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SUBJECT: 1. Request To Advertise (RTA) public hearings on proposed 

amendments to Sections 20, 20(Appendix A), 31A, 34 and 37 of the 
Arlington County Zoning Ordinance. 

 
RECOMMENDATION: Adopt the resolution attached to the staff report, dated May 25, 

2012, as Attachment A to authorize advertisement of public 
hearings by the Planning Commission on July 9, 2012 and the 
County Board on July 21, 2012 to consider proposed amendments 
to Sections 20, 20 (Appendix A), 31A, 34 and 37 of the Arlington 
County Zoning Ordinance to revise sign regulations, as shown in 
Attachments B and C, with the following additions: 

 
1.  Section 34.3, Modifications 

a. Amend §34.3 to add a provision that provides for relevant 
civic association review of proposed modifications 

b. Amend §34.3 to expand allowable modifications to include 
authority for the County Board to approve: 
1) Innovative elements of a sign that would not be allowed 

under current rules as long as the exception would not 
affect standards related to number, size, aggregate area, 
height, changeable copy, lighting, distance from 
residential zones, and directional restrictions. In 
addition, any amendment should include concurrent 
County Board approval of an amendment to §34 to 
allow other similarly situated entities to display signs 
similar to the one approved under special exception 

2) Jumbotrons only in Metro station areas and only if the 
County Board finds such a sign would not adversely 
affect the public health, safety and welfare 
 



2. Section 34.7, Signs in C, M, mixed use districts (RA4.8, R-C, 
RA-H-3.2, MU-VS) and public districts (S-3A, PS, S-D) 
(excluding one- and two-family town house uses) 
a. Remove from §34.7 all references related to public districts 

(S-3a, PS, and S-D) 
b. Amend §34 to add a new, focused subsection detailing the 

regulation of signs in public districts (S-3A, PS, and S-D) 
and /or for uses typically found in such districts actually 
located “R” zones. 

3. Section 34.7.O, Additional sign area above a height of 40 feet 
for specified uses 
a. Provide an option to amend §34 to eliminate §34.7.O 
b. Amend §34.7.O.2.e to provide options to require that all 

signs above 40 feet facing residential districts be turned off 
after 8:00 p.m. or, alternatively, after 10:00 p.m. 

c. Amend §34.7.O. 3(b) to provide an option for roofline signs 
of hotels to remain illuminated at all times. 

d. Amend §34.7.O to provide an option to allow only one 
additional wall sign above a height of 40 feet.   

4. Section 34.4.E, Signs prohibited in all districts 
Section 34.9.C.2, Location 
Section 34.9.C.5.a, Political Signs 
Section 34.9.C.5.b, Seven-day signs 
a. Amend §34.4.E by striking “utility pole” in line 112 
b. Amend §34.9.C.2 by striking “utility pole” in line 345 
c. Amend §34.9.C.5.a to include under “timing” in the chart 

presented, “and up to 31 days before a party nominating 
caucus called by a political party registered in the state of 
Virginia” 

d. Amend §34.9.C.5.b under “maximum size” to provide an 
option for a sign located on a utility pole to be no larger 
than 8.5” x 11” and that signs as large as 4.5 feet may be 
placed in other allowable locations  

e. Amend §34.9.C.5.b under “location” to provide an option 
for posting these signs on utility poles  

5. Amend §34.16, Nonconforming signs, to add an option that 
would require removal of a sign above 40 feet if the tenant or 
owner to which the sign refers no longer occupies or owns the 
subject building. 

6. Amend §34.14 to allow temporary signs to be placed only 
below a height of 40 feet. 

7. Amend §34.10.A (illumination standards for lighted signs) to 
add an option to allow the County Manager or his/her designee 
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to work with the tenant or owner of the sign to achieve an 
acceptable illumination level using an installed dimmer switch.  

8. Amend §34 to include an option to replace the references to the 
George Washington Memorial Parkway, the Monumental 
Core, and Arlington Cemetery with a reference to Areas I and 
II of the “Memorial Core” as established by Congress in the 
Commemorative Works Act of 1986, as referenced in the 
Department of Interior NPS letter, and with this expansion to 
include the 9/11 Pentagon Memorial, the United States Air 
Force Memorial, and the Arlington National Cemetery and all 
of its parts.    

9. Illuminated signs under a height of 40 feet facing “R” and 
“RA” districts may be illuminated at the maximum allowable 
level for “R” and “RA” districts and must be turned off by 
10:00 pm.   

10. Defer consideration of the parking signage amendment to the 
Form Based Code (FBC) Sign Regulations until the ordinance 
language can be reviewed by the FBC Working Group and 
ZOCO.   

11. Modify the RTA to permit in all zoning districts, regardless of 
other lighting restrictions, the ability of property owners or 
tenants to have one lighted sign for the sole purpose of lighting 
the street address to ensure adequate emergency response.   
 

 
Dear County Board Members: 
 
The Planning Commission heard this item at its June 4, 2012 meeting.  Vice Chair Harner noted that 
it is unusual for the Planning Commission to deliberate on a Request To Advertise (RTA), but 
because of the extent of changes and discussion on the sign ordinance the Commission wanted to 
offer the County Board its advice on the content of the RTA.  He indicated that if the RTA does not 
include sufficient options for consideration, the County Board might not be able to act on changes to 
the staff recommendations without re-advertising the proposed amendments.  Therefore, he wanted 
to make sure the RTA gives the County Board sufficient latitude to accommodate any 
recommendation that the Planning Commission or others might have regarding the sign ordinance.  
Vice Chair Harner asked that the Planning Commission deliberations and motion be limited to the 
issues relevant to the RTA and that full consideration of the sign ordinance occur at the July 9, 2012 
meeting.  
 
Deborah Albert, CPHD Planning staff, described the request to authorize advertisement of public 
hearings by the Planning Commission and County Board on July 9, 2012 and July 21, 2012, 
respectively, to consider comprehensive revisions to the sign regulations in Sections 20, 20 
(Appendix A), 31A, 34 and 37 of the Zoning Ordinance.  She described the public outreach and 
review process that began in January 2011.   Ms. Albert also provided a summary of the proposed 
changes, including the new format and organization for the regulations and refinements in the 
current regulations to allow additional flexibility, administrative approval of most signs, and 
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codification of consistent administrative practices.  Finally, Ms. Albert reviewed several additional 
concerns raised by the community and ZOCO.  Also present were Claude Williamson and Richard 
Tucker, CPHD Planning staff.     
 
Public Speakers 

 
Christer Ahl, a resident of Crystal City, noted the complexity of the proposed sign ordinance 
amendment.  While he recognized that simplicity, creativity and variety are encouraged with 
storefront signs, roofline signs should be addressed differently.  He noted that it is difficult to 
anticipate the different types of buildings and the impacts of roofline signs and their illumination.  
Public review of these signs would allow for consideration of impacts and identification of 
appropriate compromises.  He stated that Option B is the most realistic option, as Option A rules out 
the potential to negotiate appropriate compromises with neighbors.  Options C – F should address 
whether the signs are visible and not just the direction in which the signs are facing.  The County 
should rethink the principles and procedures for roofline signs and illumination. 

 
Scott Wierzbanowski, representing the Arlington Ridge Civic Association, thanked staff for their 
hard work on this proposal over the last two years.  With regard to signs above 40 feet, he referred to 
Map 34-1 and recommended that roofline signs should not face the residential areas of Arlington 
Ridge, noting that topography and ridges should be taken into consideration.  With regard to signs 
facing the federal corridor, while he believes that the ability to administratively review and approve 
signs is good; there needs to be the ability to assess the various impacts through the public review 
process.   

 
Ted Saks, a resident of Aurora Hills, stated that he would prefer that no roofline signs be allowed; 
however, if they are, they should not face residential neighborhoods or the Monumental Core.  He 
further stated that Option A is his preference, and that all signs should be subject to mandatory 
County Board review of potential impacts.   

 
Thomas Sheffer, representing the National Park Service (NPS), expressed concern about impacts of 
the proposed changes to the sign ordinance on the Washington, DC Memorial Core, Arlington 
Cemetery, and the George Washington Memorial Parkway.  He stated that their view sheds should 
be unimpaired for future generations.  Mr. Sheffer’s comments referred to Section 34.7.O, 
“Additional sign areas above a height of 40 feet for specified uses” which address rooftop signs 
facing federal lands.  He stated that the NPS strongly supports Option F, which is the only option 
that truly protects NPS sites and Arlington Cemetery.  Furthermore, he suggested that should the 
County Board find a way to enforce the new sign regulations on existing signs above 40 feet, that 
existing signs be brought into compliance with new regulations as opportunities become available. 
 
Larry Mayer, representing the Civic Federation, noted that the Federation’s Zoning and Planning 
Committee would be reviewing the proposed changes at its general meeting on June 5, 2012.  He 
referred to page 9 of the staff report, where staff highlighted community concerns.  He noted their 
concerns, including: 1) lack of agreement among civic associations on the placement of limited 
content-neutral commercial signs in the public right-of-way that would announce meetings, etc.; 2) 
extending the use of commercial directional signs beyond real estate signs, which some civic 
associations believe will result in a significant increase in signs and be problematic due to, in his 
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opinion, a lack of County enforcement; 3) some civic associations want the ability to remove signs; 
4) proximity and visibility of signs for certain events, including use of A-frame signs in public 
medians; and, 5) impacts of roofline signs, most of which would be alleviated if roofline signs were 
not allowed and recommendation of an additional option for no roofline signs. 

 
Kenneth Peskin, representing the International Sign Association, expressed concern for signs that 
will become nonconforming if the proposed amendment regarding illumination levels is adopted.  
The amendment allows owners a period of 10 years to bring existing signs into conformance with 
proposed new lighting standards; however, it would be difficult.  For example, small commercial 
areas would be required to place dimming controls on existing signs to conform to the new lighting 
standards, which would be cost-prohibitive.     

 
Michael Dowell, representing the Aurora Highlands Civic Association, supports the requirement to 
limit the luminance level of signs.  He noted that the use of white and off-white sign colors may 
result in brighter signs and work against the luminance standards; therefore, the County should retain 
the ability to require dimming controllers.  Mr. Dowell referred to the Qwest sign, which he noted is 
too bright and can be seen for one-half mile.   He added that there should be a requirement for 
owners to remove nonconforming signs that display the name of businesses or organizations that no 
longer use that name, such as Qwest.   

 
Planning Commission Report  
 
Commissioner Cole thanked Ms. Albert for her very thorough and thoughtful support and hard work 
on this subject.  He noted that the members of the Planning Commission have met on more than 20 
occasions to review the proposed amendments.  While most concerns have been addressed, there 
remain a few outstanding issues.  Commissioner Cole proposed an outline for discussion, which 
included five issues addressing recommended changes to the RTA.  He believes the options 
discussed in the staff report cover these issues.  The five issues include: 
 
1. Modifications (Section 34.3) 

Commissioner Cole stated that for the most part he believes this section correctly addresses the 
concerns.  He expressed the view that the community’s desire to retain the opportunity to testify 
to the County Board on applications for roofline signs is related, in part, to the belief that the 
adopted policy may not protect their interests. He suggested that County Board discretion is 
needed only when the “right policy” cannot be identified.  He urged the Commission to amend 
the proposed RTA so that the County Board would have a broader array of options to consider 
on what are the right policies when it adopts an amendment.     
 

2. Grouping of Public Districts with Commercial, Industrial and Mixed-Use Districts (Section 34.7) 
or Allowing Institutional Uses in these Zoning Districts to be Regulated Under Section 34.8 
Commissioner Cole stated that, in his view, public districts have different signage needs than 
commercial and industrial districts.  The staff proposal is to provide for exceptions within the 
commercial and industrial districts to allow public and institutional uses to have signs that other 
uses within that district would not have.  This would create an ordinance that is not as simple or 
transparent as one that might provide specifically for signs within public districts. 
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3. Hours of Illumination/Placement of Signs Above 40 feet (Section 34.7.O) 
Commissioner Cole asked the Commission whether Options A and B sufficiently articulate the 
concerns or if other options would be appropriate. 

 
4. Noncommercial Temporary Signs in the Public Right-Of-Way or On Public Property (Section 

34.9)    
Commissioner Cole noted that in amending the County’s sign ordinance, we have the 
opportunity to allow for signage that we believe should be legal, such as signs identifying lost 
pets or yard sales that are typically 8 ½” x 11” in size and often written with a Sharpie pen.  He 
believes citizens should be able to post such signs on utility poles, as the County does with its 
zoning placards. 
 

5. Grandfathering (Section 34.15.B, Section 34.16.D) 
Commissioner Cole noted that he shared the view of the NPS speaker who expressed the view 
that signs that do not comply with the proposed sign ordinance amendments should be removed 
and/or made consistent with the amended ordinance.  He suggested that the proposed sign 
ordinance amendment provides a vision for signage in the County and, more broadly, reflects an 
important aspect of how we all want to experience our community.  Signs that are out of 
compliance should be brought into compliance.  He hoped the Commission would find a way to 
provide the County Board an option to eliminate the grandfathering that could otherwise allow 
noncompliant rooftop signs to remain in perpetuity. 
 

Planning Commission Discussion 
 
Vice Chair Harner asked the Commission if it would like to add to Commissioner Cole’s outline of 
discussion issues. 
 
Commissioner Malis asked to add the Form Based Code Sign Regulations, Lighting Standards, and 
Political Signs. 
 
Commissioner Savela asked to include a definition of federal lands. 
 
Commissioner Kumm asked to include “Additional sign area above a height of 40 feet for specified 
uses” (Section 34.7.O.1).  She would like to consider an option to allow only one additional sign, 
instead of two as proposed. 
Commissioner Fallon asked to discuss and clarify the limits of the scope of the Request To 
Advertise.    
 
Commissioner Iacomini asked to remove references in the Planning Commission recommendation to 
the public districts “P-S”, “S-3A”, and “S-D”, and instead refer to the public uses because they may 
have underlying zonings that are not public.  This would address some of the issues raised in the 
public testimony. 
 
Scope of the Request To Advertise (RTA) 
Commissioner Fallon asked for clarification of the limits of the RTA.  Ms. Albert responded that 
scope issues can be complicated and suggested that the Commission recommend the County Board 
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advertise the broadest possible range so that they may have the option to recommend narrower, more 
restrictive requirements that would fall within the advertised scope.  To ensure that it understand the 
limit of scope for all issues, she suggested that the Commission identify the areas they want to 
include and she would consult with the County Attorney. 
 
Commissioner Harner asked Ms. Albert to summarize the issues raised by the public speakers that 
might not fall within the scope of advertisement.  Ms. Albert summarized the speaker comments as: 
1) no signs should be allowed above a height of 40 feet; 2) signs above a height of 40 feet should not 
face residential areas, and topography and ridges should be taken into consideration; 3) civic 
associations should be able to bring their issues before the County Board; 4) signs should not face 
the Monumental Core and residential areas; 5) all rooftop signs should be reviewed by the County 
Board; 6) civic associations should be allowed to have A-frame signs within medians; 7) community 
signs should be allowed in parks; 8) the 10-year time frame to bring non–conforming signs into 
compliance with the lighting provisions is cost-prohibitive when combined with  nonconforming use 
restrictions governing properties; and 9) white and off-white sign colors defeat luminance standards.   
Ms. Albert suggested that the Commission identify the issues that they would like to include within 
the scope. 
 
Commissioner Fallon asked, based on comments received from public testimony and Commissioner 
Cole’s list, about issues that are not addressed in the scope of the RTA.  For example, the suggestion 
to prohibit signs above a height of 40 feet is not included as an option.  He requested clarification on 
how decisions were made.  Commissioner Cole noted that his motion would include a 
recommendation that the County Board include an option to prohibit signs above 40 feet.  He added 
that if the option is not included within the RTA, the County Board would not be able to act on it.  In 
response to Commissioner Fallon, Ms. Albert stated that while the ordinance currently does not 
allow signs above 35 feet, modifications of this limitation are permitted.  She encouraged the 
Commission, particularly on this issue, to identify the options they recommend be included within 
the scope of advertising rather than trying to determine whether or not they are already included.  
 
Commissioner Iacomini referred to Section 34.7.G, Freestanding Signs, and inquired about whether 
existing freestanding signs located in commercial districts that predate the zoning ordinance would 
continue to be grandfathered, to which Ms. Albert responded yes.  
 
Commissioner Malis inquired about the 400-foot rule in Section 34.9, line 288, and if it refers to 
civic associations holding events such as picnics.  Ms. Albert responded no, that it refers to 
concession stands, for example, in baseball stadiums.  She does not believe the intent is to include 
civic associations, but will confirm.  Commissioner Cole stated that the amendment is to not 
preclude signs for concessionaires and event sponsors, but rather to reinforce that they have to be 
400 feet away from the R-O-W.  Commissioner Malis asked about the intent of the amendment, to 
which Ms. Albert responded that the intent is to tie down the requirements for vendors in stadiums 
and arenas and is not intended for private parks.  Commissioner Cole added that if the County Board 
eliminated the 400-foot distance requirement, it would expand the right of groups posting signs.  
Commissioner Malis asked for confirmation that the intent is for permanent concessionaires, and that 
it would not apply to scoreboards.  Ms. Albert responded that she would confirm.   
Commissioner Savela asked if the standard is intended for permanent signs, because event sponsors 
are not typically permanent users of these facilities.  She asked if it is more for park facility 
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sponsors, and if so, that would be different from an event sponsor.  Ms. Albert responded that 
facility sponsors are covered in another provision of the proposed amendment.   
 
Commissioner Kumm stated that Section 34.9.A.6 (lines 280 – 283) addresses temporary signs for 
community events.  However, she suggested that staff reconsider 34.9.A.7 and 8, as they are 
problematic and limit the ability to achieve the goal of 34.9.A.6. 
 
Commissioner Fallon requested confirmation that there is nothing in the proposed amendment that 
would preclude the County Board from amending the Zoning Ordinance, on its own motion, in the 
future in order to address a standard that it has determined could be addressed in a different way, to 
which Ms. Albert responded no, there is not.  
 
Commissioner Malis inquired as to whether certain sections of the ordinance could be approved in 
July leaving the balance to be deferred to another date.  Ms. Albert responded that while approving 
some sections and not approving others may result in some disconnects, it is something that the 
County Board could do if it so chooses.   
 
Vice Chair Harner suggested that the Planning Commission move its discussion to Commissioner 
Cole’s five discussion issues. 
 
Modifications (Section 34.3) 
Commissioner Cole stated that during the ZOCO discussions several changes to the modifications 
section were suggested, including: 1) civic association review of changes should be allowed prior to 
County Board consideration of a modification; 2) a broad special exception authority, which in his 
view is at odds with the general goal of reducing the number of modifications and the time the 
County Board must devote to signs; 3) allowing the County Board to make special exceptions for 
new innovations that are not allowed under the current rules, as long as the exception would not 
affect standards related to number, size directional and other restrictions; 4) allowing similarly 
situated entities to post similar signs which could be approved administratively in the future; and 5) 
allowing Jumbotrons within Metro Station areas.  With regard to new innovations, every other 
element of the sign ordinance would still stand.  Innovations may include news type of lighting, or 
“touch signs” similar to a large wall iPad.  With regard to Jumbotrons, Commissioner Cole stated 
that the County Board previously passed an ordinance to allow one jumbotron in each Metro Station 
area but it is not included in the Zoning Ordinance.  
 
Grouping of Public Districts with Commercial, Industrial and Mixed-Use Districts (Section 34.7) or 
Allowing Institutional Uses in these Zoning Districts to be Regulated Under Section 34.8 
Commissioner Cole stated that he believes public districts are fundamentally different and are 
designed for different uses than commercial, mixed-use, and industrial districts.  In the best of all 
possible worlds, the ordinance should include a section on signage in public districts, with 
subsections for schools, parks, and hospitals, for example.  Schools and parks have a unique 
relationship with other elements of the community, as they are usually located adjacent to, or are 
islands within, residential areas.  Their signs should meet their needs but also be sensitive to the 
surrounding residential uses.  Signs for these uses should be subject to separate and different 
standards than commercial signage.  He will recommend that the ordinance be changed to create 
special sections for public districts.  
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Commissioner Fallon noted that there are a number of private schools and privately owned parks and 
plazas many of which have public easements.  He inquired as to how these sites would be treated 
under the amended ordinance.  Ms. Albert responded that the ordinance refers to public parks.  If a 
park is privately owned, then it would be regulated under the regulations for the zoning district in 
which the park is located, or it might fall within the category of institutional uses.  With regard to 
schools, the proposed ordinance includes some specific provisions that may also be applied to 
private schools.  Ms. Albert stated that she does not believe there are private schools located in an 
“S-3A” district, but if so then those rules would apply.  Private schools located in other districts 
could choose to either comply with the provisions for institutional uses or the regulations for the 
district within which they are located.  Commissioner Cole asked for confirmation that schools 
referenced in Section 34.7 address not-for-profit or non-profit schools and does not address for-profit 
schools.  Ms. Albert responded that Commissioner Cole was referring to the reference to institutional 
uses, and that the ordinance definition of institutional uses does not include for-profit schools.  

 
Commissioner Iacomini stated that she agreed in principle with Commissioner Cole with regard to 
separating the zoning categories for the public uses; however, she is concerned about public uses that 
have zoning other than public, such as Lyon Park which is zoned “R-6”.  She questioned if these 
uses could install banners, for instance under the proposed amendment and asked if the text should 
be amended to address public uses located in other districts.  Ms. Albert responded that the 
provisions for institutional use signs allow the same type of signs for institutional uses regardless of 
the zoning district in which they are located, including temporary banners.  Commissioner Iacomini 
followed up asking if under Section 34.8, Institutional Uses, a banner reading “Spring Fair” would 
be permitted.  Ms. Albert responded yes, a temporary banner would be allowed for 16 days at a size 
of up to 40 square feet.  Ms. Iacomini followed asking if the section would allow signs for 
community events in parks, such as Lyon Park.  Ms. Albert responded yes, through the provisions 
for institutional use signs rather than the provisions for signs in the “R-6” zone, so long as the 
subject use is defined as an institutional use; however, she noted the owner would have to make a 
decision as to the section of the ordinance that would be regulate its signage.  Commissioner 
Iacomini asked if civic associations could install banners for community events on, for example, the 
perimeter fence of a County-owned park.  Ms. Albert responded yes, as long as they comply with the 
provisions for temporary signs under the institutional use signs and seek the proper permits and 
permission from the County for use of the park.  
 
Commissioner Savela stated that she shares the concerns identified by Commissioners Cole and 
Iacomini, and agreed that schools and parks are completely different types of public uses that need 
sign ordinance language that meet their specific needs.  She reminded the Commission that there are 
County-owned parks and properties that are zoned differently than public, and the desire is to 
maintain the zoning because of the associated density could be sold or transferred to achieve the 
public good. Therefore, simply referring to public use districts is not sufficient.   Commissioner 
Savela expressed concern about how the RTA can be modified to cover the various scenarios and 
cannot envision some sections being acted on and others deferred.  Ms. Albert agreed with 
Commissioner Savela that there are public parks that are zoned other than public, and for those 
reasons there are special provisions for institutional uses that would apply regardless of the zoning 
district in which the use is located, and such provisions could be applied to public parks located in 
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any zoning district and include specific provisions to address public park uses.  She also stated that 
the institutional use sign provisions are the most appropriate sign provision for those uses. 
 
Commissioner Malis asked if the institutional use sign provisions are an option and if the sign 
provisions associated with the site’s zoning district could also be used, to which Ms. Albert 
responded yes but the owner would have to declare which provisions it intends to comply with.  
Commissioner Malis followed that perhaps there should not be an option and that the institutional 
use sign provisions only should govern institutional uses.  Ms. Albert responded that the option 
affords the institutional uses the same rights as other uses having the same zoning, as well as provide 
additional flexibility to meet their particular programming needs.   
 
Commissioner Harner asked if Commissioner Malis’ suggestion to eliminate the option could be 
captured in the RTA.  Commissioner Cole responded that the definition of institutional uses is very 
broad and includes both public and semi-public uses.  With regard to Lyon Park, for example, it 
would be considered an institutional use because of its “R-6” zoning and could have signage 
afforded under either the “R-6” provisions or the institutional use sign provisions.  The trustees of 
the park would have to make a decision as to which provisions it would want to comply with.  Lyon 
Park’s signage tends to be temporary and therefore would not be grandfathered.  If there were 
permanent signs, they would be grandfathered as long as they are currently legally conforming.   
Commissioner Cole noted that one concern is churches located in commercial districts, which up to 
now have been required to use the commercial signage provisions.  For example, if the First Baptist 
Church of Clarendon wants a monument sign, it would have to declare itself as an institutional use 
per Section 34.8 because monument signs are not permitted under its “C-R” zoning.  The proposed 
option would allow the church to be treated as an institutional use within the “C-R” district; 
however, the church, alternatively, could decide that it wants to install signs permitted only under its 
commercial district zoning.  The church would be required to declare which provisions it would seek 
to comply with, either the institutional use or commercial sign provisions, but not both.  

 
Commissioner Harner, following up on Commissioner Malis’ questions, suggested that perhaps 
institutional uses should not have the option to choose one set of provisions or another.  While 
eliminating the option would be more restrictive relative to the proposed RTA, he asked whether it 
would be more beneficial for the proposed RTA to choose one of the options as suggested by 
Commissioner Malis and allow it be expanded when fully considered by the County Board.   
Commissioner Cole responded that the current options should not be removed, as the option 
suggested by Commissioner Malis to only permit signs allowed under the institutional use sign 
provisions would be too narrow and would not take into consideration their underlying zoning rights.    
 
Hours of Illumination/Placement of Signs Above 40 feet (Section 34.7.O) 
Commissioner Cole stated that during ZOCO it was repeatedly raised that there should be an option 
to prohibit either all signs or simply the illumination of signs above 40 feet.  There were also 
suggestions to restrict illumination after 10:00 p.m. or, alternately, after 8:00 p.m. and to allow 
special treatment for hotels to allow illumination all night.  Although it was generally believed that 
roofline signs typically have commercial rather than directional purposes, hotels signs could be 
treated as directional and the consensus was to allow exemptions for them to be illuminated all night.   
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Commissioner Kumm expressed appreciation for Commissioner Cole’s efforts to broaden the range 
of options under consideration for the amended sign ordinance.  She suggested that the options be 
expanded in Section 34.7.O to add an option to allow only one sign at a height above 40 feet, rather 
than two, in order to address concerns raised by the public speakers regarding the impacts of signs 
above 40 feet. 
  
Commissioner Fallon sought clarification on whether the sign provisions recognize architectural 
lighting as signage and if it is regulated as such.  Ms. Albert responded that the proposed amendment 
would provide standards for when architectural lighting is defined as a sign.  Under Section 34.2.C, 
it states that the ordinance is not applicable to architectural lighting and embellishments that contain 
no word, logo or trademark symbols, and that has lighting that includes tubes or strips of light 
outlining a building or part thereof, highlights parts of a building that does not include a sign, and 
provides embellishments such as special rooflines, parapets, building extensions or accessories.  If 
the lighting were determined to not be a sign, then the architectural lighting would be subject to 
review and approval by the County Board as an architectural embellishment.  Commissioner Cole 
added that in his view the brightness of architectural lighting is an important issue and that it should 
not be allowed to be brighter than illuminated signs.  When staff begins the next phase of updating 
the Zoning Ordinance, it is his hope that staff will return to the issue of the brightness of 
architectural lighting.  
 
Commissioner Harner expressed his concern that the RTA not be so narrow as to preclude the ability 
to address, or perhaps eliminate, certain provisions regarding signs above 40 feet.  Commissioner 
Savela stated that she understands staff’s desire to not include every option in the RTA, but she 
strongly believes that the RTA should include the option of allowing no signs above 40 feet and as a 
fall back an option that no signs above 40 feet should be illuminated regardless of the direction.  The 
options are all focused on specific situations and locations of rooftop signs, which is why she raised 
the question of the definition of federal lands.  Commissioner Savela stated that this is the only 
subject that affects federal lands, which are defined as signs facing the Monumental Core, George 
Washington Memorial Parkway, and Arlington Cemetery.  In order to make this as restrictive as 
desired for purposes of the RTA, she suggested that the motion might also include within the list of 
federal lands the United States Air Force Memorial, the United States Marine Corps War Memorial, 
and the National 9/11 Pentagon Memorial.  Ms. Albert responded that the term federal lands is not 
used in the ordinance and suggested that Commissioner Savela refer to Line B (the pink line) on 
Map 34-1 and consider how the RTA could be expanded to include the other federal lands she 
identified.  Commissioner Cole suggested that the motion include the definition provided in the letter 
from the NPS to Arlington County Board Chair Mary Hynes, dated May 31, 2012, which states, 
“Prohibit all permanent and temporary signage and/or other such form of advertisement of corporate 
identification above 35 feet from ground level on buildings that face Area I or Area II of the 
“Memorial Core” as established by Congress in the Commemorative Works Act of 1986.”  He stated 
that the letter explains why this is a good standard for protecting these areas and believes this 
definition is specific enough to protect the additional areas that Commissioner Savela identified.  
Commissioner Savela questioned whether the two latest memorials are included.  Commissioner 
Cole concurred with Commissioner Savela that perhaps certain areas are not included and that the 
NPS language should be added to Map 34-1. 
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Commissioner Forinash pointed out that Area II referenced in the NPS letter is not shown on Map 
34-1.  Commissioner Savela also pointed out that the reference made to a letter from Associate 
Regional Director Peter May, dated September 2011, was not attached. 
 
Commissioner Fallon asked staff to clarify what is meant by signs “facing” a federal land, in terms 
of direction (diagonally or directly) and distance.  Ms. Albert responded that the provisions define it 
by Line B (the pink line) on Map 34-1.  Commissioner Fallon also asked if existing rooftop signs are 
grandfathered.  Ms. Albert responded that the ordinance would treat all existing rooftop signs as 
conforming signs.  In other words, if the County Board decides to prohibit signs above 40 feet, the 
existing signs could remain.  Commissioner Fallon followed with several comments about the 
interpretation of the NPS letter about signs “directly facing” federal lands and asked if the RTA 
would leave open the interpretation of signs “directly facing” federal lands.  Ms. Albert responded 
that part of the reason for the update to the sign ordinance is to clarify the regulations and leave 
fewer provisions open to interpretation.  If the Commission wants the County Board to have the 
option to prohibit signs in areas identified by the NPS, then she would recommend the Commission 
recommend that Line B be extended to cover those areas so that it would not leave the term “directly 
facing” open to interpretation. 
 
Commissioner Cole raised a concern about the many rooftop signs that potentially face the Air Force 
Memorial due to its extreme height.  Commissioner Malis suggested that a distance measure be 
applied to rooftop signs adjacent to federal lands for the County Board to consider in July.  
Commissioner Fallon responded with a concern that this would be an additional restriction not 
covered in the scope of the RTA.  Commissioner Malis pointed out that it would be difficult to 
identify an appropriate distance, to which Commissioner Fallon suggested a distance of up to 5 miles 
away that would cover shorter distances if deemed appropriate.   
 
Noncommercial Temporary Signs in the Public Right-Of-Way or On Public Property (Section 34.9)   
Commissioner Cole raised a concern about political signs, and in particular signs for party caucuses 
versus organized government elections.  He did not believe that party caucuses should be 
constrained as proposed by staff, but rather treated similarly as signs for candidates running for 
political office.  He stated that it creates a burden for candidates, as the signs are limited to 7 days 
and requires the removal of signs after the 7-day period.  Commissioner Cole proposed that 
candidates for nominations in party caucuses of a registered political party in Virginia be allowed the 
same rights and operate under the same rules as candidates running in an official primary or general 
election.   
 
Commissioner Malis stated that she fails to see the distinction between primaries and caucuses, as 
their purposes and results are identical.  She stated that other language that provides the same rules 
for caucus elections as for primaries should be identified and using the term “registered political 
parties” may help.   
 
Commissioner Fallon added that there are legal distinctions between primary elections and private 
endorsement contests, but they do serve a similar public purpose and should be treated like other 
political signs.  With regard to the 7-day sign rule, there are a number of questions and enforcement 
problems.  If the Commission wants to allow political caucus signs, there may be other ways to 
address this.   Ms. Albert responded that caucuses are different from government elections and are 
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not covered by election law.  Commissioner Malis asked if for the purpose of the sign ordinance 
election laws have to be used to make these distinctions.  Ms. Albert responded that it might be 
necessary in order to understand the distinctions between political party elections and civic 
association elections, for example.  When regulating noncommercial speech, these distinctions must 
be considered.  Ms. Albert agreed to follow-up on Commissioner Cole’s suggestion regarding the 
option of using the term “registered political parties”.    
 
Grandfathering (Section 34.15.B, Section 34.16.D) 
Commissioner Cole suggested that the County Board have the option to adopting a provision that 
would require the removal of signs on buildings no longer occupied by the tenant or owner to which 
the sign relates, including prohibiting re-facing or renaming the sign.  For example, under the 
proposed provisions the “BAE Systems” sign could be replaced by a “Coca Cola” sign if the Coca 
Cola company leased space in the building.   
   
Commissioner Kumm agreed that, in response to a public speaker, when a company name changes 
the sign should not be allowed to remain. 
 
Commissioner Cole stated that he is very sensitive to the correspondence he has received from 
developers about the value of having rooftop signs.  While he is sensitive to their concerns, he is not 
convinced that companies will not locate in Arlington because rooftop signs are not allowed.  Signs 
above 40 feet are not allowed in Washington, DC or San Francisco.  Northrop Grumman chose not 
to locate in Arlington for reasons unrelated to signage.  Commissioner Cole stated that he is unclear 
of the empirical evidence supporting the loss of tenants for reasons due to lack of rooftop signs and 
suggested that such studies be provided to support it.     
 
Commissioner Fallon stated that he supports an option that no nonconforming signs over a height of 
40 feet would be allowed.   
 
Commissioner Malis stated that in the past rooftop signs were negotiated as part of a site plan and 
that this is a big step to allow them by right.  Through the site plan review process there was a value 
to negotiating community benefits based on the impacts.   
 
Commissioner Serie inquired about including in the scope of the RTA the removal of rooftop signs 
of tenants and owners that are no longer in business under that name.  Ms. Albert responded that 
while it is not included within the scope of the RTA it might be something that could be done.   
 
Commissioner Iacomini stated that she understands the need to include grandfathering if an option is 
also included that permits no signs above 40 feet.   
 
Commissioner Fallon stated that during the ZOCO meetings there was a lot of discussion about 
leasing signs above 40 feet, and asked if this is covered in the proposed amendment.  Ms. Albert 
responded that the proposed amendment provides for the placement of temporary leasing banners 
anywhere on the building, but if the building is located within 200 feet of and facing single-family 
residences in the “R” district, then the temporary leasing banners cannot be placed above 40 feet.  In 
other areas the banners could be placed above 40 feet by right.  In addition, temporary leasing 
banners could not be lit.   
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Commissioner Malis inquired about temporary leasing banners on existing buildings and asked if, 
for example, the BAE sign could be replaced with a leasing sign at the rooftop.  Ms. Albert 
responded that the proposed amendment includes a provision that would allow approved existing 
signs to be covered with temporary banners, but it only applies to signs below 40 feet.  Therefore, 
the existing BAE rooftop sign could not be wrapped with a temporary banner; however, if the owner 
wanted to change the content of the existing sign then that could be done.   The BAE sign could not 
be replaced with a temporary sign or banner at the roof top, without meeting certain provisions 
including limiting the size to 120 square feet and addressing standards related to building vacancies.  
Commissioner Malis reiterated her concern about degrading the quality of the built environment. 
 
Form Based Code Sign Regulations  
Commissioner Malis referred to new language (lines 16 and 17 in Attachment B) that was not 
previously vetted by ZOCO and the Form Based Code Advisory Working Group (FBC AWG).  The 
new language addresses parking signs, which the FBC AWG had not discussed.  She asked if this 
could be deferred to a later date after the FBC AWG has had an opportunity to discuss it.  Ms. Albert 
responded that there would be no harm in advertising it as it keeps the options open.  Commissioner 
Malis noted that she has a number of questions and there may not be an opportunity to discuss them 
within the normal process in time for the July 2012 hearing.  Commissioner Cole commented that 
removing this would be problematic and that it would be better to include it within the scope, as it is 
currently not included in the ordinance.  Commissioner Malis noted that the balance of the FBC 
provisions were vetted by the FBC AWG and included modest changes.  

 
Lighting Standards and Adjacent Uses  
Commissioner Malis stated that she raised this as a concern because signs below the height of 40 feet 
have no restriction on hours of illumination.  The brightness permitted is based on the district in 
which the building is located and therefore raises the question of potential impacts on adjacent uses.  
She asked about buildings that are located in commercial districts, but situated adjacent to residential 
districts, such as the Garden City Shopping Center and Lee Heights Shopping Center on Lee 
Highway.  There are retail stores located at the rear of the buildings that face residential uses and the 
brightness of their signs can be just as obtrusive at 40 feet or below as signs above 40 feet.   
Commissioner Malis requested that the illumination standards consider adjacent uses.   
 
Commissioner Fallon agreed with Commissioner Malis and asked if there have been any complaints.   
Ms. Albert responded that she was aware of one complaint; however, the County currently does not 
have luminance standards in the ordinance so staff currently has to rely on voluntary cooperation 
from the building owner or retail tenant to address such a complaint.  Commissioner Fallon asked if 
the luminance standards are analogous to the standards of the noise ordinance.  Ms. Albert 
responded that there might be a level that is acceptable, as with the noise ordinance.  She added that 
luminance standards set objective standards and remove biases. 
 
Commissioner Cole stated that he is not proposing an amendment related to lighting provisions for 
signs below 40 feet and asked if there is a section in the sign provisions that would be appropriate to 
include a requirement that signs directly adjacent to “R” or “RA” zoning districts be turned off at a 
certain time.  Ms. Albert responded that staff would consider the most appropriate location within 
the proposed provisions.  With regard to illumination standards, Commissioner Cole noted two areas 
in which he would like more discussion in July.  1) He would be very interested in a discussion on 
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issues that have not been resolved.  2) He would be interested in the technical questions about 
reliability, validity and the general applicability of objective measures.  Arlington would be the first 
jurisdiction in the country to adopt broad illumination standards for regular signs.  He believes the 
restrictions on hours; distance, height and dimmers provide opportunities to respond constructively 
on a complaint-based enforcement approach to address perceived excessive brightness.    
 
Commissioner Malis commented that one of the public speakers identified the color white as being 
particularly impactful.  Ms. Albert responded that she is aware of the issue of white light being 
perceived as brighter than other colors.  The meter that would be used to measure luminance level is 
be calibrated to take into account the differences of perceived brightness by the human eye.  For 
example, a white light at 300 candelas/m2 will be perceived to be brighter than a blue light at the 
same luminance level.   

 
Additional sign area above a height of 40 feet for specified uses  
Commissioner Kumm stated her desire to broaden the discussion to accommodate the issues raised 
by public speakers.  She suggested an additional option to not allow any signs above a height of 40 
feet. 
 
Lighted signs should contain a dimming controller (Section 34.10.A.4) 
Commissioner Cole asked if a provision that gives the County Manager the authority ask the 
property owner to turn down the dimming controller for signs below 40 feet as a condition of special 
exception approval, similar to how rooftop signs are currently treated, would need to be advertised in 
order for it to be considered in July, to which Ms. Albert responded yes. 
  
Incidental Signs in R districts and for one- and two-family uses in all districts (Section 34.5.D) 
The general standards of this section prohibit separate lighting for certain signs, including signs in 
residential zoning districts.  Commissioner Savela noted that in her conversations with EMT 
personnel their staff would prefer that street address signs be lit so that they can be easily identified 
at night.  She questioned the rationale for this provision.  Ms. Albert referred to subsection A.2, 
Lighting, of this same section that references the use of porch lights or other lights serving another 
purpose, to which Commissioner Savela responded that porch lights do not always provide the 
necessary brightness to assist emergency personnel and should be included in the proposed 
amendment in order for it to be considered. 
 
Nonconforming Signs (Section 34.16.C.1(c) 
Commissioner Fallon referred to a technical question made by one of the public speakers, Mr. 
Peskin, regarding the approximately 10-year period, through January 1, 2013, in which 
nonconforming signs relating to luminance level would be allowed.  Ms. Albert responded that the 
10-year amortization period would allow existing signs to come into conformance with the lighting 
standards over a period of ten years.  There are also provisions in the ordinance for nonconforming 
signs that limit what one can do on a property that includes nonconforming signs.  However, the 
question is, during the 10-year period in which the lighting does not have to conform, would all 
other signs on the property be restricted.  Since this is not the intent of the proposed provisions, staff 
agreed to reconsider the language to clarify the intent.   
 
Planning Commission Motion 
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Commissioner Cole moved that the Planning Commission recommend that the County Board adopt 
the resolution attached to the staff report as Attachment A to authorize advertisement of public 
hearings by the Planning Commission on July 9, 2012 and the County Board on July 21, 2012 to 
consider proposed amendments to Sections 20 (Appendix A), 31A and 34 of the Arlington County 
Zoning Ordinance to revise sign regulations, as shown in Attachments B and C, with the following 
additions: 
 
1.  Section 34.3, Modifications 

a. Amend §34.3 to add a provision that provides for relevant civic association review of 
proposed modifications 

b. Amend §34.3 to expand allowable modifications to include authority for the County Board to 
approve: 
1) Innovative elements of a sign that would not be allowed under current rules as long as the 

exception would not affect standards related to number, size, aggregate area, height, 
changeable copy, lighting, distance from residential zones, and directional restrictions. In 
addition, any amendment should include concurrent County Board approval of an 
amendment to §34 to allow other similarly situated entities to display signs similar to the 
one approved under special exception 

2) Jumbotrons only in Metro station areas and only if the County Board finds such a sign 
would not adversely affect the public health, safety and welfare 

2. Section 34.7, Signs in C, M, mixed use districts (RA4.8, R-C, RA-H-3.2, MU-VS) and public 
districts (S-3A, PS, S-D) (excluding one- and two-family town house uses) 
a. Remove from §34.7 all references related to public districts (S-3a, PS, and S-D) 
b. Amend §34 to add a new, focused subsection detailing the regulation of signs in public 

districts (S-3a, PS, and S-D) 
3. Section 34.7.O, Additional sign area above a height of 40 feet for specified uses 

a. Provide an option to amend §34 to eliminate §34.7.O 
b. Amend §34.7.O.2.e to provide options to require that all signs above 40 feet facing 

residential districts be turned off after 8:00 p.m. or, alternatively, after 10:00 p.m. 
c. Amend §34.7.O. 3(b) to provide an option for roofline signs of hotels to remain illuminated 

at all times. 
4. Section 34.4.E, Sign prohibited in all districts 
 Section 34.9.C.2, Location 
 Section 34.9.C.5.a, Political Signs 
 Section 34.9.C.5.b, Seven-day signs 

a. Amend §34.4.E by striking “utility pole” in line 112 
b. Amend §34.5.C.2 by striking “utility pole” in line 345 
c. Amend §34.5.C.5.a to include under “timing” in the chart presented, “and up to 31 days 

before a party nominating caucus called by a political party registered in the state of 
Virginia.” 

d. Amend §34.5.C.5.b under “maximum size: to provide an option for a sign located on a utility 
pole to be no larger than 8.5” x 11” and that signs as large as 4.5 feet may be place in other 
allowable locations  
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e. Amend §34.5.C.5.b under “location” to provide an option for posting these signs on utility 
poles  

5. Amend §34.16, Nonconforming signs, to add an option that would require removal of a sign 
above 40 feet if the tenant or owner to which the sign refers no longer occupies or owns the 
subject building. 

6. Amend §34.14 to allow temporary signs to be placed only below a height of 40 feet. 
7.  Amend §34.10.A (illumination standards for lighted signs) to add an option to allow the County 

Manager or his/her designee to work with the tenant or owner of the sign to achieve an acceptable 
illumination level.  
 

Commissioner Fallon seconded the motion. 
 
Commissioner Forinash asked for unanimous consent to amend the motion to recommend that in 
recommended addition #4 the section of the proposed ordinance referenced in bullets d. and e. be 
corrected and changed from §34.5.C.5.b. to §34.9.C.5.b.  There was no objection, so the amendment 
was incorporated into the main motion. 
 
Commissioner Fallon asked for unanimous consent to amend the motion to recommend that the 
preamble of the motion reference the date of the staff report as follows, “attached to the staff report 
dated May 25, 2012”.  There was no objection, so the amendment was incorporated into the main 
motion. 
 
Commissioner Fallon asked for unanimous consent to amend the motion to recommend that in areas 
of possible misstatement of code sections that the intent of the language be pursued.  There was no 
objection, so the amendment was incorporated into the main motion. 
 
Commissioner Savela asked for unanimous consent to amend the motion to recommend that the 
RTA include the option to replace the references to the George Washington Memorial Parkway, the 
Monumental Core, and Arlington Cemetery with a reference to Areas I and II of the “Memorial 
Core”, with expansion if necessary to include the 9/11 Pentagon Memorial and the United States Air 
Force Memorial, and to further prohibit the grandfathering of existing rights for signage that violate 
those areas.   There was an objection.  Commissioner Savela moved that the Planning Commission 
recommend that the RTA include an option to replace the references to the George Washington 
Memorial Parkway, the Monumental Core, and Arlington Cemetery with a reference to Areas I and 
II of the “Memorial Core” as established by Congress in the Commemorative Works Act of 1986, as 
referenced in the Department of Interior NPS letter, and with expansion to include the 9/11 Pentagon 
Memorial and the United States Air Force Memorial.   Commissioner Ciotti seconded the motion. 
 
Commissioner Savela explained that her intent was to make certain that Line B (the pink line) of 
Map 34-1 and the reference to federal lands was expanded to include those areas recommended by 
the NPS for inclusion, since the Planning Commission did not receive a copy of the letter that was 
referenced to identify included areas.  This would at least provide the County the option to consider 
expansion to include those areas.  
 
Commissioner Forinash, while he agreed with the sentiment of Commissioner Savela’s motion, 
noted that his objection was based on two points. 1) The definition of Area II is not clear in the NPS 
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letter.  2) It is not clear if the NPS is proposing that all buildings facing Areas I or II should be free 
from the intrusion of signage as indicated in the first bullet on the first page of the letter, or if the 
NPS is proposing that only Area I be protected which seems to be the intent of the first paragraph on 
the second page of the letter.  Commissioner Savela responded that by being as expansive as 
possible in the RTA, it provides the opportunity to narrow the provisions later in July.   
 
Commissioner Cole commented that he wanted to make sure that the intent of Commissioner 
Savela’s motion was to not remove Arlington Cemetery from protection, because it may not be 
included in the definition of Areas I or II.  In his opinion it is not clear whether the Cemetery is 
included or not, because the map indicates that Arlington House is part of Area II and if Arlington 
House is protected then, by de facto, the Cemetery is included.  He indicated that he would seek 
unanimous consent for its inclusion after the vote on Commissioner Savela’s motion. 
 
The Commission voted 11-0 to support the amended motion.  The amendment was incorporated into 
the main motion.  Commissioners Ciotti, Cole, Fallon, Forinash, Harner, Iacomini, Klein, Kumm, 
Malis, Savela, and Serie supported the amended motion.   
 
Commissioner Cole asked for unanimous consent to amend the motion to recommend that the just 
adopted motion add to the protected areas the Arlington National Cemetery and all of its parts.  
There was no objection, so the amendment was incorporated into the main motion. 
 
Commissioner Forinash asked for unanimous consent to amend the motion to recommend that the 
preamble of the motion also include reference to Section 37.F, which is referenced in Section 34.18 
of the amended ordinance.  There was no objection, so the amendment was incorporated into the 
main motion. 
 
Commissioner Malis asked for unanimous consent to amend the motion to recommend that 
illuminated signs under a height of 40 feet facing “R” and “RA” districts may be illuminated at the 
maximum allowable level for “R” and “RA” districts and must be turned off by 10:00 pm.  There 
was no objection, so the amendment was incorporated into the main motion. 
 
Commissioner Malis asked for unanimous consent to amend the motion to recommend that the 
approval of the parking signage amendment to the FBC sign regulations be deferred until the 
ordinance language can be reviewed by the FBCWG and ZOCO.  There was no objection, so the 
amendment was incorporated into the main motion. 
 
Commissioner Savela asked for unanimous consent to amend the motion to recommend that staff 
modify the RTA to permit in all zoning districts, regardless of other lighting restrictions, the ability 
of property owners or tenants to have one lighted sign for the sole purpose of lighting the street 
address to ensure adequate emergency response.  There was no objection, so the amendment was 
incorporated into the main motion. 
 
Commissioner Iacomini asked for unanimous consent to amend the motion to recommend that in 
recommended addition #2 that additional language be added at the end of bullet b. as follows, 
“and/or for uses found in such districts that are actually located in “R” zones”.  There was no 
objection, so the amendment was incorporated into the main motion. 
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Commissioner Kumm asked for unanimous consent to amend the motion to recommend that in 
Section 34.7.O an option be added to allow only one additional wall sign above a height of 40 feet.  
There was no objection, so the amendment was incorporated into the main motion. 
 
Commissioner Cole expressed his gratitude to his colleagues and staff for the many months that they 
have worked on the proposed amendment to the sign ordinance. 
 
Commissioner Savela thanked Commissioner Cole for his very hard work and helping the 
Commission work through this very complicated ordinance.  She hoped that the additions to the 
RTA that the Commission requested will be treated such that they suggest how the Commission is 
leaning in some cases and that they will not be ignored or deemed too late for the process, as some 
of the additions were raised and supported by attendees at the many meetings held over several 
months and therefore are not being brought to the table late in the process. 
 
The Commission voted 11-0 to support the amended motion.  Commissioners Ciotti, Cole, Fallon, 
Forinash, Harner, Iacomini, Klein, Kumm, Malis, Savela, and Serie supported the amended motion.   
    
 
 
      
       Respectfully Submitted, 
       Arlington County Planning Commission 
        

        
       Brian Harner 
       Planning Commission Vice-Chair 
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