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Advisory Neighborhood Commission 2E, ata public meeting h,eld on December 3,2012, duly
noticed, and at which seven commissioners were pres;ent constituting a quorum, unanimously
adopted the following resolution relating to the proposed sign regulation, ,"qu.sting that for the
Georgetown Historic District, the regulations be clarified and irr some cases strengthened with
regard to -

- Neon, LED and other electronically lit or electronic signLs;

- Projecting ("blade") signs;

- Show window signs;

- Master plans for signs in a complex with multiple tenants;

- Freestanding signs on public space;

- The role of the Commission of Fine Arts in revieu,inlg signage for the Georgetown Historic
District; and

- Temporary signs

COM M ISSION HRSi:

Ed Solomon, Distr ict 1 Ron Lewis, Distr ict 2 Jeff Jones, Distr. ict 3 Jake Sticka, Distr ict 4
Bil l  Starrels, Distr ict 5 Tom Birch, Distr ict 6 Charles Eas;on, Distr ict 7



The ANC 2E resolution is as follows:

ANC 2F appreciates the opportunity to comnrent on the District of Columbia,s proposed
regulations issued with the intent to adopt a ne\ / title l3i (Sign Regulations) of the Distrir:t
of Columbia Municipal Regulations. The prc,posed regulatio.tr *ill contribute
significantly to providing clarity and certainty governing outdoor signs.

In a historic district such as Georgetown, outcloor signs add to the charaeter,vitality and
identity of a neighborhood. At the same time, it is important to avoid the visual clutter
that distracts and hides the architectural features and hisrtoric interest of that district.
ANC 2E recognizes and appreciates the singular treatmr:nt afforded the Georgetown
Historic District under these under these proposr;d rules. In view of our interest in
preserving the unique character of this historir; nLeighborhood, ANC 2E is pleased to offer
the following comments addressing those pro'visrions in the proposed regulations.

Sec. 306.1, PROHIBITED SIGNS, EXCEPTIOI{S: ,A.IrtrC 2E supports the listing of
prohibited signs in the Georgetown Historic [)istrict. We read the prohibition of
"electronic" signs to include LED and similar siigns, andl we support that prohibition. If
clarification is needed, we support including ar specific prohibition on "electronic signs,
including LED and similar signs." We support a prohibition on flashing neon signs. We
also supportaprohibition on non-flashing necln signs except as follows: we support an
exception in the regulations regarding "non-flashing" neon signs to be permitted under
the same rules for all other signage and must comport with the D.C. I{istoric
Preservation Office guidelines and the Old Ge:orgetown Board (OGB) guidelines and
practices, i.e. identify the business and serve ars l.he singl.e sign for the business, and meet
the requirements and review process of placernent, size, design, and color applied to any
other type of sign. Such a requirement would then prohibit the proliferation of multiple
neon signs at a single business and eliminate erll but thosre neon signs serving the single
pu{pose of identifyitrg the business.

Sec.305.1(a) PERMITTED SIGNS AND RE(QtIIREMIINTS/Projecting Signs: ANC 2Ei
urges that for the Georgetown Historic District, the D.C, government adopt in these
regulations the standards applied by ANC 2E onproposr;d projecting signs, which have
been developed and are imposed in the interest crf'minimizing visual clutter in the
Georgetown historic district: Projecting signs (or: "blade" signs) are only permitted 1) on
the principal commercial streets Wisconsin A.renue NW, M Street NW, and K
Street/Water Street NW) in the case of identifyirrg a business located above another
business on the street level, or 2) to identify a business l,ocated on a side street off one of
the principal commercial streets.

Sec.305.1(c) PERMITTED SIGNS AND RE(IUIREMENTS/Show Window Signs:
ANC 2E supports the provisions in Section 30,5.1(c) limiting the size of signs in windowr;
to the lesser of 25 square feet or 20 percent of the window area. The District's building
code requires that signs painted onto glass storefiont windows not cover more than 10
percent of the total window surface and that signs hung iinside display windows not cover'
more than 1 5 percent of the window. ANC 2Ii rr;commends that for the Georgetown



Historic District. the D.C. govemment ncorporarte these provisions into the regulations
proposed here rather than increasing the allorve,l window areato 20 percent as stated in
the proposed regulations.

Support of this provision recognizes concern over the proliferation o1large signs
(including enlarged photographs and colored lig;ht panels) covering all oinearly all of a
window area of commercial establishments irr the Georlgetown Historic District, again
creating undesirable visual clutter on the commercial streets. In fact, this provision
should be expanded to apply to all signs visible from the street, inclucling ihose signs set
back from the window face, providing transpilrency bet'ween the street and the
commercial establishment and promoting greater interar:tion between the interior and
exterior spaces.

Sec.404.1 MASTER PLANS FOR SIGNS: INC 2E recommends that the D.C.
government stipulate clearly in the regulations t.he permissive and not mandatory nature
of a requirement for the development of a coc,rdinated nnaster plan for signs where a
complex houses multiple tenants requiring se'',zeral signs. A goal of the signage program
in the Georgetown historic district should not necessarily be to promote a single "look"
which might be appropriate to a suburban shopping district but inappropriate to a historic:
district. We believe the overall policy drivinp; these regulations should promote the
individuality and even the eccentricities that iCe;nti$z the character ancl spirit of the
historic district, encouraging diverse yet compatible sigrrage in the commercial districts.
Such decisions should be made on a case-by-oase basis through the review process,
including those concerning signs to be installed on multiple properties that are
historically or architecturally related.

Sec.606 FREESTANDING SIGNS ON PUBLIC SPACE: ANCI 2E urges that
freestanding sidewalk signs be prohibited in the Georgerlown Historic District with the
three limited exceptions described below. Our c'pposition to freestanding sidewalk signs
is based on our interest in ensuring pedestrian safety ancl encouraging the free flow of
foot traffic and commerce on the principal cornmercial srtreets in the historic district.
Georgetown's narrow, brick sidewalks are chzrllenging e:nough fbr pedestrians to navigatrl
without the addition of freestanding signs. With some 10 million visitors a year, the
sidewalks in Georgetown, especially on the prin,cipal commercial streets, are often filled
to capacity for all pedestrians and even more challenginlg for people rn'ith strollers, in
wheelchairs, or walking bicycles. The extensive, streetscape design implemented by the
District of Columbia on M Street and Wisconr;in Avenur: several years ago included the
goal of reducing street furniture and visual clurtter on those streets. The imposition of
freestanding signs on the sidewalks of those sl;reets is oprpositional to that approach and
defeats one of the principal goals of the streetscarpe project.

We support exceptions only fo. (1) valet parkingl signs within the Georgetown BID
boundaries, (2) the provision Sec.606.7 in the proposed regulations pennitting
freestanding sidewalk signs indicating the locirtion of apublic market during the market'r;
house of operation, and (3) signs pertaining to a businesrs located on a side street within
one block of any of the principal commercial r;trr:ets, or located on a corner away from



the principal commercial streets, with a daily ctranging message related to the
commercial nature of the business and deternrinred to contribute to the indiviclual
character and spirit of Georgetown. Signs rn.eeting these exceptions must also comply
with all other provisions of these regulations, including available sidewalk width.

CHAPTER 3: SIGNS SUBJECT TO REVIEW I}Y THE COMMISSIoN oF FINE
ARTS/ CHAPTER 4: SIGNS SUBJECT TO RI]VIEW BY THE HISTORIC
PRESERVATION BOARD: We urge that the r:egulations clarify the roles of the
Commission of Fine Arts and the Historic Prr:serrvation Review Boarcl with resard to
signage in the Georgetown Historic District. Specifically, we recommend:

A. Primary review blz the CFA. t\s rvritten. the provisions of Chapter 3
(CFA) and Chapter 4 (HPRB) seem to overlap, possibl), suggesting that both CFA and
HPRB will review each permit application for the Geor,getown Historic District. This
would be inefficient for all concerned, and we believe it is not necessary. Instead, the
regulations should be clarified to provide that CFA has primary jurisdiction and
applications will not also be reviewed by HPITB (except, perhaps, in rare cases of unusull
importance).

B. Clarification of CFA's role. The regulations should make clear that CFA,
in reviewing individual cases, may be more rest.rictive t.han the signage regulations might
otherwise allow. That is how CFA needs to operate ancl it generally r,vorks well. For
example, zoning regulations may permit a certain height limit or lot-coverage limit, but
CFA considers the particular context of the applicant property and frequently applies a
more restrictive standard than the more genenll :regulations establish. CFA focuses on
specific properties and specific visual context, and that role needs to be preserved clearly'
in these regulations.

C. Timetable for CFA action. Ser:tions 303,3 and 303.4 of the proposed
regulations require that CFA act withi n 45 da,gs of reoeiving an application. In practice,
that deadline would not give CFA time to revievv cases iit should be reviewing. Because
of the two-stage review process (OGB and CIIA) that aprplies to Georgetown, combined
with CFA's cut-off time for putting applications on an uLpcoming agenda, review within a
45-day timetable could often be impossible. fhr: CFr\ process requires applicants to
submit a week to 10 days before an OGB mee,ting; then the OGB meets; then around twc,
weeks later the CFA meets; then the CFA rep,rrt is prepiared and distributed. .An
application received after the submission cut-rlfl'for a mLeeting in month one would be
heard in month two, and the process would tal<e more th.an 45 days to complete. Also,
neither OGB nor CFA meets in August, and a 4!i-day lirnit could have the perverse effecr:
of encouraging some applicants to game the system. WIe suggest that Section 303.3 refer
to the Commission's normal schedule and provide that review be conducted within the
time frame of the next available meetings, including posrt-meeting reports, following
receipt of an application, taking into account cut-off periods for hearing applications at a
particular meeting.



TEMPORARY SIGNS: We have some concems about the proposed duration, size and
review process for temporary signs in the Gertr6;etown lHistoric District. We would
appreciate the opportunity to work with the l).C). govenlment on refining these aspects of
the proposed regulations as they apply to the Georgetor,vn Historic District.

We appreciate the opportunity to bring this resolution trc the attention of D.C. government. If
there are any questions or concerns, please let me krr)llr so that we can discuss the issues
together.

Sincerely,
--/-
v

haz.-
Ron Lewis
Chair, ANC 2E
Serving Georgetown and Burleith
202-253-5969


