
·: ITEM 9 I "1~~~ 
, MANAGEfl'S HEPORT NO. 3 j 

COUNCIL ~.1EETING Jan. 17/7'2 . 

9. "Re: Draft Sign Bylaw 
(Item 9 1 Report 1, January 10, 1972) 

The following is the report dated January 13, 1972, 
from the Planning Director supplying the additional 
information requested by Council on January 10, 1972. 
The subject wns at that time tabled for one week pending 
the receipt of this report. 

A motion is on the floor which in essence deletes 
reference to political sign~ by deleting Item #9 of 
Schedule 1 and Sub-Clause 8 (f) in Clause 5.1. 

RECO'.\IMENDATI ON: 

THAT the Solicitor be asked to prepare the necessary 
bylaw as outlined in the Manager's Report Item No. 
~, Report No. 1, subject to the deletion of re
ferences to political signs; and 
THAT the bylaw be brought forward . 

• 

* * * * * * * * * 

Planning Department, 
January 13, 1972. 
Ourfile#02.230, No. 4173 

HE: Dl<AFT SIGN BYLAW: FUFTHER CONSIDEHATIONS. 

A. BACKGROUND 

The original clrait Sign Bylaw, which was prepared in May, 1971, has been 
reviewed by this department following study by the Advisory Planning 
Commission and the receipt of comments from the Illuminated Sign Manu
facturers Association of B. C., Community Planning Association of Canada 
and the Citizen's Council on Civic Development. The resulting revised 
drait Sign Bylaw (January, 1971) ,vas submitted to the Council for consideration 
on January 10., 1971, together with an accompanying report, a summary of 
the main points raised and proposed changes, 

The source of the comments which were received was requested. These 
have been added to the attached summary for tho information of Council. A 
number of questions were also rnisocl with respect to certain of tho proposed 
regulations. These included tho provisions governing inspection, temporary 

signs and billboards, 

nosp01rnibili.ty for the administralion nncl onl'or·comunt. or tile ro~ulntions or 
tho pN>posecl Si1.;n Bylrtw has boen placed with Lho Chief nuilcling lnspcctor, 
J~ach porson wishing t.o erliut, place, rdmild, rceonst.ruct. or mo\'o any sig·n 
would n.pply for a slgn pormlt muuh in tho snnw manner as a huil.dinµ; porrnit. is 

obtained. 
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The inspection of the appro\'cd sign would be made by qualifkd members of the 
Building Dcpa1·tmcnt staff to ensure that the necessary work has been done 
in compliance with the applicable regulations of the Sign Bylaw and with the 
structu1·al and electrical standards of the Building Bylaw and Electrical 
Code. Such inspections should present no problems, according to the 
Building Depa1·tment, assuming that full working dra\\'ings are provided 
(which is specified in the proposed Sign Bylaw). It should also be emphasized 
that this type of work in connection with signs is already a part of the l3uilding 
Department function. 

C. TEMPORABY SIGNS 

D. 

In the proposed Sign Bylaw, temporary signs are permitted in all districts. 
In addition, most of these signs may be erected, subject to the conditions 
specified, without a permit. For these reasons, the proposed·regulations 
do not permit such sig11s to be illuminated or animated, 

The illumination or animation of temporary signs is considered unnecessary 
and could, if allowed, infringe upon the privacy of individuals within areas 
of the Municipality where signs are not a generally accepted, nor desirable 
part of the environment (i. e, residential districts). Permitting the illumination 
of temporary signs, which are relatively unrestricted as to location, could 
also create hazardous conditions in close proximity to streets, traffic sig11als, 
intersections or railroad crossings. 

BILLBOARDS 

With regard to billboards, the proposed Sign Bylaw regulations would pro
hibit the future erection of the large non-accessory sig11 structures (a sign 
advertising a product unrelated to the land use of the property on which it is 
located) which are generally asso.ciated with this term. Such a regulation is . 
aimed primarily at the stn.ndard size billboard that measures 12 by 25 feet 
(300 square feet). · 

Billboard signs, like flashing or rotating signs, are considered unnecessary, . 
(in view of the many other types of sig11s which are available) to effectively 
convey a visual advertisil1g message, They attract attention to a degree 
where they represent an intrusion into surrounding areas as well as being 
a hazard on heavily travelled thoroughfares. Large strudures of this type 
tend to obliterate the view and detract from other advertising. They inhibit 
the development of sites on which they are located and al'e, in addition, often 
characterized by unsightly supp01·ting structures and poor site maintenance. 

Burnaby is fortunate in that existing· billboards are limited in number and it 
is our opinion that those hill boards will gradually di sn.ppca1· ns they nrc replaced 
by development or rec.lcvolopmcmt of the sUus on which tlrny nro locntod. We 
concur with the views of nrnny neig-hboL1d11g mLmicirmlitios in the Lower l\'Tain
lnnd whlc~h do not nllow billboards. Those indlld<! North Vanc:ou\'er Clt:y, North 
Vnnciouvor Dlsiriut, TUohrnoncl nncl West Vnncouvor, 

I 

Jn conclusion, while tho 1wnposod byl.nw would prohibit tho oxcosslvoly largo 
non-ac<1osso1·y ndvortislnt{ signH whlc:h aro goner·nlly rCJforT(.!d to as billbor.Li•ds, 
no11-nucusso1·y frcostanding· slw1s nro por·1ni.tiocl in the c:i, C·l nnd C7 Di:,tl'lois, 
'!'ho maximum sign nrtins in thusuul11u::; am rol:1.tccl to tho :i.rua of tho lot, tho 
mnxlrnurn slzo punnittod bulnr~ a sif{ll of ::-ion Hq1wro foot.. 

1. fl 
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REC01\IMENDATIONS 

It is recommended that: 

(1) The proposed regulations with respect. to the above mentioned items be 
retained, 

(2) The Council endorse the revised draft Sign Bylaw. 

(3) The Council adopt the recommendations of the l\fanager's report of January 10, 
1971, namely, that the Solicitor be asked to prepare the necessary bylaw, 
as proposed, and that the bylaw be brought forward. 

RBC:ew 

att. 1 

c. c. Chief. Building Inspector 
Municipal Clerk 
Municipa.l Engineer 

.. Municipal .Solicitor 
Senior Plaru1er 

Respectfully submitted, 

/J /4 / 
/J?,,;,-.'l-'VV 

A. L. Parr, 
DIRECTOF OF PLANNING. 
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I. SUl\11\lARY OF COl\ll\IENTS ON THE PH.OPOSED SIGN BYLAW H.Elil!LATIONS. 

ITJ<~M -
1. Definitions 

(Section 2) 

a) 

COMl\lENTS 

The word "support" is included a) 
as part of the definition of a 
sign. &lpporting st1·uctures 
should be exempted from any al
lowable area of the advertising 
sign itself. (I.S.M.A.) 

H.El\lAttKS 

The definition of." Sign 
Area" would remove this 
concern, since it specifies 
what is to be included 
in calcnlat ing the area of a 
sign. 

b) The term "billboard" should 
be defined. (I.S.M.A.) 

b) Since the definition of 
"Freestanding Sign" 
specifically excludes 
billboards, the addition 
of a definition would be 
desirable in order to 
clarify what is meant by 
this te1·m. 

c) 

d) 

The definition of "Sign Area" c) 
should be clarified where facia 
signs are concerned. In many 
cases, tasteful facia signs 
are used as a complete facing 
from the lintel line to the roof 
line and thus, without major 
structural change, cover up 
many unsightly transom win-
dows, old fashioned ·ledges, 
etc, The desired result can 
be obtained by using various 
percentage formulae, depe~ding 
on zone, as suggested in the 
proposed bylaw, but by simply 
stating that the lettering or mes
sage area be limited to a given 
percentage ·l.'ather than by using 
the wording "sign area". (I. S. M.A.) 

The proposed bylaw should make d) 
a clear distinction between a 
genuine fncia sign and a wall 
sign. (I. S,M,A.) 

e) Tho definitions of ''nnlmntcd e) 
slr.,rn" and "flnshlng sign'' should 
be re-examined In orclet' to pro
vide n cilenre:1• clistlnctlon be-
tween the two nnd nlso to nllow 
fo1.• changing message nnd nl
torno.ti n[.{ cl I gltn 1 li n1 c nnd tcm
pcrntu ro Rlµ;ns which, under tho 
prosont cluflnilions would not bo 
pcrmlttocl. (l.S,1\1.A,) ' 

Th'e draft bylaw definition 
of "Sign Area" would permit 
the structural changes re-
f erred to without including 
the wall facing within the 
area of a facia sign. The 
definition states that the 
area pf such a sign would
be included within the 
sho1·t.est line surrounding 
the whole group of letters, 
figures or symbols. 

Under the proposed definition 
wall signs are included with 
facia signs. The dif
ferentiating between these 
signs is considered un
necessal'y since the permitted 
areas of both are related to 
the wall of the building on 
which they nre located. 

We would agree with these 
comments and propose 
thnt the applicable dofln!Llons 
be revised Jn tho light of 
thorn. · 

*Sourco of Comments: 
(l) I.S,M.A, - (Ill11111innlt!cl 8l1~n 1\l:rn11fael111·rn·'s Ai;;soclnllon of B,C., nncl Nt!Oll Jll'<.Hluds 

ol' C:11111dn Llmltnd), 
(2) c,J>,A.C, •. (C1J111i11unlly Plarn1in:~ M;t11>l!i:i1i,,11 of Cnnnd:i), 20 
(:3) C,C,C,D, - (Cilli',011'1:1 CmltH:11011 Clvit: l>11vulup111onl.). 
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ITEM 

2. General 
Requirements 

(Section 5 .1) 

COMl\'IENTS 

ITEM 9 
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HEl\lARKS 

a) The requirement that the 
weight and makers name be 
permanently attached to the 
interior of a sign seems a 
most unusual place for such 
identification. (I. S. M.A.) 

a) This comment is due to a 
misprint in the bylaw which 
should read the "extcr ior" 
of a sign. 

b) The prohibition of billboards b) 
would mean that a billboard 
company would be forced to 
preserve all the _Present old 
fashioned 24 sheet posters. 

The retention of the proposed 
regulations that would pro
hibit further billboards 

c) 

d) 

The replacing of these by 
tastefully landscaped modern 
trios could not be accomplished 
under the proposed regulations. 

(I.S.M.A,) 

Our hope has been to see all out c) 
outdoor accessory signs of the 
massive billboard size elimi
nated. A good alternative would 
be to have these in poster size 
only ( say 3 by 6 or 4 by 8 feet) 
displayed on attractively designed 
street level panels at bus stops 
and specially landscaped bench 
are.as, which the advertisers 
would provide. (C.P.A.C.) 

While most people would agree d) 
that certain types of flashing 
signs should be limited, care 
should be taken in the wording 
of anti-flashing and anti-re-
volving sign regulations. (I. S.M.A.) 

is strongly recommended. 
Existing billboards would 
gradually disappear as they 
are replaced by development 
or redevelopment of the sites 
on which they are located. 
We concur with the views of 
many neighbouring muni
cipalities in the Lower Main
land which do not allow bill
boards. 

We are in agreement with this 
comment. The display panels 

• referred to would be permit
ted under the regulations 
governing fr e.estanding signs. 

See remarks under item 
1 (e) above. 

. e) We approve of the outlawing of e) 
flashing and (more particularly) 
rotating signs as proposed in 

We agree with this comment 
but propose to clarify the 
applicable definitions to . 
ensure that such items as timE · 
and temperature messages 
are not prohibited. 

the draft bylaw. (C.P.A.C.) 

f) Provision should be included f) We agree with this comment 
but this matter hns been 
discussed with the Municipal 
Solicitor who ls of the opinion 
that the Municipal Act docs 
not proviclc for this type of 
regulation, 

in the proposed bylaw for the 
removal or non-conforming 
signs within a spocifiecl period 
of timo (say, 3 ycnl's),(C,P.A.C,) 

g) Consi<.lcrnllon should he µ;ivcn 
to tho ostnbl lshmcnt of n11 ad
visory cnvh·onnHmtal doslp;n 
pnnol. (C.C.C, D,) 

g) This comment. hns wider 
rnmiflcntions that wot1ld 
presumably Include buildings 
ns well ns si(~ns, '!'ho Council 
hns roooivocl it report on tho 
clc.1s ign panel, but hn s not 
nctocl on It. '!'his ls a m1hJoct 
which collld ho rlunl). wilh 111 
n soparnt.u study. 

21 
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ITEM 

3. General Siting 
and Locational 
Standards 

(Section 5. 3) 

4. Sign Speci
fications 

(Section 5. 4) 

.5, Schedules 

-
1111·~•11·.....,•+~.~1'/11111 _ _._.,m 

~~:AG:R'S REPORT NO. 3 ••=] 
COUNCIL MEETING .L111. 17/72 . 

COMl\lENTS REl\lAllKS 

a) It is questionable whether it is a) The proposed regulations 
would not prevent the type good policy to limit the height 

of projecting signs to either the 
parapet or roof level, as there 
are many situations such as 
Robson Street in Vancouver with 
a miscellany of very n~rrow, 
one-storey shops where a series 
of neatly installed vertical 
blades say, 8 or 9 feet tall and 
18 inches wide would have been 
preferable to the present maze 
of horizontal installations, each 
blocking the other. (I. S. M.A.) 

of sign suggested, except 
on very low buildings. In 
any case, facin signs would 
be preferable under these 
circumstances. Adequate 
suspension can be designed 
without the sign projecting 
above the roof. It is con
sidered desirable to preserve 
the roof lines of buildings in 
order to not interfere with 
their architectural appearaHcE 

a) Rather than establishing a set a) We would not agree with a 
proposed regulation that would 
vary the amount of pro
jection with the store frontage 
Projecting signs are among 
the most unsightly in many 
commercial areas. 

maximum area for projecting 
signs (70 square feet), it would 
be preferable to relate the al-
10\vable projection of double 
faced signs to the width of each 
store front. (I. S. M.A.) 

b) We agree with the removal of 
visible support structures for 
projecting signs, plus their 
elimination from all except 
C3, C4 and C7 Districts. It 

b) See remarks under item 
4 a) above. 

is felt, however, that 70 sq. 
ft. is too large for such signs. 
At this size they will continue 
to clutter and obstruct the 
st'reet vistas. (C.P.A.C.) 

c) The maximum height of roof 
signs (4 feet) should be in
creased. Such signs should 
be permitted under a formula 
which relates their allowable 
size to the height of the 
building in question which 
compels that they appear as a 
part of the building with no 
unsightly structure visible 
from the street. (I,S.M.A.) 

d) We approve of the limitation of 
roof signs to a height of ,1 feet. 
above the roof line and to one
half its length on the display 
side. (C,P,A,C,) 

c) The proposed regulations 
will ensure a good developmen 
standard for' this type of 
sign which has contributed 
to the clutter and unsightliness 
of many commercial areas. 

d) We would agree with this 
comment and recommend 
the retention of the proposed 
regulations for roof signs. 

a) The n.reo. nllownncie ·for canopy a) 
signs should bo bnscd on tho 
porlmot.or of tho canopy, not. 

'!'ho rotcmtlon of tho proposed 
rogulat.lons ls considered 
desirable in that they prov l~le 
n cllrcct relationship between 
sign nr.en nnd the street 
frontage of tho building to 
whlcih the slrJn Is at.tnclwcl. 
Tho proposed regulntions will 
not prevunt tho typo of Rlr~n 
sup;geslocl, 

on tho street frontage ns tho 
neatest canopy is that which hns 
u continuous apron nll tho wa,\: 
around tho canopy, rognrdl.cAs 
of whether the ennopy c:ovors 
Urnt whole front of lho lmilcllq~ 
or only a small portion of It. 

(I.8,l\1.A.) 

22 



ITEM CO:l\11\lENTS 

.. ITEM 9 · "· 

MANAGEfl'S REPORT NO. 3 

COUNCIL MEETING .1 ;111. 17/72 

REMAHKS 

5. Schedules (cont.) b) We approve of the size control 
of canopy signs in relation to 
lot frontage. (C.P.A.C.) 

b) See remarks under item 
5(a) above. 

c) We approve of the size control c) We agree with this comment. 
of facia signs in relation to lot 
frontage or display wall. (C.P.A.C.) 

d) The permitted sign area for 
freestanding signs in P Dis
tricts (Schedule No. 111) is 

d) We do not agree that public 
buildings and institutions 
of this type require large 
signs. However, because 
most of them are located 

e) 

too small. Many I '.~ge re
creational and institutional 
uses and buildings require 
larger signs to advertise 
sporting events and other 
activities. Also the scale 
of many developments of this 
type is quite large (e.g. Swan-
gard Stadium, Century Gardens, 
B. C. I. T. , S. F. U. , Burnaby 
General Hospital etc.). (Burnaby 

Parks Department) 
While the areas permitted for 
freestanding signs seem reason-
. able, the 30 . foot height limit on 
lots of more than one acre 
(Schedule V) would be questioned, 
as there are many cases where 
the magnitude of a s_hopping 
centre or a big Safeway is such 
that a 30 foot height limit would 
create a rather squatty appear
ance 81lcl make the sig11 dispro
portionately low to the magnitude 
of the premises involved. Stan
dard Safeway signs, for instance, 

e) 

on large sites, fairly sizeable . 
facia and canopy signs would 
be permitted since their 
areas are directly related to 
the frontage of the property. 

The Comprehensive Sign Plan 
regulations (Section 6. 4) 
would allow exceptions to the 
established standards 81ld 
permit s.igns to be properly 
integrated and related to the 
scale of a shopping centre 
or other commercial develop- · 
mcnt. It is therefore quite 
possible that a 40 foot sign 
would be permitted as part of 
such a plan, particularly if 
a large proj13ct were involved. : 

are usually 40 feet in height. (I. S. M.A.) 

f) We do not Jeel that the draft by- f) 
law will reduce the prevalent 
freestanding sign, which is over
sized, mutually obstructing and a 
traffic hazard. Where these signs 
a1·e allowed without reiation to the 
size of a lot, they largely eclipsa 
smaller structures. With this 
pattern in an area, one gets the 
impression of a street that con
sists of nothing but signs. This 
is particularly so where heights 
of 20 to 30 f cot and areas of 
100 to 200 squu re feet n.rc ttl
lowablo, ( C, P , A • C • ) 

It is our view that the sign 
areas proposed in the Bylaw 
are reasonable and should 
be retained. 

'J •. 
r., • .s 


