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REPORT TO COUNCIL COMMITTEE ON  
HOUSING & ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 

 
 
 
TO:  HONORABLE COMMITTEE MEMBERS: 
 
          DATE:   September 28, 2015 
 
 
SUBJECT: DISCUSSION OF CHANGEABLE ELECTRONIC VARIABLE MESSAGE SIGNS 

(CEVMS) 
 
 
 
Report in Brief: 

 
Planning staff has been asked to outline the process for amending the Sign Ordinance of the 

Development Code to allow a freeway-oriented Changeable Electronic Variable Message Sign (CEVMS) 
along the Interstate 680 corridor in Concord.  The City’s existing sign code under Chapter 18 prohibits both 
freeway oriented signs and electronic message display signs.  Currently, there is no application pending for a 
CEVMS.   
 

A CEVMS, also known as a digital billboard or electronic message board, is a very large structure 
focused towards highway traffic that typically contains a two-sided digital message screen.  The digital 
message screen that projects the changeable advertisements and other messages is a standard 48 feet wide 
by14 feet high.   If an amendment to the City’s sign regulations were approved to allow a CEVMS, it could be 
leased by a private property owner to an outdoor advertising agency or be managed directly by the property 
owner.   Benefits to the City may include 1) new opportunities for promotional and/or commercial advertising 
for local businesses; 2) Public Service Announcements (PSA) of public safety, branding, tourism and 
downtown events, in limited quantities and timeframes, through a licensing agreement; 3) an annual fee to the 
City; and 4) utilizing the sign as a gateway feature for the City of Concord. 
 

The request to amend the Development Code to allow one or more CEVMS types of signs is a multi-
faceted issue with consideration needed to be given to safety issues, economic development benefits, new 
opportunities to advertise community events and tourism, aesthetic issues, and legal issues related to 
regulation of sign content and placement.  A change in the City’s sign regulations may require the creation of 
a special sign district, and would require review of equitability in terms of sign regulations, placement of the 
sign in respect to residential districts, and the process involved to allow such a sign.   
 

This report provides an overview of the issues and the proposed rezoning process in order to gain 
feedback from the Housing and Economic Development Committee. 
 
Key Issues for Consideration: 
 

The Concord Municipal Code, 18.180.080 G 2, currently allows signage for private properties within 
660 feet of a freeway; however, the sign must be oriented to the local street system and not visible from the 
freeway.  Section 18.180.080 (C) prohibits electronic message display signs and variable intensity.  This code 
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section also prohibits Brilliant Lights (18.180.080 D), any sign with brilliant lighting that conflicts or 
interferes with traffic, both vehicular and pedestrian, from a public safety standpoint or affects adjacent 
properties, because of shape, design, color or reflected light. 
 

There are several key issues to address when considering amending the City’s current regulations that  
prohibit freeway-oriented signs.  These are discussed below. 
 
Legal Considerations:   
 

Pursuant to established law regarding freedom of expression and the First Amendment, sign 
ordinances may regulate the time, placement and manner of signage only.  Time means when a message may 
be displayed (e.g. certain hours of the day, lighted signs turned off at night); placement means where the 
message may be displayed, and manner means how the message is presented (static sign, sign size, on-site 
signs).  For signs located on private property, restrictions that are placed on advertisements for legal products 
or services can present very serious First Amendment issues -- typical targets where Cities may wish to 
prohibit advertisement (signs) are: alcohol, tobacco, sexually-oriented businesses, and gambling 
establishments (State law prohibits obscene words and pictures).  When a public entity is the owner of a 
property where advertising is allowed, content-based restrictions are legally allowable, unless a public forum 
of some kind has been created. 
 

Sign regulations are similar to zoning regulations in that the primary stated purpose is to protect the 
health, safety, and general welfare of the public at large.  A fundamental issue when considering a new type of 
sign regulation is whether the regulation advances substantial public interest.  Sign regulations are upheld by 
courts for the following reasons: 1) as a traffic safety measure and 2) to improve the appearance through 
aesthetic regulations that are related to the general public welfare.   

 
The City’s current sign regulations, found in the Development Code Section 18.180.080, state that the 

purpose is to promote and enhance the aesthetic qualities of the City, and to provide minimum standards to 
safeguard life, health, property and public welfare.  The City’s current sign regulations allow on-site or on-
premises signs, which are signs to direct attention to a business or service on the property where the sign is 
placed, such as a shopping center entrance sign.  The sign code currently prohibits off-site or off-premises 
signs, which direct attention to a business, etc. at a location different from where the sign is located, such as 
billboards.  If a CEVMS is leased on a private property, the sign would allow any commercial business in any 
location to promote and advertise, thus becoming on off-premise sign which is currently not allowed. 
 

In one famous sign case, Metromedia, Inc. v. City of San Diego, 453 U.S. 490, 101 S. Ct. 2882 (1981) 
(Metromedia),  the Supreme Court struck down a City ordinance that imposed substantial restrictions on 
outdoor signs.  According, to that case, allowing an off-premise sign on only one private property could be 
unfair for other similar businesses, which could result in a legal challenge.  The City’s current sign regulations 
do not allow freeway signs, so making an exception to allow one freeway sign on a private property may raise 
concerns about the fairness and equitability of the sign regulation as it should be applied equally to all 
Concord property owners located along I-680.   

 
To address this concern and still provide for the desired limitation of CEVMS signs, the City would 

need to establish “sign overlay districts” in which any business could apply for an off-premise sign.  As 
discussed below, it is possible those districts could be limited to certain freeway and/or highway corridors.  In 
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addition, an off-premise sign that favors commercial speech over non-commercial speech would raise First 
Amendment issues.  As a result, any sign ordinance would need to allow for “message substitution” so that 
unregulated non-commercial speech can replace commercial speech.  It should also be noted that in the 
Metromedia case, the Supreme Court also found that billboards and other forms of outdoor signage are 
intended to divert, and do divert, a driver’s attention from the roadway, and that billboards are a traffic hazard. 
 
Amortization: 
 

When considering a code amendment to allow a specific type of sign, a community also needs to 
evaluate impacts when a sign becomes outdated.  A legally established sign which does not conform to the 
sign regulations is difficult and costly to remove, and State law requires that cities pay just compensation or a 
relocation agreement be executed.  The City’s current sign regulations allow a non-conforming sign to remain 
as long as it is not expanded, moved or relocated other than to bring it into conformity with existing zoning. 
 
Safety: 
 

Numerous studies have evaluated the effects of outdoor advertising on driver safety, with the more 
relevant research by Caltrans completed on October 2012 and the Planning Advisory Service (PAS) through 
the American Planning Association (APA).  The Caltrans paper provides data from other studies and authors 
in regards to driver distraction. Both Caltrans and APA cites author Jerry Wachtel with The Veridian Group, 
“there is growing evidence that digital billboards distract drivers because these signs increase driver glance 
duration and the driver’s gaze is reflexively drawn to objects of different luminance in the visual field.”  
Findings from the APA report support the argument that while there is no definitive research showing 
increased crashes due to the presence of billboards or digital billboards, there is an increased crash risk based 
on research on the effects of billboards on driver attention and the effects of driver distraction on safety.   
 

The PAS report notes that that expanded content of a dynamic sign (CEVMS) contributes to extended 
distraction from driving.  The PAS study evaluates message duration, transition, impact of electronic 
messages, video signs, brightness standards and enforcement.  PAS cites that specific approaches taken by 
jurisdictions to regulate the CEVMS signs vary greatly, depending on how each wants its community to 
appear.  Some communities prohibit electronic signs while others allow such signage with varying levels of 
regulations.   
 
Economic Development: 
 

One of the benefits of allowing a CEVMS is that some of the advertising time may be designated for 
the City of Concord for community messages, amber alerts, upcoming events at the Concord Pavilion, and 
special events such as those held at Todos Santos Plaza.  However, it is likely that preference will be given to 
paid commercial advertisements over public announcements, and the extent of public service announcement 
may be significantly limited.  If the process proceeds forward, allocation of public announcements in 
percentage of time in a twenty-four hour period should be carefully evaluated and negotiated.   
 

There is also the benefit of providing a new opportunity for advertising for local Concord businesses.  
Because the sign is intended to be on leased private property, the space for advertisers will be on a market 
driven competitive basis.  For example, restaurants, hotels, and other destinations from adjacent communities 
may want to advertise on the CEVMS to reach the I-680 audience. Within Constitutional free speech 
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protections, the sign may advertise all competitive businesses, retail and products, such as alcohol, hookah 
lounges and adult shops, including those from surrounding and distant communities. 
 

 In Cities where the CEVMS signage is allowed, it is a common requirement that an annual license fee 
be paid to the City from the sign vendor, estimated on the order of $50,000 to $60,000 per year.  The monthly 
rent paid by the sign vendor could be quite substantial, at $40,000 or more per month paid to the private 
property owner. 
 
Gateway Signs: 
 

A CEVMS sign could include the name or logo of the City of Concord as part of the sign, potentially 
expanding the “branding” of the City to the larger highway traveling public. An example is included in 
Attachment 1, showing a CEVMS sign installed in the industrial area of the City of Benicia that includes static 
lettering copy of the “Benicia” logo over the digital message board.   Under the current sign code, signs that 
are installed by the City for the purpose of announcing events or transmitting community information are 
exempt from a permit, provided they meet the current regulations.  Because the CEVMS sign would be 
located outside of the public right-of-way, allowing a gateway sign on private property would impact the 
existing sign regulations as well as the public’s impression of Concord, if the aesthetic impacts from the sign 
and advertising do not represent the City well.    
 
Policy Issues: 
 
If a CEVMS were to move forward, the larger issues of public policy to address are: 
 

• Does the proposed CEVMS meet the purpose of the sign regulations? 
• Allowing an off-premise sign on a private leased property. 
• Regulation of content. 
• Legal concerns of equitability. 
• A public gateway sign on a private property. 
• Evaluating the sign from a safety and traffic perspective. 

 
Signs on Private Property versus Public Property: 
 

If the City of Concord wishes to move forward with new sign regulations with the intention of 
increasing the profile of the City along I-680, two approaches can be evaluated.  The first option is to consider 
a family of signs for the City which would include a civic gateway sign, gateway signs along corridors, and 
wayfinding signs.  This would be similar to applying a Master Sign Program for the City.  The design of the 
signs can be part of a branding strategy that is consistently applied throughout special corridors and identifies 
Concord as a unique destination.  
 

An alternative solution may be to allow the opportunity for one or more CEVMS signs a private 
property as part of a master sign program.  The on-site sign messages would be limited to establishments 
within the shopping center or mall.  In this manner, all commercial enterprises on the private property would 
have a fair opportunity to advertise and proliferation is kept under check.   In other words, only tenants within 
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the shopping center (which are all Concord businesses) would be allowed to advertise their business and 
products on the CEVMS. 
 
 
 
 
Additional Factors to Consider Whether CEVMS is on Public or Private Property: 
 
• Caltrans requirements for distance & location of signs 
• Contra Costa County Airport Land Use Commission policies on light distraction and location of such 

sign within the airport influence area 
• Requirements from California Manual on Informed Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD) 
• Evaluation of brightness that may affect vehicular safety and residential areas 
 

Caltrans sets regulations for outdoor signs along freeways.  Based on regulations for outdoor Message 
Center Displays, a sign shall be located 660 feet from the right-of-way, maintain a 1,000 feet between signs, 
height limit of 25 feet and 60 feet in length.  Currently, Caltrans has an electronic reader board sign adjacent to 
Willow Pass Shopping Center.  Any additional sign would require approval through Caltrans. Additional 
regulations regarding illumination standards will also have to be evaluated prior to any code amendment. 
 
Examples from other Communities: 
 

Staff contacted or visited local communities to better understand the aesthetics, location, and types of 
freeway-oriented signs.  Two communities visited were Benicia and Martinez.  Both communities recently 
approved digital signs along the I-680 north.  In the case of Benicia, the sign is located in the industrial 
parkway zoning district.  The sign has a static Benicia City logo topping a CEVMS.  Staff observed eight 
changing images in this CEVMS with commercial advertisements from non-Benicia communities, including 
Fairfield Automall, Lake Tahoe Shakespeare Festival, Sonoma Raceway and the Oracle Arena.  The Martinez 
sign is a double sided digital sign located along the Benicia Bridge.   

 
Staff also contacted other Cities in the East Bay regarding regulations of digital signs, which include 

Walnut Creek, San Ramon, Oakland, Dublin, Pleasant Hill and Pleasanton.  Pleasanton currently has one 
CEVMS only for the Pleasanton Fairgrounds Racetrack.  The sign is located on the fairground property and 
advertises events at the fairground.  In 1995, the Planning Commission for the City of Dublin approved a 
freestanding electronic reader board through a master sign program for the Volkswagen dealership on 
Interstate 580.  In 2011, the dealership wanted to upgrade the sign to reflect current technology with full color 
images.  However the application was denied due to public opposition. Pleasant Hill, Walnut Creek and San 
Ramon prohibit electronic signs and billboards as of right. 

 
The Code Amendment Process: 
 

Several approaches may be considered to amend the existing sign regulations in the Development 
Code to allow CEVMS signage.  One option is to amend the sign code and allow CEVMS signage along 
freeways within the City of Concord.  CEVMS signage could then be located along I-680, Highway 242 and 
Highway 4.  Future development in the Concord Reuse Area could then take advantage of a CEVMS to 
advertise new development.   
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Another approach would be to limit a CEVMS to only properties along I-680.  The zoning districts 
along I-680, West Concord Mixed Use (WMX) and Regional Commercial (RC),  are comprised of a mixture 
of commercial development, including the Sun Valley Shopping Center, numerous individual commercial 
businesses, and the Willows Shopping Center.  Allowing a CEVMS for only one commercial and or retail 
business or property would not allow for an equal playing field among businesses and may not be legally 
defensible.  If one sign is allowed, other businesses along the interstate may justifiably also request similar 
signage.  Commercial businesses and strip mall developments that are on major roadways in the City of 
Concord may also request CEVMS signage in the form of a ground sign to advertise promotional or weekly 
specials.  If this approach moves forward, then a comprehensive code amendment should evaluate digital 
signs for both on-premise and off-premise signs. 
 

If a sign amendment proceeds, notice must be given within a 500 foot radius including residential 
districts.  Input on this issue would be needed from residents in City of Pleasant Hill and the City of Concord 
through public hearings at the Planning Commission.  Of concern to residents may be the brightness and 
illumination of CEVMS because they are on at all times of the day and night.  Because conditions vary for 
daytime versus nighttime, any code amendment should evaluate brightness, legibility and contrast.  During the 
day, the issue is reducing or minimizing glare and maintaining contrast between the sign face and the 
surroundings.  At night, the issues are the degree of brightness and its impact on light trespassing into 
residential areas.  In addition, enforcement standards for luminance and content will need to be evaluated. 
 
Proposed Schedule: 
 

Pending the direction from the Housing & Economic Development Committee, the following is an 
outline of input from various commissions and public process that would need to take place prior to adoption 
of a sign code amendment: 
 
Fall / Winter 2015: Study Session Design Review Board 
Fall / Winter 2015: Study Session Planning Commission Review 
Winter 2016:  Forum Chamber of Commerce and Small Business Association 
Winter 2016:  Forum with local businesses, residents, sign companies 
Spring 2016:  Final Design Review Board 
Spring 2016:  Final Planning Commission Review with Draft Ordinance Language 
Summer 2016:  City Council Review 
 

The above schedule is an estimated timeline for review, based upon prior sign code amendments, 
public outreach and limited staff resources.  The process involved may take multiple Study Sessions with the 
Design Review Board and Planning Commission.  The timeline offered above is preliminary and will be 
refined to include any expanded scope. 
 
Fiscal Impact: 
 

In prior reviews, staff found that cities such as Newark and Milpitas received an annual license fee of 
$60,000 and $50,000 per sign respectively, with negotiated increases on the 4th and 5th anniversary of 
installation.  In order to allow public messages on a CEVMS, the City would be required to expend funds to 
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design promotional pieces and to manage the messaging process.  It is likely that the licensing fee cost would 
be fully expended in costs to prepare and manage the PSA messaging.   
 
Recommendation: 
 

Staff seeks guidance from the Committee as to whether there is desire in further researching and 
allowing CEVMS signage. If there is further interest, then what would be the overall goals in pursuing such a 
policy. 
 
  Prepared by:     Afshan Hamid, AICP 

Associate Planner 
afshan.hamid@cityofconcord.org 

   
  Reviewed by:   John Montagh 

Housing & Economic Development 
Manager 
john.montagh@cityofconcord.org 

   
 
  Reviewed by:   Suzanne Brown 

Senior Assistant City Attorney 
suzanne.brown@cityofconcord.org 

   
Jovan Grogan 
Deputy City Manager 
jovan.grogan@cityofconcord.org 

 Reviewed by:   Laura Simpson 
Planning Manager 
laura.simpson@cityofconcord.org 
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Looking Ahead: 
Regulating Digital Signs and Billboards
By Marya Morris, AICP

Cities and counties have always been challenged to keep their sign ordinances updated

to address the latest in sign types and technologies.                 

Each new sign type that has come into use—

for example, backlit awnings and electronic

message centers—has prompted cities to

amend their regulations in response to or in

anticipation of an application to install such a

sign. 

The advent in the last several years of

signs using digital video displays represents

the latest, and perhaps the most compelling,

challenge to cities trying to keep pace with

signage technology. More so than any other

type of sign technology that has come into

use in the last 40 to 50 years, digital video

displays on both off-premise (i.e., billboards)

and on-premise signs raise very significant

traffic safety considerations.

This issue of Zoning Practice covers cur-

rent trends in the use of digital technology on

off-premise billboards and on-premise signs.

It recaps the latest research on the effects of

this type of changeable signage on traffic

safety. It also discusses the use of digital

video sign technology as a component of on-

premise signs, including a list of ordinance

provisions that municipalities should consider

if they are going to permit this type of sign to

be used. I use the phrase digital display or

video display, but these devices are also

referred to as LEDs or, collectively, as

“dynamic signs.”

BRIGHT BILLBOARDS 
While digital technology is growing in use for

on-premise signs, it is the proliferation of digi-

tal billboards that has triggered cities and

counties to revise their sign ordinances to

address this new type of display. Of the

approximately half-million billboards currently

lining U.S. roadways, only about 500 of them

are digital. However, the industry’s trade
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A typology of moving-image signs. The

variable message sign at the right uses a

motor to switch among three different

static images. Next, the electronic

 messageboard at Wrigley Field in Chicago

displays scrolling text and simple images.

The on-premise digital sign, pictured third

from left, looks like a giant television

screen, displaying a steady stream of video

images. On the far right, this digital bill-

board cycles through a number of static

video images at regularly timed intervals. 

group, the Outdoor Advertising Association of

America, expects that number to grow by sev-

eral hundred each year in the coming years. In

2008, digital billboards represent for the sign

industry what the Comstock Lode must have

represented for silver miners in 1858—seem-

ingly limitless riches. The technology allows

companies to rent a single billboard—or

pole—to multiple advertisers. A billboard

company in San Antonio, for example, esti-

mated that annual revenue from one billboard

that had been converted from a static image

to a changeable digital image would increase

tenfold, from $300,000 to $3 million just one

year after it went digital.

It is very difficult for cities and counties

to get billboards removed once they are in

place. Billboard companies have made a con-

certed effort to get state legislation passed

that limits or precludes the ability of local



governments to require removal of existing

billboards through amortization. The only

option left is paying cash compensation. The

federal Highway Beautification Act, which was

modified many years ago under industry pres-

sure, also prohibits amortization and requires

cash compensation for billboard removal.

With the amortization option unavailable,

some cities and counties have struck deals with

billboard companies requiring them to remove

two boards for every new one they install. Other

jurisdictions have established simple no-net-

increase policies. Although many communities

have had success with these approaches, in the

ZONINGPRACTICE 4.08
AMERICAN PLANNING ASSOCIATION | page 3

Go online from May 12 to 23 to participate in our “Ask the Author” forum, an interactive fea-

ture of Zoning Practice. Marya Morris, AICP, will be available to answer questions about this

article. Go to the APA website at www.planning.org and follow the links to the Ask the

Author section. From there, just submit your questions about the article using the e-mail

link. The author will reply, and Zoning Practice will post the answers cumulatively on the

website for the benefit of all subscribers. This feature will be available for selected issues of

Zoning Practice at announced times. After each online discussion is closed, the answers will

be saved in an online archive available through the APA Zoning Practice web pages.

About the Author
Marya Morris is a senior associate at

Duncan Associates, a planning consult-

ing firm specializing in land development

regulations and infrastructure finance.

www.duncanassociates.com

ASK THE AUTHOR JOIN US ONLINE!

last few years the industry has devised a liti-

gious tactic to secure new billboard permits.

Billboard companies challenge the constitution-

ality of a sign provision, and when the ordi-

nance is in legal limbo, they rush in to secure

billboard permits. 

The American Planning Association has

joined Scenic America, the International

Municipal Lawyers Association, and others in fil-

ing amicus curiae briefs in many of these cases

to show the courts the industry’s pattern of con-

duct and deliberate strategy to circumvent local

sign codes. A review in January 2006 found 113

such “shakedown” sign cases filed in the federal

The emergence of the highly lucrative digital  
billboards has given local  governments some leverage

to at least reduce the total number of billboards.

Photos by D
avid M

orley

courts since 1997, and eight filed in state courts

in the same time period. For more information

visit the APA Amicus Curiae webpage at www.

planning.org/amicusbriefs. 

The emergence of the highly lucrative

digital billboards has also, however, given

local governments some leverage to at least

reduce the total number of billboards. Many

of the applications cities are seeing for the

video billboards are requests by companies to

replace the static type with the new video dis-

plays in key locations. The added revenue

potential from a digital format has proved to

be enough of an incentive to get companies

to agree to remove multiple static billboards

in exchange for permits to install video dis-

play in certain locations. 

In June 2007, Minnetonka, Minnesota, in

the Twin Cities area, reached a settlement with

Clear Channel in which the company agreed to
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◆ City of Minnetonka, Minnesota.

2007. Staff report to city council rec-

ommending adoption of an ordi-

nance regulating digital signs. June

25. Available at

www.eminnetonka.com/commu-

nity_development/planning/show_

project.cfm?link_id=Dynamic_Signs

_Ordinance&cat_link_id=Planning. 

◆ City of San Antonio City Code,

Chapter 28. Amendment Adding

Provisions for Digital Signs. Last

revised December 2, 2007.

Available at http://epay.sananto-

nio.gov/dsddocumentcentral/uploa

d/SIGNsecDRAFTF.pdf. 

◆ City of Seattle, Land Use Code,

Section 23.55.005 Signs, Video

Display Methods. Last revised

2004. http://clerk.ci.seattle.wa.us/

~public/clrkhome.htm.O
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Recent studies indicate

that digital displays

with continuous

dynamic content are

more distracting than

other types of moving-

image signs. Signs that

work well in pedes-

trian-oriented areas

might be inappropriate

for busy highways.

Until a couple of years ago, one of the only

studies on the effects of billboards and traffic

safety was a 1980 survey of existing research on

the subject prepared for the Federal Highway

Administration (Wachtel and Netherton 1980). It

did not, however, provide any concrete answers.

The study noted “attempts to quantify the

impact of roadside advertising on traffic safety

D
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remove 15 of the 30 conventional static image

billboards in the city in exchange for permission

to install its digital billboards. The city will per-

mit the company to install no more than eight

dynamic signs at four to six locations.

The City of San Antonio amended its sign

and billboard ordinance in December 2007 to

require the removal of up to four static billboards

in exchange for permission to install one digital

display billboard in their place. Prior to that

amendment the city had no provisions for digital

sign technology, but it did already have a two-for-

one replacement requirement. The city has a

developed a sliding scale that determines the

number of billboards required to be removed in

exchange for a single digital billboard. According

to the scale, the number of digital signs permit-

ted is determined by the total square footage of

static billboard faces removed. Therefore, a bill-

board company will be required to demolish as

few as three and as many as 19 billboards to get

one new digital billboard structure placed or an

existing static billboard face replaced. 

IT DEPENDS ON YOUR DEFINITION OF
‘DISTRACTING’
Digital signs are brighter and more distracting

than any other type of sign. Other attention-

grabbers, like strobe lights, mirrors, search-

lights, and signs with moving parts, are typically

prohibited (or allowed under very narrow cir-

cumstances) by even the most hands-off juris-

dictions. The high visual impact of digital signs

has prompted highway and traffic safety experts

to try to quantify how drivers respond to such

distractions. This research, which is summarized

below, has been instrumental in helping cities

craft new sign ordinances that address the spe-

cific characteristics of such signs, including how

often the messages or images change, the

degree of brightness, and their placement rela-

tive to residential areas.

The Federal Highway Administration is cur-

rently conducting a study on driver distraction

and the safety or impact of new sign technolo-

gies on driver attention. The initial phase, which

is slated to be completed by June 2008, will iden-

tify and evaluate the most significant issues and

develop research methods needed to secure

definitive results. The FHWA anticipates the sec-

ond phase of the research study and final report

will be completed in the latter part of calendar

year 2009. Also, the Transportation Research

Board (a branch of the National Science

Foundation) has formed a subcommittee to

examine research needs on electronic signs. 

have not yielded conclusive results.” The authors

found that courts typically rule on the side of dis-

allowing billboards because of the “readily

understood logic that a driver cannot be

expected to give full attention to his driving tasks

when he is reading a billboard.”

A 2006 study by the National Highway

Traffic Safety Administration that focused prima-

rily on driver distractions inside the car (i.e.,

phone use, eating, and changing the radio sta-

tion) concluded that any distraction of more

than two seconds is a potential cause of

crashes and near crashes.

A 2004 study at the University of Toronto

found that drivers make twice as many glances

at active (i.e., video signs) than they do at pas-

sive (i.e., static) signs. All three of the moving

sign types that were studied (video, scrolling

text, and trivision) attracted more than twice as

many glances as static signs. They also found

that the drivers’ glances at the active signs were

longer in duration; 88 percent of glances were at

least 0.75 seconds long. A duration of 0.75 sec-

onds or longer is important because that is the

amount of time required for a driver to react to a

vehicle that is slowing down ahead. Video and

scrolling text signs received the longest average

maximum glance duration.

An earlier study also at the University of

Toronto that was designed to determine whether

video billboards distract drivers’ attention from

traffic signals found that drivers made roughly

the same number of glances at traffic signals and

street signs with and without full-motion video
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Billboards with changeable digital images allow billboard companies to dramatically increase their revenue by renting the same sign face to

multiple advertisers.

D
avid M

orley

billboards present. This may be interpreted to

mean that while electronic billboards may be dis-

tracting, they do not appear to distract drivers

from noticing traffic signs. This study also found

that video signs entering the driver’s line of sight

directly in front of the vehicle (e.g., when the sign

is situated at a curve) are very distracting.

A 2005 study by the Texas Transportation

Institute of driver comprehension of sign mes-

sages that flash or change concluded that such

signs are more distracting, less comprehensible,

and require more reading time than do static

images. While this research did not evaluate

advertising-related signs, it does demonstrate

that flashing signs require more of the driver’s

time and attention to comprehend the message.

In the case of electronic billboards, this suggests

that billboards that flash may require more time

and attention to read than static ones.

The City of Seattle commissioned a report

in 2001 to examine the relationship between

The Seattle study also found that drivers

expend about 80 percent of their attention on

driving-related tasks, leaving 20 percent of

their attention for nonessential tasks, includ-

ing reading signs. The report recommended

the city use a “10-second rule” as the maxi-

mum display time for a video message.

APPROACHES TO REGULATING DIGITAL
DISPLAY SIGNS
Most cities and counties that have amended

their sign ordinances to address the use of digi-

tal display on on-premise signs and billboards

have done so in response to an application by a

sign owner to install a new sign that uses the

ital video display signs while still permitting

electronic message centers.

3) A relatively small number of sign ordinances
have been amended to allow video display
signs under narrowly prescribed circumstances
and with numerous conditions. 

For jurisdictions that want or need to
allow them, the following section explains
additional considerations that should be
added to a sign ordinance to effectively regu-
late digital display signs.

Sign type. The ordinance must indicate
whether the digital display can be used on off-
premise billboards only, on on-premise signs
only, or on both sign types.

electronic signs with moving/flashing images

and driver distraction. The study was con-

ducted by Jerry Wachtel, who in 1980 had con-

ducted the first-ever study on signs and traffic

safety for the Federal Highway Administration. 

The Seattle report concluded that elec-

tronic signs with moving images will distract

drivers for longer durations (or intervals) than

do electronic signs with no movement. The

study also noted that the expanded content of

a dynamic sign also contributes to extended

distraction from driving. Specifically it found

that signs that use two or more frames to tell

a story are very distracting because drivers

are involuntarily compelled to watch the story

through to its conclusion.

technology or in response to a sign owner hav-

ing replaced an existing sign face with a digital

display. Some cities, like Minnetonka, were

required by a court settlement with a billboard

company to allow the technology. Although reg-

ulations for digital signs are still relatively new,

we can group the regulatory approaches (or lack

thereof) into three general categories: 

1) Most sign ordinances are still silent on the

issue of digital video displays, but almost all

do regulate electronic message centers and

also prohibit or restrict signs that move, flash,

strobe, blink, or contain animation.

2) A smaller but growing number of sign ordi-

nances contain a complete prohibition on dig-

Definitions. The definitions section must

be updated to include a detailed definition of

digital display signage and the sign’s func-

tional characteristics that could have an effect

on traffic safety and community aesthetics. 

Zoning districts. The ordinance should

list the districts in which such signs are per-

mitted and where they are prohibited. Such

signs are commonly prohibited in neighbor-

hood commercial districts, historic districts,

special design districts, and scenic corridors,

in close proximity to schools, and in residen-

tial districts. On the other end of the spec-

trum, East Dundee, Illinois, for example,

expressly encourages digital video signs in

two commercial overlay districts, but only a

Sign messages that flash or change are more
 distracting, less comprehensible, and require

more reading time than do static images.
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NEWS BRIEFS
SMART GROWTH TAKES A HIT
IN MARYLAND

By Lora Lucero, AICP

The Baltimore Sun hit the nail on the head when

it reported on March 12 “[t]he state’s highest

court declared that Maryland law does not

require local governments to stick to their mas-

ter plans or growth-management policies in

making development decisions.” 

Trail, et al. v. Terrapin Run, LLC, et al. pre-

sented an important question for the court to

address: What link is required between the com-

munity’s adopted plan and the decision by the

Zoning Board of Appeals (ZBA) to grant or deny

a request for a special exception? In a 4 to 3

vote, the majority concluded that Article 66B,

the state planning law, is permissive in nature

and plans are only advisory guides, so a strong

link between plans and implementation is not

required. The court affirmed the county’s

few land uses—new car dealerships, multi-

tenant retail centers, and amusement estab-

lishments—are permitted to have them. 

Placement and orientation. A minimum spac-

ing requirement between signs and residential

areas should be considered, as should a provision

requiring that the sign face be oriented away from

residential areas and other scenic or sensitive

areas. The Baker and Wolpert study recommended

that dynamic signs be limited or prohibited at

intersections, in demanding driving environments,

and in places where they obstruct a driver’s view.

In Seattle, the sign face of on-premise digital signs

must not be visible from a street, driveway, or sur-

face parking area, nor may it be visible from a lot

that is owned by a different person.

Sign area. For on-premise signage, many

ordinances include a limit on the percentage of

the sign face that can be used for digital display.

Thirty percent is common although in some

areas, such as entertainment districts, that pro-

portion may be much higher.

Illumination and brightness. The ordi-

nance should address the legibility and bright-

ness of a sign both during the day and after

dark. During the day the issue is reducing or

minimizing glare and maintaining contrast

between the sign face and the surrounding area.

At night the issues are the degree of brightness

and its impact on driver distraction and on light

trespass into residential areas. In the study for

the City of Minnetonka, researchers noted the

challenge posed by this aspect of digital signs:

“There is no objective definition of excessive

brightness because the appropriate level of

brightness depends on the environment within

which the sign operates.”

Message duration and transition. The ordi-

nance must include a minimum duration of time

that a single message must be displayed.

Typically this is expressed in terms of seconds.

The San Antonio billboard ordinance requires

each image to remain static for at least eight

seconds and that a change of image be accom-

plished within one second or less.

The city’s ordinance requires any portion

of the message that uses a video display

method to have a minimum duration of two sec-

onds and a maximum duration of five seconds.

Further, it requires a 20-second “pause” in

which a still image or blank screen is showed

following every message that is shown on a

video display.

Public service announcements. In

exchange for permission to use digital displays,

owners of billboards in Minnesota and San

◆ Beijer, D. and A. Smiley. 2005.

“Observed Driver Glance Behavior at

Roadside Advertis ing Signs,”

Transportation Research Record.

◆ Dudek, C. L. et al. 2005. “Impacts of

Using Dynamic Features to Display

Messages on Changeable Message

Signs,” Washington, D.C.: Operations

Office of Travel Management: Federal

Highway Administration.

◆ “Dynamic” Signage: Research Related
To Driver Distraction and Ordinance
Recom mendations. Prepared by SRF

Consulting Group, Inc. for the City of

Minnetonka, Minnesota. June 7, 2007

(www.digitalooh.org/

digital/pdf/2007-minnetonka_digital-

srf_consulting_report06-08-07.pdf).

◆ “The Impact of Driver Inattention on

Near-Crash/Crash Risk: An Analysis

Using the 100-Car Naturalistic Driving

Study Data.” 2006. National Highway

Traffic Safety Administra tion, U.S.

Department of Transportation. April.

◆ McBride, Sarah. “Seeing the Light: In

Billboard War, Digital Signs Spark a

Truce.” Wall Street Journal. February 3,

2007. 

◆ Smiley, A. et al. 2004. “Impact of Video

Advertising on Driver Fixation Patterns.”

Transportation Research Record.

◆ Unsafe at Any Speed: Billboards in the
Digital Age. 2007. Scenic America Issue

Alert 2. Available at

www.scenic.org/pdfs/eb.pdf. The

Scenic America website has a number

of excellent resources for planners and

citizens interested in regulating digital

signage, including a downloadable

PowerPoint presentation, research sum-

maries, and model ordinances. 

◆ Wachtel, J. and R. Netherton. 1980.

“Safety and Environmental Design

Considerations in the Use of Commercial

Electronic Variable-Message Signage.”

Report No. FHWA-RD-80-051. Wash ing ton,

D.C: Federal Highway Administration.

R E S O U R C E S

Antonio have agreed to display emergency infor-

mation such as Amber Alerts and emergency

evacuation information. Such a requirement can

be included in an ordinance or imposed as a

condition of approval.

Whether undertaking a comprehensive

revision of a sign ordinance or more limited,

strategic amendments to address digital tech-

nology, there are other common provisions

related to electronic and digital signage that

should be revisited as part of the rewrite. At the

top of the list would be updating standards for

conventional electronic message centers to

reflect the latest research regarding driver dis-

traction and message duration. Also, the boiler-

plate provisions common to so many ordinances

that prohibit signs that flash, are animated, or

simulate motion should also be rethought.

These provisions could conceivably be used to

prohibit digital displays without additional regu-

lations. The problem is that these characteristics

are very rarely defined in the ordinance and

remain open to interpretation. Also, whenever

new regulations are being considered for digital

billboards, jurisdictions should take the oppor-

tunity to draft new provisions to address digital

technology for on-premise signs as well. And,

finally, any time the sign ordinance goes into

the shop for repair—whether to address digital

signage or to make broader changes—is a good

time to remove or revise any provisions that vio-

late content neutrality rules.
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approval of the special exception and deter-

mined that the “in harmony with” traditional

standard in applications for special exceptions

remains the standard, in the absence of specific

legislative language to the contrary. The court’s

decision is available at www.planning.org/ami-

cusbriefs/pdf/terrapinrundecision.pdf. 

Terrapin Run, LLC, the developer, proposed

to build an “active adult” community of 4,300

homes on 935 partially wooded acres in

Allegany County, a rural area of mountainous

Western Maryland. The land is primarily zoned

District “A” (Agricultural, Forestry, and Mining),

with a portion located in District “C”

(Conservation). In addition to the homes, the

developer proposed to build an equestrian cen-

ter, a community building, and a 125,000-

square-foot shopping center.

The residential density is 4.6 units per acre.

A planner who testified at trial indicated that the

density of the proposed development would

approximate that of Kentlands, in Montgomery

County. The initial phase of development would

use individual septic tanks, but the project would

eventually require its own sewage treatment

plant. Significantly, the property is not located in

one of Maryland’s priority funding areas. 

The zoning ordinance divides Allegany

County into urban and nonurban areas. “A” and

“C” are classified as nonurban zoning districts.

The zoning ordinance provides: 

“Non-urban districts are designed to
accommodate a number of non-urban land
uses including agriculture, forestry, mining,
extractive industries, wildlife habitat, out-
door recreation, and communication, trans-
mission and transportation services, as
well as to protect floodplain areas, steep
slope areas, designated wetlands and habi-
tat areas, and Public Supply Watersheds
from intense urban development.” Allegany
County Code, Chapter 141, Part 4 (Zoning)
§141-5(B) (emphasis supplied).

Opponents to the project argued that the

ZBA erred when it found that strict conformity

with the plan was not required and that the pro-

posed development would be “in harmony

with” the Allegany County Comprehensive Plan

because Maryland Code (Article 66, § 1(k))

requires a special exception to be “in conformity

with” the plan. 

Gov. Martin O’Malley’s administration

argued in its amicus brief that counties and

municipalities are required to conform to the

seven broad “visions” for growth in Maryland as

listed below:

§ 1.01. Visions
(1) Development is concentrated in suitable
areas. 

(2) Sensitive areas are protected. 

(3) In rural areas, growth is directed to
existing population centers and resource
areas are protected. 

(4) Stewardship of the Chesapeake Bay and
the land is a universal ethic. 

(5) Conservation of resources, including
a reduction in resource consumption, is
practiced.

(6) To assure the achievement of items (1)
through (5) of this section, economic
growth is encouraged and regulatory mech-
anisms are streamlined. 

(7) Adequate public facilities and infrastruc-
ture under the control of the county or
municipal corporation are available or
planned in areas where growth is to occur.

APA and its Maryland Chapter jointly filed
an amicus brief. We argued that “[p]lans are doc-
uments that describe public policies that the
community intends to implement and not simply
a rhetorical expression of the community’s
desires.” APA’s position is that (1) the adopted
comprehensive plan must be implemented; 
(2) effective implementation requires that the
day-to-day decisions made by local officials be
consistent with the adopted comprehensive
plan; and (3) the court’s review of whether con-
sistency is achieved should be more searching
when local officials are acting in their administra-
tive (quasi-judicial) capacity. APA’s amicus brief
is available at www.planning.org/amicusbriefs/
pdf/terrapinrun.pdf. 

The lengthy majority opinion (52 pages)

recounts much of Maryland’s legislative history in

statutory reforms. “[T]his case, in one sense is a

continuation of legislative battles that began in

the early 1990s, where representatives of the

environmental protection and professional land

planning interests attempted to establish that

the State, or State planners, should exercise

greater control than theretofore enjoyed over

most aspects of land use decision-making that

then reposed in the local jurisdictions” (Trail, et
al. v. Terrapin Run, LLC, et al., 2008 WL 638691,

p.1). The majority concludes that the “in har-

mony” standard is synonymous with “in con-

formity.” However, the three dissenting justices

said the majority “sets special exception consid-

erations on a lubricious path” (Trail, et al. v.
Terrapin Run, LLC, et al., Minority Opinion, p.13).

The statutory amendments made by the legisla-

ture in 1970, and subsequent case law, but-

tresses the argument that a stricter linkage is

required between the adopted plan and the

grant of a special exception, the minority opined.

Richard Hall, Maryland secretary of plan-

ning and past president of the Maryland Chapter

of APA, said: “We think this is a time when we

need more smart, sustainable growth, not less.”

The O’Malley administration is going to study the

ruling before deciding whether to advance legis-

lation to reverse the court’s decision. 

Lora Lucero, AICP, is editor of Planning &

Environmental Law and staff liaison to APA’s

amicus curiae committee.

The majority concluded that the state planning law
is permissive in nature and plans are only  advisory

guides, so a strong link between plans and
 implementation is not required.
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IS YOUR COMMUNITY READY 
FOR DIGITAL SIGNAGE?



 

AGENDA ITEM NO._________ 

REPORT TO COUNCIL COMMITTEE ON 
HOUSING AND ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 

 
 
TO HONORABLE COMMITTEE MEMBERS: 
 
               DATE:   September 28, 2015 
 
 
SUBJECT: DISCUSSION OF EARLY CALIFORNIA ARCHITECTURE FOR THE DOWNTOWN 
  
Report in Brief 
 

The Downtown Concord Specific Plan (Specific Plan) includes a chapter on Design Guidelines to provide 
guidance to property owners, developers, the City’s Design Review Board and staff regarding the City’s 
expectations for the architectural design of new development or exterior building remodel projects in the 
Specific Plan area.  In the Specific Plan, a short-term implementation measure (Measure D-1A) directs that a 
study session will be conducted to discuss and explore the Early California Architecture theme with the intent of 
determining whether the City is interested in developing more defined Architectural Design Standards with the 
Early California theme for development within the downtown.  This Study Session begins that discussion.   
 
Background 
 

The City Council unanimously adopted the Specific Plan on June 25, 2014, which includes a chapter on 
Design Guidelines that focuses on urban form, massing and character, ground floor treatment, relating facades 
to the public realm, vehicular access and building design including parking, servicing and private open space.  
The discussion of building character was general in nature and not overly prescriptive, encouraging high quality 
architecture, and other broader recommendations.  The guidelines noted that a number of historic buildings in 
the project area exemplify Early California architecture. The guidelines in the Specific Plan identified desirable 
design elements that reflected the character of these historic buildings: 

 
• Breaking up single large block buildings into a smaller series of buildings/variation in the facades 

to create a finer building grain fabric; 
• Providing important roofline articulations/stepping back the top floors of buildings; 
• Ensuring that the ground floor of a building relates to and enhances the public realm/streetscape;  
• Providing deep reveals for window treatments; 
• Incorporating balconies with permeable railings; 
• Using a common materials palette; and  
• Utilizing arcades along specific streets. 

The focus of the guidelines (included as Attachment 1) was to provide guidance to property owners, 
developers, the City’s Design Review Board and staff for evaluation of the architectural design of proposed 
projects in the Specific Plan area.  The guidelines describe the desired urban form and massing, setbacks and 
ground floor treatment rather than a specific architectural style or theme to be used for new development and 
remodel projects.   The scope, budget and timeline of the Specific Plan, did not allow for preparation of 
architectural Design Standards beyond these Design Guidelines.  Instead, a short-term (2014-2017) 
Implementation measure (D-1A) was included to further explore the Early California architectural theme.  Some 
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members of the City Council have voiced a desire to see stronger tools in place to ensure that the architecture of 
much new development in the downtown area aligns with an Early California architectural style.  The Specific 
Plan boundary within the downtown is shown in Attachment 2. 

 
The City’s General Plan does refer to the North Todos Santos (NTS) Specific Plan, adopted by the City 

in 1985, noting that it is intended to protect the character of this historic neighborhood.  The North Todos Santos 
area is generally bounded by Concord Avenue, Pacheco Street, Port Chicago Highway and Mt. Diablo High 
School on the north, and coincides with the North Todos Santos zoning district which is within the larger overall 
boundary for the Downtown Specific Plan.  The Design Guidelines that evolved from the NTS Specific Plan are 
attached as Attachment 3.  Additionally, the City has attached the Downtown Concord Urban Design book, 
adopted in March 1987, which presents policies for urban design, for use by developers, sponsors, and 
individuals “who have an interest in the quality of Concord’s downtown environment” (Attachment 4). 
 
Discussion 

 
The term Early California architecture can be viewed as a mixture of architectural influences that have 

combined over time, resulting in a variety and melding of architectural styles.   
The attached photo examples summarize the various architectural styles used in the early periods of California 
history for reference (Attachment 5) and discussion. 
 
Spanish Revival Architecture 
 

Spanish Revival architecture emerged as a result of the Spanish mission sanctuaries that were 
established throughout California in the late 18th and early 19th century, and was a revivalist architectural 
movement that began in the late 19th century, drawing inspiration from the earlier missions.  Common elements 
include arched corridors, long arcades and generous courtyards typically with a fountain, wide projecting eaves, 
and low sloping tile roofs. Materials including massive adobe walls, timber, stone, brick and tile typically 
represent the style.  Terraced bell towers are often incorporated.   Today, stucco walls, with arched door and 
window openings and tile roofs have become the standard Spanish Revival appearance and Salvio Pacheco 
Square, on the north side of Todos Santos Plaza, incorporates many elements of this style.  The City of Santa 
Barbara is well known for its Spanish Revival architecture and has many excellent buildings that represent this 
style.  The El Pueblo Viejo Design Guidelines for City of Santa Barbara have been attached for reference 
(Attachment 6). 

 
Monterey Colonial Architecture 

 
The Monterey Colonial style verandas more than likely harkened back to the Spanish as well.  This 

architectural style typically included adobe buildings, with low-pitched gable roofs, and a balcony overhanging 
the entrance door, cantilevered and supported by wood beams or posts. Most examples of the style use a 
mixture of wall materials. Stucco over the brick veneer can provide a rustic effect.  The Don Salvio Pacheco 
Adobe at 1870 Adobe Street, known to be the first structure in Concord, is an example of this architecture.   

 
Victorian Architecture 

 
The Victorian architectural style evolved in the mid to late 19th century and refers to the reign of Queen 

Victoria (1837-1901), however many of the recognized elements did not become popular until the late 1800s.  A 
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variety of well-known styles emerged from the era including Queen Anne, Italianate and Gothic Revival styles.  
As the movement moved west to California, Victorian architecture generally described styles popular between 
1860 and 1900 and the Queen Anne style came into fashion in the 1880s.  These elaborate, brightly colored 
homes are the image most think of as a Victorian home.  San Francisco is well known for its Victorian 
buildings, including the iconic “painted ladies”.  Typical elements include two to three story large buildings 
with a one-story porch, wood or stone exterior, bay windows, ornamental brackets, cupolas, and a high degree 
of decorative trim detailing in vibrant colors.  The historic Galindo House represents the style within Concord. 

 
Mission Revival    
 
 The Mission Revival style (1910-1940) originated in southern California and is similar to its “relative,” 
Spanish Revival.  Common elements include a distinctive curved parapet, roof overhangs with visible rafters or 
roof brackets underneath, square towers, stucco cladding, red tile roofs, arched porticos, round arches and 
ornamental iron accents. 
 
Local Historical Examples 
 

The Concord Historical Society maintains a map and tour on their website of 28 historic places in 
downtown Concord.  http://concordhistory.com/tour/  The City also maintains a map and listing of those sites 
and structures, which is attached as Attachment 7. 

 
Private Development 

 
There may be certain challenges faced by developers with incorporating Early California 

architectural design into higher density office or multi-family projects and therefore staff has invited 
developers that have shown an interest in development within the City to attend this meeting to share any 
input they may have with respect to this subject. 

Next Steps  
 

Staff seeks input and guidance from the Committee as to better defining this issue and requests direction 
on the following points: 
 

1) Confirmation of architectural styles and elements that define Early California Architecture and 
whether there is a desire for preparation of a subsequent more specific architectural design guide, 
or design standards, and if so, begin to define the scope. 
 

2) Define a boundary, either the entire Specific Plan area, or a subarea within the Specific Plan, that 
would be subject to new specific Development Guidelines or Standards if that is the chosen 
direction. 
 

3) Types of development, i.e. thresholds you would consider, for projects that would be subject to any 
new architectural style requirements and whether those include more defined Design Guidelines 
(recommendations) or Architectural Design Standards (requirements).  For example, types of 
development could include all new projects, or just commercial projects, projects of a certain 

http://concordhistory.com/tour/
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square footage and/or residential projects of a certain size, and setting similar thresholds for 
renovation or remodelling projects. 

Public Contact  
 

The agenda item was posted.  Developers with an interest in the downtown have been notified.   
 

 

 Prepared by: Joan Ryan, AICP 
  Senior Planner 

joan.ryan@cityofconcord.org 
 

Jovan Grogan 
Deputy City Manager 
jovan.grogan@cityofconcord.org 
 

 Reviewed by: Laura Simpson 
  Planning Manager 

laura.simpson@cityofconcord.org 
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Priority Development Area for the
Downtown Concord BART Station Planning Area

Path: S:\data\concord\arc_projects\Housing\Priority_Dev_GP.mxd

Legend

MTC Bus Data
Bus Stop by Agency
! The County Connection
" TriDelta Transit

BART Station

PriorityDevelopmentAreaNew

Half Mile Radius of BART
GP 2030

Rural Residential (RR)

Low Density Residential (LDR)

Medium Denstiy Residential (MDR)

High Density Residential (HDR)

North Todos Santos (NTS)

Community Office (CO)

Commercial Mixed Use (CMU)

Neighborhood Commerical (NC)

Regional Commerical (RC)

Service Commerical (SC)

Downtown Pedestrian (DTPD)

Downtown Mixed Use (DTMU)

West Concord Mixed Use (WCMU)

Business Park (BP)

Industrial Mixed Use (IMU)

Heavy Industrial (HI)

CRP neighborhood and village districts

CRP non-residential development districts

CRP TOD districts

CRP open space

Military (MIL)

Public/Quasi-Public (PQP)

Hospital/Medical Center (PQPHMC)

Open Space (OS)

Parks and Recreation (P)

Rural Conservation (RCON)

Wetlands/Resource Conservation (WRC)

Unclassified (U)

Date: 09/05/2012

Disclaimer. 
Although every reasonable effort has been made to assure the accuracy of this data, 
the City of Concord makes no warranty, representation or guaranty as to the content, 
sequence, accuracy, timeliness or completeness of any of the data provided herein 
and explicitly disclaims any representations and warranties, including, without limitation, 
the implied warranties of merchantability and fitness for a particular purpose. The City of 
Concord assumes no liability for any errors, omissions, or inaccuracies in the information 
provided regardless of how caused and assumes no liability for any decisions made or 
actions taken or not taken by the user of the data in reliance upon any information or data 
furnished hereunder. Because the GIS data provided is not warranted to be up-to-date, 
the user should check with the City staff for updated information. 
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EARLY CALIFORNIA ARCHITECTURE
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SPANISH REVIVAL
The Spanish Revival Style 
was an architectural move-
ment that began in the late 
19th century for a colonial 
style’s revivalism and reinter-
pretation, which drew inspira-
tion from the late 18th and 
early 19th century Spanish 
missions in California. This 
architecture style has been 
considered to be the regional 
vernacular architecture style 
of Southwestern United 
States, especially in Califor-
nia.

Spanish Revival replicated 
much of the original Spanish 
Architecture style’s aesthetic, 
which includes enclosed 
courtyard, massive adobe 
wall, tile roofing, and outdoor 
shade arcades.

Some of the structures in City 
of Concord that uses Spanish/
Mission Revival Style archi-
tecture are the Todos Santos 
Square in the north side of the 
Todos Santos Plaza.

Painted Tile

Ornamental Iron work

White Stuco Exterior Wall Terracota Roof Tile Courtyard

Tower-like Chimney Wooden Door

Arches Arcade



MONTEREY COLONIAL
Monterey Colonial Architec-
ture is an architecture style 
that originated in California. 
Larkin House, made by a 
Boston merchant is widely 
considered as the first of the 
Monterey Colonial Style.

Monterey Colonial has distinct 
characteristics, which includes  
low-pitched gable roof, some-
times displayed different ma-
terial on the first, the usage of 
wood post in the balcony and 
second floor and cantilevered 
second floor balcony.

The known building that uses 
Monterey Colonial style in 
Concord are the Pacheco 
Adobe House, which is the 
first structure in Concord.

Cantilever on 2nd Level Low-pitch Gable Roof

Wood Material on the Cantilever Adobe Wall



VICTORIAN

Victorian Architecture refers 
to architecture style that 
were used during the reign of 
Queen Victoria in Britain. This 
architecture style was brought 
to United States around 1860s 
and become very popular at 
that time.

Many of the city in California 
adopted Victorian architecture 
for their building. Some of the 
city includes San Francisco, 
Eureka and Alameda.

Victorian Architecture can be 
divided into several sub-cat-
egory such as Queen Anne, 
Italianate, Shingle, and sev-
eral other. Some of the main 
characteristic of Victorian 
architecture including but not 
limited to ornamental bracket 
and low roofs (italianate), bay 
window, steep roof, round or 
square tower (Queen Anne) 
and continuous wood shingle, 
porches, cross gable and 
irregular roof line (Shingle). 
Most of Victorian Architec-
ture share material similarity, 
where they used wood as the 
main material.

Low Roof of Italianate Queen Anne’s Steep Roof Shingle Cross Gable

Shingle Style PorchOrnamental Bracket Round/Square Tower

Side Bay Window Queen Anne Bay Window Irregular Roof Line



MISSION REVIVAL

Smoot Stucco

Arcade

Exposed Rafter

Arched Entry and Window

Quatrefoil Window

Gabled Tile Roof

Mission revival is an architecture style 
that emerged in late 19th Century, 
which inspired by early Hispanic Mis-
sion architecture style in California. 
This style emerged as a response of 
the actual mission’s fading condition 
and restoration, which in turn bring 
nostalgia to the public.

Mission Revival replicated much of the 
original Mission style’s aesthetic, which 
includes enclosed courtyard, massive 
adobe wall, tile roofing, and outdoor 
shade arcades, while integrating these 
characteristic with more modern mate-
rial to improve the structure’s strength.
Mission Revival style bear many re-
semblance to Spanish Revival. Some 
of the shared characteristic between 
these two style includes the outdoor 
shade arcade and courtyard.



Attachment 6 – City of Santa Barbara - El Pueblo Viejo Design Guidelines 
 
This attachment is too large to include in the “Discussion of Early California Architecture for the 
Downtown” so the link to this sight is available at the website below: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
https://www.dropbox.com/s/8fe2077o4kbofes/Att%204-CitySantaBarbaraEPV_Guidelines.pdf?dl=0 
 

https://www.dropbox.com/s/8fe2077o4kbofes/Att%204-CitySantaBarbaraEPV_Guidelines.pdf?dl=0
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