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CHAPTER 2 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES ON THE DRAFT SEIR 

Section 2.1 (List of Comment Letters Received) provides a list of all agencies and individuals that 

provided written comments on the Electronic Message Center EIR with the 45-day public comment 

period. The verbatim comment letters, and responses to environmental issues raised in those letters, 

are presented in Section 2.2 (Written Comments and Responses). 

2.1  List of Comment Letters Received 

The following agencies and organizations provided written comments on the Draft SEIR:  

2.1.1 State Agencies 

 Governor’s Office of Planning and Research 

 California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) 

2.1.2 Local Agencies 

 City of Costa Mesa 

2.1.3 Individuals 

 Leston Trueblood 

 Dori Briggs 

 Suzanne Cannata 

 Karla Stagman 

 Craig Brown 

 David and Marta Bunnell 

 Andrew Smith 

 Beverly Blakely 

 Ryan Johnson 

 Peggy Partnoff 

 William and Margaret Partnoff 

 Laurel Golden 

 Ronald Hlavac 

 Nancy Osso 

 Jill Tanner 

 Priscilla Rocco 

 Georgia Fallas 

 Kitty Nordstrom 
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2.2 Written Comments and Responses 

2.2.1 Index to Response to Comments 

All letters received during the public review period for the Draft EIR are listed in Table 2-1 (Index 

of Comments Received), below. Each response letter is reproduced in its entirety with the issues of 

concern numbered in the right margin. Correspondingly numbered responses to the comments 

follow each letter. 

Table 2-1: Index of Comments Received 

Letter Commenter 

A Governor’s Office of Planning and Research 

B California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) 

C City of Costa Mesa 

D Leston Trueblood 

E Dori Briggs 

F Suzanne Cannata 

G Karla Stagman 

H Craig Brown 

I David and Marta Bunnell 

J Andrew Smith 

K Beverly Blakeley 

L Ryan Johnson 

M Peggy Partnoff 

N William and Margaret Partnoff 

O Laurel Golden 

P Ronald Hlavac and Annette McCool 

Q Nancy Osso 

R Jill Tanner 

S Priscilla Rocco 

T Georgia Fallas 

U Kitty Nordstrom 
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Letter A – Governor’s Office of Planning and Research 
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Response to Letter A – Governor’s Office to Planning and Research 

A-1 The City acknowledges and appreciates the letter from the Governor’s Office of Planning 

and Research state that the City has complied with the State Clearinghouse review 

requirements for the California Environmental Quality Act.  No further action is required. 
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Letter B – California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) 
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Response to Letter B – California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) 

B-1 The City acknowledges and appreciates this comment.  Comments from Caltrans on the 

Notice of Preparation (NOP) were incorporated into the Draft EIR.  

B-2 The City acknowledges and appreciates this comment.  Section 3.5 of the Draft EIR 

identifies an Outdoor Advertising Permit from Caltrans as one of the required permits for 

project approval.  The applicant has been made aware of the requirements for obtaining the 

necessary permits from Caltrans for the proposed project. 
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Letter C – City of Costa Mesa 
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Response to Letter C – City of Costa Mesa 

C-1  The City acknowledges and appreciates this comment.  The Draft EIR evaluated an 

alternative location on the north side of the Interstate 405 Freeway from the proposed 

location.  This location was determined not to be feasible due to the existing sanitary sewer 

lines (owned by the Orange County Sanitation District) along Euclid Street in this area.   

There are few opportunities for alternative locations due to the limited amount of City 

owned property adjacent to the Interstate 405 (I-405) freeway.  One of the project objectives 

of the EMC sign is to be located along a major freeway segment for maximum exposure. 

Therefore, proximity to the freeway is critical in the site location criteria.  

 

 The City sent notices to all residents and businesses within 500 feet of the project site. The 

City’s normal distribution of 500 feet exceeds the State requirement of 300 feet.  

 

C-2 The City concurs that significant and unavoidable visual impacts would occur to the Mesa 

Verde residential area on the east side of the Santa Ana River and the Santa Ana River trail 

due to the visibility of the proposed sign.  The City does not concur the proposed project or 

“V Formation” Alternative would result in significant light and glare impacts.  Potential light 

and glare impacts were evaluated in Section 5 of the Draft EIR.  The closest residences to 

the proposed sign (approximately 700 feet away) are shown to have 0.02 footcandle 

additional light from the proposed sign.  This additional amount of light is equivalent to 2 

percent of the light from a single wax candle.  The Outdoor Advertising Association of 

America commissioned a technical study for the recommended limits of brightness of 

electronic signs1.  A billboard luminance limit of 0.3 footcandle at 250 feet from the 

billboard is recommended for a 14 ft. x 48 ft. size sign.  The photometric study shows 

prepared for the project shows that both the proposed project and the “V Formation” 

Alternative are below the 0.3 footcandle limit at 250 feet.  Additionally, the project requires 

mitigation measures that require the applicant to demonstrate that lighting controls have 

been incorporated into the sign to limit the maximum lighting output (brightness) of the sign 

to 3 percent or less of the maximum daytime brightness beginning one hour before dusk and 

one hour after dawn.  Mitigation measures also require the applicant to provide a third party 

test of the sign to confirm sign brightness does not exceed the 0.3 footcandle limit once the 

sign has been constructed and is in operation. Therefore, potential impacts from light and 

glare are considered significant. 

 

C-3 The City does not concur with this comment.  The Lower Height Alternative was not 

considered the superior alternative because it would limit the visibility of the sign to the 

motorists on the I -405 freeway, the main target audience of the sign.  As noted in Section 

                                                           
1 Lewin Ph.D., Ian, Digital Billboard Recommendations and Comparisons to Conventional Billboards, November 

26, 2008. http://polcouncil.org/polc2/DigitalBillboardsIanLewin.pdf  

http://polcouncil.org/polc2/DigitalBillboardsIanLewin.pdf
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7.6 of the Draft EIR, one of the key constraints of a sign at 60-feet is the existing trees 

would screen significant portions of the sign from motorists in the southbound lanes.  

Landscape screening for aesthetic purposes was considered on page 5-15 of the EIR. Some 

screening measures from within the City of Costa Mesa were considered such as landscaping 

in the park or on the levee, however, it is unlikely that vegetative screening would screen the 

views from all potential view points in the neighborhood. Further, any trees or bushes 

planted would take time to mature and the impact would remain in the interim. Any planting 

within the park would be within the jurisdiction of the City of Costa Mesa and any planting 

on the levee would be within the jurisdiction of the Orange County Flood Control District. 

As such, the implementation or maintenance of the any screening plants would be outside 

the jurisdiction or control of the City of Fountain Valley. For these reasons tree planting was 

not considered to be a feasible mitigation measure.  These screening constraints would occur 

regardless of the sign height at 60 feet or at 79 feet. No other screening methods were 

identified in the preparation of the Draft EIR and the comment does not propose any other 

screening methods.    

 

It should be noted that Caltrans has an approved project to develop a new Euclid Street 

southbound I-405 on-ramp from Ellis Avenue as part of the larger I-405 Improvement 

Project.  The new on ramp would add a new bridge across the Santa Ana River just south of 

the existing I-405 Bridge, as well as a span over the entrance to the Orange County 

Sanitation District’s wastewater treatment plant entrance. Between these two bridges, the 

ramp would be elevated by retaining walls. Final designs have not been approved at this 

time, but the addition of a new bridge and elevated on-ramp may provide additional 

screening of the proposed sign.  

 

 The City agrees that the proposed sign is for general commercial advertisement.  The City 

does not concur that distance visibility is not as critical for the commercial billboards.  The 

increased visibility of the sign makes it easier for drivers to see at a distance and results in 

less distraction for the driver in trying to read the advertisement.  Additionally, the increased 

height minimizes the frequency the sign would be screened from drivers by other high-

profile vehicles (semi-trucks, large sport utility vehicles, etc.) on the road.  In addition the 

higher sign height reduces the amount of luminance (brightness) on the ground.  

 

C-4 The City concurs that the “V Formation” Alternative is the Environmentally Superior 

Alternative.  Section 7.7 of the Draft EIR states the visual impacts of the sign would remain 

significant and unavoidable similar to the proposed project, which is the same height and the 

same size as the “V Formation” Alternative.  The analysis does note the light and glare 

impacts would be reduced because the sign would be oriented towards the I-405 freeway, 

and the sign would be directly facing a smaller portion of the Mesa Verde neighborhood. 

The City does not concur that the “V Formation” sign configuration would significantly 
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increase the massing of the sign. The visibility of the sign would vary depending on the angle 

and direction from which the sign is viewed. The orientation of the sign would make it more 

visible to motorists on the freeway. Residents of the Mesa Verde neighborhood in Costa 

Mesa and visitors to Moon Park would see portions of the backside of the panel facing 

southbound traffic. The “V Formation” sign panels would be separated by 15 to 20 feet at 

the south end of the of the panel sides. Depending on the angle from which the sign is 

viewed the visibility of the back side of the sign panels increased. Views looking north from 

the Santa Ana River Trail would see the more the panel backsides and less of the front side 

of the panels. Therefore, the angled sign panels do not increase the massing of the proposed 

sign such that the visual impact is significantly increased or decreased.   

 

C-5       The proposed sign location is located approximately 700 feet from the nearest residence.  

There is no other City owned property along Interstate 405 (other than the site discussed in 

Section 7.5 of the Draft EIR, the “Alternative Location”) where the sign could be located 

and still maintain up to 700 feet from the nearest residence. Please see Response C-2 with 

regard to minimized light and glare on the adjacent Mesa Verde neighborhood. 

 

C-6 The City does not concur that the Fountain Valley Municipal Code would need to be 

amended.  Sections 21.25.010 and 21.25.040 of the City’s Municipal Code states that private 

signs can be installed on public property with authorization of the City Council.  The City 

Council would enter into a development and relocation agreement with the project applicant 

to erect, maintain and operate commercial signage on City property. A code amendment is 

not required for height.  The Municipal Code does not have height restrictions for EMC 

signs. 

 

C-7 The City does not concur that 31 feet is a feasible maximum height restriction for the 

proposed sign.  The proposed billboard is 14 feet in height.  That would put the bottom of 

the sign 17 feet above the ground.  The adjacent freeway is elevated as it crosses Euclid 

Street and the Santa Ana River.  The northbound lanes approaching the sign are elevated 

approximately 15 feet above the ground near the sign.  At a maximum height of 31 feet, the 

bottom of the sign would be approximately the same height as the cars on the freeway.  A 

sign at this height would increase the brightness on the freeway because of the proximity of 

the lights to the freeway surface.  A sign at a maximum height of 31 feet would reduce the 

visibility of the sign from longer distances and increase driver distraction because it would 

require drivers to be closer to the sign to read it.  Additionally, the sign would be 

substantially screened from view of the southbound lanes by existing trees and the City’s 

Reservoir No. 1 at this height. For these reasons a sign with a maximum height of 31 feet is 

not considered feasible in this location.  
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C-8 Mitigation Measure AES-1 requires the project applicant to demonstrate that the electronic 

billboards are equipped with self-regulating dimmers that will control the brightness of the 

sign not to exceed 3 percent of the maximum daytime brightness from 1 hour after dawn to 

1 hour before dusk.   The 0.3 footcandle limit at 250 is the recommended limit of Outdoor 

Advertising Association based on technical studies. It is also the metric recommended by 

Caltrans. The benefit of measuring the illuminance at 250 feet is that it takes into account 

the existing ambient light, can be measured at eye level, and can be measured with a 

footcandle meter. As such, the existing mitigation measures are considered adequate.  

 

C-9 The City does not concur with comment.  The project will be in compliance with City and 

Caltrans Outdoor Advertising Act regulations.  Mitigation measures have been incorporated 

into the project to ensure that the project does not exceed the 0.3 footcandle limit at 250 

feet. Therefore, no restricted hours of operation are required nor proposed.  

 

C-10      The City concurs with this comment.  The sign advertising content will be required to 

comply with Section 5404(d)(1) of the Outdoor Advertising Act which regulates the motion, 

flashing, and time required in between messages. Enforcement will be through the Outdoor 

Advertising Display Permit the applicant must obtain from the California Department of 

Transportation (Caltrans). 

 

C-11 Please see Response C-3 above regarding the landscape screening. 

 

C-12 The City concurs with this comment.  Please see Response C-10 above.  

 

C-13 The City does not concur that the conditions applied to the SOCO EMC sign are applicable 

to the proposed project.  The SOCO sign is within a different jurisdiction with different 

development regulations.  Further, the proposed project and SOCO sign serve different 

functions (the SOCO sign is located at a retail shopping center and the proposed project is a 

commercial advertising sign), and have different physical constraints with the surrounding 

environment (existing trees and an elevated freeway overpass at the proposed site).  Please 

see Response C-7 above as to why the 31-foot maximum height is not feasible for this 

project. 
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Letter D – Leston Trueblood  
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Response to Letter D – Leston Trueblood  

D-1 The content of the proposed EMC sign will be restricted through the City’s lease agreement 

with the applicant.  The advertising displays for the sign will be through the company’s 

existing advertising sales program and will be subject to the provisions of the lease 

agreement regarding restricted content. Additionally, content on billboards and EMC signs is 

subject to the Outdoor Advertising Act, including Section 5402 of the Act that prohibits 

content that is deemed obscene, indecent, or immoral character from being displayed on the 

EMC sign.  

D-2 The City does not concur with this comment.  The Hyundai Motor America property is over 

2,500 feet to the northwest of the proposed site.  The proposed project would not result in 

any light spillover at the property. Please see the light and glare discussion in Section 5.1.4 of 

the Draft EIR.  

D-3 The City does not concur with this comment. The project is a relocation and replacement of 

the existing static billboard on Edinger Avenue to the proposed site with an EMC sign. The 

proposed relocation is consistent with the California Business and Professions Code, Section 

5412, which states in part:  

"Relocation," as used in this section, includes removal of a display and 

construction of a new display to substitute for the display removed. It is a 

policy of this state to encourage local entities and display owners to enter 

into relocation agreements which allow local entities to continue 

development in a planned manner without expenditure of public funds while 

allowing the continued maintenance of private investment and a medium of 

public communication. Cities, counties, cities and counties, and all other local 

entities are specifically empowered to enter into relocation agreements on 

whatever terms are agreeable to the display owner and the city, county, city 

and county, or other local entity, and to adopt ordinances or resolutions 

providing for relocation of displays.2 

The City has not permitted other billboards or electronic message center.  There are 

several existing billboards within the City that were incorporated into the City as part 

of an annexation process.  That previous annexation was unrelated to the proposed 

project.  

D-4 The Illuminating Engineering Society of North America is a professional organization.  This 

organization does not have land use authority for approving land use applications.   

                                                           
2 http://www.leginfo.ca.gov/cgi-bin/displaycode?section=bpc&group=05001-06000&file=5400-5419, accessed 

December 3, 2014  

http://www.leginfo.ca.gov/cgi-bin/displaycode?section=bpc&group=05001-06000&file=5400-5419
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D-5 The City does not concur with this comment.  Advertising rates for the proposed sign will 

be set by Clear Channel Communications and not by the City.  There is no evidence that 

local businesses will not be able to afford to advertise on the proposed sign.  The proposed 

project does not affect other business owners from applying for an LED sign on private 

property.  The City has two different development standards for signs: Regulatory and 

Proprietary.  Regulatory standards apply to signs on private property and Proprietary 

standards apply to signs on public property.  

D-6 The City does not concur that the project would result in a significant amount of light and 

glare from the proposed sign.  Light and glare from the proposed project are evaluated in 

Section 5 of the Draft EIR (page 5-31). The analysis includes the results of a photometric 

study was prepared for the project which indicates that approximately 0.02 footcandle of 

light would reach the Mesa Verde Neighborhood within the City of Costa Mesa.  This is 

equivalent to 2 percent of the light from a single wax candle.  The EIR includes a “V 

Formation” Alternative which orients the signs more directly and the Interstate 405 freeway 

and reduces the area of the Costa Mesa neighborhood that has a direct view of the sign.   

D-7 The sign advertising content will be required to comply with Section 5404(d)(1) of the 

Outdoor Advertising Act which regulates the motion, flashing, and time required in between 

messages. Enforcement will be through the Outdoor Advertising Display Permit the 

applicant must obtain from the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans).  The 

advertising content will be under the same regulations as other outdoor advertising 

billboards within the City.  The decision to approve or deny the project application will be 

made by the City Council who has land use authority within the City of Fountain Valley.  

Any legal ramifications are unknown at this time and outside of the scope of the EIR.  
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Letter E – Dori Briggs 

 

 



Electronic Message Center Sign Project 
Response to Comments 

 
 

City of Fountain Valley 2-20  July 2015 
Final Environmental Impact Report    
 

Response to Letter E – Dori Briggs 

E-1 An Environmental Impact Report (EIR) was prepared for the proposed project.  Visual and 

aesthetic impacts of the proposed EMC sign were provided in Chapter 5 of the EIR.  This 

analysis included an evaluation of the potential light and glare impacts.  The EIR concluded 

the potential increases of illuminance in the Mesa Verde neighborhood from the sign would 

be less than significant based on the results of a photometric technical study. 
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Letter F – Suzanne Cannata 
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Response to Letter F – Suzanne Cannata 

F-1 The potential for traffic impacts were addressed in the initial study prepared as part of the 

Notice of Preparation in which Section 9, pages 9-25 and 9-26. Potential traffic impacts were 

found to be less than significant. Electronic billboards are permitted adjacent to freeways by 

California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) pursuant to the Outdoor Advertising 

Act (OAA).  The sign advertising content will be required to comply with Section 5404(d)(1) 

of the OAA which regulates the motion, flashing, and time required in between messages. 

Enforcement will be through the Outdoor Advertising Display Permit the applicant must 

obtain from the Caltrans. The OAA requires that images change no less than four seconds 

from one image to the next.  Further, the City will require within the lease with the applicant 

that the sign change images in no less than eight seconds.  

F-2 The City does not concur that the proposed project is dangerously distracting to proposed 

drivers.  As noted in Response F-1 above, digital billboards are permitted along California 

freeways pursuant to the OAA.  The comment does not provide any evidence that other 

digital billboards in California or in the surrounding area have resulted in increased traffic 

accidents or resulted in safety hazards.  

The Unites States Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) has addressed signage issues in 

general, and digital signs in particular. As part of its agreement with various states pursuant 

to the Highway Beautification Act (23 U.S.C. §131), for example, it has confirmed that no 

sign is allowed that imitates or resembles any official traffic sign, and that signs may not be 

installed in such a manner as to obstruct, or otherwise physically interfere with an official 

traffic sign, signal, or device, or to obstruct or physically interfere with the vision of drivers 

in approaching, merging or intersecting traffic. These provisions may be enforced by the 

FHWA, but the agreement with the State of California also requires Caltrans to enforce 

these provisions. 

The FHWA agreement with California includes specific provisions regarding the brightness 

of signage: 

 

Signs shall not be placed with illumination that interferes with the effectiveness of, or 

obscures any official traffic sign, device or signal; shall not include or be illuminated by 

flashing, intermittent or moving lights (except that part necessary to give public service 

information such as time, date, temperature, weather or similar information); shall not 

cause beams or rays of light to be directed at the traveled way if such light is of such 

intensity or brilliance as to cause glare or impair the vision of any driver, or to interfere with 

any driver’s operation of a motor vehicle. (Agreement dated February 15, 1968)  
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The FHWA has responded to the development of signs that present changing messages, 

either mechanically or digitally, with an interpretation of its agreements with the states 

pursuant to the Highway Beautification Act. The FHWA discussed “changeable message 

signs” in a memorandum dated July 17, 1996, concluding that a state could reasonably 

interpret the provisions of its agreement with the FHWA “…to allow changeable message 

signs…The frequency of message change and limitation in spacing for these signs should be 

determined by the State.” 

 

On September 25, 2007, the FHWA again issued a Memorandum on the subject of off-

premises changeable electronic variable message signs, or CEVMS. The Memorandum stated 

that proposed laws, regulations and procedures that allowed CEVMS subject to acceptable 

criteria would not violate the prohibition on “intermittent” or “flashing” or “moving” signs 

as used in the state agreements. The Memorandum identified “ranges acceptability” relating 

to such signage, as follows: 

 

 Duration of message: Duration of display is generally between 4 and 10 seconds; 8 
seconds is recommended; 

 Transition time: Transition between messages is generally between 1 and 4 seconds; 
1 to 2 seconds is recommended; 

 Brightness: The sign brightness should be adjusted to respond to changes in light 
levels; 

 Spacing: Spacing between the signs should be not less than the minimum specified 
for other billboards, or greater if deemed required for safety; 

 Locations: Location criteria are the same as for other signage; unless it is determined 
that specific locations are inappropriate. 

 

The Memorandum also referred to other standards that have been found helpful to ensure 

driver safety. These include a default designed to freeze the display in one still position if a 

malfunction occurs; a process for modifying displays and lighting levels where directed by 

the State DOT (Caltrans) to assure safety of the motoring public; and requirements that a 

display contain static messages without movement such as animation, flashing, scrolling, 

intermittent or full-motion video. Manufacturers and operators of digital billboards more 

frequently use a full-black screen in the event of a malfunction. 

 

In addition to the provisions of the Highway Beautification Act and the FHWA memoranda 

discussed above, the state of California has adopted the Outdoor Advertising Act (Business 

and Professions Code §§5200 et seq.) and regulations implementing its provisions (California 

Code of Regulations, Title 4, Division 6, §§2240 et seq.). These include provisions that deal 

specifically with “message centers,” which are defined as “…an advertising display where the 



Electronic Message Center Sign Project 
Response to Comments 

 
 

City of Fountain Valley 2-25  July 2015 
Final Environmental Impact Report    
 

message is changed more than once every two minutes, but no more than once every four 

seconds.” (§5216.4) 

 

Consistent with the memoranda executed pursuant to the Highway Beautification Act, the 

Outdoor Advertising Act provides that message center displays that comply with its 

requirements are not considered flashing, intermittent or moving light. (§5405(d)(1)) The 

requirements provide that such signs must not display messages that change more than once 

every four seconds, and that no message center may be placed within 1,000 feet of another 

message center display on the same side of the highway. 

 

The California Vehicle Code regulates the brightness of billboard lighting. Vehicle Code 

§21466.5, which identifies the applicable standard, may be enforced by Caltrans, the 

California Highway Patrol, or local authorities. Vehicle Code §21467 provides that each 

prohibited sign, signal, device or light is a public nuisance and may be removed without 

notice by Caltrans, the California Highway Patrol or local authorities. 

 

Caltrans requires that any person engaged in the outdoor advertising business must obtain a 

license from Caltrans and pay the required fee. (§5300) No person may place any advertising 

display in areas subject to Caltrans authority without having a written permit from Caltrans. 

(§5350) These provisions of law and regulation effectively regulate sign location and 

brightness to ensure that digital billboards will not be located in such a manner as to create 

hazards due to lighting conditions themselves. Digital billboards are equipped with sensors 

that modify the brightness of the sign in response to ambient lighting conditions, thus 

ensuring that the brightness of the display in evening, nighttime or dawn conditions does not 

present a traffic hazard. 

 

As digital billboard technology has evolved, the issue has been raised as to whether digital 

billboards themselves, regardless of compliance with such operating restrictions, present a 

distraction to drivers and thereby create conditions that could lead to accidents. The Federal 

Highway Administration has monitored the issue closely, and recently released its report 

updating the agency’s view of the issues and research. The report is entitled: “The Effects of 

Commercial Electronic Variable Message Signs (CEVMS) on Driver Attention and Distraction: An 

Update.” (FHWA Report, February 2009). 

 

The FHWA Report addressed the basic research question of whether operation of a 

CEVMS along the roadway is associated with a reduction of driving safety for the public. 

The report identified three fundamental methods for answering this question: (1) whether 

there is an increase in crash rates in the vicinity of CEVMS, (2) whether there is an increase 

in near-crashes, sudden braking, sharp swerving and other such behaviors in the vicinity of 

CEVMS, and (3) whether there are excessive eye glances away from the roadway in the 
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vicinity of CEVMS. The report discusses existing literature and reports of studies, key 

factors and measures relating to CEVMS and effects on traffic, and recommends a study 

approach. The report does not provide guidance to states on the control of CEVMS.  

 

The report confirmed that there have been no definitive conclusions about the presence or 

strength of adverse safety impacts from CEVMS. Similarly, a study performed under the 

National Cooperative Highway Research Program (NCHRP), Project 20-7 (256) entitled 

“Safety Impacts of the Emerging Digital Display Technology for Outdoor Advertising Signs” (NCHRP 

Report) reviewed existing literature. Both reports agreed that digital billboards should be 

regulated as a means of protecting the public interest. 

 

Conducting a study to isolate attention to a digital billboard, and to measure and analyze the 

effects of such attention, is difficult. Not only are roadway conditions unique for each sign 

location, but there are also a variety of other factors that may contribute to driver 

inattention, including other roadway signage (including official signage), and other driver 

activities (such as tuning the radio, talking on the phone, smoking, talking to other 

passengers, etc.). 

 

Various restrictions have been identified in reports that relate to the location and operation 

of digital billboards that seek to reduce safety concerns. These relate to brightness, message 

duration and message change interval, billboard location with regard to official traffic control 

devices, roadway geometry, vehicle maneuver requirements at interchanges (i.e., lane drops, 

merges and diverges), and with regard to the specific constraints that should be placed on 

the placement and operation of such signs. Regulation of operations could include, for 

example, the time any single message may be displayed, the time of message transition, 

brightness of the sign and controls that adjust brightness based on the ambient light 

environment, and design and placement that ensures that the sign does not confuse drivers, 

or create dangerous glare. 

 

Restrictions on digital billboards contained within the Outdoor Advertising Act and 

enforced by Caltrans regulate many of the conditions that have been identified as relevant to 

traffic safety and driver distractions. Caltrans regulates the location of proposed digital 

billboards through its application process, and the distance between such signs is also 

regulated. California statutory provisions regulate brightness of displays. Lease and operating 

agreements between the City and the project applicant would regulate the message display 

time, message interval, and sign dimensions. Through local and state law, such signage would 

be prohibited from displaying flashing lights, flashing images, or moving images. 

 

The project would be required to comply with restrictions regarding location, intensity of 

light, light trespass, or other restrictions, especially those enforced by the Caltrans pursuant 
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to its authority under the agreements between the U.S. Department of Transportation under 

the Highway Beautification Act, and the Outdoor Advertising Act. Compliance with existing 

federal regulations, state law, and City requirements agreed to as part of the lease agreement 

with the project applicant as discussed in the Project Description would ensure that any 

hazards associated with this use and the potential effects on traffic and driver safety would 

be less than significant. 

F-3 The City acknowledges and appreciates this comment, however the issues raised are not an 

environmental issue pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act, and no further 

response is required.  This letter will be included in the Final EIR as part of the response to 

comments and will be provided to the City of Fountain Valley decision-making bodies for 

their review and consideration.  

F-4  The City does not concur that the project would result in adverse impacts to traffic and 

safety hazards.  No evidence has been identified that this has occurred on other Caltrans 

facilities in California. The City agrees that the proposed sign would have significant and 

unavoidable visual impacts on the Mesa Verde neighborhood and along the adjacent 

portions of the Santa Ana River Trail.  The proposed project’s effects on homeownership 

and property taxes are not environmental issues under the California Environmental Quality 

Act, and no further response is required.  
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Letter G – Karla Stagman 
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Response to Letter G – Karla Stagman 

G-1 The City acknowledges and appreciates this comment. However, the issues raised are not an 

environmental issue pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act, and no further 

response is required.  This letter will be included in the Final EIR as part of the response to 

comments and will be provided to the City of Fountain Valley decision-making bodies for 

their review and consideration.   

It should be noted that the EIR does evaluate a “Reduced Height” Alternative (60 feet high) 

in Section 7 of the document. The EIR concluded that the reduce height would have 

incrementally less visual impacts than the proposed project but that visual impacts would still 

be significant and unavoidable.  Please see Response C-7 regarding the City of Costa Mesa’s 

proposal for a maximum height of 31 feet.  
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Letter H – Craig Brown 
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Response to Letter H – Craig Brown 

H-1 The City acknowledges and appreciates this comment, however the issues raised are not an 

environmental issue pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act, and no further 

response is required.  This letter will be included in the Final EIR as part of the response to 

comments and will be provided to the City of Fountain Valley decision-making bodies for 

their review and consideration.  
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Letter I – David and Marta Bunnell 
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Response to Letter I – David and Marta Bunnell 

I-1 The City acknowledges and appreciates this comment, however the issues raised are not an 

environmental issue pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act, and no further 

response is required.  This letter will be included in the Final EIR as part of the response to 

comments and will be provided to the City of Fountain Valley decision-making bodies for 

their review and consideration.  
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Letter J – Andrew Smith 
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Response to Letter J – Andy Smith 

J-1 The City acknowledges and appreciates this comment, however the issues raised are not an 

environmental issue pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act, and no further 

response is required.  This letter will be included in the Final EIR as part of the response to 

comments and will be provided to the City of Fountain Valley decision-making bodies for 

their review and consideration. 
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Letter K – Beverly Blakely 
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Response to Letter K – Beverly Blakeley 

K-1 The City does not concur that the proposed project would adversely distract drivers on the 

freeway or increase accidents. No evidence has been identified that this has occurred on 

other Caltrans facilities.  Please see Response F-2. Electronic billboards are permitted 

adjacent to freeways by California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) pursuant to the 

Outdoor Advertising Act (OAA).  The sign advertising content will be required to comply 

with Section 5404(d)(1) of the OAA which regulates the motion, flashing, and time required 

in between messages. Enforcement will be through the Outdoor Advertising Display Permit 

the applicant must obtain from the Caltrans. The OAA requires that images change no less 

than four seconds from one image to the next.  Further, the City will require within the lease 

with the applicant that the sign change images in no less than eight seconds. 
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Letter L – Ryan Johnson 

 

 

  



Electronic Message Center Sign Project 
Response to Comments 

 
 

City of Fountain Valley 2-39  July 2015 
Final Environmental Impact Report    
 

Response to Letter L – Ryan Johnson 

L-1 The City does not concur that the proposed project would result in significant light 

pollution. Visual and aesthetic impacts of the proposed EMC sign were provided in Chapter 

5 of the EIR.  This analysis included an evaluation of the potential light and glare impacts.  

The EIR concluded the potential increases of illuminance in the Mesa Verde neighborhood 

from the sign would be less than significant based on the results of a photometric technical 

study. Please see Response D-6. 

L-2 The City acknowledges and appreciates this comment, however the issues raised are not an 

environmental issue pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act, and no further 

response is required.  This letter will be included in the Final EIR as part of the response to 

comments and will be provided to the City of Fountain Valley decision-making bodies for 

their review and consideration.   

L-3 The Draft EIR evaluated an alternative location on the north side of the Interstate 405 

Freeway from the proposed location.  This location was determined not to be feasible due to 

the existing sanitary sewer lines (owned by the Orange County Sanitation District) along 

Euclid Street in this area.   There are few opportunities for alternative locations due to the 

limited amount of City owned property adjacent to the Interstate 405 (I-405) freeway.  One 

of the project objectives of the EMC sign is to be located along a major freeway segment for 

maximum exposure. Therefore, proximity to the freeway is critical in the site location 

criteria. 

L-5 The City acknowledges and appreciates this comment.  This letter will be included in the 

Final EIR as part of the response to comments and will be provided to the City of Fountain 

Valley decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 
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Letter M – Peggy Partnoff 
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Response to Letter M – Peggy Partnoff 

M-1 The City does not concur that the project would contribute to light pollution in the 

surrounding area. Light and glare from the proposed project are evaluated in Section 5 of the 

Draft EIR (page 5-31). The analysis includes the results of a photometric study prepared for 

the project which indicates that approximately 0.02 footcandle of light would reach the Mesa 

Verde Neighborhood within the City of Costa Mesa.  This is equivalent to 2 percent of the 

light from a single wax candle.  The City does agree that the project would have a significant 

and unavoidable impact on some residents of the Mesa Verde neighborhood and to visitors 

of Moon Park and the Santa Ana River Trail.   

For purposes of clarification the proposed project has a maximum height of 79 feet.  Section 

7 of the Draft EIR does include a “Reduced Height Alternative that considers a proposed 

sign with a maximum height of 60 feet.  

M-2 The City acknowledges and appreciates this comment. However, the issues raised are not an 

environmental issue pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act, and no further 

response is required.  This letter will be included in the Final EIR as part of the response to 

comments and will be provided to the City of Fountain Valley decision-making bodies for 

their review and consideration. 
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Letter N – William and Margaret Partnoff 
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Response to Letter N – William and Peggy Partnoff 

N-1 The City does not concur that the project would contribute to light pollution in the 

surrounding area. Light and glare from the proposed project are evaluated in Section 5 of the 

Draft EIR (page 5-31). The analysis includes the results of a photometric study prepared for 

the project which indicates that approximately 0.02 footcandle of light would reach the Mesa 

Verde Neighborhood within the City of Costa Mesa.  This is equivalent to 2 percent of the 

light from a single wax candle.     

N-2 The City acknowledges and appreciates this comment. However, the issues raised are not an 

environmental issue pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act, and no further 

response is required.  This letter will be included in the Final EIR as part of the response to 

comments and will be provided to the City of Fountain Valley decision-making bodies for 

their review and consideration.  

N-3 The Draft EIR evaluated an alternative location on the north side of the Interstate 405 

Freeway from the proposed location.  This location was determined not to be feasible due to 

the existing sanitary sewer lines (owned by the Orange County Sanitation District) along 

Euclid Street in this area.   There are few opportunities for alternative locations due to the 

limited amount of City owned property adjacent to the Interstate 405 (I-405) freeway.  One 

of the project objectives of the EMC sign is to be located along a major freeway segment for 

maximum exposure. Therefore, proximity to the freeway is critical in the site location 

criteria. 

N-4 The City does not concur that a maximum height of 31 feet is feasible for this project.  

Please see Response C-7.  

N-5 The City acknowledges and appreciates this comment, however the issues raised are not an 

environmental issue pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act, and no further 

response is required.  This letter will be included in the Final EIR as part of the response to 

comments and will be provided to the City of Fountain Valley decision-making bodies for 

their review and consideration. 
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Letter O – Laurel Golden 
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Response to Letter O – Laurel Golden 

O-1 The City agrees that the proposed sign would have significant and unavoidable visual 

impacts to the Mesa Verde neighborhood, Moon Park and along the adjacent portions of the 

Santa Ana River Trail. These impacts are discussed in Section 5.0 of the Draft EIR.       

O-2 The City concurs that there are other places within the City of Costa Mesa that may be at a 

higher elevation than the proposed project.  The photosimulations in the Draft EIR are 

from the points in the City that are the closest to the proposed sign.  The locations of the 

photos we selected, in part, at the request of the City of Costa Mesa in their comment letter 

on the Notice of Preparation.  This letter is included in Appendix A of the Draft EIR.      

O-3 The City does not concur that higher elevation necessarily equates to the sign being more 

visible.  This is because existing topography, homes, buildings, or other features could still 

screen the sign from view.  Nonetheless, the Draft EIR has concluded that visual impacts of 

the sign are significant and unavoidable because of the visibility of the sign from portions of 

the adjacent Costa Mesa neighborhood. As noted in Response O-2, the photos from 

Alabama Circle and California Street were chosen at the request of the City of Costa Mesa.  

These points are also the closest to the residential areas where the proposed project would 

be the most clearly visible.  The City concurs that the project would have significant visual 

impacts due to the sign’s visibility within the Mesa Verde residential neighborhood. It should 

be noted that other existing structures are highly visible from the Mesa Verde neighborhood 

such as the existing high voltage power lines that run parallel to the Santa Ana River and are 

visible to any views looking north or west.  For purposes of clarification, any views of the 

Santa Ana Mountains from the Mesa Verde neighborhood would be to the east and 

northeast, in the opposite direction of the proposed sign.  

O-4 The City concurs that views of the proposed sign may be possible from Suburbia Park, but 

the views of the sign would be diminished compared to those of the Moon Park because of 

existing trees and structures.  Moon Park is approximately 500 feet from the proposed sign, 

while Suburbia, Estancia and Fairview Parks are 1,350 feet (0.25 mile), 7,650 feet (1.4 miles), 

and 9,900 feet (1.8 miles) from the project site, respectively.  Views of the proposed sign 

would be further diminished from Estancia and Fairview parks due to distance and inventing 

structures and trees. As previously noted the Draft EIR has identified potential visual 

impacts as significant and unavoidable because of the visibility of the sign from Mesa Verde 

neighborhood.  

0-5 The City does not concur that electronic message signs are a distraction to drivers. The 

Caltrans letter referenced in the comment is included at the end of Appendix A of the Draft 

EIR.  The comment from Caltrans states that electronic signs could be considered a 

distraction given the potential for light and glare.  Page 5-35 of the Draft EIR list the 

mitigation measures that are required to limit brightness.  The mitigation measures require 
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the same 0.3 footcandle at 250 feet limit as recommended by Caltrans.    Electronic 

billboards are permitted adjacent to freeways by California Department of Transportation 

(Caltrans) pursuant to the Outdoor Advertising Act (OAA).  Enforcement will be through 

the Outdoor Advertising Display Permit the applicant must obtain from the Caltrans.  

O-6 The City acknowledges and appreciates this comment.  This letter will be included in the 

Final EIR as part of the response to comments and will be provided to the City of Fountain 

Valley decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 
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Letter P – Ronald Hlavac 
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Response to Letter P – Ronald Hlavac 

P-1 The City does not concur that the project would result in a significant amount of light and 

glare from the proposed sign.  Light and glare from the proposed project are evaluated in 

Section 5 of the Draft EIR (page 5-31). The analysis includes the results of a photometric 

study prepared for the project which indicates that approximately 0.02 footcandle of light 

would reach the Mesa Verde Neighborhood within the City of Costa Mesa.  This is 

equivalent to 2 percent of the light from a single wax candle.  The EIR includes a “V 

Formation” Alternative which orients the signs more directly and the Interstate 405 freeway 

and reduces the area of the Costa Mesa neighborhood that has a direct view of the sign.       

P-2 The City acknowledges and appreciates this comment. However, the issues raised are not an 

environmental issue pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act, and no further 

response is required.  This letter will be included in the Final EIR as part of the response to 

comments and will be provided to the City of Fountain Valley decision-making bodies for 

their review and consideration.   

P-3 The City does not concur that the proposed project would result in light pollution or result 

in a distraction to drivers.   The sign advertising content will be required to comply with 

Section 5404(d)(1) of the OAA which regulates the motion, flashing, and time required in 

between messages. Enforcement will be through the Outdoor Advertising Display Permit 

the applicant must obtain from the Caltrans. The OAA requires that images change no less 

than four seconds from one image to the next.  Further, the City will require within the lease 

with the applicant that the sign change images in no less than eight seconds.  

P-4 The City acknowledges and appreciates this comment. However, the issues raised are not an 

environmental issue pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act, and no further 

response is required.  This letter will be included in the Final EIR as part of the response to 

comments and will be provided to the City of Fountain Valley decision-making bodies for 

their review and consideration.  
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Letter Q – Nancy Osso 
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Response to Letter Q – Nancy Osso 

Q-1 The City acknowledges and appreciates this comment. However, the issues raised in the 

comment are not at variance with the content of the Draft EIR, and no further response is 

required.  This letter will be included in the Final EIR as part of the response to comments 

and will be provided to the City of Fountain Valley decision-making bodies for their review 

and consideration.       

Q-2 Please see Response D-6 regarding the potential impact of light on the Mesa Verde 

neighborhood from the proposed project.  The SOCO sign is not related to this project and 

is located within the City of Costa Mesa approximately 2,750 (0.5 mile) feet to the east.    

Q-3 The City and acknowledges and appreciates this comment. However, the issues raised are 

not an environmental issue pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act, and no 

further response is required.  This letter will be included in the Final EIR as part of the 

response to comments and will be provided to the City of Fountain Valley decision-making 

bodies for their review and consideration. 
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Letter R – Jill Tanner 
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Response to Letter R – Jill Tanner 

R-1 The City concurs with this comment.  The Draft EIR concludes that the proposed project 

would have significant and unavoidable direct and cumulative impacts on visual resources.  

R-2 The proposed project is only for the location at 10955 Ellis Avenue.  The Mike Thompson 

RV site is subject to a separate lease agreement with the City and is not related to this 

project.  No proposals for a sign at the Mike Thompson RV site have been received by the 

City.  

R-3 The City does not concur with this comment.  Because the City is leasing the property the 

City can restrict the content advertised on the sign.  Through the lease agreement the City 

can restrict the advertisement of items or images that the City deems to be inappropriate. 

The City could not restrict content on a billboard located on private property.   
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Letter S – Priscilla Rocco 
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Response to Letter S – Priscilla Rocco 

S-1 The City does not concur with this comment.  Please see Response C-2.  

S-2 The City does not concur that the proposed project would result in light pollution. Please 

see Responses L-1 and D-6.  The Draft EIR concludes that the proposed project would 

have significant and unavoidable direct and cumulative impacts on visual resources due to 

the visibility of the sign but not from light and glare.  The Orange County Sanitation District 

is responsible for the operation of the wastewater treatment plant not the City of Fountain 

Valley.   

S-3 The City acknowledges and appreciates this comment, however the issue raised is not an 

environmental issue pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act, and no further 

response is required.  This letter will be included in the Final EIR as part of the response to 

comments and will be provided to the City of Fountain Valley decision-making bodies for 

their review and consideration. 
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Letter T – George Fallas 
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Response to Letter T – George Fallas 

 

T-1 Please see Responses F-1 and F-2. 
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 Letter U – Kitty Nordstrom 
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Response to Letter U – Kitty Nordstrom 

U-1   Please see Response C-2 regarding light impacts on the Mesa Verde neighborhood in Costa 

Mesa. 

U-2 With regard to property values, this issue raised is not an environmental issue pursuant to 

the California Environmental Quality Act, and no further response is required.  This letter 

will be included in the Final EIR as part of the response to comments and will be provided 

to the City of Fountain Valley decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 


