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Minutes of the December 18, 2018 meeting of Advisory Neighborhood 
Commission 1D

These minutes accepted at the __________, 2019 meeting.

Meeting call to order

[7:10 pm] At 7:10 pm, Vice Chair Romero-Latin called the meeting to order. Present were four Commissioners, 
Yasmin, Paul Karrer, Jack McKay, and Stuart Karaffa, constituting a quorum. Julio Gonzalez provided 
simultaneous Spanish interpretation. 

Public discussion

[7:12 pm] The ANC meeting continued with the mandatory Public Discussion period.

Chair's report

[7:24 pm] Jon was absent.

Vice chair's report

[7:24 pm] Yasmin spoke, mentioning the forthcoming shift of Mount Pleasant from MPD District 4 to District 3. 
Jack followed with a map illustrating the change.

Committee reports

[7:28 pm] There were no committee reports.

Secretary’s report

[7:28 pm] No corrections were noted for the draft minutes of the November meeting, which were declared 
accepted.

Treasurer’s report

[7:29 pm] Treasurer Stuart Karaffa reported on routine expenditures. Expenditures approved, 4 to 0 vote.
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Purchase of books for Mount Pleasant Library giveaways

[7:30 pm] Stuart offered the following resolution:

Resolved, that ANC 1D allocates up to $3,000 for multilingual children’s book giveaways as part of 
programming at author/illustrator speaking events, operated by the Friends of the Mount Pleasant Library.

Why:  According to the Friends of the Mount Pleasant Library, one of the most magical ways to inspire a love
of reading in children is to connect them directly with the authors and illustrators who write the books that 
kids see and read. The Friends group requests funding to help make that connection possible, by purchasing 
copies of books of visiting authors and illustrators to put directly into the hands of children for them to keep. 

Approved, 4 to 0 vote.

Endorsement of HPRB Approval for 1627 Monroe St NW

[7:37] Jack offered the following resolution on Jon Stewart's behalf:

Resolved, that ANC 1D advises the Mayor of the District of Columbia and her designated Agent for Historic 
Preservation to approve the installed window for case 18-314, at 1627 Monroe St NW, as it finds the window 
compatible with the Mount Pleasant Historic District and issuance of the permit necessary in the public 
interest.

The “why” statement, being lengthy, is provided on the following pages.

Approved, 4 to 0 vote.

Adjournment

[7:38 pm] The meeting was adjourned at 7:38 pm. This was followed shortly by an MPD session concerning the 
forthcoming changes in MPD organization, including the shift of Mount Pleasant from 4D into 3D.
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Endorsement of HPRB Approval for 1627 Monroe St NW

Resolved, that ANC 1D advises the Mayor of the District of Columbia and her designated Agent for Historic 
Preservation to approve the installed window for case 18-314, at 1627 Monroe St NW, as it finds the window 
compatible with the Mount Pleasant Historic District and issuance of the permit necessary in the public interest.

Why: 

ANC 1D has duly considered this case. We firmly believe that the Historic Preservation Review Board ruled 
erroneously, and that the Mayor’s Agent should set aside their decision, as this alteration is necessary in the 
public interest. We discuss the rationale for our advice here, first addressing the issue of compatibility with the 
Mount Pleasant Historic District and then the aspect of being in the public interest. We will discuss the legal 
obligations due to ANC’s, and kindly remind the Mayor’s Agent that the DC Code applies equally to the Mayor 
and Mayor’s Agents as it does to the Historic Preservation Review Board.

The Historic Preservation Office’s design guidelines state:

“Creating a new opening or enlarging an existing opening in a primary character defining wall for a window, 
door, through-wall air conditioning unit or other reason is almost never appropriate. … The size, design and 
detailing of the new opening should be compatible with the character of the wall.”

Unfortunately, the guidelines say nothing about the conditions for determining when enlarging an existing 
opening in a primary character defining wall is appropriate. Therefore, we must do some reasoning of our own. 

First, the applicant’s motivation for installing a larger window is legitimate, as the previous window left the 
living room dark and did not provide for much air flow. In recommending denial at its hearing, the HPRB Chair 
noted that board members would be happy to work with the applicant to bring more natural light into his home 
via alternate means. While acknowledging HPRB’s professional expertise, we do not see how this could be 
feasibly done. The applicant’s house is quite small. It’s shaded to the west by a larger Victorian rowhouse, which
adjoins it. No room can be spared in the front of the house for a skylight to pass through the second floor into the
living room. The house itself faces south-by-southwest. The living room can get natural light through this front 
window, or not at all.

Second, while a larger window may not have been an original feature of a 1930s Meadowbrook, such houses are 
not the dominant style in the Mount Pleasant Historic District. Indeed, the odd strips of Meadowbrooks on this 
block and Brown St are themselves out of character and hemmed in by Victorian and Wardman-style rowhouses 
more typical of the neighborhood. Those rowhouses feature larger windows. Therefore, the size and dimensions 
of the new window are generally in range and compatible with fenestration in the Historic District at-large—it 
bears repeating that this window is not a contemporary treatment or some other kind of anachronism, and that 
this specific alteration can be found to be compatible without opening Pandora’s box to permit all possible 
alterations related to windows.

Third, the window itself is compatible. HPO’s own report for this case says so: “But the chosen windows are 
compatible replacements.” Indeed, the applicant chose an expensive, high-quality window model precisely to 
ensure compatibility, and this satisfied HPRB member Mr. Landis. And while HPO’s report mentions that the 
mortar could have been better matched, in the subsequent HPRB hearing on the case, HPO staff noted that 
differences in the mortar would likely be negligible with a bit of powerwashing.

Finally, we feel that HPO’s report also makes an important general point, and one that argues for exceptional 
treatment under the “almost never” provision in the guidelines. In HPO’s own words, “This case is a closer call 
than a similar alteration at most historic properties, because not all contributing buildings are created alike.” As 
noted above, the Meadowbrook rowhouses around this block are later, smaller, and less impressive than the 
typical Wardman or Victorian townhouses found in the Mount Pleasant Historic District. While DC’s historic 
preservation regulations make no formal distinction between types of contributing structures, HPO’s statement 
acknowledges the plain, common-sense truth that not all contributing structures are equal. The HPO report goes 
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on to lay out its reasoning:

“There are mitigating factors here in that the porch overhang obscures some of the alteration and diverts 
attention from it. The mirror-image house is at the other end of the row, eight houses away—although the 
fenestration had been consistent throughout the complex. Further, this is a nondescript and late row for the 
district, a pale derivative of Mount Pleasant’s earlier homes, and reproduced in abundance elsewhere.” 

Of course, HPO’s report ultimately recommends denial, and was so affirmed by HPRB. Why should the Mayor’s
Agent disagree and permit the alteration? Having argued in favor of compatibility, we now discuss why the 
alteration is necessary in the public interest. First, we note that “necessary in the public interest” is nicely 
defined in the DC Code, Chapter 11 § 6–1102 (10):

“Necessary in the public interest” means consistent with the purposes of this subchapter as set forth in § 6-
1101(b) or necessary to allow the construction of a project of special merit.

We do not need to appeal to the notion of “special merit.” It is enough to reference § 6–1101(b):

“It is further declared that the purposes of this subchapter are:

    (1) With respect to properties in historic districts:

 (A) To retain and enhance those properties which contribute to the character of the historic district 
and to encourage their adaptation for current use;

 (B) To assure that alterations of existing structures are compatible with the character of the historic 
district; and

 (C) To assure that new construction and subdivision of lots in an historic district are compatible with 
the character of the historic district;”

The prior discussion addresses (1)(B), as does HPO’s report, frankly. We believe it is quite telling that the HPO 
report equivocates so much, and that the reason it ultimately recommends denial is due to the applicant having 
not first obtained a permit. As we noted to HPRB, and as the board ostensibly acknowledged, the matter before 
the Mayor’s Agent relates to whether the alteration is compatible, not that the permitting process was followed 
correctly. If there is a difference, it is that we can judge the alteration concretely, and it is our understanding that 
the applicant faces other actions for failing to obtain a permit prior to the installation of the window.

(1)(C) of § 6–1101(b) has no bearing in this case. Therefore, only (1)(A) must be considered, and it is difficult to
imagine a more applicable clause in the DC Code. 1627 Monroe is being retained, it is being enhanced, it does 
contribute, and is in keeping with, the character of the historic district, and it does adapt the house for current 
use. After all, this is a house built in 1937, eight years into the Great Depression, designed to be plain and 
affordable, to the extent that this house and its neighbors verge on being out of character with the rest of the 
neighborhood.

However, perhaps in contrast to other neighborhoods with Historic Districts, the defining characteristics of 
Mount Pleasant are its diversity and history of adaptation. Mount Pleasant is far younger than Georgetown and 
pales in comparison to Capitol Hill with regard to historic significance. From the grand houses of the late 19th 
century, to its planned development in concert with the new streetcar lines, its adoption by middle-class African-
Americans after the end of redlining, a new home for the Central American diaspora of the 1970s and ‘80s, to its 
present milieu, Mount Pleasant has always been adapted for current use by newcomers—just as Mr. Zattler, an 
immigrant from Germany, has done.

While we are glad of the protections provided by the historic preservation law, the present treatment of the 
neighborhood by HPO and HPRB is not in keeping with Mount Pleasant’s history, nor with the wishes of the 
neighborhood, nor with the law. Our ANC may not be architectural experts, but we are experts in Mount 
Pleasant, and, as elected officials, we are held accountable by its residents. Further, the DC Code requires that 
the DC Government treat our advice with “Great Weight.” Time after time, HPRB has failed to do so, as this 
case exemplifies. More often than not, HPRB has disagreed with our advice. That is permissible with any given 
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case, but the history writ-large indicates either that our ANC has no conception of the applicable law (we hope 
this resolution demonstrates otherwise) or that HPRB does not abide by the law. Indeed, it is easily demonstrable
that it does not (DC Code § 1–309.10(d)):

“(A) The issues and concerns raised in the recommendations of the Commission shall be given great weight 
during the deliberations by the government entity. Great weight requires acknowledgement of the 
Commission as the source of the recommendations and explicit reference to each of the Commission’s issues 
and concerns.

“(B) In all cases the government entity is required to articulate its decision in writing. The written rationale of
the decision shall articulate with particularity and precision the reasons why the Commission does or does not
offer persuasive advice under the circumstances. In so doing, the government entity must articulate specific 
findings and conclusions with respect to each issue and concern raised by the Commission. Further, the 
government entity is required to support its position on the record..”

In this case and in all of the many other cases where HPRB has not followed our advice, they have failed to 
address our specific issues and concerns, and failed to provide us with a written rationale that articulates with 
particularity and precision why they have not followed our advice. The DC Code prohibits ANCs from bringing 
lawsuits, and we have abided by the law. However, HPRB’s failure to do so means that Mount Pleasant’s 
constituents would have standing in the courts to appeal HPRB’s rulings. We hope that the Mayor’s Agent 
follows our advice with this case and demonstrates clearly to HPRB that the opinions of ANCs should not be 
dismissed so cavalierly as they are in the habit of doing, and certainly not when ANCs engage with consideration
to the case at hand and the requirements of the law. But should the Mayor’s Agent feel obligated to overrule 
Mount Pleasant’s elected officials, we remind him that he must also respond to our advice here in writing and 
with particularity and precision to our concerns, as is necessary in the public interest.
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