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Contemporary Signage 
Technology and Legal 
Considerations
Advertisers have developed 
new technologies, including 
digital billboards and 
supergraphics.  They 
provide enhanced revenue 
opportunities for 
advertisers and for land 
owners.
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Contemporary Signage 
Technology and Legal 
Considerations
Signs and billboards that 
are visible from local roads 
and highways raise multiple 
legal issues, however, when 
local governments attempt 
to regulate them, because 
they are both: (1) modes of 
communication (speech), 
and (2) structures (whether 
temporary or permanent).
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Contemporary Signage Technology and Legal 
Considerations
• We will first review some basic Frist Amendment principles that limit 

government regulation of billboards and signs located on private 
property.  

• Then we will look at two recent Supreme Court decisions, Reed v. 
Town of Gilbert, 576 U.S. 155 (2015) and City of Austin v. Reagan 
National Advertising of Austin, LLC,  --- U.S. ---, 142 S. Ct. 1464 (2022), 
which have changed the way the courts review efforts to mitigate 
what some believe are the harmful effects of billboards and signs.  



Contemporary Signage Technology and Legal 
Considerations
• Some applaud this trend, while others cite Reed among the examples of

“the First Amendment’s expansive deregulatory potential[,]” which some
commentators call the “hijacking” of free speech protections by
commercial and business interests.  See, Note, “Free Speech Doctrine After
Reed v. Town of Gilbert,” 129 Harv. L. Rev. 1981, 1981 (2016); see, also,
Andrew T. Fede, “Sign and Billboard Law: Hijacking the First Amendment or
Balancing Freedom of Expression and Government Control?” New Jersey
Lawyer 78, 305-APR N.J. Law. 78 (April 2017).

• Indeed, Justice Elena Kagan, in a dissenting opinion, expressed a similar
concern that the Supreme Court’s majority was “weaponizing the First
Amendment, in a way that unleashes judges, now and in the future, to
intervene in economic and regulatory policy.”  See, Janus v. AFSCME, ---
U.S. ---, 138 S. Ct. 2448, 2501 (2018).



Regulatory Framework for Signs and 
Billboards: The Three Levels of Regulation
• Signs and billboards may be subject to three levels of regulation:

• Federal – U.S. Constitution and 1965 Federal Highway Beautification 
Act, 23 U.S.C. 131 (“HBA”). 

• State – State constitutions; state statutes and regulations adopted 
under the HBA, for example the New Jersey Roadside Sign Control 
and Outdoor Advertising Act, N.J.S.A. 27:5-5 to -28; and other state 
environmental statutes and regulations.

• Local – Municipal/county construction, zoning, land use, and sign 
ordinances/codes/regulations.



Regulatory Framework for Signs and 
Billboards: The Constitutions
• “Congress shall make no law respecting an establishment of religion, or 

prohibiting the free exercise thereof; or abridging the freedom of speech, or of 
the press, or the right of the people to peaceably to assemble, and to petition the 
Government for a redress of grievances.”  U.S. Const. amend. 1.

• Article I, section 8, of the Oregon Constitution states, in part, that  “no law shall 
be passed restraining the free expression of opinion, or restricting the right to 
speak, write, or print freely on any subject whatever[.]“

• Always determine if state court decisions hold that the state constitution imposes 
more stringent standards.  Compare, Hamilton Amuse. Center v. Verniero, 156 
N.J. 254, 264, 716 A. 2d 1137 (1998)(New Jersey courts generally interpret the 
state constitution’s free speech guaranty to be no more restrictive than the first 
amendment -- but with some exceptions), cert. denied, 527 U.S. 1021 (1999), 
with, Outdoor Media Dimensions Inc. v. Department of Transportation, 340 Ore. 
275, 132 P. 3d 5 (2006)(state constitution’s free speech provision does not permit 
different regulations for on premises and off premises signs and billboards).



Regulatory Framework for Signs and 
Billboards: Levels of Constitutional Protection
• The levels of First Amendment speech protection and standards of review:
• Highest – Political expression, ideas, works of art, etc.
• Intermediate -- Content neutral reasonable time, place, and manner

regulations.
• Intermediate – Commercial/advertising (not deceptive).
• No protection – Defamation, obscenity, child pornography, fighting words,

and deceptive advertising, which are excluded from “speech” and are
reviewed under rational basis standard.

• Even the intermediate standard is not as deferential as the rational basis
test, which the courts apply to governmental regulations abridging rights
that are not deemed to be fundamental.  See, Edenfield v. Fane, 507 U.S.
761, 768 (1993); Williamson v. Lee Optical, Inc., 348 U.S. 483, 486-489
(1955).



Regulatory Framework for Signs and Billboards: 
The Standards of Constitutional Review

• The most deferential First Amendment standard of review:

• Content neutral regulations, also called time, place, and manner 
regulations, do not violate the First Amendment if the governmental unit 
establishes that the regulations:  (1) are justified without reference to the 
content of the regulated matter; (2) further a substantial governmental 
interest unrelated to the suppression of speech; (3) are narrowly tailored to 
advance their goals; and (4) leave reasonable alternative channels for 
communication of the messages. 

• Example, uniform standards: (1) regulating signs relating to permitted 
activities on the same premises (use); and (2) regulating the height and size 
of signs, the number of signs on a lot, and the setbacks of signs from roads 
(bulk).



Regulatory Framework for Signs and Billboards: 
The Standards of Constitutional Review 

• The strict scrutiny standard of review:

• The courts apply the strict scrutiny standard of review (the most
stringent test) when reviewing content specific ordinances.  The
courts will sustain one of these regulations only if the government
can establish that the regulation: (1) is necessary to serve a
compelling state interest, and (2) is narrowly tailored to advance that
interest.

• Two examples - State v. Miller, 83  N.J. 402 (1980) and City of Ladue v.
Gilleo, 512 U.S. 43 (1994)(lawn signs as political speech).



Regulatory Framework for Signs and Billboards: 
The Standards of Constitutional Review 

• The intermediate standard of review for commercial speech regulations:

• The courts apply a four-part intermediate standard of review to
commercial speech regulation.  The governmental unit must establish that:
(1) the speech concerns a lawful activity and is not misleading; (2) the
restriction seeks to further a substantial government interest; (3) the
restriction directly advances the government’s asserted interest; and (4)
the restriction is no more extensive than necessary to serve that interest.

• For example, Central Hudson Gas & Elec. Corp. v. Pub. Serv. Comm’n, 447
U.S. 557 (1980)(invalidating ban on all electric utility advertising) and
Metromedia, Inc. v. City of San Diego, 453 U.S. 490 (1981)(invalidating in
part sign and billboard ordinance, while upholding off site billboard ban).



Regulatory Framework for Signs and Billboards: 
The Standards of Constitutional Review 

• Do these standards of review matter?  

• Yes they do, according to a 2006 study by Adam Winkler.  He found: 

• 30% survival rate for all regulations reviewed under strict scrutiny, but 

• 0% survival rate for billboard and sign regulations reviewed under 
strict scrutiny. See, Adam Winkler, “Fatal in Theory and Strict in Fact: 
An Empirical Analysis of Strict Scrutiny in the Federal Courts,” 59 
Vanderbilt L. Rev. 793 (2006). 



The Relevant Case Law: Distinguishing Between 
Content Based and Content Neutral Regulations

• Example 1:  Your municipal client’s sign ordinances include a provision 
stating: “No person may post or display political or public issue signs 
for more than 30 days prior to any election or referendum, and these 
signs must in all instances be removed within five days after the 
election or referendum to which they relate.”  These time restrictions 
do not apply to other temporary signs, such as for sale signs, garage 
sale signs, or grand opening signs.  

• Governing body members from both political parties favor the 
ordinance because they want to keep the town neat.  They ask you to 
issue an opinion as to the provision’s legality.  



The Relevant Case 
Law: Reed and 
Content Neutrality.
Regulating Content:

Reed v. Town of Gilbert, 
576 U.S. 155, 135 S. Ct. 
2218, 192 L. Ed. 2d 236 
(2015). Photo Credit: Alliance 
Defending Freedom Writ at 1, 
http://www.scotusblog.com/case-
files/cases/reed-v-town-of-gilbert-
arizona/.
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The Relevant Case Law: The Reed Majority

“Government regulation of speech is content based if a law applies to 
particular speech because of the topic discussed or the idea or message 
expressed. [emphasis added].”  Justice Thomas in Reed v. Town of Gilbert. 

• If a regulation is content based then strict scrutiny applies.

• Even if aesthetic appeal and traffic safety were compelling governmental
interests, the ordinance is “hopelessly underinclusive.”

• Therefore, political campaign signs and special event signs must be treated
the same, even though local government officials may perceive these signs
-- under the rational basis test -- to serve different purposes and to raise
different concerns about aesthetics and safety.



The Reed Concurring Opinion

• Also review the list in Justice Alito’s concurring opinion of some sign 
regulations that he and Justices Kennedy and Sotomayor believe are 
not content based.  These include: 

• “Rules distinguishing between on-premises and off-premises signs.”

• “Rules distinguishing between lighted and unlighted signs.”

• “Rules distinguishing between signs with fixed messages and 
electronic signs with messages that change.”

• “Rules that distinguish between the placement of signs on private and 
public property.”



Some Unanswered Questions After Reed

Here are some questions raised by Reed:

• Can any content specific sign or billboard regulation pass strict 
scrutiny?  

• Does Reed require strict scrutiny for regulations distinguishing 
between on premises and off premises billboards and signs?

• Does Reed apply to limit commercial speech regulation, such as 
advertising sign prohibitions?

• Does Reed apply to regulations relating to signs in public rights of way 
and on public property?



Some Unanswered Questions After Reed

• Can any content specific sign or billboard ordinance pass strict 
scrutiny?  

• The Reed majority opinion suggests that local governments might be 
able to satisfy strict scrutiny for “warning signs marking hazards on 
private property” and “signs directing traffic or street numbers 
associated with private houses[.]” 

• According to an empirical study of cases decided after Reed through 
May 21, 2019, the courts invalidated all ten sign and billboard 
provisions in cases in which they applied strict scrutiny.  See, Bethany 
J. Ring, “Ripples in the Pond: United States Supreme Court Decision 
Impact Predictions v. Reality,” 23 Chap. L. Rev. 205 (2020).



Some Unanswered Questions After Reed

Example 2:  Your municipal client’s land use ordinance permits 

traditional static billboards.  But it permits new digital billboards only if 

they advertise a business, person, activity, goods, products, or services 

located on the site on which the sign is based, or they do not direct 

persons at any other location to the site.

Is this ordinance content neutral under the Reed

analysis?  Is it constitutional?



City of Austin v. Reagan National Advertising

• This was the essence of the City of Austin billboard and sign ordinance that 
the Court of Appeals found was unconstitutional under Reed.  

• Justice Sotomayor’s majority opinion held that the ordinance was content 
neutral under Reed and that strict scrutiny did not apply. The court 
reversed the Sixth Circuit Court of Appeals decision invalidating the 
ordinance and holding that Reed requires strict scrutiny if you have to read 
the sign to decide how to regulate it.  Chief Justice Roberts and Justices 
Breyer, Kagan, and Kavanaugh joined.  

• Justice Alito concurred in the judgment and dissented in part.  Justice 
Thomas’s dissenting opinion was joined only by Justices Gorsuch and 
Barrett.



City of Austin v. Reagan National Advertising

• Justice Sotomayor explained that the decisive issue is not whether one
must read a sign to decide if it conforms with the City’s on-premises and
off-premises regulation.  The court instead asks whether the regulation
“single[s] out any topic or subject matter for differential treatment.” Id. at
1472.

• The court applied this standard to hold that the City does not prohibit any
sign based on its topic or political or ideological message.  The ordinance
instead regulates signs based on their placement on “the same premises as
the thing being discussed or not.” Id. at 1472–73. Because “the City’s off-
premises distinction require[d] an examination of speech only in service of
drawing neutral, location-based lines” and was “agnostic as to content,”
the court concluded that the regulation was content neutral on its face.  It
did not warrant strict scrutiny absent evidence of an impermissible,
content-based purpose or justification. Id. at 1471.



City of Austin v. Reagan National Advertising

• The April 21, 2022 decision does not finally resolve the case, because the 
content neutrality holding “does not end the First Amendment inquiry.”

• The court instead remanded the case to the lower courts to apply the 
intermediate scrutiny standard of review.  

• The court explained: “If there is evidence that an impermissible purpose or 
justification underpins a facially content-neutral restriction, for instance, 
that restriction may be content based. See Reed, 576 U.S. at 164, 135 S.Ct. 
2218. Moreover, to survive intermediate scrutiny, a restriction on speech or 
expression must be “ ‘narrowly tailored to serve a significant governmental 
interest.’ ” Ward v. Rock Against Racism, 491 U.S. 781, 791, 109 S.Ct. 2746, 
105 L.Ed.2d 661 (1989).”



Some Unanswered Questions After Reed

• Does the Reed/Austin content neutrality standard apply to 
commercial speech advertising bans?

• Example 3:  Your municipal client’s land use ordinance permits on site 
commercial advertising signs and billboards, but it also prohibits all 
off site commercial advertising signs and billboards.  Is this ordinance 
content neutral under the Reed analysis?



Some Unanswered Questions After Reed

• Most post-Reed decisions said “yes,” applying the intermediate commercial 
speech standard of review in Metromedia, Inc. v. San Diego and Central 
Hudson to hold that the off site billboard ban is no more extensive than 
necessary to promote aesthetics and traffic safety, which are substantial 
governmental interests, see, e.g., Contest Promotions, LLC v. City of San 
Francisco, 2015 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 98520, 2015 WL 4571564 (N.D. Cal. July 28, 
2015), aff’d, 2017 U.S. App. LEXIS 15392, 707 Fed. Appx 665 (9th Cir. 2017), 
cert. denied, 138 S. Ct. 2574 (2018); Contest Promotions, LLC v. City of San 
Francisco, 2017 WL 1493277 (N.D. Cal. April 26, 2017), aff’d, 874 F. 3d 597 
(9th Cir. 2017).

• Although some courts applying Reed disagreed, Austin suggests this type of 
ordinance is content neutral.  See GEFT Outdoor, LLC v. City of Westfield, 39 
F. 4th 821 (7th Cir. 2022)(reversing pre-Austin District Court judgment 
invalidating ordinance and remanding).



Some Unanswered Questions After Reed

• Example 4:  Your state’s billboard act was adopted under the HBA.  It 
prohibits all outdoor signs within 660 feet of a public roadway, unless 
the sign is permitted by the state’s Department of Transportation.  
But it also provides exceptions, including one permitting a sign 
“advertising activities conducted on the property on which [the sign] 
is located.”  Is this statute content neutral under the Reed/Austin
analysis?



Some Unanswered Questions After Reed

• The Court of Appeals for the Sixth Circuit said “no” in Thomas v. 
Bright, 937 F. 3d 721 (6th Cir. 2019), cert. denied, 141 S. Ct. 194 
(2020), holding that a similar Tennessee Act was content specific 
because it required officials enforcing this exception to “read the 
message written on the sign and determine its meaning, function, or 
purpose.”  

• But the Austin decision criticized this interpretation of Reed, which 
appears to no longer be good law.  



Some Unanswered Questions After Reed

• Example 5:  Your municipal client’s land use ordinance bans all
outdoor commercial advertising signs, including billboards, without
any exceptions.  Is this ordinance content neutral under the Reed
analysis?



Some Unanswered Questions After Reed

• A pre-Reed Court of Appeals decision sustained a similar ordinance, 
distinguishing it from the ordinance provisions that the court 
invalidated in Metromedia.  

• The court found relevant the ordinance’s substitution clause and its 
neutrality clause.  See, Interstate Outdoor Advertising, L.P. v. Zoning 
Bd. of the Twp. of Mount Laurel, 706 F. 3d 527 (3d Cir. 2013).



Some Unanswered Questions After Reed

• A 2008 amendment added a substitution clause to the ordinance, stating: 

• “Notwithstanding anything contained in this Section or the Code to the 
contrary, any sign erected pursuant to the provision of this Section or the 
Code with a commercial message may, at the option of the owner, contain 
a noncommercial message unrelated to the business located on the 
premises where the sign is erected. The noncommercial message may 
occupy the entire sign face or any portion thereof.  The sign face may be 
changed from commercial to noncommercial messages or from one 
noncommercial message to another as frequently as desired by the owner 
of the sign, provided that the sign is not a prohibited sign or sign-type and 
provided that the size, height, setback and other dimensional criteria 
contained in this Section and Code have been satisfied.”



Some Unanswered Questions After Reed

• The 2008 amendment also added a content neutrality clause, stating: 
“Notwithstanding anything contained in this Section or the Code to 
the contrary, no sign or sign structure shall be subject to any 
limitation based upon the content (viewpoint) of the message 
contained on such sign or displayed on such sign structure.” 



Some Unanswered Questions After Reed

• Example 6:  Your municipal client’s land use ordinance bans all 
outdoor advertising signs, including noncommercial speech and 
political expression, without any exceptions.  Is this ordinance content 
neutral under the Reed analysis?



Some Unanswered Questions After Reed

• In Bell v. Stafford Tp., 110 N.J. 384, 541 A. 2d 692 (1988), the New Jersey Supreme Court 
invalidated a zoning ordinance provision that applied to all off premises advertising signs.  This 
total ban “would apply to both commercial forms of expression as well as noncommercial speech, 
which could include political expressions.  [citations omitted].  Because noncommercial speech is 
implicated, the burden of overcoming the charge of constitutional invalidity is particularly 
strenuous.  [citations omitted].”   Id. at 395.  

• The court concluded that the municipality did not “justify the passage of such a broad and 
encompassing ordinance that substantially curtails freedom of speech and expression[.]”  Id. at 
398.  The court noted with approval, however, an amended ordinance prohibiting signs or 
billboards that obstruct “driving vision, traffic signals, sight triangles, traffic direction, 
identification signs, or the sight obstruction of the travelling public to another sign or billboard on 
the same property or on a nearby property.”  Id. at 397, n. 7.



Some Unanswered Questions After Reed

• How does Reed apply to regulations relating to signs in rights of way
and on public property?

• Example 7:  Your municipal client’s sign ordinances include a provision
stating: “No person may post or display any temporary signs,
including but not limited to political signs, on any property owned by
the town or in any of the town’s rights of way.”  Signs posted by the
municipality are permitted.  Governing body members on both sides
favor the ordinance because they want to keep the town neat.  They
ask you to issue an opinion as to the provision’s legality.



Some Unanswered Questions After Reed

• This ordinance appears to remain constitutional after Reed, under the 
United States Supreme Court’s decision in City Council of Los Angeles 
v. Taxpayers for Vincent, 466 U.S. 789 (1984). 

• Exceptions permitting governmental signs within rights of way are not 
content specific because the First Amendment does not regulate 
governmental speech, see, Signs for Jesus v. Town of Pembroke, N.H., 
977 F. 3d 93 (1st Cir. 2020); Bruce & Tanya & Associates v. Board of 
Supervisors, 854 Fed. Appx. 521 (4th Cir. 2021).



What to do after Reed/Austin? Regulating Physical 
Characteristics: The Time, Place, and Manner Test

Amend sign ordinances to avoid strict scrutiny, by providing: 
• Uniform regulations for temporary signs relating to size, location, and 

duration.
• Uniform regulations for permanent signs relating to size and location. 
• Regulations relating to zoning classification.
• Regulations of the size and number of signs on a lot.
• Make sure there are no content based exceptions.
• Consider including substitution and severability clauses.
• See, e.g., Shaw v. City of Bedford, Indiana, 262 F. Supp. 3d 754 (S.D. Ind. 

2017)(denying preliminary injunction against ordinance including standards 
for flags, temporary signs, and permanent signs on lots in residential zoning 
districts).



Case Law on Digital 
Billboards and Other 
Emerging Technologies
If federal and state laws 
and regulations permit 
some digital billboards 
can local governments 
prohibit them?
Photo credit: Andrew T. Fede



Case Law on Digital Billboards and Other 
Emerging Technologies
• Example 8:  Your municipal client’s land use ordinance permits static billboards as a conditional 

use in the M-2 non-residential zoning district in an area fronting on an Interstate highway that runs 

through the town.  But the ordinance also states:

No billboard or billboard display area or portion thereof shall rotate, move, 

produce noise or smoke, give the illusion of movement, display video or other 

changing imagery, automatically change, or be animated or blinking, nor shall any 

billboard or portion thereof have any electronic, digital, tri-vision or other 

animated characteristics resulting in an automatically changing depiction.

Is this ordinance content neutral under the Reed analysis?  Is it constitutional?



Case Law on Digital Billboards and Other 
Emerging Technologies
• City of Austin v. Regan National Advertising of Austin, Inc., suggests

that the ordinance is content neutral and that strict scrutiny does not
apply.

• Justice Alito’s opinion concurring in the judgment and dissenting
explains: “The distinction between a digitized and non-digitized sign is
not based on content, topic, or subject matter. Even if the message on
a billboard were written in a secret code, an observer would have no
trouble determining whether it had been digitized.”



Case Law on Digital Billboards and Other 
Emerging Technologies
• But the courts are divided when applying the Central Hudson/Metromedia

intermediate scrutiny analysis to digital billboard bans.

• New Jersey’s Supreme Court invalidated an ordinance banning electronic 
billboards in E & J Equities, LLC v. Board of Adjustment, 226 N.J. 549, 146 A. 3d 
623 (2016).  

• “[W]e do not quarrel with the proposition that aesthetics and public safety are 
substantial government interests, particularly when the medium of expression is 
an outdoor, off-premises advertising device. See Metromedia …. On the other 
hand, a governing body seeking to restrict expression cannot simply invoke those 
interests with scant factual support informing its decision-making and expect to 
withstand a constitutional challenge. In the end, the record provides no 
explanation of the qualitative differences between three static billboards and a 
single digital billboard. The record also belies the assertion that no standards 
existed to address aesthetic and public safety concerns. This absence requires us 
to declare § 112-53.1(C)(3) of Ordinance 3875 unconstitutional.”



Case Law on Digital Billboards and Other 
Emerging Technologies
• Not all courts agree, see, GEFT Outdoor, LLC v. City of Indianapolis, 187 F. Supp. 3d 1002 (S.D. Ind. 

2016):

• “In Metromedia, the Court held that ‘[i]f the city has a sufficient basis for believing that billboards 
are traffic hazards and are unattractive, then obviously the most direct and perhaps the only 
effective approach to solving the problems they create is to prohibit them [citation omitted]…. 
We are bound by the prevailing caselaw as well as common sense both of which support the 
conclusion that billboards ‘pose distinctive problems’ related to traffic safety and aesthetics. 
[citation omitted].  Particularly with regard to digital billboards, other courts have also recognized 
that ‘[i]t is not unreasonable for municipalities to draw distinctions between digital and static 
billboards because their increased visibility and changing display have a greater effect on safety 
and aesthetics.’ Hucul Advertising, LLC v. Charter Tp. of Gaines, No. 1:11–CV–682, 2012 WL 
4052289, at *5 (W.D.Mich. Sept. 14, 2012). Accordingly, we hold that the City’s ban on off-
premises digital signs is not broader than necessary and therefore satisfies the narrowly tailored 
requirement.”

• See, Signs for Jesus v. Town of Pembroke, N.H., 977 F. 3d 93 (1st Cir. 2020); Norton Outdoor 
Advertising, Inc. v. Village of St. Bernard, Ohio, 2022 WL 2176339 (S. D. Ohio 2022); Annot., 
George L. Blum, “Regulation of Digital Billboards,” 5 A.L.R. 7th Art. 8 (2015).



Public and Private 
“Partnership”
Locating billboards on 
public land provides 
leasing and revenue 
raising opportunities for 
government.  
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Public and Private “Partnership”

• For the City of Sacramento’s leasing of municipal land for billboards,
see Melanie Turner, “City Cashes in as Digital Billboards Begin to Catch
On,” Sacramento Business Journal (2011),
https://www.bizjournals.com/sacramento/print-
edition/2011/06/03/city-cashes-in-with-digital-billboards.html

• Report to Sacramento City Council, Leases – Digital Billboards on City-
owned Sites (May 11, 2010),
http://sacramento.granicus.com/MetaViewer.php?view_id=8&clip_id
=2292&meta_id=198506



Applications of Reed to Cases not Involving 
Signs
Courts have held that other regulations may impermissibly impair free 
expression under the Reed content neutral standard:  

(1) Panhandling and solicitation ordinances;

(2) Ordinances prohibiting distribution of printed matter;

(3) Anti-robocall provisions;

(4) Statutes banning digital ballot photos;

(5) Restrictions on speakers at public meetings and regulations regarding
open public records requests;

(6) Regulations of protesters; and

(7) Local tour guide licensing and regulation ordinances.



For More Cases on Reed and Austin

• Annot., George L. Blum and Jason B. Binimow, “Construction and
Application of Reed v. Town of Gilbert, Ariz., Providing that Speech
Regulation Targeted at Specific Subject Matter is Content-Based Even
if it Does Not Discriminate Among Viewpoints Within that Subject
Matter,” 24 A.L.R. 7th Art. 6 (2017).

• Daniel R. Mandelker, Free Speech for On Premise Signs, 3d ed. (United
States Sign Council Foundation, 2020 & Supp. 2021), https://cpb-us-
w2.wpmucdn.com/sites.wustl.edu/dist/a/3075/files/2022/02/ABA-
Billboard-Article.pdf; https://cpb-us-
w2.wpmucdn.com/sites.wustl.edu/dist/a/3075/files/2021/12/Supple
ment2021.pdf



For More Cases on Reed and Austin

• Daniel R. Mandelker, “The Changing Landscape for Billboard Regulation,” 
36 ABA Probate & Property 40 (March/April 2022).

• Daniel R. Mandelker, “Billboards, Signs, Free Speech, and the First 
Amendment,” 55 Real Prop., Tr. & Estate L.J. 367 (2020).

• Andrew T. Fede, “Sign and Billboard Law: Hijacking the First Amendment or 
Balancing Freedom of Expression and Government Control?” New Jersey 
Lawyer Magazine, 305 APR N.J. Law. 78 (April 2017).

• Ryan C. Black (Updated September 2017 by David L. Hudson, Jr.). 2009.  
Billboards [electronic resource] The First Amendment Encyclopedia, Middle 
Tennessee University. (accessed August 7, 2022). 
https://www.mtsu.edu:8443/first-amendment/article/982/billboards
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