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Before Mayor Kennedy, her compatriots on 
the Kalispell City Council, and City Man-

ager Kukulski try to keep political signs from 
being displayed months before an election, they 
should study the legal sagas of Margaret Gilleo 
and Wayne Curry.

Shortly before the 1991 Gulf War, Margaret 
Gilleo, a resident of Ladue, Missouri, erected on 
her front lawn a 24 by 36-inch sign that read “Say 
No to War in the Persian Gulf, Call Congress 
Now.” It was knocked down. When she reported 
the vandalism to the police, she learned that such 
signs were banned. Next, she placed in her win-
dow a letter-sized sign reading “For Peace in the 
Gulf.”  The city responded by enacting a sweep-
ing ordinance that banned both yard and win-
dow signs expressing political speech.

By that time, Gilleo had had enough. She 
sued. Eventually her case, City of Ladue v. Gilleo, 
reached the U.S. Supreme Court, where she won. 
“Residential signs,” the court noted, “are an un-
usually cheap and convenient form of communi-
cation. Especially for persons of modest means 
or limited mobility, a yard or window sign may 
have no practical substitute.”

Several years later, in Prince Georges County, 
Maryland, Wayne Curry, a candidate for county 
executive, placed a vote-for-curry yard sign on a 
privately owned lawn. That, the county advised 
the landowner, violated a local ordinance that 
prohibited errecting political yard signs more 
than 45 days before the election. Curry, who won 
the election, sued, arguing that durational limits 
on political yard signs were an unconstitutional 

prohibition on free speech. The U.S. District 
Court agreed in Curry v. Prince Georges County, 
citing among others the U.S. Supreme Court’s 
decision’s in Ladue v. Gilleo.

Those cases will be cited by Bob Herron if he 
is forced to sue to keep his campaign signs in 
public view — and if he sues, he will win. Com-
munities can restrict, within reason, the size and 
placement of political signs, but they cannot re-
strict what those signs say or restrict when they 
are errected or how long they are kept on display.

William Spence’s story on the situation sug-
gests that Kalispell City Attorney Charlie Har-
bell and Zoning Administrator P.J. Sorenson un-
derstand that from a legal standpoint, trying to 
tear down Herron’s signs is a fool’s errand.

From a political standpoint, it’s also a fool’s 
errand: it will generate sympathy for Herron and 
cause voters to wonder whether the real concern 
of Mayor Kennedy, et al, is aesthetics or the pro-
tection of incumbent members of the city council.

I think there’s little reason to fear that an ab-
sence of durational restrictions on political yard 
and window signs will result in a forest of po-
litical signs months in advance of an election or 
for months during the debate of an issue. After a 
while, all political signs become stale and lose ef-
fectiveness. Most candidates know that. If Her-
ron’s campaign signs stay up long enough, they 
will cease to have much of an effect and he will 
gain little or no political advantage.
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