December 3, 2011
Councilmember Ed P. Reyes, Chair
Councilmember Jose Huizar
Councilmember Paul Krekorian
200 N. Spring Street
L.A., CA 90012
Re: Council File 08-2020 and 11-1705 Citywide Sign Ordinance
Dear PLUM Committee Members:
I am once more writing to you on behalf of Bel Air Skycrest Property Owners’
Association to let you know how very concerned we are about the revised Sign
Ordinance which will be the subject of a special Monday, December 5th PLUM
hearing.
L.A. is desperately in need of a meaningful ordinance to regulate digital
billboards, supergraphics, and other forms of signage throughout our city and to
ensure genuine and lasting protection for scenic highways, parkways, corridors,
Specific Plan areas, and residential neighborhoods, as well as parks, schools,
libraries, and other public facilities. While some protections of this nature have
been written into the current ordinance revision, there are far too many
loopholes, through which the billboard companies could still gain backdoor
access to our precious public spaces.
Please make sure that the many loopholes in this current draft are closed
before you recommend its passage. In particular, our community again asks
for assurance that all scenic highways, parks and public facilities will be kept free
from commercial signage, with no loopholes or exceptions.
We ask that only on-site, or business signs be allowed in the Comprehensive
Sign programs.
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We ask that billboards that violate their permits be brought into compliance,
without loopholes or exceptions. And as for the new 3-page section that defines
a fines appeal process – there should be no such appeal process. If you violate
the ordinance, you need to pay the fines. End of story.
Perhaps most importantly, the ordinance needs to be returned to the original
concept of NO NET GAIN in total number of billboards across the City.
When new signs go up, old signs must come down via a mandatory "takedown"
provision – no loopholes or exceptions. Contributions to community benefit funds
are not a satisfactory substitute for takedown requirements and will enable an
endless increase in the very billboard blight issue which this ordinance is
supposedly trying to address.
Our community feels very strongly about this issue, and we are not alone:
signage is in our faces every day, every time we leave our homes, and if this
ordinance doesn’t do the job it’s supposed to do, there are going to be a lot of
angry voters across the city.
Respectfully,

Lois Becker
Lois Becker, Community Liaison
Bel Air Skycrest Property Owners’ Association
PO Box 260503
Encino, CA 91426
cc: Councilmember Bill Rosendahl
Federation of Hillside & Canyon Associations
Brentwood Residents Coalition
Brentwood Community Council
Coalition to Ban Billboard Blight

Community Impact Statement
Council File 08-2020
Citywide Sign Ordinance

The Bel-Air Beverly Crest Neighborhood Council opposes adoption of the revised citywide sign
ordinance now pending before the City Council Planning and Land Use Management committee
because it would allow a proliferation of commercial advertising on both private and public property
without a significant reduction in existing billboard and signage blight, and would allow new electronic
signage without addressing energy use, light pollution, traffic safety, and other issues that could
negatively effect communities throughout the city. We also call for a 2-year moratorium on new digital
displays until those issues are thoroughly studied and regulations developed to address them.
BACKGROUND
The City Planning Commission (CPC) approved this ordinance on March 26, 2009, after three public
hearings that included extensive testimony from representatives of neighborhood councils, community
groups, business and development interests, and the sign industry. Unfortunately, proposed changes to
the ordinance first made public on July 22, 2011 by the City Planning Department seriously weaken the
ability of the city to protect its citizens from the negative impacts of outdoor advertising.
SIGN DISTRICTS: The CPC retained the sign district provision allowing off-site and other
prohibited sign types in sign districts, but greatly limited the potential for negative impact on
communities by allowing districts only in high-intensity commercial areas zoned regional commercial
or regional center. The CPC also approved a provision that allowed property owners to erect these
kinds of signs only after acquiring and removing existing billboards in the surrounding community at a
more than one-to-on square footage ratio. The CPC voted to "grandfather" only two pending
applications for sign districts under the current city sign ordinance.
The revised ordinance now before the Planning and Land Use Management (PLUM) committee
seriously undermines the CPC's intent by proposing to grandfather a dozen pending sign district
applications and proposals for special signage in specific plan areas. This could result in hundreds of
thousands of square feet of new off-site signage in the city without a single billboard being taken down.
The CPC rightly decided that removal of billboards that blight commercial streets in many
neighborhoods provides a tangible, quantifiable community benefit as well as ensures that there won't
be a net proliferation of new billboards and off-site signage in the city.
COMPREHENSIVE SIGN PROGRAMS: The CPC included this provision to allow special signage
rules for large properties like shopping centers and college campuses, but the provision didn't allow any
off-site or electronic signage generally prohibited by the ordinance. The revised ordinance would allow
those generally prohibited sign types if they aren't visible from the public-right-of-way and don't
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exceed 10 per cent of the total signage on the property. These comprehensive sign programs would be
allowed on any commercial property, either public or private, which opens the door to commercial
advertising in city parks and recreational facilities.
ELECTRONIC SIGNAGE: The CPC prohibited electronic signage outside sign districts, but the
revised ordinance would allow them as on-site, or business signs anywhere in the city. The only
regulations proposed are a minimum eight-second message duration and a daylight and night-time
brightness limit. These regulations fail to address serious issues of energy use, traffic safety, light
trespass on residential properties, change in community character, and potential for privacy invasion.
At a minimum, a moratorium should be placed on the installation of any new electronic signs and
conversion of existing signs until regulations are in place that protect residents, motorists, communities
and others from adverse effects.
OTHER
Donor Signs: Signs recognizing donors would be allowed by-right, without restrictions on size,
location, text. This would allow signs carrying corporate logos anywhere, including city parks and
other public property. These should not be allowed without strict regulations on size, text, and
placement.
Right of Private Action: The provision allowing property owners within 500 ft. of an illegal sign to file
suit if the city failed to enforce citations was removed from the CPC-approved ordinance, but should be
reinstated.
Signs in the Public Right of Way: The ordinance exempts signage in the public right-of-way from any
regulations. This signage should be made subject to applicable regulations of the ordinance.
Sign Adjustment: The ordinance would allow a zoning administrator to approve a 20% deviation from
sign area and height, location, projection and clearance, and time limits on temporary signs, and would
allow variances for adjustments beyond 20%. These are far from "minor" adjustments and should not
be allowed without a public hearing and appeal process.
Signs Covering Windows: The CPC-approved ordinance prohibited any signs covering windows, but
the revised ordinance would allow them if the fire department certified that they didn't present a safety
hazard. This fails to account for the fact that signage adhered to windows can degrade the view to the
outside, and seriously affect the quality of life of tenants of offices and apartments.
DOT hazard Review: The revised ordinance removes the provision requiring any signs within 500 ft.
of a freeway to undergo a DOT hazard review. This should be restored.
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