devices regulating such traffic. Signs shall generally
conform to the character of the neighborhood and enhance the visual harmony of a commercial
center. Signs shall not be permitted which constitute a hazard to public health, convenience,
welfare and/or safety. '

Itis the intent of this Chapter to encourage excellence in design of signs, to encourage

competition toward attractive signs, and to discourage the type of competition which produces
signs of ever-increasing size, brightness and garishness. Colors shall be used with restraint, and
excessive brightness shall be avoided.

The provisions of this Chapter shall govern the erection of all signs and outdoor display
structures, together, with their appurtenant and auxiliary devices in respect to size, color, content,
construction, location and fire safety.

For the purpose of assuring compliance with these requirements, no person shall erect or
maintain within the City any sign except as specified in this Chapter. Signs not in conformance
with this Chapter shall not be permitted in any district as an accessory use or structure.

Section 420.030. Definitions.

[Ord. No. 1327 §3(4200-B), 9-25-1989; Ord. No. 2008 §2, 11-11-1996 ]

A As used in this Chapter, the following terms shall have these prescribed meanings:

ADVERTISING SIGN

41N
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A sign which directs attention to a business or profession conducted, or toa commodity or
service sold, offered or manufactured, or to an entertainment offered on the premises where the
sign is located.

ANIMATED SIGN
See “Moving Sign”in this Section.

AWNING
A structure entirely supported by the wall or canopy to which it is attached and which is covered
by canvas, cloth or other similar temporary material and/or which can be retracted or rolled to the
structure by which it is supported.

BULLETIN BOARD SIGN
A sign which identifies an institution or organization on the premises on which it is located and
which contains the names of the institution or organization, the name of the individuals
connected with it, and general announcements of events or activities occurring at the institution,
or similar messages.

BUSINESS IDENTIFICATION SIGN
A sign that identifies the name of a business or company on the premises to which the sign
relates. A company emblem, logo, or trademark shall be considered to be a business identification
sign when used alone or when combined with lettering identifying the business.

CANOPY
A structure other than an awning attached to a building at the inner end and supported on the
outer end. A portico shall be considered a canopy for the purposes of this Chapter.

¥

CIVIC SIGN :
A sign which identifies or describes the services or functions of premises or facilities used,
maintained, or owned by any educational institution, church, religious society or public utility.

COMMERCIAL CENTER SIGN
A freestanding, non-movable sign depicting a name, logo, trademark or other similar symbol,
address or any combination of name, symbol or address, the use of which is limited to the
identification of a commercial andfor office center. :

CONSTRUCTION SIGN
A temporary sign used during construction of new buildings or reconstruction of or additions to
existing buildings, which identifies the project and denotes the owner, architect, engineer,
contractor and/or financing institutions of the project.

CREDIT OR CHARGE CARD SIGN
A sign advertising the acceptance of, or being a replica of, any credit cards or charge plates
whether national, local or otherwise.

DIRECTIONAL SIGN
A sign which indicates a direction for vehicular or pedestrian traffic or other movement, and does
not contain advertising.

DIRECTORY SIGN
|dentification sign containing more than one (1) name within a single sign.

DISPLAY AREA
See “Sign Facing or Surface”.

ELECTRIC AWNING
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A space frame structure with translucent flexible reinforced vinyl covering designed in awning
form, which is internally illuminated by fluorescent or other light sources in fixtures approved
under national and local Codes.

ERECT
To build, construct, attach, hang, rehang, place, affix, or relocate and includes the painting and
repainting of permanent window signs.

ESTABLISHMENT
A single building in which one (1) or more business activities are conducted, provided however,
that when a building is divided into separate parts by unpierced walls extending from the floor to
the ceiling, each part is a separate establishment.

FLAGPOLE
A pole ori which governmental and non-governmental signs are flown. Flagpoles shall be
considered structures for the purpose of this Chapter and shall require a building permit.

. FLAGS

Flags of any nation, State, and/or City shall not be considered signs. They may be displayed subject
to the provisions of this Chapter. Should such flags be used to call attention to a given property as
an advertising sign, they shall be considered signs. See also “Non-Governmental Flags”.

FLASHING SIGN
An Illuminated sign on which artificial or reflected light is not steady or on which colors change.

FLUTTERING SIGN
A sign which flutters, and includes pennants, banners, or other flexible material which moves with
the wind or by some artificial means. '

FREESTANDING SIGN
Any non-movable sign not affixed to a building.

GASOLINE SERVICE STATION PRICE SIGN

A sign containing thereon the price per gallon of gasoline or diesel fuel sold at said station. The
words “Gas, Ethyl, Self-Service, Mini-Service, Cash, Credit Card, Regular, Premium, Diesel, or
Unleaded” or a combination thereof, also may be placed on said sign face.

GOVERNMENTAL SIGN
A sign identifying a governmental facility.

GROUND SIGN
A sign which has its bottom portion erected upon or supported by the ground, a ground planter
box or other supports.

HANGING SIGN
A sign which hangs more than eight (8) inches beyond the plane of the wall on which it is erected
" or attached, and which has its message perpendicular to the vertical axis of the wall.

IDENTIFICATION SIGN
A sign identifying the name of a person(s) occupying a building, or identifying the address of a
building.

ILLUMINATED SIGN
A sign which is illuminated by light sources located on or in the sign or at some other location.

INFORMATIONAL SIGN
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An informational sign which gives parking, building address, fire protection, traffic flow (other
than directional signs), height clearance, pedestrian or other similar information, and which does
not advertise the business or use located on said lot. '

LICENSED SIGN ERECTOR
A person, hisher agents and employees, who have secured a sign erector’s license issued by St.
Louis County or other governmental agencies.

MARQUEE
A permanent structure supported entirely or largely by the building and which projects from the
wall of the building.

MARQUEE, CANOPY AND AWNING SIGN _
A sign attached to or illustrated on a marquee, canopy or awning respectively.

MEMORIAL OR TABLET SIGN
The permanent part of a building which denotes the name of the building, date of erection,
historical significance, dedication, or other similar information.

MONUMENT SIGN :
A sign which has its bottom portion or base erected upon the ground. See illustration in
Subsection (B) of this Section.

MOVING SIGN
A sign, all or any part of which moves by any means. Such sign includes a fluttering sign.

NON-GOVERNMENTAL FLAGS
Flags of fraternal, civic or corporate organizations. Such flags are considered signs.

PERMANENT WINDOW SIGN
A sign of permanent construction materials that is permanently affixed to either side of the glass
of an exterior door or window. For the purpose of this Chapter, a glass block wall shall be deemed
a window.

POST SIGN
A detached sign which is supported by one (1) stationary post longer than three (3) feet above the
mean grade line of the ground at its base, provided that this shall not include a permitted real
estate sign, residential subdivision sign, or informational sign, as set forth and regulated herein.

POLITICAL SIGN
A temporary sign advocating or opposing any political proposition or candidate for public office.

PORTABLE SIGN _
A sign which is not securely affixed to the ground or otherwise affixed in a permanent manner to
an approved supporting structure. '

PREMISES
That portion of alot or building occupied by a single occupant, exclusive of common area, if any,
shared with adjacent occupants. Permitted sign area shall be separately calculated for multi-tenant
commercial buildings only when said tenants have a separate entrance for their exclusive use. If
the building is permitted a ground sign, the permitted sign area for tenants shall be reduced
accordingly.

PRIVATE SALE OR EVENT SIGN
A temporary sign advertising private sales of personal property such as “house sales”, “garage
sales”, “rummage sales”, and the like, or not-for-profit events such as picnics, carnivals, bazaars,
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game night, art fairs, craft shows, and Christmas tree sales.

PROJECTING SIGN
A sign which projects more than eight (8) inches beyond the plane of the wall on which the sign is
erected or attached.

REAL ESTATE SIGN
A sign pertaining to the rental, lease or sale of property. Real estate signs shall be excluded from
the definition of pole signs.

REAL ESTATE SUBDIVISION SIGN
A temporary real estate sign advertising an entire residential subdivision.

ROOF SIGN ,
A sign erected on a roof. Marquee, canopy, wall, or hanging signs which do not project more than
twelve (12) inches above a parapet wall shall not be construed as a roof sign, provided however,
that the projection above said parapet wall shall not exceed the amount of the sign below the
parapet wall level. The generally vertical plane of a mansard type roof shall be interpreted as a wall
of a building.

SEASONAL DISPLAY
Decorations and displays celebrating or denoting religious holidays or events, the seasons of the
year, State and National holidays and similar occasions; provided however, that this shall not
include pennants, non-permitted fluttering flags or similar materials prohibited herein. Such
seasonal displays may be in place for a period no longer than thirty (30) days. If any seasonal
display conveys a commercial message or bears the name of the business, it shall be considered a
sign.

SIGN
A device, a structure or part of a structure, including structural trim, or monument which displays
or upon which is displayed any colors, message, name or symbol of any kind for the purpose of
advertising, announcing, directing or attracting attention from the outside of a building. A cross or
other religious symbol on a religious building shall not be considered a sign, nor shall a work of art
which in no way identifies a business product be considered a sign. Sign supports or a monument
base are not a part of the sign.

SIGN AREA ;
The area of the sign face. See “Sign Facing or Surface”in this Section for further details.

SIGN FACING or SURFACE
Any surface of a sign upon, against or through which a message is displayed or illustrated on the
sign, including structural trim, which displays or upon which is displayed any color, message, name
or symbol of any kind for the purpose of advertising, announcing, directing or attracting attention
from the outside of a building and which can be seen from a single location on an adjacent street
provided that the side, or thickness, of sign shall not be counted as a separate sign face unless an
advertising message is conveyed thereon. Where a sign has two (2) display faces back to back, the
area of only one () face shall be considered the sign face area. Where such signs have multiple
sides or faces, including signs in the form of cylinders, spheres, or other types of three
dimensional figures, the entire surface is a sign face. Where a sign has more than one (1) display
face, all areas which can be viewed simultaneously shall be considered a sign face area. A
monument base shall not be considered part of the sign face provided that no advertising
message is conveyed thereon. Where a sign or letters are attached to a building where there is no
apparent confining border, the sign area shall be measured as follows: See illustration in
Subsection (B) of this Section.
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SIGN STRUCTURE
The sign and all parts associated with its construction.

SIGN SUPPORTS
All structures by which a sign is held up, including, for example, poles, braces, guys and anchors.

SPECIAL DISPLAY SIGN
A sign not exceeding twelve (12) square feet, used for holidays, public demenstrations or the
promotion of civic welfare or charitable purposes.

STANDARD OUTDOOR ADVERTISING STRUCTURE AND/OR BILLBOARD
All signs which advertise products, services or businesses which are not located on the same
premises as the sign, including billboards, detached pole signs on separate parcels, wall signs and
signs otherwise attached to buildings and/or supported by uprights or braces on the ground. Real
estate signs are excluded from this definition.

STRUCTURAL SUPPORT
The structure supporting a freestanding sign. This shall not be considered part of the sign face,
providing it is not part of the sign message.

STRUCTURAL TRIM
The molding, battens, cappings, nailing strips, latticing and platforms which are attached to the
sign structure.

SUBDIVISION IDENTIFICATION SIGN
A permanent sign identifying a residential subdivision or street name within a subdivision.
Residential subdivision signs shall be excluded from the definition of post signs.

SUBDIVISION MONUMENT SIGN
A monument sign identifying an entrance to a subdivision.

TEMPORARY WINDOW SIGN ;
A sign of paper, cardboard, canvas, cloth or other non-permanent materials affixed to the inside of
an interior window or glass door.

TEMPORARY SIGN
A sign intended for a limited or intermittent period of display.

VEHICULAR ADVERTISING SIGNS
Advertising signs on vehicles or trailers parked consistently and prominently near a business
establishment or store for the purpose of advertising that company. Such signs shall not include
construction trailers parked at a working construction site.

WALL SIGN
A sign attached to the wall of any building or against the generally vertical plane of a mansard type
roof with the plane of the sign face parallel to the plane of the wall below the roof line.

WARNING SIGN
A sign limited to messages of warning, danger or caution.

WINDOW SIGN
Any sign which is posted on, painted on, or otherwise constantly attached to and is visible through
a display window.

ZONING CODE
The Zoning Code of the City of Town and Country and the Zoning District Map related thereto.
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B. Measurement Of Signs. This Table shows illustrations referred to by certain definitions above in
Subsection (A).

Lar=

| RLOXDIRES

—

Section 420.040. Intent.

[Ord. No. 1327 §3(4200-C), 9-25-1989]

It is hereby declared to be the intent of this Chapter that wherever any Section of this Chapter does not
specify a particular sign, the sign shall be deemed to be the type defined herein which is most nearly
descriptive of its content, physical type, or characteristics.

Section 420.050. Exempt Signs.

[Ord. No. 1327 §3(4210), 9-25-1989]

A.  Subject to the limitations and restrictions set forth below with respect to the following signs, the
provisions of this Chapter shall not apply to the placement of any of the following signs:
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Official notices. Official public notices and notices posted by public officers in the performance of
their duties.

Regulatory, traffic and warning signs. Governmental and other signs for control of traffic and
other regulatory purposes, including street signs, danger signs and signs of public service
companies indicating danger or aids to service or safety, including signs showing the placement or
location of underground public utility facilities and signs necessary to identify the location of
public telephones.

Temporary display posters. Temporary display posters in connection with civic and non-
commercial health, safety and welfare campaigns, provided that such posters shall be removed
within ten (10) days after the conclusion of the campaign, signs not to exceed twelve (12) square
feet.

Historic signs. Commemorative signs, symbols, memorial plaques and historical tablets, not to
exceed three (3) square feet, placed by historical societies.

Signs in the interior of a building, not visible from the exterior of the building.

Mailbox name/address in a residential district, signs not to exceed two (2) square feet.

B. The following types of signs shall be exempt from the provisions of this Chapter relating to permits and
the payment of permit fees:

1.

2.

10.

1.

Directional.
Governmental.
Holiday or seasonal display, not to exceed twelve (12) square feet.

Informational sign painted on a door or a window, not in excess of two (2) square feet in sign face
area.

Memorial or tablet.

a.  Inresidential districts, not in excess of three (3) square feet in sign face area.

b. Inall other districts, not in excess of six (6) square feet in sign face area.

Nameplate name/address/profession not in excess of two (2) square feet in sign face area.
Informational.

Political.

Real estate on a residential [ot.

Temporary window.

Non-commercial window signs.

Section 420.060. Sign Permits Required.

[Ord. No. 1327 §3(4220), 9-25-1989; Ord. No. 3077 §1, 10-24-2005]

A Permit Required. Unless specifically exempted by this Sign Code, no sign shall be erected, altered, or
relocated after the effective date of this Chapter until a sign permit has been secured from the
Director. Sign permits shall be renewed prior to their expiration dates as specified below.
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B. Fee. Payment of a seventy-five dollar ($75.00) fee shall be required for each sign permit issued.
Payment of an annual fee may be required in an amount set by the Board of Aldermen.

C. Expiration Of Permits.

1. Permits for each sign, except temporary signs, shall expire on December thirty-first (31st) of the
second (2nd) year following the year of issuance. All renewals of such permits shall be for three

(3) years.

2. Permits for temporary signs shall expire ninety (90) days from the date of issuance of such permit
unless otherwise provided by this Sign Code.

D. Applications For Sign Permits. All applications for sign permits shall be made in writing on a form
supplied by the City and shall contain or have attached thereto the following information:

1. Name, address, and telephone number of applicant.

2. Location of building, structure, or lot to which or upon which the sign is to be attached or
erected. _

3. Two (2) blueprints or ink drawings of the plans, specifications, and method of constructionand
attachment (i.e,, either to a building or in the ground) of all proposed signs, including scale
drawings and other pertinent graphics which will clearly illustrate size, height and appearance of
the sign in relation to its surroundings.

E. Revocation Of Sign Permit.

1. Anysign permit granted in accordance with the terms of this Sign Code may be revoked by the
Board of Aldermen if the Board finds that any of the following conditions have occurred:

a.  Violation of any of the conditions or terms of the sign permit.

b. Failure to begin and diligently advance the project or construction so authorized within one
(1) year from the date the sign permit is issued.

c. Discontinuance of the authorized project or construction for a period of one (1) year.

d. Violation of any requirements of the Zoning Code or the Sign Code of the City of Town and
Country. ‘

3. Procedure. Upon its own motion or at the request of the Director, the Board of Aldermen shall
hold a hearing on the proposed revocation, after giving written notice to the permittee at least
ten (10) days prior to the hearing. The Board shall make its findings in writing and shall forward to
the permittee a copy of the written decision. The decision shall become effective ten (10)
calendar days after the meeting at which said decision is made.

Section 420.070. Administration and Enforcement.

[Ord. No. 1327 §3(4225), 9-25-1989]
A. It shall be the duty of the Director to interpret, administer and enforce the Sign Code.
B. Conditional Sign Permits And Variances.

1.
a. Appeals from decisions of the Director regarding the interpretation and application of the
Sign Code may be made to the Board of Aldermen.
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b. Applications for variances from the strict application of the Sign Code may be made to the
Board of Aldermen.

> The Board of Aldermen is authorized to grant variances from the strict application of the Sign
Code when it finds that compliance with the strict application of the Sign Code is not practicable
under the circumstances and conditions appertaining to the particular situation and it further
finds that the proposed sign:

a. 'ls compatible with the surrounding area;
b. Isappropriate for the activity identified;
c. Islegibleinthe circumstances in which it is to be seen;

d.  Shall not detract from the appearance of the surrounding area and the community as a
whole; and

e.  Shall not constitute a safety hazard to pedestrians or vehicular traffic.

3. The Board of Aldermen is authorized to grant conditional sign permits when required by this
Code, if it finds that the proposed sign:

a. s compatible with its surroundings;
b. lIsappropriate for the activity identified;
c. Islegible in the circumstances in which it is to be seen;

d.  Shall not detract from the appearance of the surrounding area and the community as a
whole; and

e.  Shall not constitute a safety hazard to pedestrians or vehicular traffic.

4. The Board shall not grant any variances from the strict application of the Sign Code and shall not
grant any conditional sign permits until holding a public hearing on the proposed sign. Notice of
such hearing shall:

a. Be posted on the property for which the sign is proposed; and

b. Delivered or mailed to those persons owning property within three hundred (300) feet of
the property for which the sign is proposed. The owners of the property to receive such
notice shall be determined solely from the tax rolls of the City at such time as the notice is
given.

C.  Enforcement. Failure to comply with this Sign Code may result in revocation of sign permits as set

forth in Section 420.060(E) herein. In addition, any person, as owner, agent, or lessee of the building
or premises on which a violation of the Sign Code exists, and who commits, takes part in, or assists in
that violation shall, upon construction thereof, be guilty of a misdemeanor, and shall be fined not less
than ten dollars ($10.00) nor more than one hundred dollars ($100.00) for each and every day that
such violation continues. Any person who has been served with an order by the Director to remove or
cease any violation of any provision of this Sign Code, and who fails to comply with said order within
ten (10) days after receipt of such notice, shall be subject to a civil penalty of two hundred fifty dollars

($250.00).

Section 420.080. Non-Conforming Signs.

FOrd No. 1227 §2(4226). 9-25-1989]
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No non-conforming sign shall be changed, expanded, or altered in any manner which would increase
the degree of its non-conformity, or be structurally altered to prolong its useful life, or be moved in
whole or in part to any other location where it would remain non-conforming.

Termination Of Non-Conforming Signs.

1 Immediate termination. The following signs or sign features shall be terminated within three (3)
months after the effective date of this Chapter except as otherwise expressly permitted by this
Chapter: Flashing signs, animated and moving signs, signs which obstruct free ingress to or egress
from a fire escape, door, window, or other required access way, signs which by reason of size,
location, content, coloring, or manner of illumination obstruct the vision of drivers, or obstruct or
detract from the visibility or effectiveness of any traffic sign or control device on the streets and
roads within the City, and signs which advertise a business no longer conducted, or a product no
longer sold, on the premises where such sign is located or signs for which no building permit has
been issued. Termination of the non-conformity shall consist of removal of the sign or its
alteration to eliminate fully all non-conforming features.

2. Termination by abandonment. Any non-conforming sign structure, the use of which as a sign is
discontinued for a period of ninety (90) consecutive days, regardless of any intent to resume or
not to abandon such use, shall be presumed to be abandoned and shall not thereafter be
reestablished except in full compliance with this Chapter. Any period of such discontinuance
caused by government actions, strikes, material shortages, or acts of God, and without any
ccontributing fault by the non-conforming user, shall not be considered in calculating the length of
discontinuance for purposes of this Subsection.

3. Termination by change of business. Any non-conforming sign advertising or relating to a business
on the premises on which it is located shall be terminated upon any change in ownership of such
business.

4. Termination by damage or destruction. Any non-&onforming sign damaged or destroyed, by any
means, to the extent of one-third (J3) of its replacement cost new shall be terminated and shall
not be restored.

5. Termination by amortization. Any non-conforming sign not terminated pursuant to any other
provision of this Chapter shall be terminated no later than the date stated below:

Time Period (following effective date of this

Original Value Of Sign As Chapter) By Which Termination Of Non-
Shown On Building Permit conformity Is Required

Less than $4,000.00 12 months

$4,001.00 to $10,000.00 18 months

More than $10,000.00 24 months

Section 420.090. General Sign Regulations.

[Ord. No. 1327 §3(4227), 9-25-1989; Ord. No. 2008 §3, 11-11-1996 ]

A

Compliance With Building Code. No Person shall erect or maintain within the City any sign without first
complying with the Building Code of the City. Nothing in this Chapter shall exempt signs from meeting
the requirements of the City Electrical and Building Codes.

Prohibited Signs. The following types of signs shall be prohibited in the City.

1. Electric awnings.
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Flashing signs.
Fluttering signs.
lluminated signs in the interior of a window for the purpose of being seen from the exterior.

Internal signs:

AT kTS rLe S O Entire Face Is Iluninated
KLQNDIKE S s Not Permitted

Moving signs (operated mechanically, electrically, electronically, or by wind or other forces of
nature). '

Paper, cloth, cardboard, or other similar non-permanent material signs located on the exterior of
a building.

Portable signs.

Post signs.

Roof signs.

Signs painted on exterior building walls.

Signs, other than directional signs, constructed of or painted with “Day-Glo”, fluorescent, or
similar materials.

Standard outdoor advertising structures and/or billboards, except as permitted under Section
420.150(B)(15).

Vehicular advertising signs.

Section 420.100. Miscellaneous Sign Regulations.

[Ord. No. 1327 §3(4230), 9-25-1989; Ord. No. 2008 §84 — 5, 11-11-1996 |

A.

In addition to the above, the following regulations shall apply in all districts with respect to signs:

1.

No sign shall be erected on premises to which the sign message does not relate, except as
permitted under Section 420.150(B)(15).

Posting of signs on public or private property shall be prohibited without written evidence of the
property owner’s permission.

No sign heretofore approved and erected shall be repaired, altered, or moved, nor shall any sign
or any part thereof which is blown down, destroyed, or removed be reerected, reconstructed,
rebuilt, or relocated unless it complies with all the applicable requirements of this Chapter.

Permanent signs exceeding twenty-four (24) square feet in sign area or weighing fifty (50) pounds
or more or any sign to be erected over a pedestrian entry shall be erected by a licensed sign
erector.

All signs attached to any building shall be constructed and braced to withstand wind pressure of
not less than thirty (30) pounds per square foot of exposed surface and shall be securely attached
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to the building or wall.

-Signs in residential districts are restricted to not more than three (3) colors except as otherwise

provided herein. Colors shall be restricted to black, white, and one (1) other color. Unpainted or
stained natural wood, where permitted, shall not be counted as a color for the purpose of this
Section.

Signs in all other districts are restricted to not more than three (3) colors, one (1) of which shall
be black or white. Unpainted or stained natural wood, where permitted, shall not be counted as a
color for the purpose of this Section. The color restriction in this Subsection shall not apply to
standard outdoor advertising structures and/or billboards.

Signs not meeting the restrictions of Subparagraphs (6) and (7) above may be approved by a
majority vote of the Board of Aldermen upon filing of an appropriate appeal for a variance. The
Board of Aldermen may approve screening or various shades of any of the colors allowed under
Subparagraphs (6) and (7) above, which shall be considered one (1) color for the purpose of this
Section. -

If, in the opinion of the Director, any particular sign becomes hazardous to pedestrian or vehicular
traffic by reason of, but not limited to, deterioration, damage, obstruction of walkways or fire
access or exit lanes, restricting sight distances for vehicular or pedestrian traffic or is located so
close to travel lanes or parking areas that it is struck by maneuvering vehicles, then such signs shall
be relocated, removed, or protected by the owner, agent, or person having beneficial use of the
premises or lot within ten (10) days of notification from the Director that such hazard does exist.
If, in the opinion of the Director, the condition or location of the sign presents imminent danger
to the public, it shall be removed or corrected by the owner, agent, or person having beneficial
use of the premises or lot promptly upon receipt of written notice from the Director.

All outdoor signs and supports shall be weather resistant and shall be maintained in good repair so
as to prevent rust, peeling, flaking or fading. Broken panels, missing letters, flaking or peeling paint
and other visual damage to a sign shall be repaired within forty-five (45) days of occurrence or
within thirty (30) days of notification from the Director, whichever occurs first.

Every Permanent sign shall be constructed of rigid weatherproof materials and provisions shall be
made for electric grounding of all metallic parts.

No sign shall be erected or maintained so that, by its position, shape, wording, device, or colof, it
might interfere with, obstruct the view of, or be confused with any authorized traffic sign, signal
or device.

No sign regulated by this Chapter shall make use of the words “Stop”, “Look”, “Yield", "Danger”, or
any other word, phrase, symbol or character in such a manner as to interfere with, mislead or
confuse traffic.

Any sign which is no longer applicable to the premises on which it is located shall be removed. Any
sign which identifies a business no longer conducted or a product no longer sold on the premises
or lot shall be removed by the owner, agent, or person having beneficial use of the premises or lot
upon which the sign is erected within thirty (30) days after the business or product is no longer
present.

Non-governmental flags shall be rectangular dimensions, not to exceed six (6) feet by ten (10)
feet. When a non-governmental flag is flown on the same pole as a governmental flag, it shall be
one (1) foot less in each dimension than the governmental flag; on adjacent poles both flags may-
be of equal size.

A construction sign in any district may contain a color rendering of a building that has been
approved for the site. The rendering shall not be restricted as to number of colors or size.
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Section 420.110. llumination.

[Ord. No. 1327 §3(4240), 9-25-1989]

A.  Sign illumination shall be governed by the following regulations:

1. General restrictions.

a.

Al illumination shall be oriented so as to prevent undue glare onto adjacent streets or
residential properties. '

All illuminated signs shall be extinguished at the time of business closing, or 11:00 P.M.,
whichever is later, except those bordering Highway 270 or Highway 40, provided that this
shall not prohibit continuous illumination of permitted flags, subdivision signs, and directional
signs.

All electrical illumination devices shall be designed to be weather-resistant and shatter-proof.

All electrical sign components shall bear the Underwriters’ Laboratory label; their fabrication
and installation must comply with all national and local Building and Electrical Codes.

Where practicable, all transformers, conductors and other equipment shall be concealed
behind fascia. Where construction of a building does not allow the building to be backwired
for a sign, exposed raceways and conduits shall be allowed, provided that such raceways or
conduits shall be constructed or painted to match the building fascia. All attaching bolts shall
be of non-corrosive material.

Threaded rods or anchor bolts shall be used to mount sign letters which are spaced out from
background panel. Angle clips attached to letter sides will not be permitted.

llluminated signs must be made of rust-resistant material(s).

No sign maker’s labels or other identification will be permitted on the exposed surface of
signs.

Composition of general non-illuminated or externally illuminated signs.

(1) General non-illuminated or externally illuminated signs shall be composed of solid wood
or rust-resistant metal.

(2) General non-illuminated or externally illuminated signs shall be composed either of
individually attached letters or letters displayed in plague formona solid background.

2. llluminated signs shall be restricted to the following types:

a.

General non-illuminated. The sign itself is neither lighted internally nor has an external source
of light specifically directed at it. Rather, the sign depends on the general illumination of the
area (e.g, parking lot, traffic or pedestrian areas) for its illumination.

GENEEAL NON-ILLUMINATED

| KLONDIKE’S No Dhominated Area

Back light. The letters are raised beyond the sign’s background and the cover-lighting sources
which illuminate the background. Letters are reverse channel and are illuminated through a
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“halo effect”. See illustration below.
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They must be completely opaque, with no light leaks.
The face must be welded or permanently affixed to the return.

The clearance between the building wall and the exterior face of the sign at its point of
greatest protrusion must be no greater than eight (8) inches. This provision does not
apply to signs which are on exposed raceways pursuant to Section 420.110(1)(g).

Signs must be painted with satin finish, acrylic polyurethane paint in a color that
complements the facade and design of the building.

The transformer size is to be that which is recommended by the manufacturer and it
must be UL approved.

At no point shall the “halo” of light be greater than seventy-five (75) foot-candles as
measured by a one (1) spot meter.

The neon tube must be placed not less than three (3) inches into the sign as measured
from the rear face.

Internally illuminated letters.

)

@

€)

TNTERNALLY ILLUMINATED LETTERS
IMuminaied Leifers Only

Signs may be made of metal, wood, or other material that is not translucent, with letters
cut out of the material and lighted from within the sign itself. Sign boxes and internally
lighted signs where the entire face is illumninated shall not be permitted. Letters must be
white in color.

Signs shall be composed of individual illuminated white letters. Letters are to be channel
type with three-sixteenths (3/16) inch plexiglas faces lighted behind with neon tubing.
Letter returns and backs are to be aluminum. Minimum return depth is to be five (5)
inches for even dispersion of illumination. '

A company emblem, logo, or trademark may be combined with individually illuminated
white letters to compose a single sign but shall meet all size, color and other
requirements of this Chapter.

External light source. Signs may be lit from an exterior light source with the following
restrictions:

Q)
©)
3

Such exterior light sources shall not be unduly bright..
Such exterior light sources shall not be composed of colored lights.

Such exterior light sources shall shine only on the sign to be illuminated.
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Face THuminated by External Light

Section 420.120. Residential Districts.

[Ord. No. 1327 §3(4250), 9-25-1989; Ord. No. 2166 &1, 1-26-1998]

A.  The signs listed below in this Section are permitted in all residential districts and the Major Educational
District, subject to the restrictions set forth for each sign category:

1.

Ground signs — directional.

a.  All sign supports and frames shall be of wood or metal. If of metal, then such shall be treated
to resist corrosion unless they are non-corrodible. If of wood, such shall be treated to be
weather and water resistant.

b.  Signs shall be double-faced, not to exceed six (6) square feet per sign facearea,ina
rectangular shape of either two (2) feet by three (3) feet or one and one-half (1}4) feet by
four (4) feet, vertical by horizontal measurement. Smaller signs in the same proportion shall
be permitted. Said dimensions shall be exclusive of sign trim or supports.

c.  The maximum height of any sign, including supports, structural trim, frame, etc, shall be
three and one-half (314) feet above the elevation of the driveway at the point where said
driveway meets the street lot line.

Holiday or seasonal display. Property owners and tenants shall be permitted to put up and display
decorations and displays celebrating or denoting religious holidays or events, the seasons of the
year, State and National holidays, and similar occasions; provided however, that this shall not allow
pennants, non-governmental fluttering signs or similar materials prohibited herein; nor shall such
seasonal displays be in place for a period longer than thirty (30) days. Should any seasonal display
fail to meet these criteria, it shall be considered a sign under this Section. If any seasonal display
conveys a commercial advertising message or bears the name of the business, it shall be
considered a sign.

Memorial or tablet signs.

a. All memorial or tablet signs in existence on the effective date of this Chapter are exempt
from this Section.

b.  Any new memorial or tablet sign shall not exceed three (3) square feet unless such signs or
tablets are placed by ordinance of, or Commission of, the United States Government, State
of Missouri, St. Louis County, or the City of Town and Country or agencies thereof.

c.  Any new memorial or tablet sign shall be made of non-combustible material.

Non-commercial window signs indicating burglar alarm, Ident-kit, Block Home, or Child Safety
Home.

Official governmental flags.

a.  May be flown at all times, subject to the guidelines concerning their use set forth by the
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United States Flag Code of August, 1976.

May be illuminated as approved by the Director.
No more than two (2) flags may be flown from a single flagpole at any one time.
The long dimension of the flag shall be no larger than one-fourth (%) the length of the pole.

Pole height shall not exceed thirty-five (35) feet and shall be able to withstand winds of ninety
(90) miles per hour.

Location of flagpole shall be approved by the Director to ensure that it does not encroach on
lot lines, endanger the safety, or obstruct visibility of surrounding property owners.

6. On-site informational signs which prohibit trespassing, or indicate privacy of premises, driveways,
or roads shall not exceed two (2) square feet in sign face area nor a height of four (4) feet from
the ground.

Political signs. Temporary signs advertising political parties or candidates for election may be

erected or displayed and maintained provided that:

a.

b.

The size of any such sign is not in excess of six (6) square feet..

The signs shall not be erected or displayed earlier than fourteen (14) days prior to the
election to which they pertain.

The erector of such sign or an authorized agent of the political party or candidate deposits
with the Director the sum of fifty dollars ($50.00) per each one hundred (100) such signs, or
fraction thereof, as a guarantee that all such signs will be removed within seven (7) days after
the date of the election to which such signs relate. If such signs are not removed at the end
of the seven (7) day period, the City shall have them removed and keep the full sum
deposited to reimburse the expenses thereby incurred.

Political signs are not permitted on public property or public rights-of-way and are only
permitted on private property with the property owner’s permission. '

Political signs are restricted to not more than three (3) colors, one (1) of which shall be black
or white. No more than one (1) yard sign per candidate or per issue shall be allowed on any
lot, except that on corner lots one (1) yard sign per candidate or per issue shall be allowed on
each street frontage.

8. Private sale or event signs (with permit).

9. Real estate signs.

a
b.
&

d.

E.

Shall be non-illuminated.

Not more than one (1) sign shall be permitted on each lot frontage.

Shall not be located within ten (10) feet of any adjacent roadway surface.
Shall not be greater than six (6) square feet per sign face area.

Shall be removed within ten (10) days of sale closing or lease-initiation.

10. Signs for subdivisions.

d.

Temporary subdivision signs are permitted in accordance with Section 410.200(12) of this
Title.
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b.  Each subdivision identification sign and subdivision monument sign must have a sign permit.

c.  No subdivision identification sign or subdivision monument sign may be internally illuminated
or located so as to obstruct vision at any intersection or any vehicular entry or exit within or
from any subdivision.

d.  Each subdivision entry may have one (1) or two (2) pole signs or one (1) or two (2)
monuments, or both a pole sign and a monument.

e. Subdivision monument signs shall not exceed seven (7) feet in height and one hundred
twenty-five (125) square feet in size. If two (2) subdivision monuments are desired for an
entry to a subdivision, the size of each entry monument shall not exceed one hundred
twenty-five (125) square feet. Letters on subdivision signs shall not exceed eighteen (18)
inches in size.

f.  Subdivision pole signs shall not exceed twelve (12) square feet and shall be mounted on a
pole not exceeding ten (10) feet in height.

Section 420.130. Signs in Residential and Major Educational
Districts For Non-Residential Use Only.

[Ord. No. 1327 §3(4260), 9-25-1989]

A.  The following signs are permitted in residential and major educational districts for non-residential uses
only and subject to the following restrictions:

1. All signs (and flags) permitted in Section 420.120.

2. A building shall be restricted to one (1) ground sign (identification) or one (1) wall sign
(identification) per street frontage designating the name of the building or principal tenant.

3. One (1) bulletin board shall be allowed on alot, as defined in Chapter 405 — Zoning Regulations,
occupied by a church. Such bulletin board shall not exceed twenty-four (24) square feet and shall
not exceed a height of five (5) feet.

4. Ground signs, governmental.

a.  Shall not exceed fifty (50) square feet in aggregate sign face area, nor exceed a total he'ight of
six (6) feet above grade at its base. '

b. Not more than one (1) sign shall be placed on each road frontage.
c.  Shall be located only on a site occupied by a governmental agency.

d. Shall not be located within ten (10) feet of any adjacent roadway surface, provided that the
Director may allow a sign to be placed closer to the roadway surface if he/she finds that
doing so is in the public interest and would not create an unsafe condition.

e. This does not include directional signs.
5. - Ground signs, non-governmental.

a.  Shall not be located within forty (40) feet of any adjacent roadway surface, provided that the
Director may allow a sign to be placed closer to the roadway surface if he/she finds that
doing so is in the public interest and would not create an unsafe condition.



8/12/2015

City of Town And Country, MO

shall be located so as not to obstruct vision at an intersection or vehicular entry or exit from
the property.

May be supported by posts or poles that do not exceed three (3) feet to the bottom of the
sign, plus a planter box, if used, at least six (6) inches but not more than twenty-four (24)
inches in height. In no event shall posts, poles, planter boxes and sign elevation exceed a
height of eight (8) feet above the average ground elevation around the sign. If the sign would
be below the level of the centerline of the public road, the sign may be raised to no more
than six (6) feet above that level. :

In lieu of the above, the sign may be supported by or be part of a solid monument. The sign
and base are not to exceed eight (8) feet in height. Monument signs where the monument
base and sign exceed eight (8) feet in height may be permitted with the approval of the
Board of Aldermen where topography problems exist, but in no event shall the monument
and sign exceed ten (10) feet above the average ground level.

Shall not exceed eight percent (8%) of the surface of the building wall which they are in front
of or relate to, but not to exceed seventy-five (75) square feet in aggregate sign face area,
whichever is less.

Landscaping or appropriate ground cover shall be placed at the base of and around any
ground sign for a minimum distance of four (4) feet.

Ground signs may be located within the median of interior roadways but shall not be located
within forty (40) feet of any adjacent roadway surface of a major street unless the Director
finds that doing so is in the public interest and would not create an unsafe condition. This
does not include directional signs.

An emblem, logo or trademark shall be considered a letter for purposes of this Chapter.
| etter sizes shall not exceed eighteen (18) inches.

6. Wallsigns.

g

Shall be composed of solid wood or rust-resistant metal.

Shall be composed either of individually attached letters or letters displayed in plaque form
on a solid background. :

Informational signs shall not exceed ten (10) square feet per sign.
Letters shall be no taller than twelve (12) inches in height.

One (1) informational sign shall be allowed on each building frontage.
Wall signs may be illuminated from an exterior light source.

An identification sign shall not exceed eight percent (8%) of the surface area on the side of
the building to which it is attached, or forty (40) square feet, whichever is less.

. Construction signs. One (1) construction sign with maximum sign area of forty-eight (48) square
feet shall be permitted. Construction signs shall be erected after issuance of a building permit and
shall be removed upon building occupancy.

8. One (1) bulletin board sign for each school, provided that:

a.

b.

Such school shall be located on a lot of at least four (4) acres;

Such sign does not exceed twenty-four (24) square feet and the height thereof does not
exceed five (5) feet; and
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. Inno event shall there be more than one (1) bulletin board per lot as that term is defined in
Chapter 405, Zoning Regulations, notwithstanding any other provisions of the City Code.

“Section 420.140. Office and Nursing Home, Assisted Living or

Continuum of Care Facility Districts.

[Ord. No. 1327 §3(4270), 9-25-1989; Ord. No. 2588 §1, 6-12-2001; Ord. No. 2803 &1, 3-25-2003]

A. The following signs are permitted in Campus Office, Office or Nursing Home, Assisted Living or
Continuum of Care Facility Districts subject to the following restrictions:

1. All signs (and flags) permitted in Sections 420.120 and 420.130 except that all ground signs shall
meet the requirements of this Section.

2. All signs located on or related to buildings in the Campus Office and Office Districts located
generally at the intersection of Ballas and Clayton Roads shall be general non-illuminated only.

3. Construction signs. One (1) construction sigﬁ with a maximum sign area of sixty-four (64) square
feet shall be permitted. Construction signs shall be erected after issuance of a building permit and
shall be removed upon issuance of occupancy permit.

4. Directory signs. One (1) directory sign with a maximum sign area of sixteen (16) square feet shall
be permitted.

5. Flags.

a.  May be flown at all times, subject to the guidelines concerning their use set forth by the
government which they represent.

b.  May be illuminated as approved by the Director.
c.  No more than two (2) flags may be flown from a single flagpole at any one time.
d. The long dimension of the flag shall be no larger than one-fourth (14) the length of the pole.

e.  Pole height shall not exceed forty (40) feet and shall be able to withstand winds of ninety
(90) miles per hour.

£, No more than three (3) flagpoles per lot.
g.  Non-governmental flags to be permitted as defined. See Section 420.100(15).

h. Location of flagpole shall be approved by the Director to ensure that it does not encroach on
lot lines, endanger the safety, or obstruct visibility of surrounding property owners. Where
feasible its location shall be indicated on the site plan.

6. Ground signs and monument signs — identification.

~a Shall not be located within forty (40) feet of any adjacent roadway surface, provided that the
Director may allow a sign to be placed within forty (40) feet of a roadway surface butinno
event closer than twenty (20) feet of a roadway surface if he/she finds that doing so is in the
public interest and would not create an unsafe condition.

b.  Shall be located so as not to obstruct vision at an intersection or vehicular entry or exit from
the property.
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May be supported by posts or poles that do not exceed three (3) feet to the bottom of the
sign, plus a planter box, if used, at least six (6) inches but not more than twenty-four (24)
inches in height. In no event shall posts, poles, planter boxes and sign elevation exceed a
height of eight (8) feet above the average ground elevation around the sign. If the sign would
be below the level of the centerline of the public road, the sign may be raised to no more
than six (6) feet above that level. -

In lieu of the above, the sign may be supported by or be part of a solid monument. The sign
and base are not to exceed eight (8) feet in height. Monument signs where the monument
base and sign exceed eight (8) feet in height may be permitted with the approval of the
Board of Aldermen when topography problems exist, but in no event shall the monument
and sign exceed ten (10) feet above the average ground level.

Shall not exceed eight percent (89%) of the surface of the building wall which they are in front
of or relate to, but not to exceed seventy-five (75) square feet, whichever is less.

An emblem, logo or trademark shall be considered a letter for purposes of this Chapter.
Letter sizes shall not exceed eighteen (18) inches.

Ground signs — informational.

a.

Shall not be located within ten (10) feet of any adjacent roadway surface, provided that the
Director may allow a sign to be placed closer to the roadway surface if he/she finds that
doing so is in the public interest and would not create an unsafe condition.

The size of said sign shall not be more than six (6) square feet per sign face area, but may be
increased up to a maximum of ten (10) square feet by written authority of the Director after
the Director’s review of the public necessity and/or safety purpose of said sign.

Shall be non-illuminated unless, in the opinion of the said Director, safety would be enhanced
by allowing either the internal or indirect illumination thereof. Said Director may grant a
permanent or temporary permit to illuminate any such sign and may revoke a temporary
illumination permit upon fifteen (15) days’ notice. '

Shall be constructed of permanent, weather-proof materials except that temporary signs
may be permitted by said Director for a period up to sixty (60) days, provided that the
Director finds public need or safety purposes will be served by said temporary signs.

Except as otherwise permitted in writing by said Director, on-site informational signs shall
not exceed a height of three (3) feet from the ground level in any area within ten (10) feet of
any adjacent roadway surface or within ten (10) feet of any lot line nor shall such signs
elsewhere on the property exceed a height of four (4) feet from the adjacent ground level.

Shall not be hazardous to vehicles. If damaged or defaced, said signs shall be immediately
removed and either restored or replaced.

An emblem, logo or trademark shall be considered a letter for purposes of this Chapter.
Letter sizes shall not exceed eighteen (18) inches.

A single office or nursing home, assisted living or continuum of care facility building may have a
wall identification sign or one (1) ground identification sign for each street upon which the
building fronts. When an office building has multiple tenants, the ground identification sign may
identify the building and contain the name of at least one (1) tenant. The ground identification
sign may also contain the names of additional tenants provided that those tenants identified on
the sign occupy the equivalent of at least one (1) floor of the building.

Office subdivision or office center. An office subdivision containing two (2) or more office
buildings shall be permitted a ground or monument sign, not to exceed seventy-five (75) square
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feet in sign face area, at each entry from a public street into the office subdivision.

Real estate signs. Real estate signs advertising premises for sale or available space for lease shall be
permitted, with permit, subject to the following restrictions:

a.  One (1) real estate sign per building shall be permitted for each public roadway frontage.

b.  Shall not exceed eight percent (8%) of the surface area of the side of the building to which it
relates, or forty-eight (48) square feet, whichever is less. :

c.  All supports of freestanding signs shall be painted and maintained.

d.  Shall be no closer than twenty (20) feet, for safety, from any public roadway.

e.  Shall be removed no later than ten (10) days after sale closing or lease commencement.
f.  Shall not be internally or directly illuminated.

g, Anemblem, logo or trademark shall be considered a letter for purposes of this Chapter.
Letter sizes shall not exceed eighteen (18) inches.

Wall signs — identification.

a.  Shall be either internally illuminated, back light type, non-illuminated, or externally illuminated
as specified in Section 420.110.

b.  Shall not project perpendicularly more than eight (8) inches beyond the plane of the wall to
which it is attached, except that this distance may be modified by conditions of a conditional
use permit where an exposed raceway is involved.

c. Letter sizes shall not exceed eighteen (18) inches in height, except that letters on a sign
located in the Planned Office Park (POP) Zoning District on a minimum three (3) story
building, identifying a tenant occupying at least forty thousand (40,000) square feet or two
(2) floors of the building, shall not exceed thirty (30) inches in height, provided the sign faces
an interstate highway.

d. A company emblem, logo or trademark may be combined with letters to compose a sign, but
shall meet all size, color, and other requirements of this Section.

e. Shall not exceed eight percent (8%) of the surface area of the side of the building or other
structure to which it is attached, or sixty (60) square feet, whichever is less. Where more
than one (1) wall of a building or structure is used for signing, then the limitation shall be five
percent (5%) for each side, or forty (40) square feet, whichever is less.

. Letters shall not exceed the height of the roof of the building, nor overlap either the top or
bottom edge of the building fascia or mansard roof area and must be a minimum of six (6)
inches from either of these edges.

g Internally illuminated signs shall be composed of individual illuminated white letters. Sign
boxes and cabinets where the sign background is illuminated shall not be permitted.

h.  Non-illuminated signs and externally illuminated signé shall be composed either of individually
attached letters or letters displayed in plaque form on a solid background.

Wall signs — address numerals. Non-illuminated address numerals not to exceed thirty-six (36)
inches in height may be erected on no more than two (2) building walls of any building at least
three (3) stories high in the Planned Office Park (POP) Zoning District.

Telephone switching stations. Exterior signs identifying or advertising telephone switching
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station occupying interior floor space of office buildings in the Campus Office, Office or Planned
Office Park Districts shall not be permitted.

Section 420.150. Commercial District.

[Ord. No. 1327 §3(4280), 9-25-1989; Ord. No. 2008 §86 — 7, 11-11-1996 |

A, The following signs in Commercial Districts shall be subject to the following general restrictions:

1

On multi-tenant commercial buildings, a unified sign plan shall be presented to the Board of
Aldermen for approval, in which case as many signs of the same type shall be permitted on the
same site frontage of a building facing a public street as there are separate main entrances for the
businesses therein.

a.  Signs shall be of uniform height, proportions, background color(s), materials, and location in
relationship to the business and generally uniform thickness, appearance and illumination as
approved in the plan.

b. Each business therein shall be allowed one (1) business identification sign facing the adjoining
street or parking area. If a business is located on a corner space, with one (1) exterior
frontage entrance in each direction, then one (1) business identification sign per side will be
permitted, not to exceed two (2) signs.

c. Businesses located in a shopping mall where a majority of businesses face interior courts or
walkways, shall be permitted, in addition to Subparagraph (b) above, one (1) business
identification sign on a store front which faces the interior court or walkway inside the mall.
If a business has a corner space, with more than one (1) interior frontage entrance, or ifa
building occupies a corner space or other space with more than one () interior entrance not
on the same building frontage, then one (1) sign shall be permitted on each interior court or
walkway, plus one (1) business identification sign on the exterior of the building in the closest
possible proximity to the business entrance. The total allowable number of business
identification signs for such an interior corner space shall be three (3).

d. Ifapproved as part of a unified sign plan for a single commercial development, in addition to
the business identification signs authorized above, those businesses with entrances facing a
pedestrian walkway under a roof, may hang one (1) business identification sign from the roof
over the pedestrian walkway, provided each sign is uniform in size, color and letters, non-
illuminated, is no larger than eight (8) inches by twenty (20) inches, is perpendicular to the
front building wall and business entrance, and provides for at least seven (7) feet of
clearance.

For any new multi-tenant commercial building or for any existing multi-tenant commercial
building which is more than fifty percent (50%) vacant and which does not have an approved
uniform sign plan, the building owner shall submit with, or prior to the first (1st) (or next) sign
permit application, a unified sign plan for said building for approval by the Board of Aldermen. No
sign permit shall be issued except in conformity with the plan approved by the Board of Aldermen.

An aggregate sign display area not to exceed twelve percent (12%) of the total surface area
(including windows) of the building frontage of a business establishment shall be permitted,
subject to other limitations contained herein. Where a building has more than one (1) commercial
frontage, the aggregate sign display area shall be calculated separately for signs related to each
separate commercial frontage. The following types of signs shall not be included in the aggregate
square footage limitation contained in the Subsection.

- CAnctriictinn cione
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b.  Directional signs.

c. Informational signs.

d. Memorial signs or tablet signs.

e. Official government flags.

f.  Real estate signs.

g.  Special displays.

h. Temporary window signs.

All permitted signs are subject to the génera[ provisions for multi-tenant buildings.

A single commercial establishment may have either one (1) wall sign (identification) or one (1)
ground sign (identification) per road frontage, but not both.

Signage on office buildings in Commercial Districts shall conform to requirements for office
buildings in Office and Campus Office Districts.

An emblem, logo or trademark shall be considered a letter for purposes of this Chapter. In no
event shall letters on any sign in a Commercial District exceed twenty-four (24) inches in height.
Where a smaller maximum letter size is specified in this Section, the smaller letter size governs.

The following signs are permitted in Commeércial Districts:

All signs (and flags) permitted in Sections 420.120 and 420.130 except that ground signs shall
conform to the provisions of this Section.

All signs located on or related to buildings in the Commercial District located generally at the
southeast corner of the intersection of Clayton and Mason Roads shall be generally non-
illuminated.

Awning signs.

a.  Awning signs shall be painted or otherwise permanently affixed to the awning, limited to the
name of the firm or the logo of the firm (but not both), and no more than two (2) colors,
including the color of the awning material, shall be permitted. The size of the letters or one
(1) logo shall not exceed twelve (12) inches in height. Such 5|gns shall be the single frontage
identification of the business or firm.

b.  Shall not project above the parapet wall or the roof line of the building to which the awning
is attached.

c.  Shall maintain a clearance of at least seven (7) feet six (6) inches above the ground or
pavement where vehicular or pedestrian movement is possible under said sign.

Flags.

a.  May be flown at all times, subject to the guidelines concerning their use set forth by the
government which they represent.

b.  May be illuminated as approved by the Director.
c. No more than two (2) flags méy be flown from a single flagpole at any one time.

d. The long dimension of the flag shall be no larger than one-fourth (}4) the length of the pole.
Maximurmn size shall be six (6) feet by ten (10) feet.
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e.  Pole height shall not exceed forty (40) feet and shall be able to withstand winds of ninety
(90) miles per hour.

f.  No more than three (3) flagpoles per site.
g Non-gbvernmental flags to be permitted as defined. See Section 420.100(15).

h.  Location of flagpole shall be approved by the Director to ensure that it does not encroach on
lot lines, endanger the safety, or obstruct visibility of surrounding property owners. Where
feasible its location shall be indicated on the site plan.

Gasoline service station signs.
a. No separate post signs, including name identification poles, shall be permitted.

b.  One (1) wall business identification sign per roadway frontage, with a maximum letter size of
twelve (12) inches, or one (1) ground business identification sign, shall be permitted. The wall
business identification sign(s) shall be affixed either flat against the main structure wall or
along the longer vertical edge of the roofed structure covering the fuel pumps. The business
identification sign may be lighted internally or externally. The ground sign shall be a maximum
of forty-two (42) inches above ground level, and maximum size of twelve (12) square feet.

c.  One (1) gasoline price sign per street frontage may be displayed in the window of the primary
gasoline service station building only. Each sign shall be no larger than six (6) square feet.

d. The shorter vertical edge of the roofed structure covering the fuel pumps shall be used only
for the following signage: “full-service”, “self-service, “no smoking’, or “stop engine”.

e. A company logo may be displayed directly on each fuel pump if an integral part of the design
of the pump. No product advertising shall be permitted to be attached to the fuel pump.

f.  Each fuel pump may display a sign no larger than one (1) square foot indicating the fuel
available from the pump, e.g. “lead-free”, “regular”, “diesel”, “high octane”, etc.

g.  Directional signs indicating “Entrance” and “Exit” shall be permitted. No product advertising
or company logo shall be permitted on such directional signs. Directional signs may be
illuminated if required for safety and if approved by the Director.

h.  One (1) informational 5ign, not to exceed four (4) square feet in sign face area, shall be
permitted for the purpose of identifying the air hose and supply, and shall be affixed flat
against the building wall in the vicinity of the air hose.

.. Asignrequired to identify official State inspection stations may be affixed flat against the wall
of the primary gasoline service station building only, adjacent to the main entrance.

j.  Asign indicating hours of business shall be permitted only on the main entrance door of the

primary building, and shall be no larger than one (1) square foot.
k. No advertising signs shall be permitted on movable or rolling tire racks.

. Asign no larger than one (1) square foot, giving credit and charge card information, shall be
permitted at the main entrance to the building.

m. Temporary window signs are permitted subject to the restrictions in Subsection (7)(m) of
this Section.

n.  The following shall not be permitted: Portable signs, advertising signs on the tops of pumps,
"truck-load” and other such sale signs, banners advertising services or “open for business”.
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No signs other than those specifically authorized above shall be permitted, whether
illuminated or non-illuminated, whether affixed to the outside or inside of windows, doors,
roofs, etc.

Ground signs — business identification.

d.

Where a single building has multiple tenants or multiple uses, ground signage shall be
restricted to one (1) commercial center ground sign designating the name of the business
development or center or name of the building.

Shall not be located within forty (40) feet of any adjacent roadway surface, provided that the
Director may allow a sign to be placed within twenty (20) feet of a roadway surface if hefshe
finds that doing so is in the public interest and would not create an unsafe condition.

Shall be located so as not to obstruct vision at an intersection or vehicular entry or exit from
the property.

May be supported by posts or poles that do not exceed three (3) feet plus a planter box, if
used, at least six (6) inches but not more than twenty-four (24) inches in height. In no event
shall posts, poles, planter boxes and sign elevation exceed a height of six (6) feet above the
average ground elevation around the sign. If the sign would be below the level of the
centerline of the nearest major or minor road, the sign may be raised to no more than six (6)
feet above that level. _ :

In lieu of the above, the sign may be supported by or be a part of a solid monument. The sign
and base are not to exceed six (6) feet in height. Monument signs where the monument base
and sign exceed six (6) feet in height may be permitted with the approval of the Board of
Aldermen where topographical problems exist, but in no event shall monument and sign
exceed eight (8) feet above average ground level.

Shall not exceed eight percent (8%) of the surface of the building wall of which they are in
front or relate to, but not to exceed seventy-five (75) square feet, whichever is less.

Letter sizes shall not exceed twenty-four (24) inches. llluminated letters shall be white.
Internal signs are prohibited.

Hanging signs.

d.

Shall not project perpendicularly more than thirty (30) inches beyond the plane of the wall to
which it is attached. The maximum sign shall be thirty (30) inches by eighteen (18) inches.

Shall maintain a clearance of at least seven (7) feet six (6) inches above the ground or
pavement where vehicular or pedestrian movement is possible under said sign.

Informational signs.

d.

b.

Shall not exceed one (1) square foot for each business establishment.

The total area shall not be included in calculating signage on a building or other structure.

Marquee signs.

a.
b.

&4

The marguee shall not exceed four (4) feet in height.
Shall meet the same standards of strength as specified in attached signs.

Shall maintain a clearance of at least ten (10) feet above the ground or pavement where
vehicular or pedestrian movement is possible under said sign.

AAmvsim #hantar clrne
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One (1) marquee sign shall be permitted per theater, applied flat to the building.

One (1) shadowbox, know as a show case, forty (40) inch by sixty (60) inch frame, shall be
permitted per screen, permanently affixed to the building.

No outdoor advertising posters or standard outdoor advertising structures andfor billboards

- shall be permitted, except as allowed under Subsection (B)(15) of this Section.

Advertising posters, billboards, etc., shall be permitted in the lobby of the theater.
Pricing shall be posted at box office only.

Theater name shall be subject to normal provisions for such commercial signs and is
separate from marquee signs.

Customary signage announcing the title, rating, and show times of current attractions may be
permitted when a sign plan for such purpose has been approved by the Board of Aldermen.

Permanent window signs.

a.

Shall be painted, metal-leafed, or in some other manner permanently applied to either side of
an exterior window or door. '

Shall be calculated with the total square footage of signs permitted per building side but a
temporary window sign shall not be so counted.

May identify hours of business, name and address of business.

Shall cover an area no greater than three (3) feet by two (2) feet on the window display
surface on any one (1) frontage.

Real estate signs. Real estate signs advertising premises for sale or available space for lease shall be
permitted, with permit, subject to the following restrictions:

a.  One (1) real estate sign per building shall be permitted for each public roadway frontage.

b.  Shall not exceed eight percent (8%)-of the surface area of the side of the building to which it
relates, or forty-eight (48) square feet, whichever is less.

c.  All supports of freestanding signs shall be painted and maintained.

Shall be no closer than ten (10) feet from any public roadway.

e. Shall be removed no later than ten (10) days after sale closing or lease commencement.

f.  Shall not be internally or directly illuminated.

Temporary window signs.

a.  Shall not cover more than a total of twenty percent (20%) of the combined area of the
window and glass door to which they are applied. All of the glass windows and doors ona
side of a building may be calculated as a single window/door area provided that such are
separated by supports or other dividers no more than twelve (12) inches wide.

b.  Allsigns in one (1) window shall be deemed to be one (1) sign for the purpose of this

paragraph. If all windows and glass doors in the side of a building are being counted as a
single surface under Subsection (7)(m)(1) above, then all signs thereon shall likewise be
counted.

Temnorarv window sions shall be maintained in good repair and shall be displayed for a
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period not to exceed thirty (30) days and shall have the most recent date of installation
clearly shown on the sign in two (2) inch high letters in a contrasting color placed in the
bottom right-hand corner on the front of said sign. The same sign shall not be placed in a
window for a period of four (4) months after removal. A new date of installation shall be
shown in that event.

Under no circumstances shall such signs be affixed to the exterior of a window.

14.  Wall signs.

15:

a.

Shall be either internally illuminated, back light type, non-illuminated, or externally illuminated
as specified in Section 420.110.

Shall not project perpendicularly more than eight (8) inches beyond the plane of the wall to
which it is attached, except this distance may be modified by conditions of a conditional use
permit where an exposed raceway is involved.

Surface Area of Store/Office Maximum Sign Square Footage

Frontage
Less than 960 square feet 40
960 — 2,000 square feet 50
Over 2,000 square feet 60

A company emblem, logo, or trademark may be combined with letters to compose a sign, but
shall meet all size, color, and other requirements of this Section.

Internally illuminated signs shall be composed of individual illuminated white !etters.‘Sign
boxes and cabinets where the sign background is illuminated shall not be permitted.

The maximum square footage of a sign shall not exceed sixty (60) square feet or the size set
forth in paragraph (3) above, whichever is less.

Letters may not overlap either the top or bottom edge of the building fascia or mansard roof
area and must be a minimum of six (6) inches from either of these edges. Signs shall not
exceed the height of the building.

Standard outdoor advertising structures and/or billboards. -

a.

No permit to allow a sign to be newly erected shall be issued without a permit issued by the
Missouri Highways and Transportation Commission. Standard outdoor advertising structures
and/or billboards may be permitted in the City provided that such signs:

(1) Are located within six hundred sixty (660) feet of the nearest edge of the right-of-way
of an interstate or primary highway (as defined by the Missouri Highway and
Transportation Department),

(2) Areon propérty zoned for commercial use, and

(3) Comply with all provisions of this Section.

Lighting.

(1) Lighting cannot exceed a twenty (20) foot-candle average.

(2) No revolving or rotating beam or beacon of light that simulates an emergency light or
device shall be permitted as part of any sign. No flashing, intermittent, or moving light or
lights will be permitted except scoreboards and other illuminated signs designating
public service information such as time, date, or temperature, or similar information,
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will be allowed.

(3) External lighting, such as floodlights, thin line and gooseneck reflectors are permitted,
provided the light source is directed upon the face of the signs and is effectively
shielded so as to prevent beams or rays of light from being directed into any portion of
the main traveled way of the interstate or Federal-aid primary highway and the lights are
not of such intensity so as to cause glare, impair the vision of the driver of a motor
vehicle, or otherwise interfere with a drivers’ operation of a motor vehicle; provided the
light source is effectively shielded so as to prevent beams or rays of light from shining
on any lot which is used or zoned residential.

(4) No sign shall be so illuminated that it interferes with the effectiveness of or obscures
any official traffic sign, device or signal.

Size of signs.

. (1) The maximum area per face for any one (1) sign located within six hundred sixty (660)

feet of the nearest edge of the right-of-way of:

(@) Aninterstate highway (as defined by the Missouri Highway and Transportation
Department) shall be two hundred eighty-eight (288) square feet, or

(b) A primary highway (as defined by the Missouri Highway and Transportation
Department) shall be one hundred twenty-eight (128) square feet,
inclusive of border and trim but excluding the base or apron,
supports, and other structural members, with a maximum
vertical dimension of thirty (30) feet and a maximum horizontal
dimension of sixty (60) feet.

(2) The maximum height of any sign shall not exceed thirty-five (35) feet from the highest
point on the sign structure to the grade of the highway from which the sign is intended
to be read nor exceed fifty (50) feet above the surrounding grade where the sign is
installed.

Spacing of signs.

‘(1) No sign structure shall be erected within one thousand (1,000) feet of an existing sign

on either side of the adjacent interstate or primary highway.

(2) The spacing between structure provisions of paragraph (d)(1) of this Subsection do not
apply to signs which are separated by buildings, natural surroundings, or other
obstructions in such manner that only one (1) sign facing located within such distance is
visible at any one time. Directional or other official signs or those advertising the sale or
lease of the property on which they are located, or those which advertise activities on
the property on which they are located, including products sold, shall not be counted,

" nor shall measurements be made from them for the purpose of compliance with
spacing provisions.

(3) The measurements in this Subsection shall be the minimum distances between outdoor
advertising sign structures measured along the nearest edge of the pavement between
points directly opposite the signs along each side of the highway.

Setbacks and location. No sign shall be located within:
(1) Ninety (90) feet of any property line or roofed structure;

(2) Ninety (90) feet of any right-of-way;
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One thousand (1,000) feet from any lot which is used or zoned as residential or for any
public use, including but not limited to parks, schools, churches, libraries, hospitals,
historic districts, landmarks, or any area on the National Register of Historic Places;

Two hundred fifty (250) feet of any on-premises sign located on a building or other
non-sign structure; '

One thousand (1,000) feet of any other free—stand]’ﬁg on-premises sign;

One thousand (1,000) feet of an interchange, intersection at grade, or safety rest area.
Such distances shall be measured from beginning or ending of the pavement widening
at the exit from or entrance to the main traveled way.

Miscellaneous regulations.

)

@

©)

Only one (1) sign shall be allowed to face in one (1) direction along an interstate or
primary highway; while signs may be placed back-to-back on the same sign structure so
that two (2) signs are facing in opposite directions, signs of V-type construction are
prohibited as is sign stacking.

No sign shall be located in such manner as to obstruct or otherwise physically interfere
with the effectiveness of any official traffic sign, signal, or device or obstruct or
physically interfere with a motor vehicle operator’s view of approaching, merging or
intersecting traffic.

No sign shall be located on or attached to the roof of a building or any other non-sign
structure.

Section 420.160. Hospital District.

[Ord. No. 1327 §3(4290), 9-25-1989]

A. The following signs are permitted in the Hospital District subject to the following restrictions:

1.

All signs (and flags) permitted in Sections 420.120 and 420.130 except that all ground signs shall
meet the requirements of this Section.

Construction signs. One (1) construction sign with a maximum sign area of sixty-four (64) square
feet shall be permitted. Construction signs shall be erected after issuance of a building permit and
shall be removed upon issuancé of an occupancy permit.

Directory signs. One (1) directory sign with a maximum sign area of sixteen (16) square feet shall -
be permitted for each building in the Hospital District.

Flags.

a.

May be flown at all times, subject to the guidelines concerning their use set forth by the
government which they represent.

May be illuminated as approved by the Director.

No more than two (2) flags may be flown from a single flagpole at any one time.

The long dimension of the flag shall be no larger than one-fourth (J4) the length of the pole.

Pole height shall not exceed forty (40) feet and shall be able to withstand winds of ninety
(ae) miles per hour.
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No more than three (3) flagpoles per lot.
Non-governmental flags to be permitted as defined. See Section 420.100(15).

Location of flagpole shall be approved by the Director to ensure that it does not encroach on
lot lines, endanger the safety, or obstruct visibility of surrounding property owners. Where
feasible its location shall be indicated on the site plan.

Ground signs and monument signs — identification.

a.

Where a building has multiple uses or multiple tenants, ground signage shall be restricted to
one (1) ground identification sign per commercial street frontage designating the name of
the building or principal tenant.

Shall not be located within forty (40) feet of any adjacent roadway surface, provided that the
Director may allow a sign to be placed within forty (40) feet of a roadway surface but in no
event closer than twenty (20) feet of a roadway surface if he/she finds that doing so is in the
public interest and would not create an unsafe condition.

Shall be located so as not to obstruct vision at an intersection or vehicular entry or exit from
the property.

May be supported by posts or poles that do not exceed three (3) feet to the bottom of the
sign, plus a planter box, if used, at least six (6) inches but not more than twenty-four (24)

_ inches in height. In no event shall posts, poles, planter boxes and sign elevation exceed a

height of eight (8) feet above the average ground elevation around the sign. If the sign would
be below the level of the centerline of the public road, the sign may be raised to no more -
than six (6) feet above that level. '

In lieu of the above, the sign may be supported by or be part of a solid monument. The sign
and base are not to exceed eight (8) feet in height. Monument signs where the monument
base and sign exceed eight (8) feet in height may be permitted with the approval of the
Planning Commission when topography problems exist, but in no event shall the monument
and sign exceed ten (10) feet above the average ground level, whichever is less.

Shall not exceed eight percent (8%) of the surface of the building wall which they are in front
of or relate to, but not to exceed seventy-five (75) square feet, whichever is less.

An emblem, logo or trademark shall be considered a letter for purposes of this Chapter.
Letter sizes shall not exceed eighteen (18) inches.

Ground signs — informational.

a.

Shall not be located within ten (10) feet of any adjacent roadway surface, provided that the
Director may allow a sign to be placed closer to the roadway surface if he/she finds that
doing so is in the public interest and would not create an unsafe condition.

The size of said sign shall not be more than six (6) square feet per sign face area, but may be
increased up to a maximum of ten (10) square feet by written authority of the Director after
the Director’s review of the public necessity and/or safety purpose of said sign.

Shall be non-illuminated unless, in the opinion of the said Director, safety would be enhanced
by allowing either the internal or indirect illumination thereof. Said Director may grant a
permanent or temporary permit to illuminate any such sign and may revoke a temporary
illumination permit upon fifteen (15) days’ notice.

Shall be constructed of permanent, weatherproof materials except that temporary signs may
be permitted by said Director for a period up to sixty (60) days, provided that the Director
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8/12/2015 . City of Town And Country, MO

e. Exceptas otherwise permitted in writing by said Director, on-site informational signs shall
not exceed a height of three (3) feet from the ground level in any area within ten (10) feet of
any adjacent roadway surface or within ten (10) feet of any lot line nor shall such signs
elsewhere on the property exceed a height of four (4) feet from the adjacent ground level.

£ Shall not be hazardous to vehicles. If damaged or defaced, said signs shall be immediately
removed and either restored or replaced.

g.  Anemblem, logo or trademark shall be considered a letter for purposes of this Chapter.
Letter sizes shall not exceed eighteen (18) inches.

7. Asingle office building may have either one (1) wall identiﬁcation sign or one (1) ground
identification sign per road frontage, but not both. -

8. Where a hospital development contains two (2) or more buildings, the development shall be
permitted a ground or monument sign, not to exceed seventy-five (75) square feet in sign face
" area, at each entry from a public street into the hospital development.

9. Realestate signs. Real estate signs advertising premises for sale or available space for lease shall be
permitted, with permit, subject to the following restrictions: :

a.  One () real estate sign per building shall be permitted for each public roadway frontage.

b.  Shall not exceed eight percent (8%) of the surface area of the side of the building to which it
relates, or forty-eight (48) square feet, whichever is less.

c.  All supports of freestanding signs shall be painted and maintained.

d. Shallbeno closer than twenty (20) feet, for safety, from any public roadway.

e.  Shall be removed no later than ten (10) days after sale closing or lease commencement.
£, Shall not be internally or directly illuminated.

g Anemblem, logo or trademark shall be considered a letter for purposes of this Chapter.
Letter sizes shall not exceed eighteen (18) inches.

10. Wall signs — identification.

a.  Shall be either internally illuminated, back light type, non-illuminated, or externally illuminated
as specified in Section 420.110.

b.  Shall not project perpendicularly more than eight (8) inches beyond the plane of the wall to
which it is attached, except that this distance may be modified by conditions of a conditional
use permit where an exposed raceway is involved. '

c. Letter sizes shall not exceed eighteen (18) inches in height.
Exception: In the discretion of the Board of Aldermen, upon application, letters on wall signs
facing an interstate highway may exceed eighteen (18) inches in height.

d. A company emblem, logo or trademark may be combined with letters to compose a sign, but
shall meet all size, color, and other requirements of this Section.

e.  Shall not exceed eight percent (8%) of the surface area of the side of the building or other
structure to which it is attached, or sixty (60) square feet, whichever is less. Where more
than one (1) wall of a building or structure is used for signing, then the limitation shall be five
percent (5%) for each side, or forty (40) square feet.

11.  Exception. In the discretion of the Board of Aldermen, upon application, wall signs facing an



8/12/2015

City of Town And Country, MO

interstate highway may exceed eight percent (8%) of the surface area of the side of the building
or other structure to which it is attached, or sixty (60) square feet.

a.

Letters shall not exceed the height of the roof of the building, or overlap either the top or
bottom edge of the building fascia or mansard roof area and must be a minimum of six (6)
inches from either of these edges.

Internally illuminated signs shall be composed of individual illuminated white letters, Sign
boxes and cabinets where the sign background is illuminated shall not be permitted.

Non-illuminated signs and externally illuminated signs shall be composed either of individually
attached letters or letters displayed in plaque form on a solid background.
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From: Lynne Greene-Beldner
Sent: Monday, August 17, 2015 2:37 PM
To: Elizabeth Weiss AUG 17 2015 -
Subject: FW: PnZ meeting tonight
Attachments: Signs.docx 3
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Please print for tonight’s meeting.

Lynne Greene-Beldner
Deputy City Administrator/City Clerk
City of Wildwood ,

16860 Main Street

. lynne@cityofwildwood.com
(p) 636-458-0440

(fax) 636-458-6969

From: Debra McCutchen [mailto:dmccutchen@fergflor.org]
Sent: Monday, August 17, 2015 2:17 PM

To: Lynne Greene-Beldner

Subject: PnZ meeting tonight

Hi Lynne,

Please email and or place the attached at each commissioners seat for tonight's meeting.

Thank you!

Deb

Debra Smith McCutchen
Coordinator, Parents as Teachers



Re: PZ 14-15 Amendment of Sign Regulations of Electronic Message Boards

Discussion in PEP was to consider allowing only non-profits, specifically schools
and churches the possibility of using Electronic Message Boards. Commercial
organizations were to be excluded from using electronic message boards.

Given the current technology messages can now be transmitted by several other
means than electronic message boards, ie email, text and social media and non-
electronic message boards.

Cristism of sign regulations come mainly from businesses. The city should not
have to amend its vision and ordinances for businesses. Businesses are aware of
the regulations and ordnances before moving into Wildwood. If they do not agree
with those guidelines and ordinances then they should go to another city. We
should not change our ordinances and guidelines because other cities guidelines
and ordnances are less stringent. The city of Wildwood is for Wildwood residents
who believe in the vision and mission upon which Wildwood was founded.

Business representatives have learned that if they keep coming back to the city
requesting less stringent guidelines eventually they will be successful in lessening
Wildwoods standards. For example: A Wildwood Business Association
representative and a realtor made requests to change the sign ordinance whenever
there was a turnover on council. Request was denied several times. Eventually a
committee of newly elected council members agreed to move forward with a
change in the sign ordinance. This change has had a negative impact on the pristine
nature of our city. Especially in the high density areas of Wildwood.

High densities areas have already lost many of the reasons residents move to
Wildwood. The Rural character of Wildwood has been taken away from high
density areas: Little to no green space, rural nature of roads turned into the look of
major highways with multiple signs; highway exit signs replacing city street signs;
night sky has been lost in high density areas due to increased development in and
around town center; increased traffic through subdivisions; increased speeding
issues in subdivision throughways.

If T have read this proposed amendment correctly Electronic message boards will

not be allowed west of 109, (the non- urban area), Why is t}igq qﬁa%ty%f life more
important for those living west of 109 than those living eastof 1097 %

AUG 1T 2015



Kathy Arnett

From: noreply@cityofwildwood.com

Sent: ‘ Monday, September 14, 2015 11:36 AM

To: Lynne Greene-Beldner; Ryan Thomas; Elizabeth Weiss; Kathy Arnett; Kathy Amett
Subject: Online Form Submittal: Public Hearing Comment Form

Public Hearing Comment Form

By utilizing this form, your comments will be considered by the Department of
Planning in its development of a recommendation of this request. Additionally, the
Planning and Zoning Commission, the City Council, and/or the applicable board or
committee will also receive copies of your comments, as they consider the merits of
these land use proposals being reviewed by the city. You must submit a separate
form for each public hearing for which you have comments.

. Request Being P.Z. 14-15 City of Wildwood - Sign Regulations - Electronic
Considered Message Boards
Item Description Lafayette HS sign ﬁ
Position on Request Do Not Support
General Comments The only people who are interested in the goings on at ANY—.—

school are a captive audience. It is sufficient to send email
messages to parents and, by all means, install an electronic
sign INSIDE THE SCHOOL for the students. But, please, do
not add to the danger of dreadful drivers by approving any kind
of exterior signage that draws their attention even further away
from the task at-hand! In addition, if the current word-burdened
signs at Lafayette are any indication, the proposed messages
will never be seen in their entirety by anyone driving past in
excess of one mile per hour,

Suggestions As indicated, tell them to send emails to parents (and mail
flyers to those who are technologically challenged), and install
the electronic sign INSIDE the school. | think the cafeteria
would be an ideal location, don't you?

(Eecion Brezk)

Name Mary DeWitt

2575 Hickory Manor Dr

City Wildwood




State Missouri

Zip 63011
Phone Number. 636-458-4990
Email : mdewitt2575 @ gmail.com

Email not displaying correctly? View it in your browser.
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February 1, 2016

The Honorable City Council
City of Wildwood, Missouri
16860 Main Street

Wildwood, Missouri 63040

Re: A recommendation regarding changes to this site’s governing ordinance, which
authorizes a large commercial center, to accommodate the addition of a second
drive-through facility at this location (P.Z. 14-98 Capital-Dierbergs Wildwood

LLC).
Location: Southeast corner of State Route 100 and Taylor Road
Zoning;: Amended C-8 Planned Commercial District

Town Center
Plan Designation: Downtown District
Ward: Eight

Council Members:

INTRODUCTION - The Planning and Zoning Commission is in receipt of a submittal from Drew
Bextermueller, Dierbergs Markets, which is dated November 17, 2015, and is in regard to the
Dierbergs Town Center development, which is located at the intersection of State Route 100 and
Taylor Road. This correspondence requests certain amendments to the governing ordinance be
considered to accommodate the reuse of one (1) of the four (4) linear buildings situated along
Taylor Road, by allowing the inclusion of a drive-through facility there. The City approved this
governing ordinance in 1999. Two (2) revisions to this ordinance have been requested since 1999,
but none since 2003.

With the submittal of this request, the Planning and Zoning Commission has reviewed the files and
other materials available to it regarding this development and prepared the following
recommendation in this regard. Accordingly, as a result of this review process and, acting at the
Planning and Zoning Commission’s January 19, 2016 Executive Meeting, and, by a vote of 9 to o,
hereby submits the following report and recommendation to the City Council for its review and
consideration in this regard.

SYNOPSIS ON ZONING HISTORY - For the purposes of review, P.Z. 14-98 Capital-Dierbergs
Wildwood LLC, was a request for a change in the current zoning district designation of the property
from a C-8 Planned Commercial District to the Amended C-8 Planned Commercial District to
accommodate the redevelopment of it from a large commercial center, which would now be



anchored by a supermarket and designed to meet the City’s Town Center Plan’s standards and
guidelines. The original development concept approved by St. Louis County in 1983 anticipated the
use of the 18.3 acre site for a strip commercial center. After the approval of the C-8 Planned
Commercial District, no development of the property proceeded, which led to the 1998 proposal
being submitted for the use of it by this new petitioner — Dierbergs Markets.

Dierbergs Markets began the zoning process for this site in 1998 and sought an amendment to its
current designation to allow for a new design plan for its use. Key among the items associated with
this zoning district change were now the requirements for certain design standards relative to
building placement and character meeting the New Urbanism principles adopted by the City for
Town Center and the installation of infrastructure and utility connections to support the proposed
170,000 square feet of commercial space. The project represented a first for the newly-created
Town Center Area and was a type of use, i.e. supermarket, which was necessary for a vibrant
downtown area, as anticipated by the City at this location. One (1) of the major infrastructure
requirements relating to this matter was the construction of Taylor Road, from State Route 100 on
the north end to Manchester Road on the south end. This improvement would provide a Town
Center designed street, with amenities, between two (2) major arterial roadways, and was
considered a very necessary component for the use of this site, given its intensity and type.

The Planning and Zoning Commission considered this request for many months, after the public
hearing was held on this matter, and recommended the zoning of the property be changed to
accommodate the proposal. The Planning and Zoning Commission, in recommending this project,
noted the following items as its rationales in this regard: (1.) the development was located within
the Town Center boundary; (2.) the type of use, and its associated characteristics, met the
designation of the Town Center Regulating Plan (Commercial, at that time); (3.) the development
was compliant to a number of the Neighborhood Design Standards, particularly in the placement of
the four (4) outbuildings along Taylor Road; (4.) the architecture of the collection of buildings was
appropriate and met the guidelines of the plan; and (5.) the size and scale of this project would
provide an excellent starting point for the commercial core of Town Center. With these rationales,
the Planning and Zoning Commission forwarded a recommendation to City Council to support this
requested rezoning of the property and the associated development.

The City Council received the Commission’s Letter of Recommendation and held a public hearing on
January 11, 1999 and heard from a number of speakers and the petitioner in this regard. At the
conclusion of the hearing, the City Council authorized the preparation of legislation for this
rezoning, based upon the Commission’s rationales and the overall community benefits derived from
a project of this nature. The ordinance for this project was approved on February 22, 1999. Shortly
thereafter, the petitioner began the Site Development Plan process with the Planning and Zoning
Commission and meetings with the Architectural Review Board to obtain the needed approvals
from each of them to begin the construction process, all of which were successfully concluded.

Within two (2) months of the approval of this ordinance for the project, a modification was

requested by the petitioner to allow for grading to proceed before final action of the Planning and
Zoning Commission on the Site Development Plan and allowing alternative lighting sources for
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business signage used within the project’s boundaries. The Planning and Zoning Commission did
support a portion of these modifications, after their initial denial, and recommended the governing
ordinance be changed to accommodate such. Shortly thereafter, the matter was presented to the
City Council at an April 12, 1999 public hearing, where comments were requested on this matter.
The City Council noted that, between it and the Architectural Review Board, a number of meetings
had been held on the signage issue and its lighting and the recommendation of the Planning and
Zoning Commission on the lighting component was consistent with the outcome of their sessions in
terms of the size, scale, and area characteristics associated with this center. Thereafter, the City
Council approved the changes to the site-specific ordinance on April 26, 1999.

In September 2003, Dierbergs Markets requested a series of changes to the site-specific ordinance
to address the height of the requested flagpole along State Route 100, the height of buildings, and
further changes to the signage allowances within the project’s boundaries. The Planning and
Zoning Commission held a public hearing on these matters on September 15, 2003 and heard
testimony in this regard. Thereafter, the Planning and Zoning Commission supported two (2)
changes to the governing ordinance, but not the modification to the signage requirements.

With that recommendation completed, it was forwarded to the City Council on September 22, 2003
for the scheduled public hearing. Again, the Commission’s recommendation that was presented to
City Council agreed to allow a sixty (60) foot flagpole and increases in the height of the buildings,
but noted that signage had been altered previously and compliance to the Architectural Guidelines
outweighed the need for larger displays on this prominent center. The City Council held its public
hearing on these matters and authorized changes to the ordinance consistent with the Planning
and Zoning Commission’s Letter of Recommendation upon them. This action was completed on
October 13, 2003. Since that action in 2003, the petitioner has not amended the site-specific
ordinance.

CURRENT REQUEST - The specific advertisement in this regard for the purposes of the Planning and
Zoning Commission’s public hearing on the matter is as follows: A response to a communication
from Drew Bextermueller, Director of Real Estate for Dierbergs Markets, Inc., which is dated
November 17, 2015, regarding P.Z. 14-98 Dierbergs Wildwood Town Center; Amended C-8 Planned
Commercial District (Downtown District Designation under the Town Center Plan); south side of
State Route 100, east of Taylor Road (Street Address: 2400 Taylor Road/Locator Number:
23V320195); that seeks modifications to the existing site-specific ordinance (Ordinance #1001) that
governs the Dierbergs Wildwood Town Center development relative to the uses permitted on
Outlots G and H, as well as the addition of a drive-thru facility, as part of Outlot G.

The current request that has been submitted to the City of Wildwood relates to a matter associated
with one (1) of the linear buildings situated along Taylor Road, specifically at its intersection with
State Route 100. The intent of the request is to allow the parking lot area for this linear building
located on the corner of State Route 100 and Taylor Road to be reconfigured to accommodate a
drive-through facility, in conjunction with the planned new tenant for the space. The location is the
former site of the Applebee’s and Stonewolf Restaurants and has been vacant for many, many
years. To accommodate this conversion of the parking area on Outlot G for the requested drive-
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through facility, modifications to the ordinance are also necessary to the conditions associated with
Outlot H.

In the letter submitted by the petitioner seeking this change, it is noted a tenant has been identified
for this vacant space, which requires a drive-though facility for its operation. The tenant is a causal
dining facility and also offers seating inside the restaurant space. The petitioner has also provided
an Amended Site Development Section Plan for the purposes of this discussion.

ANALYSIS - In reviewing this request, the Planning and Zoning Commission would note it is
important to identify this site is now designated “Downtown” District by the Town Center
Regulating Plan, since its update in 2010 through 2013. This designation is the most intensive in the
City in terms of the allowable types of uses, whether commercial, service, retail, restaurant, office,
and drive-through facilities in conjunction with some of these activities. Additionally, the
“Downtown” District allows for greater site coverage ratios, heights or stories of buildings, and
other characteristics not allowed anywhere else in the City. Therefore, this location offers many
options for use by the petitioner and any interested tenant.

With this designation from the Town Center Regulating Plan, an additional drive-through facility can
be considered and authorized at this location, if design, safety, and circulation considerations can
be addressed according to the City’s land use codes. It is important to note the current governing
ordinance only allows one (1) drive through facility within the boundaries of this site and that is
located on Outlot H and used by Bank of America (Outlot H abuts Outlot G). The ordinance does not
accommodate further drive-though facilities thereafter and preferred its allowable construction on
Outlot H, versus Outlot G, or any of the other three (3) such parcels of ground fronting onto Taylor
Road. Part of this restriction on the location and number of drive-through facilities by the City was
premised on the concepts of New Urbanism and its desire for walkability versus vehicular
movements, the allowance at one time for another building along the site’s State Route 100
frontage (along with the existing two (2) buildings already constructed there now), and the impact
on the views from abutting streets, since a drive-through facility typically surrounds the building,
thereby making its placement at the edge of right-of-way problematic.

However, the Commission would note the following regarding these previous concerns and
considerations, which would no longer appear to be applicable to this request:

1. The inclusion of a second drive-though facility at this development site would appear to be
reasonable, as a means to have a fully occupied building at a location that has been vacant
for many, many years.

2. The application of the New Urbanism standards for walkability will not necessarily be
impacted at this location with the addition of the drive-through facility, given the pedestrian
network on surrounding streets, including the City’s multiple-use trail system along State
Route 100, will be altered and a proposed connection into this location recommended,
which is currently lacking. Therefore, pedestrian access to this building is improved.

3. The request for the drive-through facility at one (1) of the four (4) linear buildings along
Taylor Road is workable at this location, given the area planned for use of this addition is
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existing parking spaces and drive aisle areas, therefore it will not remove green space or
other pedestrian connections, and will bring further activity to this prominent intersection
that is located in Town Center.

The placement of the drive-through facility at this location would not appear to hinder any
future development around it, given the petitioner has had the right for a third building
along the site’s State Route 100 frontage, since 1999, and not pursued it.

The drive-through facility will be placed behind the building, relative to Taylor Road (the
primary street), while only having limited visibility from State Route 100 (the secondary
street). “B” street locations are intended to accommodate the working components of a
development of this type, while preserving the “A” streets to the strict adherence of the
design standards for improvements. Therefore, from petitioner’s provided plan, the
orientation of the drive-through facility is toward the secondary street, which is preferred
and allowed by the Town Center Plan.

The design of the drive-through facility does not place any portion of it around the building
that is currently constructed and maintains the corner relative to it, and the two (2) abutting
streets. This design, through the use of the parking area behind the existing building, shields
it from view from the primary street — Taylor Road.

Although drive-through facilities are not typically considered in walkable areas of Town Center, the
City has been judicious in their allowance and has only allowed the following locations within this
special area of the City to have such: '

1
2.
3.
4

o v
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Rockwood Bank — State Route 109

Jack-In-the-Box -Wildwood Crossing Center - Manchester Road

Electro Savings and Loan — Wildwood Crossing Center — Manchester Road

Bank - Village Plaza - Westglen Farms Drive (approved by St. Louis County, prior to

Wildwood)

Bank of America - Dierbergs Wildwood Crossing — State Route 100
Starbucks — Wildwood Town Center — Taylor Road
Walgreens - Wildwood Town Center - Taylor Road

Collectively, the City has limited drive-through facilities to appropriate locations, while noting St.
Louis County had authorized three (3) of these seven (7) locations, before Wildwood became a City.
Accordingly, an additional drive-through facility at the requested location would not represent to
the Department an intensification of such allowances in Town Center, but rather an action
consistent with the site’s new Regulating Plan designation of “Downtown” District. Additionally,
this modification will encourage an adaptive design to improve the development’s vitality, while
adding a new pedestrian connection to it.

The Department would note the following conditions would be required of the petitioner in the
design and installation of this drive-through facility at the planned location (Outlot G) to ensure it
functions safely and has limited impacts on surrounding aesthetics:
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a. The removal of the six (6) parking spaces located in the center of the drive-through lane
area and its conversion to a planter space (this change will eliminate the need for the
crosswalk through the drive-through and circulation lanes to access these stalls).

b. The reconstructed trash enclosure area’s materials must match the building’s types located
on Outlot G.

c. The approach to the trash enclosure be changed from asphalt to concrete and its
construction specifications and length to be shown on the Amended Site Development
Section Plan and acted upon by the Planning and Zoning Commission.

d. The revised design of this area to accommodate the drive-through facility be reviewed and
acted upon by the Metropolitan St. Louis Sewer District (MSD) and the Metro West Fire
Protection District.

e. The portion of the drive-through lane that faces onto the property’s State Route 100
frontage shall be screened through the use of the current combination of fencing, stone
piers, and landscaping that is already in place to the east of this location on this same lot

fencing, stone piers, and landscaping, shall be shown on the Amended Site Development
Section Plan and acted upon by the Planning and Zoning Commission.

f. A pedestrian connection be made from the City’s multiple-use trail to Outlot G, which
complies with the City’s specifications for width, material, construction specifications, and
design. This pedestrian connection shall be shown on the Amended Site Development
Section Plan and acted upon by the Planning and Zoning Commission.

With these modifications and additions to the design, the Neighborhood Design Standards of the
City’s Town Center Plan will be met and the function of this drive-through area improved.

SUMMARY OF PERTINENT POINTS AND RECOMMENDATION -

The Planning and Zoning Commission is recommending the requested drive-through facility be
authorized, as part of the development of Outlot G, and it comply with the conditions set forth
above in this report and noted below in the revised conditions of Attachment B. This favorable
recommendation is based upon the allowance for a drive-through facility in the Town Center Plan’s
“Downtown” District designation of the property and the accommodation to place a tenant in this
vacant space. Accordingly, the Planning and Zoning Commission is recommending Amended C-8
Planned Commercial District Ordinance #1001 be amended to read as follows (changes indicated by
bolded, blue type):

1. PERMITTED USES

The uses allowed in this Amended C-8 (Town Center Commercial) Planned Commercial District shall
be limited to all permitted “Commercial” District uses as defined in the Town Center Plan (as
amended March 2, 1998) with associated parking, excluding churches, recreational facilities
(including indoor theaters and outdoor activities), hotels, sewage treatment plants, research
laboratories and facilities, and office/warehouse units.
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2. FLOOR AREA, HEIGHT, AND BUILDING REQUIREMENTS
a. The uses permitted in this Amended (-8 Planned Commercial District shall be contained in a
total of six (6) buildings (Buildings A through C (main building complex), as shown on
petitioner’s Preliminary Development Plan, and for the purposes of this ordinance, shall
constitute a single building) not to exceed one hundred fifty-one thousand (151,000) square
feet in gross floor area. Of this one hundred fifty-one thousand (151,000) square feet,
maximum allowable building sizes shall be as follows:
Building Type** Size (square feet)
Retail (Building A) 21,500
Supermarket (Building B) 73,000
Retail (Building C) 11,000
Retail (Building D) 6,600
Retail (Building E) 6,600
Restaurant (Building F) 6,600 or 150 seats
Restaurant (Building G) 13,000 Or 300 seats
Filling Station and related Retail (authorized 4,200
in lieu of Building H)
Financial Institution, with a Drive Through
Facility 7,500 er150-seats
Retail/Restaurant/Other (Building H) - -

*k

The designated use of “retail,” “office,” and “restaurant” may be interchanged for purposes of the permitted uses.

The maximum number of out-parcels located abutting the Taylor Road right-of-way shall be
four (4) in total, with no more than five (5) out-parcel buildings within the boundaries of this
Amended C-8 Planned Commercial District. The orientation of these buildings shall be as
shown on the Site Development Plan submitted by the petitioner, as part of the rezoning
request.

Out-parcel buildings abutting Taylor Road shall be designed to accommodate a liner
footprint, with a depth no greater than eighty (80) feet.
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Only one (1) fast-food restaurant, with a drive-through facility, er—a—filling—station—for
avtemebiles-with-related retail shall be allowed within the boundaries of this Amended C-8
Planned Commercial District. Whichever-efthe two(2) usesis selected;-either The fast-food

restaurant or-thefillingstationfor-autemebilesand related retailit must be located on
Outlot G and comply with the following requirements: ard-H-enly

I Remove the six (6) parking spaces located in the center of the drive-through lane
and convert it to a planter area.

Il. The reconstructed trash enclosure area’s materials match the building’s type
located on Outlot G.

1. The approach to the trash enclosure shall be of concrete construction and its
specifications and length to be shown on the Amended Site Development Section
Plan and acted upon by the Planning and Zoning Commission.

Iv. The drive-through facility must be reviewed and acted upon by the Metropolitan St.
Louis Sewer District (MSD) and the Metro West Fire Protection District.

V. The portion of the drive-through lane that faces onto the property’s State Route 100
frontage shall be screened through the use of the current combination of fencing,
stone piers, and Iandscap:ng that is already in place to the east of this locatlon on
thlssamelot i ii matching-these es-on-the

gardenw ThIS comblnatlon of fencmg, stone plers, and Iandscapmg shall be
shown on the Amended Site Development Section Plan and acted upon by the
Planning and Zoning Commission.

Vi. A pedestrian connection shall be made from the City’s multiple-use trail to Outlot G,
which complies with its specifications for width, material, construction
specifications, and design. This pedestrian connection shall be shown on the
Amended Site Development Section Plan and acted upon by the Planning and
Zoning Commission

No more than two (2) docking areas shall be constructed in conjunction with the proposed
supermarket building that is part of this development. Docking area shall be located along
the full distance of the north and south walls of the supermarket building only. Appropriate
screen walls or landscaping shall be installed as part of these areas to minimize visual
intrusions onto adjoining properties and State Route 100. If screen walls are used, these
structures shall be of the same material, color, and style of the main building’s composition
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and be reviewed and acted upon by the Architectural Review Board as part of the required
renderings.

No structure or building shall exceed sixty (60) feet in overall height as measured from final
finish grade. This height requirement shall apply to all rooftop architectural treatments as
well. The height of the flagpole can be increased to a maximum of eighty (80) feet in size, if
the developer authorizes its use for WIFI Internet access antenna in support of the City of
Wildwood’s wireless network for the Town Center Area.

The area of this Amended C-8 Planned Commercial District shall be a minimum of eighteen
(18) acres in overall size.

The proposed architectural design, character, and style of all buildings shall adhere to the
City of Wildwood’s Town Center Architectural Guidelines, Neighborhood Design Standards,
and any other applicable requirements of the Town Center Plan. Particular attention must
be paid to the east facade of the main building complex and any building which fronts or has
visibility from a roadway relative to building materials, openings, elements, and color to
ensure their appearance is consistent with the other elevations. Approval of the required
design shall be by the Architectural Review Board. Minimally, all buildings shall maintain a
consistent theme throughout the boundaries of this Amended C-8 Planned Commercial
District in terms of material, color, and style. Buildings D and E shall each include direct
pedestrian entrances to and facing the Taylor Road right-of-way.

SITE DEVELOPMENT PLAN SUBMITTAL REQUIREMENTS

Within twelve (12) months of the date of approval of the preliminary development plan by the City
Council, the developer shall submit to the Planning and Zoning Commission for its review and
approval a Site Development Plan. Where due cause is shown by the petitioner, this time interval
may be extended through appeal to and approval by the Planning and Zoning Commission. The Site
Development Plan shall include, but not be limited to, the following:

a. Outboundary and legal description of the property.
Location map of generalized nature, north arrow, and plan scale.

& Location and size of all proposed structures, including canopies, arcades, business
signage, and any garden or retaining walls.

d. Location and size of all parking areas and corresponding parking calculations.

e. Existing and proposed contours at two (2) foot intervals.

Roadways and driveways on and adjacent to the property in question including
required right-of-way dedication, pavement widening, and cross access easement
areas.

g. The design, location, and size of all proposed lighting, fences, and dock and trash

areas.
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A landscape plan including, but not limited to, the location, size, and general type of
all plant and other materials to be used. (See Landscape Requirements Section of
this Ordinance).

The approximate location of all stormwater and sanitary sewer facilities.

Parking and structure setbacks from adjacent property lines.

Location of all existing and proposed easements.

Location and method of protecting existing tree stands to be preserved.

A description of the area’s (all surrounding properties within four hundred (400) feet
of the subject site) infrastructure and site improvements of a general nature.
Principally, building locations on individual properties, curb cuts and driveway
locations along the right-of-way, as well as other natural and man-made features
must be shown.

All other information not mentioned above, but required on a preliminary plat in
accord with Section 1005.060 of the City of Wildwood Subdivision Ordinance.

4. SITE DEVELOPMENT PLAN DESIGN CRITERIA

The above Site Development Plan shall adhere to the following specific design criteria:

Building Setbacks

All buildings or structures, excluding boundary, garden and/or retaining walls, fences
or flagpoles/WIFI antenna, shall adhere to the setbacks therein established by the
City of Wildwood’s Town Center Neighborhood Design Standards for the Commercial
District, unless otherwise noted below:

The two (2) outlot buildings located adjacent to or abutting the proposed State
Route 100 right-of-way shall not be located more than one hundred fifty (150) feet
from this boundary line, nor closer than thirty (30) feet to the same.

The main building complex (Buildings A through C as shown on the petitioner’s Site
Development Plan) shall be located a minimum of four hundred (400) feet from the
proposed Taylor Road right-of-way.

The main building complex (Buildings A through C as shown on the petitioner’s Site
Development Plan) shall not be located any closer than two hundred twenty (220)
feet from the proposed State Route 100 right-of-way. Additionally, this building
complex shall not be located any closer than two hundred (200) feet from the
Manchester Road right-of-way.

Parking Setbacks

b.

All parking stalls, loading spaces, internal drives or roadways, excluding points of
ingress and egress, shall adhere to the City of Wildwood’s Town Center
Neighborhood Design Standards for the Commercial District, unless otherwise noted
below:
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i.
if.
iii.

Twenty (20) feet from the proposed State Route 100 right-of-way line.
Ten (10) feet from the proposed Taylor Road right-of-way line.
One hundred sixty (160) feet from the Manchester Road right-of-way line.

Minimum Parking Requirements

Minimum parking requirements shall be set forth in the City of Wildwood’s Town
Center Neighborhood Design Standards for the Commercial District and Section
1003.165 Parking Regulations of the City of Wildwood’s Zoning Ordinance, except
that four (4) spaces per one thousand (1000) square feet of gross floor area shall be
allowed for all retail and supermarket uses contained in the main building complex.

Access and Roadway Improvements, including sidewalks

d.

Improvements to Manchester Road shall conform to the requirements of the City of
Wildwood’s Street Specifications of the Town Center Plan and be as directed and
approved by the Department of Public Works. These improvements shall only be
required for one-half (1/2) of the right-of-way along petitioner’s frontage. All
streetscape requirements (street trees, lights, signs, waste receptacles, benches, and
other items shall consist of approved materials) shall be installed as required by the
City of Wildwood’s Town Center Plan within the right-of-way of Manchester Road
and be approved by the Department of Public Works. These requirements may be
required to be escrowed with the City of Wildwood for future installation at the
discretion of the Department of Planning and the Department of Public Works.

Access to this development from Manchester Road shall be limited to one (1)
commercial entrance designed in accordance with the City of Wildwood’s Street
Specifications of the Town Center and as directed by the Department of Public
Works. This access point shall be coordinated with the dedication of the ten (10) foot
roadway easement along the east property line of this development, and shall not be
installed until such time an additional ten (10) foot roadway easement is obtained
from the adjoining property. Installation shall not be the responsibility of either
property owner where the easement is located. The Planning and Zoning Commission
shall complete the dedication of this roadway easement, as part of the Site
Development Plan review process.

Provide a sidewalk conforming to City of Wildwood ADA standards along Manchester
Road (right-of-way area only) as directed by the Department of Public Works. Said
walk shall conform to the City of Wildwood’s Street Specifications of the Town
Center Plan. Said improvement may be escrowed at the discretion of the
Department of Planning and the Department of Public Works.

Dedicate all the right-of-way, easements, and licenses within the subject site as
necessary for the improvement of State Route 100 and its intersection with the
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proposed Taylor Road as directed by the Missouri Department of Transportation.
Verification of ownership of any excess right-of-way from the State of Missouri along
State Route 100 must be provided in the form of a Purchase Agreement prior to
approval of the Site Development Plan by the Planning and Zoning Commission.

Conform to all of the requirements of the Missouri Department of Transportation
regarding the required State Route 100 roadway improvements. Improvements shall
be as directed by the Missouri Department of Transportation.

Install traffic signals at the State Route 100/Taylor Road intersection and the Main
Street/Taylor Road intersection and provide for underground interconnects, if
required, as directed by the Missouri Department of Transportation and the
Department of Public Works. The installation of the Taylor Road/Main Street signal
will be required with the initial construction of the development. The installation of
this signal will be based upon the City’s traffic warrants indicating the need for it, but
shall be operational at the time of the supermarket’s opening.

Provide a twelve (12) foot wide easement outside the State Route 100 right-of-way,
and complete finish grading thereof, for the installation of a multiple use trail which
conforms with the City of Wildwood’s ADA requirements as directed by the
Department of Public Works. The installation of this trail will also be the responsibility
of the developer and be reviewed and acted upon as part of the Site Development
Plan process, unless an escrow is_authorized for its future installation by the City
Council. This improvement may be considered as one of the green space and public
space requirements of the Town Center Plan Commercial District designation.

No vehicular access shall be allowed from this development to State Route 100,
except as directed Missouri Department of Transportation and the Department of
Public Works.

Dedicate all the right-of-way, easements, and licenses within the subject site as
necessary for the improvement of the proposed Taylor Road as directed by the
Department of Public Works.

Within the dedicated right-of-way for Taylor Road, construct said roadway, sidewalks,
and improvements in conformance with the requirements of the City of Wildwood’s
Street Specifications of the Town Center Plan and as directed by the Department of
Public Works. All streetscape requirements (street trees, lights, signs, waste
receptacles, benches, and other items shall consist of approved materials) shall be
installed as required by the City of Wildwood’s Town Center Plan within the right-of-
way of Taylor Road and be approved by the Department of Public Works, but not
before a final design study is prepared and completed by a qualified consultant
indicating the most appropriate design of these improvements is achieved with
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regards to the requirements of the Town Center Plan. Taylor Road access to
Manchester Road shall align with Village Hills Parkway to the south.

Access to this development from Taylor Road shall be limited to two (2) commercial
entrances designed in accordance with the City of Wildwood’s Street Specifications
of the Town Center and be located as per the Site Development Plan. The
northernmost entrance along Taylor Road shall maintain a minimum distance of
three hundred (300) feet from State Route 100 (as measured from edge of proposed
pavement of State Route 100 to the centerline of the access point).

Miscellaneous Roadway Requirements

0.

Provide cross access easement and temporary slope construction license, or other
appropriate legal instrument or agreement guaranteeing permanent access between
this site and adjacent properties, as directed by the Departments of Planning and
Public Works.

Parking shall be prohibited along both sides of the main drive aisles serving this
development. Parking lot aisles, where possible, should intersect the main and minor
driveways at right angles and be logically located opposite minor driveways and
other parking lot aisles. Minor driveways shall not intersect the two (2) main
east/west drive aisles closer than one hundred fifty (150) feet of the centerline of the
proposed Taylor Road right-of-way.

Installation of identification signage and landscaping shall be reviewed by the
Department of Public Works for sight distance considerations and approved prior to
installation.

The developer is advised that utility companies will require compensation for
relocation of their utility facilities within public road right-of-way. Utility relocation
cost shall not be considered as an allowable credit against the petitioner’s traffic
generation assessment contributions. The developer should also be aware of
extensive delays in utility company relocation and adjustments. Such delays will not
constitute a cause to allow occupancy prior to completion of road improvements. All
utilities within the district and on rights-of-way otherwise constructed on pursuant to
this authorization shall be installed and placed underground in locations as approved
by the Director of Public Works. The primary line may be elevated and located on the
east property line, with it indicated on the Site Development Plan for review and
consideration.

The developer shall extend the southernmost access point and internal drive to the
easternmost property line (currently owned by the Wildwood Christian Church) for
future access to this parcel of ground. The location of this internal drive shall be as
directed by the Department of Public Works. This internal drive shall maintain a
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minimum twenty-two (22) foot width along its length. The intersection of this
internal drive shall be coordinated with the dedication of the ten (10) foot roadway
easement to the south.

The two (2) internal access drives, and the main drive aisle in front of the main
building complex, shall comply with the Streetscape Requirements of the Town
Center Plan in terms of improvements, such as sidewalks, street trees and lights, and
pedestrian furniture.

Landscape Requirements - Specific

Building and parking setbacks shall be landscaped in accord with Chapter 410 of the
City of Wildwood’s Codified Ordinances and its accompanying Tree Manual.

All stormwater facilities shall be appropriately landscaped and comply with the
Chapter 410 of the City of Wildwood’s Codified Ordinances and its accompanying
Tree Manual.

All new landscaping materials shall meet the following criteria: Deciduous Trees - two
and one-half (2 1/2) inch minimum caliper; Evergreen Trees - Six (6) feet minimum
height; and Shrubs- twenty-four (24) inch minimum height.

Replanting of trees shall conform to the requirements of Chapter 410 of the City of
Wildwood'’s Codified Ordinances and its accompanying Tree Manual to achieve a
minimum amount of thirty (30) percent canopy area on this site. Tree selection and
location shall be reviewed and acted upon by the Planning and Zoning Commission as
part of the Site Development Plan process. Street tree planting patterns must be
based and comply with the Town Center Streetscape Design.

A Registered Landscape Architect shall prepare and sign all Landscape Plans for this
development.

Lighting Requirements

Z.

Light standards shall not exceed sixteen (16) feet in height, but not including a thirty
(30) inch base painted to match the color of the respective pole. No on-site
illumination source shall be so situated that light is cast directly on adjoining
properties or public roadways. [llumination levels shall comply with the provisions of
the City of Wildwood’s Zoning Code proposed Section 1003.160 “Outdoor Lighting
Requirements, which are on file with the City Clerk of the City of Wildwood.” A
Lighting Study shall be submitted in conjunction with the Site Development Plan
indicating compliance to these requirements. The location of all light standards and
their design and appearance shall be approved by as the Planning and Zoning
Commission on the Site Development Plan.
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Sign Regulations

dd.

vi.

Vii.

viii.

All signage shall be in accord with the requirements of the City of Wildwood’s Town
Center Architectural Guidelines, subject to the following:

A total of four (4) freestanding monument style signs shall be allowed within the
boundaries of the Amended C-8 Planned Commercial District. One (1) sign shall be
authorized at the Taylor Road/State Route 100 intersection, with the second situated
at the southern access point into this development along its Taylor Road frontage.
These two (2) signs cannot exceed seventy-five (75) square feet each in overall size or
ten (10) feet in height (as measured from adjoining roadway grade) and can only be
externally illuminated or halo-lit by approved sources. A single sign shall be
authorized along the property’s State Route 100 frontage and it cannot exceed
seventy-five (75) square feet each in overall size or ten (10) feet in height and may be
internally or externally illuminated or halo-lit by approved sources, as measured from
adjoining roadway grade. The location of all signage shall be as approved by the
Planning and Zoning Commission on the Site Development Plan. These signs must be
integrated into the design of the garden walls proposed at these locations, except
the State Route 100 location.

A fourth monument sign shall be allowed along Manchester Road frontage. This sign
shall not exceed fifty (50) square feet in overall size, or ten (10) feet in height, as
measured from adjoining roadway grade. This sign shall be externally illuminated by
approved sources.

The four (4) authorized monument signs shall comply with the City of Wildwood
Zoning Code, Section 1003.168 Sign Regulations for the C-2 Shopping District, where
consistent and applicable to this type of signage.

Wall signage and lighting shall comply with the City of Wildwood’s Town Center Plan
Architectural Guidelines (see Department memorandum for definitions of lighting
sources and characteristics), and all other applicable requirements therein stated,
and the regulations of the C-2 Shopping District, except as follows:

Building B (Supermarket) - A total of five (5) signs shall be authorized. These five (5)
signs may be illuminated by either internal or external or halo-lit by approved
designs.

Buildings A and C (in-line tenant spaces) - A total of one (1) sign per tenant bay shall
be authorized, and these signs may be internal or external illuminated or halo-lit by
approved designs, while maintaining a consistent character of design relative to the
overall appearance of the development.

Outlot H (State Route 100 outlot building) - A total of three (3) signs shall be
authorized for this building and they shall comply with Section 1003.168(B) Sign
Regulations for all “C” Districts of the City of Wildwood Zoning Code for the C-2
Shopping District. These signs may be internally illuminated by approved designs.
Buildings D, E, F, and G (Taylor Road frontage) — These signs shall comply with
Section 1003.168(B) Sign Regulations for all “C” Districts of the City of Wildwood
Zoning Code for the C-2 Shopping District. These signs may only incorporate external
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or backlit illumination sources of an approved design. Only two (2) signs shall be
authorized per tenant.

No advertising, temporary, or portable signs shall be authorized in this Amended C-8
District development. No other signs shall be authorized, except as may comply with
the C-2 Shopping District Regulations of the City of Wildwood Zoning Code and the
Town Center Plan’s Architectural Guidelines.

Miscellaneous Conditions

bb.

CC.

dd.

ee.

gg-

All trash areas shall be enclosed with a six (6) foot high sight-proof wall (with gate)
and be appropriately landscaped around its perimeter, if applicable. The location and
design of the enclosure shall be approved by the Planning and Zoning Commission on
the Site Development Plan. The design of this enclosure shall reflect the appearance,
character, and style, in terms of its color, material, and composition, of the approved
architecture of the main building complex.

Handicap parking and access requirements shall comply with Section 512.4 of the City
of Wildwood Building Code.

All rooftop mechanical equipment shall be screened from view on all sides of the
building’s facade in an architecturally consistent manner in terms of color and style
with the main building complex. Screening shall be reviewed and considered by the
Architectural Review Board at the time of the renderings submittal.

The design, color, material, and location of all walls shall be consistent with the
requirements of the Town Center Plan’s Architectural Guidelines and be shown on
the Site Development Plan for review and action by the Planning and Zoning
Commission.

All deliveries and trash pick-up vehicles must access Taylor Road from State Route
100 or Old Manchester Road only. No deliveries or trash pick-up can occur between
the hours of 11:00 p.m. and 6:00 a.m., seven (7) days per week.

Improvements associated with public infrastructure, such as roadways, sidewalks,
and access points, shall comply with general design principles that will provide for
safe and efficient movement of traffic in and around these sites and improve overall
circulation in the area. These improvements shall be reviewed and approved by the
Department of Public Works.

5. TRAFFIC GENERATION ASSESSMENT

The developer shall contribute to the East Area Corridor Traffic Generation Assessment Road Trust
Fund established by Chapter 140 of the City’s Codified Ordinances. This contribution shall not
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exceed an amount established by multiplying the proposed parking spaces by the following rate
schedule.

Type of Development Required Contribution

General Office $448.27/Parking Space

Quality Restaurant $448.27/Parking Space

General Retail $1,344.88/Parking Space
Shopping Centers $1,344.88/Parking Space
High-Turnover, Sit-Down Restaurants $1,344.88/Parking Space
Bank $2,689.85/Parking Space
Drive-In, Fast-food Restaurant $2,689.85/Parking Space
Filling Station for Automobiles $8,965.94/Parking Space
Medical Offices $1,344.88/Parking Space
Loading Space $2,200.73/Loading Space

(Parking space as required by Section 1003.165 of the City of Wildwood Zoning Ordinance.)

If types of development proposed differ from those listed, rates shall be provided by the
Department of Planning.

As this development is located within a trust fund area established by the City of Wildwood, any
portion of the traffic generation assessment contribution, which remains, following completion of
road improvements required by the development, shall be retained in the appropriate trust fund.

The amount of this required contribution, if not submitted by January 1, 2003, shall be adjusted on
that date and on the first day of January in each succeeding year thereafter in accord with the
construction cost index as determined by the City of Wildwood Department of Public Works.

6. VERIFICATION PRIOR TO APPROVAL OF THE SITE DEVELOPMENT PLAN
Prior to the approval of the Site Development Plan, the petitioner shall:
Stormwater Management

a. Submit to the Planning and Zoning Commission an engineering plan approved by the
Department of Public Works and the Metropolitan St. Louis Sewer District showing
that adequate handling of the stormwater drainage of the site is provided.

i. The developer is required to provide adequate stormwater systems in
accordance with the City of Wildwood and Metropolitan St. Louis Sewer
District Standards.

ii. All stormwater shall be discharged at an adequate natural discharge point.

iii. Detention or differential runoff of stormwater is at the discretion of
Metropolitan St. Louis Sewer District. If required by Metropolitan St. Louis
Sewer District and the Department of Public Works, it shall be provided in
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permanent detention facilities, such as: dry reservoirs, ponds, or another
acceptable alternative. The detention facilities shall be completed and in
operation prior to paving of any driveways or parking areas.

b. The southernmost detention basin adjacent to Manchester Road shall be constructed
with the use of a 1:1 slope along its northern face. In conjunction with this slope, a
rock dam, of appropriate native stone or other material, shall be constructed to
support this facility’s design. A Geotechnical Engineer shall verify that said design is
appropriate and the soil and rock combination will support the improvements. The
location and design of this facility shall be shown on the Site Development Plan and
be reviewed and as approved by the Planning and Zoning Commission.

£ The proposed wall along Manchester Road, which is part of this southernmost
detention area, shall not exceed a height of fourteen (14) feet at final finish grade.
The wall shall be constructed of an appropriate material, such as brick, stone,
concrete, or other similar material, and complement the surrounding area. The color,
design, material, and location will be shown and noted on the Site Development Plan
and reviewed and considered by the Planning and Zoning Commission. However, no
portion of this wall can encroach within forty (40) feet of the Manchester Road right-
of-way. An eight (8) foot multiple use trail, benches, and related landscaping shall be
placed adjacent to the detention area connecting to and or along Manchester Road
from the main parking area. Said trail may not meet ADA requirements due to
topography or other related construction requirements due to surrounding terrain.

Geotechnical Report

d. Provide a Geotechnical Report covering development and grading required by
improvements involved with this site, as directed by the Department of Public Works.
Said report shall verify the adaptability of grading and improvements with soil and
geologic conditions, which are susceptible to rapid erosion, landslide, and/or creep.
A statement of compliance with this study, signed by the Geotechnical Engineer
preparing the report, shall be included on all Site Development Plans. The
development and construction plans shall be designed to conform to the
requirements and conditions of the Geotechnical Report.

- RECORDING

Within sixty (60) days of approval of the Site Development Plan by the Planning and Zoning
Commission, the approved plan shall be recorded with the St. Louis County Recorder of Deeds.

8. VERIFICATION PRIOR TO BUILDING PERMITS

Subsequent to approval of a Site Development Plan, and prior to issuance of any building permit,
the following requirements shall be met:
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Landscape Bonds or Escrows

If the estimated cost of new landscaping required by the Planning and Zoning
Commission on the Site Development Plan exceeds one thousand ($1,000) dollars, as
determined by a plant nursery, the petitioner shall furnish a two (2) year deposit or
escrow sufficient in amount to guarantee the installation and maintenance of said
landscaping in a form determined by the Director of Planning.

Notification of Public Works

b.

Prior to issuance of foundation or building permits, all approvals from the
Department of Public Works, the Missouri Department of Transportation, the
Missouri Department of Natural Resources, the U.S. Army Corp. of Engineers, and the
Metropolitan St. Louis Sewer District must be received by the Department of
Planning.

Certification of Plans

C.

Provide verification that construction plans are designed to conform to the
requirements and conditions of the Geotechnical Report. The Geotechnical Engineer
shall be required to sign and seal all plans.

Traffic Generation Assessment Contribution

d.

Traffic generation assessment contribution, minus the amount of money advanced
by the developer for improvements of the right-of-way acquisition and construction
improvements, including engineering incidental thereto, (already in place) shall be
deposited with City of Wildwood in the form of cash prior to the issuance of building
permits.

Roadway Improvements

Road improvements and right-of-way dedication shall be completed, or the
appropriate escrow established, prior to the issuance of an occupancy permit. As
previously noted, the delays due to utility relocation and adjustments will not
constitute a cause to allow occupancy prior to completion of road improvements.

9. GENERAL DEVELOPMENT CONDITIONS

A grading permit is required prior to any grading on the site. No change in
watersheds shall be permitted. Interim stormwater drainage control in the form of
siltation control measures is required.
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Provide adequate temporary off-street parking for construction employees. Parking
on non-surfaced areas shall be prohibited in order to eliminate the condition whereby
mud from construction and employee vehicles is tracked onto the pavement causing
hazardous roadway and driving conditions.

If cut and fill operations occur during a season not favorable for immediate
establishment of a permanent ground cover, a fast germinating annual, such as Rye
or Sudan Grasses, shall be utilized to retard erosion.

Failure to comply with any or all the conditions of this ordinance shall be adequate
cause for revocation of permits by issuing City Departments or Commissions.

The Zoning Enforcement Officer of the City of Wildwood, Missouri, shall enforce the
conditions of this ordinance in accord with the Site Development Plan approved by
the City of Wildwood Planning and Zoning Commission.

Any other applicable zoning, subdivision, or other regulations or requirements of the
City, whether in effect at the adoption of this ordinance or as may be hereinafter
adopted, shall further apply to the development of this property as authorized by
this Amended C-8 District Ordinance, except as may be provided by law. Nothing
herein shall be deemed a waiver of any subdivision, zoning or other development
regulation of the City whether by implication or reference.

This zoning approval is conditioned on compliance with the Zoning Code, Subdivision
Code, and all applicable laws of the City. Such additional regulations are
supplemental to the requirements herein and no modification of any applicable
regulations shall result from this Amended C-8 Planned Commercial District ordinance
except where this ordinance has expressly modified such regulations by reference to
the applicable provision authorizing such modification.

All other conditions remain in full force and effect (changes to current ordinance indicated by blue, bolded

type).

Respectfully submitted,
CITY OF WILDWOOD PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION

R. Jon Bopp, Chair

ATTEST:

Joe Vujnich, Director
Department of Planning
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Ce:

The Honorable Timothy Woerther, Mayor

Ryan S. Thomas, P.E., City Administrator

Rob Golterman, City Attorney

Kathy Arnett, Assistant Director of Planning and Parks
Travis Newberry, Planner

Drew Bextermueller, Director of Real Estate, Dierbergs Markets, Inc.
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Drew Bextermueller

Director of Real Estate
(636)812-1360 direct telephone
(636)812-1607 facsimile
Bextermuellerd@dierbergs.com

November 17, 2015

City of Wildwood

Planning and Zoning Commission
c/o Department of Planning
16860 Main Street

Wildwood, MO 63040

Re: Ordinance #1001 dated October 13, 2003 - Amendment Request
Dierbergs Wildwood Town Center
Wildwood, MO

Dear Planning & Zoning Commission Members:

Please allow this letter to serve as a request from Dierbergs Wildwood, LLC to amend Section 2(d) of the
above-mentioned Ordinance to acknowledge the current and future use of Outlot H, which operates drive-
thru lanes for banking operations and to allow for one (1) fast-food restaurant or restaurant with a drive-
thru facility to be located on Outlot G. Site specific details and plans will be §ubmitted asrequested at a
later date.

If you have any questions or need additional information related to this request, please contact me directly

at 636-812-1360 or via email at bextermuellerd@dierbergs.com.

Sincerely,

Drew Bextermueller
Director of Real Estate
DIERBERGS MARKETS, INC.
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Kathy Arnett

From: Dave Phipps <daveph@metrowest-fire.org>
Sent: Tuesday, January 19, 2016 8:26 AM

To: Kathy Arnett

Subject: RE: Dierbergs Drive Through Proposal
Kathy,

There are no additional fire district requirements for this site plan.

David E. Phipps

Fire Marshal

Metro West Fire Protection District
(636) 821-5806

From: Kathy Arnett [mailto:Kathy@cityofwildwood.com]
Sent: Friday, January 15, 2016 4:55 PM

To: Dave Phipps <daveph@metrowest-fire.org>
Subject: Dierbergs Drive Through Proposal

Chief Phipps,

Attached is the proposed Site Plan from Dierbergs to add the drive through on Outlot G. The second page is the full
development site plan, as it exists now. The Department’s suggested conditions on the approval are:

a.

The removal of the six (6) parking spaces located in the center of the drive-through lane area and its conversion
to a planter space (this change will eliminate the need for the crosswalk through the drive-through and
circulation lanes to access these stalls).

The reconstructed trash enclosure area’s materials must match the building’s types located on Outlot G.

The approach to the trash enclosure be changed from asphalt to concrete and its construction specifications
and length to be shown on the Amended Site Development Section Plan and acted upon by the Planning and
Zoning Commission. :

The revised design of this area to accommodate the drive-through facility be reviewed and acted upon by the
Metropolitan St. Louis Sewer District (MSD) and the Metro West Fire Protection District.

The portion of the drive-through lane facing onto the property’s State Route 100 frontage be screened by a
garden wall, with its materials matching those types on the building that is located on Outlot G and not to
exceed a height of thirty-two (32) inches. This garden wall shall be shown on the Amended Site Development
Section Plan and acted upon by the Planning and Zoning Commission.

A pedestrian connection be made from the City’s multiple-use trail to Outlot G, which complies with the City’s
specifications for width, material, construction specifications, and design. This pedestrian connection shall be
shown on the Amended Site Development Section Plan and acted upon by the Planning and Zoning Commission.

The Planning and Zoning Commission will be acting on this item on Tuesday evening and then it will go to City Council. If
you want to see the full report that will be presented to the Planning and Zoning Commission next week, it can be found
here: http://mo-wildwood.civicplus.com/AgendaCenter/ViewFile/ltem/5770?file|D=9303

Let me know if you have any questions.

Have a great weekend!

Kathy
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WILDWOOD

16860 Main Street
Wildwood, MO 63040

CITY OF WILDWOOD
NOTICE OF

PUBLIC HEARING
before the City Council

- Monday, February 8, 2016, at 7:30 p.m.

AS A RESIDENT OR PROPERTY OWNER NEAR THE SITE
THAT IS IDENTIFIED ON THIS MAILER, THE CITY OF
WILDWOOD WOULD LIKE TO ENSURE YOU ARE
AWARE OF THIS REQUEST/PROPOSAL BECAUSE IT IS
LOCATED WITHIN 1,500 FEET OF YOUR PROPERTY.
YOUR COMMENTS ARE ENCOURAGED, ALONG WITH
YOUR PARTICIPATION AT THE SCHEDULED HEARING
OR MEETING. THIS ITEM 1S SCHEDULED FOR DI5SCUS-
SION AND ITS OUTCOME MAY IMPACT YOUR HOME,
NEIGHBORHOOD, OR AREA, SO PLEASE CAREFULLY
READ THE DESCRIPTION AND PARTICIPATE AT YOUR
DISCRETION. THE CITY OF WILDWOOD ENCOURAGES
CITIZEN INPUT AT ALL OF ITS HEARINGS OR MEET-
INGS AND YOUR INVOLVEMENT WILL ASSIST IT IN
REACHING THE BEST DECISION POSSIBLE FOR ALL
PARTIES.

* PLEASE SEE YELLOW BOX ON OPPOSITE SIDE OF
THIS MAILER FOR A LIST OF WAYS TO EITHER COM-

MENT ON AND/OR TRACK THIS ITEM.

The City Council of the City of Wildwood will conduct a public hearing on Monday, February 8, 2016, at 7:30 p.m., in the City Hall
Council Chambers, 16860 Main Street, Wildwood, Missouri 63040 for the purposes of obtaining testimony regarding a request for
either the modification of zoning district designations, application of special procedures, change in the underlying regulations of the
Zoning Ordinance, action on Record Plats, update on zoning matters, or amendment of the Master Plan, which will then be
considered for action. This hearing is open to all interested parties to comment upon this request, whether in favor or opposition,
or provide additional input for consideration. If you do not have comments regarding these requests, no action is required on your
part. Written comments are requested to be submitted prior to the hearing and addressed to the City Council, City of Wildwood,
16860 Main Street, Wildwood, Missouri 63040 or via the City’s website at www.cityofwildwood.com/comment. The following
request will be considered at this time:

P.Z. 14-98 Dierbergs Wildwood Towncenter

A response to a communication from Drew Bextermueller, Director of Real Estate for Dierbergs Markets, Inc., which is dated
November 17, 2015, regarding P.Z. 14-g8 Dierbergs Wildwood Town Center; Amended C-8 Planned Commercial District (Downtown
District Designation under the Town Center Plan); south side of State Route 100, east of Taylor Road (Street Address: 2400 Taylor
Road/Locator Number: 23V320195); that seeks modifications to the existing site-specific ordinance (Ordinance #1001) that governs
the Dierbergs Wildwood Town Center development relative to the uses permitted on Outlots G and H, as well as the addition of a
drive-thru facility, as part of Outlot G. (Ward Eight)

*RESIDENT OR PROPERTY OWNER - PLEASE COMMENT ON AND/OR TRACK THIS REQUEST BY:

1) Submitting a comment online by visiting: http://www.cityofwildwood.com/comment.

2) Submitting a written comment prior to the hearing and addressed to the Planning and Zoning Commission, City of
Wildwood, 16860 Main Street, Wildwood, Missouri 63040.

3) Viewing the Planning and Zoning Commission’s agenda, which is available on the City's website at:
www.cityofwildwood.com, the Friday before the aforementioned meeting date.

If you should have any questions regarding this information, please feel free to contact the Department of Planning at
) (636) 458-0440. Thank you in advance for your interest in this matter.
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16860 Main Street
Wildwood, MO 63040

CITY OF WILDWOOD
NOTICE OF

PUBLIC HEARING
before the City Council

Monday, January 25, 2016, at 7:30 p.m.

AS A RESIDENT OR PROPERTY OWNER NEAR THE SITE
THAT IS IDENTIFIED ON THIS MAILER, THE CITY OF
WILDWOOD WOULD LIKE TO ENSURE YOU ARE
AWARE OF THIS REQUEST/PROPOSAL BECAUSE IT IS
LOCATED WITHIN 1.500 FEET OF YOUR PROPERTY.
YOUR COMMENTS ARE ENCOURAGED, ALONG WITH
YOUR PARTICIPATION AT THE SCHEDULED HEARING
OR MEETING. THIS ITEM IS SCHEDULED FOR DISCUS-
SION AND ITS OUTCOME MAY IMPACT YOUR HOME,
NEIGHBORHDOD, OR AREA, 50 PLEASE CAREFULLY
READ THE DESCRIPTION AND PARTICIPATE AT YOUR
DISCRETION. THE CITY OF WILDWOOD ENCOURAGES
CITIZEN INPUT AT ALL OF ITS HEARINGS DR MEET-
INGS AND YOUR INVOLVEMENT WILL ASSIST IT IN
REACHING THE BEST DECISION POSSIBLE FOR ALL
PARTIES.
+ PLEASE SEE YELLOW BOX ON OPPOSITE SIDE OF
THIS MAILER FOR A LIST OF WAYS TO EITHER COM-
MENT ON AND/OR TRACK THIS ITEM.

The City Council of the City of Wildwood will conduct a public hearing on Monday, January 25, 2016, at 7:30 p.m., in the City Hall
Council Chambers, 16860 Main Street, Wildwood, Missouri 63040 for the purposes of obtaining testimony regarding a request for
either the modification of zoning district designations, application of special procedures, change in the underlying regulations of the
Zoning Ordinance, action on Record Plats, update on zoning matters, or amendment of the Master Plan, which will then be
considered for action. This hearing is open to all interested parties to comment upon this request, whether in favor or opposition,
or provide additional input for consideration. If you do not have comments regarding these requests, no action is required on your
part. Written comments are requested to be submitted prior to the hearing and addressed to the City Council, City of Wildwood,
16860 Main Street, Wildwood, Missouri 63040 or via the City’s website at wwyy.cityofwildwood.com/comment. The following
request will be considered at this time:

P.Z. 14-98 Dierbergs Wildwood Towncenter

A response to a communication from Drew Bextermueller, Director of Real Estate for Dierbergs Markets, Inc., which is dated
November 17, 2015, regarding P.Z. 14-98 Dierbergs Wildwood Town Center; Amended C-8 Planned Commercial District (Downtown
District Designation under the Town Center Plan); south side of State Route 100, east of Taylor Road (Street Address: 2400 Taylor
Road/Locator Number: 23V320195); that seeks modifications to the existing site-specific ordinance (Ordinance #1001) that governs
the Dierbergs Wildwood Town Center development relative to the uses permitted on Outlots G and H, as well as the addition of a
drive-thru facility, as part of Outlot G. (Ward Eight)

*RESIDENT OR PROPERTY OWNER - PLEASE COMMENT ON AND/OR TRACK THIS REQUEST BY:

1) Submitting a comment online by visiting: http://www.cityofwildwood.com/comment.

2) Submitting a written comment prior to the hearing and addressed to the Planning and Zoning Commission, City of
Wildwood, 16860 Main Street, Wildwood, Missouri 63040.

3) Viewing the Planning and Zoning Commission’s agenda, which is available on the City's website at:
www.cityofwildwood.com, the Friday before the aforementioned meeting date.

If you should have any questions regarding this information, please feel free to contact the Department of Planning at
(636) 458-0440. Thank you in advance for your interest in this matter.
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BILL #2146 (AMENDED) ORDINANCE #2146

AN ORDINANCE AUTHORIZING THE MAYOR TO EXECUTE ON
BEHALF OF THE CITY A REAL ESTATE CONTRACT AND
ADDENDUM THERETO FOR THE PURCHASE OF REAL
PROPERTY LOCATED AT 4285 FOX CREEK ROAD WITHIN THE
CITY OF WILDWOOQOD.

WHEREAS, the City desires to purchase certain real property located at 4285 Fox
Creek Road within the City of Wildwood (the "Property") from Fox Creek Tree Farm,
LLC; and

WHEREAS, the City Council desires to authorize the Mayor, on behalf of the
City, to execute a real estate contract and addendum with Fox Creek Tree Farm, LLC for
the purchase of the Property and such other documents necessary to contract for and
complete the purchase of the Property;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED BY THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF
WILDWOOD, AS FOLLOWS:

Section 1.

The Mayor is hereby authorized to execute on behalf of the City of Wildwood a
real estate contract and addendum in the form attached hereto and incorporated herein (the
"Contract"), and to execute such other documents and take such other actions as are
necessary to complete the purchase of the Property.

Section 2.

This Ordinance shall be in full force and effect from and after its passage and
approval.

This Bill was passed and approved this day of , 20, by the
Council of the City of Wildwood, Missouri, after having been read by title or in full two
times prior to passage.

PRESIDING OFFICER TIMOTHY WOERTHER, MAYOR

ATTEST: ATTEST:

City Clerk City Clerk



ADDENDUM TO REAL ESTATE SALE CONTRACT

This Addendum to Real Estate Sale Contract (this “Addendum”) is incorporated into and made a
part of a certain Real Estate Contract, between Fox Creek Tree Farm, LLC, as “Seller” and the City of
Wildwood, as “Buyer”, as originally offered by Seller on December 29, 2015, and pertains to the Property
defined therein (the “Property”). The original Real Estate Contract as amended herein is referred to as
the “Contract”. Capitalized terms used in this Addendum and not defined herein have the same meanings
set forth in the original Real Estate Sale Contract.

1. Closing Date. If all contingencies of Buyer’s obligations under the Contract are satisfied, the
Closing Date shall occur 15 days after the expiration of the Inspection Period (defined herein) or, if
desired by Buyer, on an earlier date which is identified by Buyer in a notice to Seller.

2. Title Review; Inspections. Buyer has obtained a title insurance commitment from Old Republic
Title Insurance (the "Commitment™). The Property shall be conveyed subject only to covenants,
conditions, and restrictions of record which are identified as Permitted Exceptions (as defined below).
Buyer’s objections to any matters in the Commitment will be delivered to Seller within 10 days after the
Effective Date of the Contract. Any matters which are set forth in the Commitment and to which Buyer
does not object within such 10-day period shall be deemed to be the “Permitted Exceptions”. As to items
which Buyer objects or which arise after the effective date of the Commitment, Seller shall have until the
Closing to cure the objections or new title matters, at Seller's expense, and Seller will use good faith,
diligent efforts to so cure. If Seller does not or is unable to cure the objections and other matters by
Closing, the Contract shall automatically terminate, unless Buyer waives the objections on or before
Closing in writing. As a condition to closing by Buyer, Buyer shall receive an ALTA owner’s policy of
title insurance (or marked commitment) in form and content acceptable to Buyer in its sole discretion,
insuring marketable fee simple title to the Property vested in Buyer in the amount of the purchase price,
subject only to the Permitted Exceptions. The form of the Deed will be revised to be subject only to the
Permitted Exceptions. Buyer’s contingencies in Section 3 of the original Contract for inspection rights,
will continue for a period of 30 days after the Effective Date (the "Inspection Period"), during which
Buyer may, at its cost and election, perform any tests, surveys, or inspections, including environmental or
other inspections, desired by Buyer. If Buyer determines, in its sole discretion, that the Property or any
condition thereof is unacceptable, Buyer shall provide written notice to Seller on or before the end of the
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