L.idJUHI8 FM £. 21

PRESERVE LA Cits/ fL K <3>%
BY.. T

June 18, 2018

VIA HAND DELIVERY v 0 2_u«\-"y
W-07_Co™ 2—

I.os Angeles City Council

200 N. Spring Street, Rm. 360

Los Angeles, CA 90012

Re: Objections Related to the Figt-Pico Conference Center Hotels Project in
Downtown Los Ange'es. City Council FileNos. 18-0269; 18-0269-Sl; 18-0269-
S2; and 16-0073. CPC-2016-2595-DA-CU-MCUP-CUX-SPR; CPC-2016-4219-
GPA-ZC, and CPC-2016-4220-SN; EIRNo. ENV-2016-0294-E1R.

Honorable Councilmembers.

1 write on behalf of the Coalition to Preserve LA (the “Coalition”), a nonprofit organization in
Los Angeles that advocates for smart land use planning, government transparency, open space,
affordable housing, support for the City’s homeless population, and against gentrification.

The Coalition objects to a number of issues related to the Fig-tPxo hotel project (the “Project”).
The Coalition incorporates here all objections related to this Project raised by any person or
entity in the administrative phase It also incorporates the issues raised in Comment Letters 11
and 14 to the Draft EIR for the Project Please keep the Coalition on the list of interested persons
to receive timely notice ofall hearings and determinations related to the Project.

First the Coalition objects to the Development Agreement between Lmhtstor.e DTLA, LLC. and
the City of Los Angeles.

The Development Agreement between the developer, Lightstone DTLA, LLC,-and the City
reflects and incorporates a number of issues that the Coalition objects to in more detail below,
including the General Plan Amendment, zone change, height district change, the oublic subsidy
the City is providing to the developer, the sale of public land to the developer to build hotels and
the process by which that occurred, and the sign district change Moreover, the Coalition objects
to the City Council Resolution shortening time from 24 to 10 days for the public hearing nolice
period for the Development Agreement. This Resolution is improper and harms public
participation and transparency in this process. There is not a sufficient public benefit to warrant
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such a shortening of the notice period and the Coalition argues it is done to quash public
knowledge of and participation in hearings on this Project. The Coalition also objects to the ten-
year term ofthe Development Agreement as too long.

Second, the public financing and subsidy the City is providing to the developer is improper,
unsupported, and government waste.

The Coalition objects to the City agreeing to provide approximately $67.4 million net present
value in taxpayer financial support to Lightstone DTLA, LLC. Estimates show that this value
could reach up to $100 million in public financial assistance coming from Los Angeles taxpayers
to a private developer of a luxury hotel complex. This support is government waste given the
crises the City of Los Angeles is in with regard to lack of affordable housing and unconscionable
levels of homelessness. This public financing does not have a public benefit. The Coalition also
argues that there was not truly a financing gap that required public assistance Ifthere is actually
a significant hotel shortage downtown Los Angeles, as the City has stated, then demand for a
hotel project would be such that private financing would cover the cost. Ifthere is such a
demand, where is the risk to the developer and to the private financiers? The Coalition therefore
objects to the Hotel Development Incentive Agreement and any other agreements, reports,
recommendations or decisions that approve of this public financing to the developer. See the
following section for additional information on the problems with this public subsidy given the
homelessness and affordable housing crises we are in.

Third, the Coalition obiects to the sale of public propcly to a private luxury hotel developer.

The City is required to prioritize the following uses of public property it intends to sell:
affordable housing, open space, development near transit. See Cal. Govt. Code, Section 54220',
et seq. There is a severe lack of affordable housing in Los Angeles, and a homelessness crisis
largely caused by this problem. A study by UCLA released this week finds that higher median
rent and home prices are strongly correlated with more people living on the streets or in shelters
The research backs other studies that have found a similar relationship. In April of this year,
according to Zillow, the median rent for a \acant apartment in Los Angeles County was $2,462,
up 1.9% from the previous year. In 2017, rents climbed an average of 4.3% and in 2016, 6.5%.
The median home price in April was $608,800, up 9% from a year earlier.

There are approximately 34.000 people living on the streets ofthis city on any given night, and
approximately 58,000 homeless people in Los Angeles County. These people are suffering, and
they are at risk of violence, infectious disease, hunger, and trauma.

Given the need for affordable housing and additional shelters to address this crises, the Coalition
objects to the City selling this property to a private party to develop a luxury hotel complex.

! “The Legislature reaffirms its declaration that housing is of vital statewide importance to the health, safety, and
welfare ofthe residents ofthis state and that provision of a decent home and a suitable living environment for every
Californian is a priority ofthe highest order. The Legislature further declares that there is a shortage of sites
available for housing for persons and families of low and moderate income and that surplus government land, prior
to disposition, should be made available for that purpose ” Cal. Gov. Code, § 54220(a).



Moreover, the sale price does not appear to reflect the actual current market value of the property
and is based at least in part on an outdated valuation from 2012. The Coaliflon also objects to
the process the City used in this sale, as it appears the City did not follow the competitive bid
process required for allegedly surplus property by the Los Angles Administrative Code, among
other things. The City has not disclosed the basis for avoiding the RFP process in this sale and
the EIR also fails to provide this information. The Coalition objects to the purchase and sale
agreement, Hotel Development Incentive Agreement, and any other reports, documents, or
decisions that approve of the sale ofthis public land to Lightstone DTLA, LLC.

Fourth, the Coalition objects to the General Plan Amendment f“GPA”), zone change, and height
district change.

The Projects conflicts with adopted land use plans, policies, and regulations and this constitutes a
significant impact. The GPA, zone and height district changes for this project are especially
problematic given that the Project takes land zoned at R5 and converts it into commercial only
use at a time when the City is in a crises due to lack of affordable housing. Moreover, the
removal ofthe “D” Limitation was improperly analyzed because the EIR compares the Project
against the Central City Community Plan Update, which has not been adopted and might never
be adopted

In addition, the GPA is an improper usurpation of Transfer of Floor Area Rights (“TFAR”)
Ordinance This issue was also raised by American Life Incorporated in comment letter 11 to
the Draft EIR. The City is allowing the developer to avoid public benefit payments in the
millions of dollars typically required when a developer seeks to go beyond the established floor
area ratio (EAR). The City is allowing the floor area ratio to balloon from 6:1 to 10:1 without
requiring the developer to provide public benefit payments. This is a City windfall to the
developer.

The general plan amendment (“GPA”) is another example of illegal spot zoning that violates the
Los Angeles City Charter and is contradictory to the purpose of a generai plan, which is to act as
a land use constitution. This amendment to the City’s General Plan applies only to the parcels
included in the specific development project. The GPAs are in excess ofthe City’s powers under
its City Charter section 555, which Imposes an express limitation on the City’s ability to amend
its General Plan. “The General Plan may be amended in its entirety, by subject elements, or parts
of subject elements, or by geographic areas, provided that the part or area involved has
significant social, economic or physical identity.” (City Charter, § 555, subd. (a)).

The GPA for this project also is improper for a number of other reasons, including but not
limited to. (1) the area involved does not constitute a geographic area, as required by City
Charter Section 555; and (2) the City’s findings for the amendment are insufficient, including
because they base the purported significance of the area on its future planned use, net its current
condition. Here, the vast majority ofthe City’s findings are simply descriptive of what the
applicant proposes to do with the site, and have no relationship to how the site fits in to the
broader community plan setting. Under the restrictions established in Charter Section 555, these
findings do not come close to demonstrating that Project’s parcels have, on their own, a
significant physical, geographical, or social identity. The City’s findings do not support a



decision that the land for which the General Plan is being amended has significant social,
economic or physical identity.

The zone changes and height district changes also are improper to the extent they are based on
the GPA.

Fifth, the Coalition objects to the changes to the Sign District (SN Supplemental Use District).

The Coalition objects to the changes to the sign district for the Figueroa Sign District, for the
properties encompassing this Project, including those located at 1200-1260 South Figueroa St
and 601 West Pico Blvd This sign district is procedurally and substantively improper and not
permitted under the Los Angeles Municipal Code and the Los Angeles City Charter, including
LAMC Sections 13.11, 12.32, and Los Angeles Charter Section 558.

This sign district is not sufficient in area, it significantly amends the recommendation made by
the planning commission regarding the sign district without sufficient time for reconsideration,
as raised by Senior City Planner, Lucy Ibarra at the Planning and Land Use Management
(“PLUM”) hearing on May 18, 2018, it makes changes that put the public at risk, it increases
greenhouse gases, it encroaches into R5 zoned areas, it will result in distracted driving, and it
creates a nuisance. Furthermore, there is no cumulative analysis disclosing the cumulative
impact ofthis sign district with nearby sign districts.

Routine digital billboards along roadways contain an average of 450,000 LED bulbs and are
visible for 4 miles, and are so intense that they will shine through curtains and private spaces of
residents far-flung from the billboard site.2 Digital signs draped on or built into the sides of
buildings are generally far bigger. The Coalition asserts that these impacts have not been
sufficiently studied and that the sign district goes too far. The massive energy consumption of
digital billboards is in conflict with the city's greenhouse gas (“GI1G”) goals. Further, taxpayers
should not be asked to give up finite public land for a negative impact on nearby communities
and on GUG goals. The City has spent $10 million replacing old wasteful street lights with more
efficient and safety-enhancing "white LED" lights.3 but the LEDs that make up digital billboards
simply add to the GHG load4 and are not a needed municipal service. Finally, a sign district adds
a significant load to the illumination ofthe night sky and is in opposition to Mayor Eric
Garecetti's effort to reduce the illumination of Los Angeles skies as part of the Dark Skies
movement to reduce light pollution in the atmosphere. This movement is growing and global to
be able to see the stars again by cutting unneeded illumination and old bright street lights.

* http://www.laweeklv .com/news/buh-bve-to-las-100-led-billboards-2612020;
bttp://www.laweekfy.com/news/digital-bil1boards-become-a-bohemiari-blasphemv-2157043 (See
Exhibits A & B).

3 hitp://bsl.lacitv.o:-Eled.html (See Exhibit C)

4 (See Exhibit A).


http://www.laweeklv
http://www.lawe

Sixth, the Coalition ohiccts to the Greenhouse Gases and Air Quality Analysis and Impact

The Coalition objects that the emissions of more than 16,000 oftons per year are likely
underestimated. The EIR and the Project should include additional mitigation measures. The
Coalition incorporates its GIIG related objections to the sign district here as well

Sincerely,

Liza M. Brereton, Esq.
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Barbara Broide, an activist trying to stem LA's clutter, decries tne ‘greed ana bullying" of big billboard firms. PHOTO BY TED SOQUI



Buh-Bye to 100 LED Billboards?

RICHIE DUCHON j NOVEMBER 8, 2012 | 4 30AM

If she didn't know better, Barbara Broide of Westwood would be really confused In 2002,
she watched outdoor-advertising companies drag Los Angeles through the courts over a
paltry $314 inspection fee meant to cover City Hall's costs to crack down on more than
4,000 illegal and legal billboards.

That $314 fee would have paid 20 inspectors to determine which billboards were legally
permitted and safe - and which weren't It was a pittance, given that big billboard firms
can haul in the equivalent of L.A.’s household median income - about $40,000 - per
billboard. Per month.

The outdoor advertisers vociferously fought the inspection program and fee Years later,
city workers finally determined that outdoor advertising firms had cluttered L.A. with
more than 1,000 illegally erected or illegally enlarged billboards.

Fast-forward nine years. Today, huge outdoor-advertising companies, after forcing L.A
taxpayers to spend years in court defending the inspection plan and an ensuing settlement
agreement, are begging L.A. to accept boatloads of their money.

Advertising giants Clear Channel Outdoor and CBS Outdoor over the summer offered at
least $25 million a year to the city - 25 times more than the city had wanted from its
inspection fee.

To Broide, president of the Westwood South of Santa Monica Blvd. Homeowners
Association, something smells funny about the companies' change of heart.

In fact, the big billboard firms were acting in advance of a ruling by California's 2nd
District Court of Appeal, which signaled last week that it's ready to slaughter 100 of the
two companies' plump cash cows -100 digital billboards erected on L.A. streets, which
rake in at least $100 million per year.

Amidst a ban on digital billboards, then-City Attorney Rocky Delgadillo, who had taken
billboard industry money, cut a secret sweetheart deal with the firms. The deal was
approved in just minutes by then-City Council President Eric Garcetti and the City
Council, and quickly signed by Mayor Antonio Villaraigosa - all of whom had taken

billboard industry money.

The 2006 deal allowed Clear Channel and CBS Outdoor to ' modernize' - in fact,
transform to digital, some 840 billboards. No public hearings were allowed. Soon, 100
billboards became ultra-bright signs, each containing 449,280 LED bulbs and consuming
enough carbon to power 13 homes.

Their intense LED glow is hated by many communities - it can be seen for miles, and



streams through drawn curtains, in what some deride as the "24-hour digital sunrise.

In 2009, Superior Courtjudge Terry Green called the hasty 2006 deal "poison and ruled
that the City Council had illegally exempted CBS and Clear Channel from the city's ban on
digital billboards. Then, days ago, on Oct. 30, as widely expected, the California 2nd
District Court of Appeal indicated that it is leaning toward unleashing its guillotine on the
100 digital billboards by ruling them illegal.

Clear Channel and CBS anticipated the final court ruling - expected shortly - and quietly
deployed executives and lobbyists to pressure certain City Council members to workout a
new law and a new deal to preserve their billboards and get around the expected court
ruling against them.

The lobbyists boldly hijacked the City Council, secretly arranging to ghostwrite their own
City Council motion to keep the 100 digital billboards in place and the $100 million per

year flowing.

Cicy Council members Ed Reyes and Paul Krekorian agreed to carry the billboard
industry's water. As reported by the Los Angeles Times, Krekorian and Reyes authored™ a
motion crafted mostly by the billboard industry to advance its own cause.

Reyes copped to letting former city co-worker-turned-Clear Channel lobbyist Morrie
Goldman ghostwrite the motion. LA. Weekly's own records confirm this.

'They provided verbiage but they didn't write the whole thing," Reyes argues. "They gave
us basic parameters, but we finalized the language. We can think for ourselves. It s not like
they were dragging us by the nose.” Lobbyists for Clear Channel promised the city $25
million a year, a figure Councilman Mitch Englander later remarked had to be lowr if it was
the first offer.

The Reyes-Krekonan motion turns the city's legal position on its head by warning of "legal
and financial risks" if the court affirms the 2006 "poison” settlement. Yet almost nobody
expects the 2nd Court of Appeal to do that. The city's position is strong - the billboard
firms' position is wreak.

Nevertheless, City Council president Herb Wesson diverted the industry-written motion
around the usual public hearings, and on Oct. 16 it was approved 11-3 by the City Council.
The motion orders city planners and legislative analysts to hurriedly - by Nov. 15 - work
out a draft deal for the billboard companies and create a draft law upending L.A.'s ban on
digital billboards.

Deputy City Planner Alan Bell say-, city planners can't possibly undertake the bizarre rush
demanded by Krekorian, Reyes and Wesson: ' For two years, we have asked for a 'sign
unit of at least three people and consulting money worth about $1 million per year....
That's never been allotted.



In 2011, Bell urged the City Council to resolve the festering issue of digital and illegal
billboards by inviting together "all of the stakeholders - including [anti-] billboard
activists," Bell says. Instead, anti-clutter proponents across the city - who want the 100
digital billboards removed - were pointedly cut out as Krekorian, Reyes and Wesson gave
the billboard firms much ofwhat they demanded.

Bell says, "It really needs to include everybody who has a different perspective on this
issue." The spectacle has angered many. But L.A. faces a $216 million deficit - City Hall
overspends by about $24,640 per hour. The 11 council members want the billboard
industry's $25 million.

Activist Broide calls the deadline "a sham" that leaves no time for people to weigh in.
Krekorian did throw the neighborhood councils a bone: They'll be notified after, but not
before, the proposed new law and billboard deal are committed to paper

"That is worse than not giving us a chance to speak, because it pretends to do that," Broide
bridles. "It's not only wrong. It's insulting, and it diminishes the credibility of our city
government, once again, thanks to the greed and the impatience of and the bullying of the

signage industry."

Gai cetti backed the 2006 "poison” digital-billboard deal, a move he considers "absolutely
one of his biggest mistakes at City Hall. He found religion after Clear Channel erected one
ofits glaring digital billboards on Silver Lake Boulevard in 2008 - and his hipster
constituency roared with anger. Three weeks ago, Garcetti joined Tom LaBonge and Paul
Koretz in voting against this latest twist. Garcetti, who is running for mayor, says the
Krekorian-Reyes motion "doesn't smell right.

"I think it's putting the cart before the horse,” he says. He wants to review the appeals
court's upcoming final ruling.

Phil Recht, an attorney representing Summit Media, which sued when City Hall let its
rivals Clear Channel and CBS Outdoor exclusively erect digital billboards, asks: "Why the
rush? It's because CBS and Clear Channel are trying to beat the court clock.”

Recht says, "You'll... run roughshod over stakeholder concerns. You'll increase the
chances of a whole new litigation cycle."

Krekorian says he's being "mischaracterized.” He posted on Facebook a snippy and
sanctimonious letter (facebook.com/PaulKrekorian/posts/557264557623978) that argues
he's trying to reduce billboards in L.A., get money for the city and head off more lawsuits.

He called past decisions "failures in policymaking and bad deals” and said the
ghostwritten motion was merely the start of a discussion. He said he wouldn't "be swayed
byr the loudest screeching voice."



Dennis Hathaway, a soft-spoken activist and president of the Coaiition to Ban BilJboard
Blight, was stunned. He called Krekorian’s attack "extremely offensive."”

Hathaway says the billboard industry-written motion Krekorian put his name on will, in
fact, produce 'a draft-binding agreement and a draft ordinance.” Foi Krekorian to call
that "the start of a 'discussion' is absurd.” Krekonan's slams have a chilling effect on
public input,” Hathaway believes.

So what is the rush? Special Assistant City Attorney Jane Usher says, "There is no urgency.
The council has been free to write legislation” since 2010, when the city won a key victory
against illegal supergraphics from the Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals.

REUItDTOPICS ~ news

©2018 LA Weekly, LP. All rights reserved.
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Digital Billboards become a Bohemian
Blasphemy

CHRISTINE PELISEK | NOVEMBER 19, 2008 | 6 00PM

Silver Lake resident Ric Montejano was walking Sparky, his Chihuahua-mix, when he
came upon something that cut him to his "very soul.” Two blocks from his place, on the
corner of Silver Lake Boulevard and Effie Street, near a sleek little Italian cafe and a pricey
wine shop, a massive, blazing digital billboard flashed huge images of Sean Combs in his
skivvies, a grinning Ellen DcGeneres and an KNBC promo. “l immediately started yelling,”
says Montejano, who's lived in the area since 1972. “Six months down the line there will be
three. Then six. There will be no stopping it.”

The former flower child, who loves the upscale, yet still bohemian, community east of
Hollywood, decided to protest. Shirtless and sporting a fedora, Montejano picketed with
Sparky, hoisting up placards reading: “Honk if You Hate the Billboard,” “This Ain't the

Strip!” and “Not in my Front Yard.”

Overnight, somebody scrawled across the billboard-in-question: “We Hate this Billboard.
Take it down.” A record number of calls poured in to the local grass-roots civic group the
Silver Lake Neighborhood Council, and phones started ringing downtown at the offices of
L.A. City Council President Eric Garcetti. The callers were furious about what City Hall had
peddled as almost routine billboard “modernizations,” which didn’t sound like more than

a perfunctory buffing.

Quickly, the Silver Lake sign - from Clear Channel Outdoor advertising - became the
biggest issue to hit the local neighborhood council in its sometimes-roiling five-year
history. “We hate it,” says Laura Dwan, co-chair of the Silver Lake Neighborhood Council.



It went up very suddenly, with no notice to the community, whatsoever.

Hating it didn’t particularly matter. It turned out that Moniejano’s original fear was true.
Hundreds more ofthese unavoidably intense new ad displays are coming to local streets,
and almost no part of L.A. will be spared. The LED billboard in Silver Lake is among at
least 50 such displays, each containing 449,280 bulbs, erected in the first phase ofa move
to proliferate more than 877 billboards, from Los Feliz to West Hills to San Pedro to Doyle

Heights.

Many Angelenos say they appeared out of nowhere - a reasonable reaction since there
has not been a minute of public debate over whether Los Angeles residents want to live
with them. They were instead hurriedly approved by Garcetti and his council colleagues
on September 13, 2006. On that day, the 15-member L.A. City Council eagerly handed the
big outdoor ad corporations an almost-ludicrously profitable deal: the use of several
hundred existing billboards in L.A as the canvases on which to mount all those very tiny,
very hot, blinking bulbs.

Each new sign is capable of pulling in §735,000 in annual gross ad revenue, with a top
monthly intake of §128,000 for a single heavily booked, LED display. Thanks to the
Council's action, signed several days later without any challenge by Mayor Antonio
Villaraigosa, the huge billboard firms stand to reap a windfall of up to $1 billion in ad
revenue each year from the 800-plus digital displays, according to L.A. Weekly
calculations.

City Hall's take for granting this crass new form of clutter: about 8100 per billboard. Yet, as
a mounting tide of critics notes, the damage to the city is hard to understate.

A study by the U.S. Green Building Council in Texas found that the yearly carbon
consumption fron a single digital billboard is enough to power 13 homes. Beyond
excessive power usage, the light pollution these signs emit is so intense that, for instance,
one billboard that was erected this year - near Topanga Canyon and Victory boulevards
in the San Fernando Valley - can be plainly seen by hikers on Top o' Topanga’s scenic
overlook, four miles away.

Drivers on La Brea Avenue report being mesmerized by three billboards flashing high-
intensity images into their faces near Pico, Olympic and Melrose boulevards. Kevin Glynn,
a member of the Miracle Mile Residents Association and MidCity West Neighborhood
Council, says, “Ifs just a matter of time before somebody is i un over by a driver bedazzled
by the graphics. They're really hideous and cheap. Where are the billboard taggers when

we need them?”

The seanngly intense signage is invading private homes. Venice resident Mindy Taylor-
Ross has combated the glare on a nightly basis for the last six months, ever since a digital
billboard appeared on the corner of Superba Avenue and Lincoln Boulevard, around the



corner from her cozy bungalow.

She's amazed that her own councilman. Bill Rosendahl, voted for the 2006 deal that
utterly fails to protect people inside their own homes. “It flashes through my window all
night long,” Tayior-Ross says, invading her privacy, even her thoughts. “My bedroom and
bathroom change color and intensity with the billboard. | can see it every night in bed.”

Worst of all, City Hall's most powerful people cannot tell her why this is so.

In interviews with LA. Weekly, elected leaders paint a picture of confusion and ignorance
that led to their 2006 unanimous vote to grant broad new rights to the digital-ad
companies. Some City Council members, seven of whom, along with Villaraigosa, are
seeking re-election March 3, say they have no recollection of why they agreed to the
dramatic digital makeover of the city’s streets.

Hollywood-area Councilman Tom LaBonge says he is trying to retrace his steps: “l am
looking at my daily calendar for that day. | don't recall it being a lengthy discussion at all,
such as the council often engages in over matters its members do find important “like an
accident with a fire truck, or a police matter.” Asked to consider jumping into a new form
of mass advertising that affects hundreds of thousands of city residents, LaBonge says,
“We just took it, and obviously many of us regret it. It seems like this city has never had a
successful strategy with billboards.”

Council member Dennis Zine is equally clueless about what happened that day. “! can’t
recall back that far,” he says. “When we discussed digital, | don’t think anyone had a clear
idea of what it was about. It was new to me.”

Sounding like a small-town denizen bewildered by newfangled technology, Zine adds, “!
don’'t know ifany of us saw how bright they would be. It's a whole new world. | had never
seen it before, so | don’'t know how we would have known what it is. | thought it would be
one advertisement on the board.”

W hen LA. Weekly told Zine that, beyond that failure, the Council approved specific
wording that allows digital billboards to be called mere “modernizations” - and thus not
subject to basic environmental review or zoning restrictions - he openly scoffed, “Itis a
major change, not a minor alteration. Its like having a wagon versus a car!”

City Attorney Rocky Delgadillo played a key role in bringing the deal to the Council two
years ago. But much of the responsibility also lies with Councilman Garcetti, the fresh-
faced enviro who runs the council with a strong hand, pushes hard for unanimous votes,
and rewards his favored members with plum committee assignments.

Garcetti, who for five years has tooled around L.A. in an EV1 electric car, long ignored
criticism of the sweetheart deal he helped to push through. Despite outcry from Valley,
Hollywood and Westside residents, it wasn't until a few weeks ago, amidst the erupting



anger in Silver Lake - in a neighborhood not far from Garcetti's own, where he has many
friends - that Garcetti, a billboard enabler, began to question himself.

"It was probably a mistake," Garcetti told The New York Times on Nov 5 A week later, he
went further, telling LA. Weekly," It was a really bad decision,"” in which he was "blinded" by
a promise that some illegal billboards in his own area, Echo Park, would be removed.

In mid-November, under a hail of public criticism, the city Planning Commission backed a
six-month moratorium to halt the 800 digital billboards still to come. But even the
moratorium is being watered down, freighted with 26 special "exceptions.” Although the
City Council is expected to vote on the moratorium soon, LaBonge admits that disgusted
residents in many neighborhoods have made it clear that digital billboards “have
absolutely been rejected by the people.”

Not that it matters. Because the Council approved the LED deal without understanding
what it said or meant, LaBonge concedes, “We did lose our ability to control proliferation.
And | was part of the team that lost the ability because of the settlement.”

How is it possible that commercial advertising that can change a bedroom's color scheme
or be viewed for miles has no “environmental impact™ How could a purportedly green
mayor and City Council dominated by “green” politicians have allowed such an anti-
community onslaught?

The answer is a taie of incompetence on the part of city officials, and arrogance on the
part of billboard companies that hammered away at local laws using top legal guns like
First Amendment guru Laurence Tribe. And it's complicated by the old story of money, in
the form of campaign contributions from the billboard companies to every single elected
official involved. Villaraigosa, Delgadillo and Garcetti thought they could play nice, cutting
a deal with the big boys of billboard advertising and come out ahead. A growing chorus of
critics now says they were wrong.

For weeks this fall, Garcetti seemed stunned by what he and the City Council had
unleashed. Long a backer of supersized outdoor advertising, Garcetti suddenly switched
sides. Pilloried by residents of Silver Lake, he wrote a motion asking Delgadillo and the
Department of Building and Safety to pursue environmental and legal options regarding
the Silver Lake sign, and asked Delgadillo to explore avenues to limit billboard blight in
residential neighborhoods. He also contacted Clear Channel, and later infor med Silver
Lake residents that the company agreed to dim the Silver Lake Boulevard billboard in the
evening, and completely turn it off at midnight.

But by the time the powerful City Council president had taken an interest, it was two years
too late. Residents want the signs gone, but an estimated 50 recently switched-on LED
displays - the behemoth at the intersection of Topanga Canyon and Victory boulevards
that can be seen from a Santa Vlonica Mountains overlook; or a piercing sign that floods a

hprirnnm in Cahiipnaa Pass — arp almost pprtainlv hprp tn sfav



They are unaffected by the six-month moratorium now under consideration. Legal
experts say that the eyesore will loom over charming Silver Lake Boulevard for years. And
Garecetti is already lowering expectations, using the term 'extremist™ to describe any plan
to actually ban LED billboards.

Last April, L.A, Weekly revealed m its cover story “Billboards Gone Wild,” a long parade of
ill-fated choices that has turned Los Angeles into the center ofthe illegal billboard
industry in the United States. Today, 11,000 billboards bristle along L.A.'s boulevards,
streets and avenues, 4,000 of them illegal, some possibly unsafe.

Few environmentalists or anti-clutter activists trust Villaraigosa, Delgadillo or Garcetti to
hold tough, once the proposed moratorium ends in mid-2009. For years, their efforts to
address L.A.'s worsening clutter have sputtered and backfired, including Garcetti's
televised - and, it turns out, hollow - public vow two years ago to remove 15 illegal
billboards on Echo Park Boulevard not far from his own "green" home recently featured
in Dwell magazine He has managed to remove just two.

Other cities, like Seattle, Houston and Philadelphia, have cleaned up billboard blight,
wiping out the visual pollution and creating attractive boulevards and neighborhoods.
Not Los Angeles. Current and past mayors and city councils have continually capitulated
to pressure from billboard interests - but even more so since the firms hauled L.A. into
court in 2002 over a modest $314 inspection fee the city hoped to collect. The money was
to be spent determining the locations of all 4,000 illegal billboards, then take them down.

The lee was fought hard through the courts by Clear Channel Outdoor, CBS Outdoor,
Regency Outdoor and Vista Media, but ultimately a federal Court of Appeals for the 9th
Circuit agreed that the big firms had failed to show how a small fee would cause them

‘constitutional harm.”

The 2004 9th Circuit ruling was a major victory for people who were sick of L.A.'s ugly, ad-
cluttered neighborhoods, and its singular i eputation as the center of the illegal billboard
industry. Neighborhood leaders eagerly waited for City Hall to release a document
identifying the 7,000 legal and 4,000 lawless billboards, whose locations were known only
to the advertising firms.

But then, something strange, and still widely misunderstood, occurred. Delgadillo, a major
recipient of billboard-company largesse during his campaign for office, having beat the
billboard giants in the 9th Circuit ruling, two years later inexplicably agreed to
“settlement” meetings with the companies' high-powered attorneys.

Nobody - not Villaraigosa, Garcetti or any of the other City Hall politicians who have
taken money from outdoor advertisers or received free campaign billboard ads from
them - publicly questioned Delgadillo's behavior. He brought to the City Council a
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odd deal, never debated by the neighborhoods it would affect, was quickly accepted by
Garcetti and the council, and signed by Villaraigosa.

Today, there is little disagreement that it was a major capitulation to the billboard giants,
unparalled in the United States. Yet Garcetti is still confused, claiming a few weeks ago on
KPPC radio that the settlement allowing digital conversions was a result ofthe city losing

its case in court.)

In fact, the city won. (Garcetti now tells the Weekly, "itis embarrassing” that he, the Council,
Villaraigosa and Delgadillo all settled, knowing they had won in court.

The settlement requires Clear Channel Outdoor and CBS Outdoor to each take down 3
percent, orjust 49 of their 1,657 and 1,628 signs, respectively, and to provide City Hall with
a list revealing all billboard locations so building and safety inspectors can begin a long
delayed inspection effort. The firms also agreed to pay a tiny fee every three years: $186
per existing traditional (not digital) billboard - a rate curiously knocked down from the
hard-fought fee of $314. For doing all this, the companies got a favor back: the right to
“digitally modify” hundreds of traditional billboards.

Itwas all explained in a two-page report handed out to council members and
unanimously approved. But none of the requirements came with any teeth. None ofthe
billboards were removed, and the list of thousands ofillegal signs was never forthcoming.
No fees were paid. No inspection program began.

Where was the City Council in all ofthis? Its members are the highest paid City Council in
the nation at a salary of $171,648 a year. Each has a personal staff of about 20 aides, yet
they even failed to restrict the neighborhoods or locations where the outdoor displays
could go. As a result, the LEDs can be erected anywhere the billboard firms want to place

them.

'There is no massive conspiracy of billboard companies owning Council members,"
Garecetti insists. He says City Attorney Delgadillo's staff barely explained the details to the
Council, and dramatically de-emphasized the digital makeover to come. Garcetti
‘concedes, "I don't want to make too many excuses," but adds "you have to rely on your

lawyers."

The loose terms negotiated by Delgadillo placed the outdoor advertising companies
firmly in charge of L.A''s street-scape. Dennis Hathaway, president of the Coalition to Ban
Billboard Blight (www.banbillboardblight.org), recalls how: “The agenda item referred
only to ‘conferring with legal counsel,” and no membei ofthe public would have known
that a public discussion would be held, or what the subject of that discussion might be.”

The Council and Villaraigosa had plenty of chances to understand what they were doing.
Two months later, in November 2006, following furious complaints from anti-clutter


http://www.banbillboardblight.org

activists over the deal, Delgadillo returned to the Council, asking itto approve a nearly
identical deal allowing a smaller firm, Regency Outdoor, to also spread LED billboards
around the city. Again, it could "modernize” 38 billboards if it removed just five illegal
ones for which the firm had never been fined.

On November 28, very little debate took place at the brief meeting in the marbled City
Council chambers. Garcetti actually declared that it was “refreshing” to have had a
discussion of the billboard settlement in public. Reminded of that short Garcetti speech,
Hathaway says, “He either didn't notice or didn’t care that no members of the public were
able to add their voices to a debate on a matter of intense interest in many ofthe city’s
neighborhoods.”

As feared by critics, the deal helped only the billboard giants. The city's Depai tment of
Building and Safety never launched the program to charge billboard fees and remove
illegal ones. But the companies were prompt about enriching themselves This yeai, digital
signage began popping up all over L.A.- about 100 permits have been issued by City Hall

The key players, Villaraigosa, Garcetti and Delgadillo, watched it unfold without
complaint.

Eighteen months ago, a quiet ambush of sorts unfolded on L.A. streets. Crews showed up
in several neighborhoods and, without public notice or debate, began dismantling the
front and back oflongtime billboards, replacing them with huge, black faces. The
darkened faces, containing 449,280 LED bulbs, represented an advertising revolution
sweeping through some American cities where mayors and city councils said ' yes.”

Firms like Clear Channel Outdoor and CBS Outdoor have spent billions of dollars on
loads of LED bulbs from Daktronics of North Dakota, and on lobbying city councils
nationwide to, in essence, Rip the switch to digital.

But residents of Los Angeles were not invited to the debate. In more than 50 L.A. locations,
LED bulbs were soon glowing, pitching everything from Fords to banking. Nobody knows
whom to blame, and angry calls and letters to the City Council members “just got
ignored,” says Hathaway.

Activists have discovered that in Los Angeles, the brilliant new signs are overseen by a
creaky, 30-yeai -old California Environmental Quality Act Law (CEQA) law written to
exempt the city’'s traditional billboards from environmental review.

Incredibly to legal experts, the City Council’s deal did not plug up this exemption - a
mistake critics say might be expected from a college law school student but not from
seasoned lawyers and political strategists at City Hall. Says Assistant City Planner Michael
O’Brien, It is one of the city exemptions the Council adopted, but they adopted it years
before billboard companies began plastering the city with supergraphics and digital
billboards.”



Because all 17 elected officials involved - the Council members, mayor and city attorney -
failed to address that loophole, a billboard company in L.A. can file a CEQA exemption
claiming a mere “modernization” is under way, then erect a digital billboard.

As a result, the city is rewarding years of bad behavior by Clear Channel, CBS Outdoor
and Regency Outdoor, allowing them to go digital even ifthe old billboards they choose
for “modernization” are in a no-billboards zone, community design overlay protection
area, or pedestrian-oriented district that bans billboards.

“Los Angeles has lost control of its built environment, and that is something that should
concern all citizens,” says Kevin Fry, president ofthe anti-clutter organization Scenic
America, who is watching Los Angeles with fascination and dread.

“Every time you carve out an exception, you weaken the underlying structure ofyour sign
code, and at one point it all falls apart,” he says. “The tail is wagging the dog, and the
billboard companies are running L. A"

Activist Hathaway says, “Even ifthat settlement were overturned, | imagine the billboard
companies would fight tooth and nail in the courts to keep the digital billboards they've
already converted.” The count of LED billboards that have sprung up in spots like 1333
Westwood Blvd., and 1701 N. Silver Lake Blvd., is believed to be about 50.

Each sign, including the one in Silver Lake that has put Garcetti in the cross hairs, will
require a fight to remove. Success in court will be close to impossible, says Fry because the
billboard giants have vast legal resources to argue that their First Amendment Rights are
being attacked. “They are like a virus,” he says. “Once they are in your system, they can't be
removed.”

LaRonge’s new concern, with motorists gawking instead of watching the road, is: “Who is
liable? If 1 am driving down the street and | see a board and | keep looking at it and bang

and | getinto a fender-bender, who is liable? Are we liable because we allowed these up?”
It's a good question, and one never discussed by the City Council.

Early this year, when the first digital billboards showed up, Encino resident and longtime
activist Gerry Silver decided to challenge the Villaraigosa administration's decision to put
up a bright, digital billboard on Ventura Boulevard, near his home. The terse notification
of the city's action read: “Modernization of an existing 14-foot x 4S-foot billboard with
digital technology.”

Silver contacted the city's planning department and asked for a copy ofwhatever
paperwork had been generated that would allow a flashing billboard, directly facing a
rush-hour crowd of 30,000 commuters.

Last February, Silver received the paperwork - and was surprised to see that Clear



Channel Outdoor got the go-ahead from Villai aigosa’s planning chief, Gail Goldberg, the
city’s top planner, who promotes herselfas someone interested in “community” and a
“sense of place.” A busy woman, the architect of the mayor's relentless push for dense
apartment complexes citywide, Goldberg had made the final decision on a single billboard
approval in the Valley.

Silver, who is plugged into the arcane rules of City Hall, formally asked the obscure South
Valley Area Planning Commission to rule against Goldberg's decision. He argued that
Goldberg wrongly gave Clear Channel Outdoor a ' categorical exemption” from
environmental review on the inappropriate grounds that switching a billboard to digital is
a “minor” alteration.

To Silver, the proposed sign, with its gigantic, changing images, raised questions of driver
distraction, would use far more energy than a conventional billboard and created
potential light pollution for residents - all environmental issues.

The day before an August 27 meeting of the South Valley Area Planning Commission to
decide Silvers case, Clear Channel Outdoor got cold feet. For the first time in anyone’s
recollection, a huge billboard company chose to walk away from a fight with L.A.
residents.

The “Encino incident” is now talked of as a watershed moment in the gathering war by
Angelenos against digital billboards. In fact, Silver and others fighting billboards are
charter members of the Valley Secession movement, long sick of decisions from
downtown that change their lives. Many arc accustomed to drilling deep into the
downtown bureaucracy in order to be heard.

The group Silver belongs to, the Coalition to Ban Billboard Blight, was the first in L.A. to
challenge the absence of environmental review in digital-billboard approvals. But such
challenges soon spread to other areas of the city. The same week Clear Channel abruptly
abandoned its Ventura Boulevard plan, Westwood residents protested an enormous new
digital sign switched on along Westwood Boulevard with no notice given tc the Westwood
Homeowners Association or Westwood South of Santa Monica Boulevard Homeowners

Association.

On August 25, the two groups paid a $106 appeal fee to the Department of Building and
Safety, arguing that L.A law specifically bans flashing lights in their leafy, “pedestrian-
oriented district” near Westwood.

Westwood residents soon discovered that the Villaraigosa administration was so ill-
prepared to handle angry citizen challenges against the unpopular LED displays that City
Hall doesn’t have a complaint form. ‘! think the issue had been viewed as a bunch of
Westside NIMBYs [who are! only concerned about their neighborhoods,” says Barbara
Broide, president of Westwrood South of Santa Monica Boulevard Homeowners
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way.

In early October, the homeowner groups got a call from the Department of Building and
Safety informing the members, many of them lawyers and Realtors, that the city was
rejecting their appeal. A barely understandable, handwritten note from a building and
safety worker stated dismissively: "Settlement agreement allows the modernization, and
signoffis not required, as this is not a new sign.”

If Westwooders wanted to fight it, they'd have to appeal to Villaraigosa’s political
appointees on the Building and Safety Commission downtown - and pay an additional
$233.20 fee.

The next week, the two Westwood groups appealed two more huge digital signs, again in
areas that specifically ban such clutter; one at 2131 Westwood Blvd., in the protected Pico-
Westwood Neighborhood Oriented District, and another on Santa Monica Boulevard, east
of Beverly Clen, on a designated scenic roadway.

City Hall's handling of these initial neighborhood complaints soon rook on an inept.
Kremlin-like flavor: A billboard in Encino was approved by $202,577-per-vcar planning
czar Goldberg, while a group opposing a billboard in Westwood got the shove-off- in a
handwritten note from an obscure Building and Safety employee.

What on earth was going on? Despite his training, Fifth District City Councilman Jack
Weiss, a former assistant U.S. Attorney who now represents both Westwood and Encino,
couldn’t figure out who was in charge.

Weiss, who is running for city attorney to replace the termed-out Delgadillo, is the most
outspoken billboard critic among elected leaders at City Hall. He is the only one who has
consistently attacked the 2006 deal he once backed, although he has been joined of late by
another Westsider, Rosendahl.

Weiss was furious about the Keystone Kops vibe in City Hall, and the inability of citizens to
get a straight answer about how to challenge digital billboards. When he asked
Department of Building and Safety officials for city records showing where tne next
planned digital conversions would appear, he was told that some of the details were under
wraps - by orders from Delgadillo’s office.

The confused nature of the city's oversight appalled Weiss. In a letter to Weiss, Delgadillo
insisted that he had repeatedly told the building and safety workers that the planned
locations of digital billboards were public information. But the refusal of city employees to
provide those locations to Weiss, a powerful sitting member of the City Council, spoke
volumes. (The balking employees eventually handed over the information.)

In October, Weiss filed a City Council motion publicly slamming the two different legal
infrm- FinlrrAHill/A
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In the case of 1333 Westwood Blvd., Weiss WTOte, the city attorney’s office said that despite
an existing ban against flashing signs, “the Planning Department could not limit or restrict
the request for billboard digitization.” On the other hand, Weiss said, Delgadillo decided
that at the Encino location, local restrictions on signage in the Ventura Boulevard Specific
Plan had to be honored.

Nobody in City Hall appears to agree what trumps what, even as Los Angeles faces a
tsunami of more than 800 additional digital billboaids.

Yet, until the Silver Lake blowup, the leading advocates of more and brighter billboards -
Villaraigosa and City Council members Jan Perry, Herb Wesson and Ed Reyes - were
pushing hard for even more billboard proliferation, advocating special “sign districts”
that, unknown to most L.A. residents, trump all local zoning and clutter protections.

Moreover, again led by Perry, Wesson and Reyes, the city this year allowed the
construction of once-banned billboards that tower over the 10 freeway, and is considering
approving 50,000-square-feet of digital billboards covering much of the taxpay'er-owned
Convention Center, and a sign district that would transform much of Koreatown into
something akin to New York's Times Square.

Residents have been shut down again and again if they complain. Cahuenga Pass resident

Roberta Dacks immediately voiced her opinion about the digital billboard that popped up
last spring on the heavily congested corner of Cahuenga and Barham boulevards, where it
flashes images of big Disney characters. “Suddenly, we see this big blue thing at night,” she

recalls, “as if someone's plasma TV is outside our window.”

Dacks called LaBonge's office, which managed to convince the billboard owner, CBS
Outdoor, to turn the brightness ofthe half-million bulbs down - by a miserly 2 percent.
According to Dacks, it soon returned to full brightness. “Maybe if it was in Griffith Park;
says Dacks sarcastically, “if the deer were disturbed by it.”

Patti Negri, president of the Hollywood Dell Civic Association, received a similar response
from LaBonge's office several weeks ago, when a digital billboard appeared, seemmgly
overnight, on Cahuenga Boulevard between Franklin Avenue and the 101 freeway, between
the neighborhoods of Hollywood Dell and Whitley Heights. Negri said the
“modernization” was particularly irksome because Hollywood Hills residents had
attended a June workshop organized by Goldberg's Planning Department to discuss ugly
signs cropping up in Hollywood.

The overwhelming message from residents at the meetings was: no more billboards. "We
understand in Hollywood you want glitz and glamour, but we have families and young
kids,” says Negri, a Hollywood Hills resident. “We don’t need giant mummies flashing in
our bedrooms at night. They have to know how vocal we have been. Itsjust a slap in the



face:

“Why do you even invite us?” said a pissed-off Tammy Ehrenfeld. “Each and every
community member has voiced their opinion of how they are appalled.”

Some council members are not used to being unpopular or tarred with an anti-
environmental brush, and are acting largely, ifnot entirely, because of public outcry.

LaBonge has not returned a phone call to Ehrenfeld about the LED sign that has upset
neighbors in Hollywood Dell and Whitley Heights. And Garcetti clearly doesn’t like his
unflattering new image. He ran for office as a green candidate and lives the Silver Lake
ethos - except that he has taken eight contributions from outdoor advertising companies,
according to the City Ethics Commission. Garcetti says he stopped taking money from
Clear Channel, Regency Outdoor and Vista Media after his first campaign, and claims
"$500 doesn't influence you."

Back in November 2006, Garcetti complained about the negative media reaction after the
City Council unanimously approved the deals with the signage-ad giants. Garcetti spoke
glowingly of Delgadillo’s agreement, and announced that 15 unseemly billboards owned
by Vista Media in his own council district, along Echo Park Boulevard, would finally be
removed.

Most never were A few weeks ago, Garcetti's inability to grasp the sweetheart deal he
approved was featured prominently on KCET's two-part series on billboard blight, which
replayed a video of his warm praise for the deal.

Garcetti's newly discovered opposition to outdoor advertising has activists noting that he
- who threw a fund-raiser for Barack Obama during the Democratic National Convention
- aspires to a higher office, possibly mayor. He is up for re-election in March.

“| find it rather interesting that Garcetti has gotten religious about it,” says Rusty Millar,
co-chairman ofthe Silver Lake Neighborhood Council. “Well gee, hello, the fight against
billboards began with Lady Bird Johnson. The only one who benefits is the owner - and
the council member who gets the donation.”

In October, the City Council's Planning and Land Use Management committee
unanimously passed Garcetti's resolution that asked the city attorney whether there is any
way, now, to subjecc LED billboards to environmental review. Fed up Silver Lakers were on
hand to protest Garcetti's handling of events to date. “Silver Lake is one of the most
desirable neighborhoods in Los Angeles,” raged area local Suzanne Feller-Otto. “In one
step, you have taken it down to the bottom.”

Music publisher Robert Balter, who lives a half-block from the LED sign, told the
committee, which meets on the third floor of City Hall in the John Ferraro Council
Chamber, that the only entity to benefit was Clear Channel Outdoor. “The city gets



absolutely nothing but a $100 fee - ifthat,” he said. “The city doesn't get anything and the
neighborhood gets an accelerated deterioration of their quality of life.”

On October 15, the city's Planning Commission adopted a preliminary motion to
temporarily ban the proliferation of LED billboards while city officials study a possible
rewrite ofloose regulations that have left L.A.s streets among the ugliest in the nation.

City Planning Commission President Jane Ellison Usher repeated what the anti-billboard
activists have been asking for months: What benefits did Los Angeles residents get from
City Hall's 2006 deal? “That question alludes many of us,” said Usher to the crowd of
billboard protesters. She also attacked the City Council's recent decision - sought by
Councilwoman Jan Perry - to allow four ultrabiright billboards aiong the 10 freeway,
where billboards have long been banned. Usher said she was “tired of the city of Los
Angeles being the doormat of the billboard industry.”

After hearing these and other attacks, Delgadillo surprised everyone, asking the City
Council to adopt immediately a six-month ban on all new billboards, including digital and
supergraphics, so the city can “consider legislative changes to the city's entire” set of
toothless laws.

Delgadillo’s office says it hopes to adopt “time, place and manner” restrictions that might
be superimposed upon the original sweetheart deal or, perhaps, come up with modest new
rules, such as requiring bright billboards to be a certain distance from homes.

Having repeatedly brought City Hall to its knees while smaller cities like Seattle and
Houston hold firm, the billboard giants are probably not too worried about the proposed
billboard moratorium.

The Council's penchant for torpedoing its own anti-clutter laws by continually approving
exceptions - like seven new “sign districts” sought by Perry, Hahn and Wesson - is
expected to continue apace once the moratorium is lifted.

Already, city leaders are weakening over the proposed “moratorium,” with Villaraigosas
Planning Commission approving 26 possible “exemptions” just last week.

Knowing how weak City Hall is, the billboard giants “will almost certainly file a lawsuit,”
says Scenic America’s Fry. “You can count on it. There is no more litigious industry than
the billboard industry. They will do everything they can to protect their interests.”

But every-day Angelenos are working to protect their interests, too. On November 5, the
Silver Lake Neighborhood Council Governing Board, meeting at Micheltorena Street
Elementary School, voted to strongly oppose digital billboards near neighborhoods, “due
to the adverse impact and diminished quality oflife,” according to their statement. As
Silver Lake resident Elizabeth Bougart-Sharkov explains, “The intent of digital billboards,
with their bright lights and incessant motion, is to distract the attention of drivers and



pedestrians.

Miles away in Westwood, Broide says, “This is an issue having to do with the beauty of the
city. They are an assault to our privacy and landscape. Like all scourges, when they start to
spread and people start becoming alarmed, action is hopefully taken.”

But a laid-back guy in Silver Lake, who stripped off his shirt and waved his sign and finally
got City Hall's attention, points to the real obstacle “Its all about money, and there are
things that shouldn’t be about money,” says Ric Montejano. “A person’s home and
neighborhood shouldn’'t be about money. It should be about where you want to live.”
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The LED Streetlight Replacement Program
has replaced over 140,00C existing
streetlight fixtures in the city with LED
units over a four year period.

The expected savings of the new lights
has exceed the initial program goals.
Energy use has been reduced by 63.1
percent and carbon emissions have been
reduced by 47,583 metric tens a year.

This proposal has generated savings in
energy and maintenance costs that will
pay for the estimated loan amount in
seven years with no adverse impact to
the General Fund
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Statement from Ed Ebrahimian, Director of the Bureau of Street Lighting

The importance of the LED Conversion Program cannot be overstated It is a shining



example of how green technology can be both environmentally responsible and cost
effective.

With the LED program, we nave transformed the night landscape cf the City of Los
Angeles, made our city safer and pedestrian friendly at night, and have exceeded our initic.i
program goals on both energy efficiency and C02 reductions.

Angehnos have embraced the new white LED Light, as we have received many positive
comments from citizens, community groups, the Los Angeles Police Department and
even the Dark Skies Association for the reduced sky glow at night, reduced light pollution
and trespass.

We have gained national arid international acclaim by leading the way with our LED
program which has become a model program and example for a lot of cities as we
continue to get recognition and inquiries from municipalities and utilities around the world.
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LED Energy Efficiency Program
Total Savings By Council District LED Conversion Program

Council Total Total Nominal Total Nominal % Energy Annual C02 Annual Energy Annual Energy
District Number of Wattage Before Wattage After Savings Reduction Savings Savings
Units (kW) (kw) (Metric Tons) (GWh) )

1 7,616 1,808.7 703.2 61.1% 2,666.9 4.510 $399,395.06
2 5,681 1,386.1 444.9 67.9% 2.270.6 3 840 $339,601.01
3 14,421 3,182.4 1,060.0 66.7% 5.120.2 8.659 $772,858.96
4 9,787 2,224.9 782.8 64.8% 3.479.0 5.884 $520,113.91
5 11,737 2,956.3 964.1 67.4% 4.818.0 8.128 $718,515.25
6 9,176 2,218.9 793.4 64.2% 3.439.0 5.816 $521,940.09
7 9,465 2,211.4 786.8 64.4% 3,436.8 5.812 $518,672.48
8 17,029 3.684.1 1,453.6 60.5% 5.381.2 9.101 $804,834.69
9 11,737 2.742.2 1,013.0 63.1% 4.171.7 7.055 $634,594.91
10 12,749 2,834.5 1,088.6 61.6% 4.212.1 7.123 $629,708.79
1 11,084 2,812.3 973.5 65.4% 4.436.0 7.502 $671,390.56
12 25,314 5,071.2 1,814.4 64.2% 7.857.1 13.288 $1,187,143.77
13 9,442 2,223.3 838.2 62.3% 3.378.1 5.652 $499,593.48
14 14,069 3,553.7 1,274.8 64.1% 5.497.8 9 298 $821,921.72
15 15,270 3,392.1 1,239.5 63.5% 5,193.0 8.782 $776,364.15

Total 184,577 42,302 kW kw 15,231 64.0% 65,358 MT 110.45 GWh $9,816,649
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Bright Lights, Safe Nights"

Ed Ebrahimian, Director



