
 GOVERNMENT OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
 DEPARTMENT OF CONSUMER AND REGULATORY AFFAIRS 
 OFFICE OF ADJUDICATION 
 941 NORTH CAPITOL STREET, N.E., SUITE #9100 
 P.O. Box 37140 
 WASHINGTON, DC 20013-7200 
 
 
In the Matter of:      HPA #00-137 
 
Maryalice H. Mohnet     Location: 
P.O. Box 15188      31 Sixth Street, S.E. 
Washington, D.C. 20003     Washington, D.C.  
 

DECISION AND ORDER 
 
Background 
 
 This matter came before Rohulamin Quander, Administrative Law Judge 
and Mayor’s Agent for Historic Preservation on July 19, 2000, pursuant to the 
D.C. Administrative Procedure Act, codified at D.C. Code, Sec. 1-1509, and the 
D.C. Historic Landmark and Historic District Protection Act of 1978 (the Act), D.C. 
Law 2-144, codified at D.C. Code, Sec. 5-1001, et seq and upon the request for 
an administrative hearing filed by Maryalice H. Mohnet, homeowner and the 
Applicant (the Applicant).   
 

The Applicant appeared pro se, and specifically elected to waive her right 
to be represented by private legal counsel.  The Applicant seeks approval for the 
already completed installation of two lighting tubes shielded by aluminum covers 
mounted over each tube, installed on the left and right sides of a large window, 
located at the turret of her Victorian corner row house, located in the Capitol Hill 
Historic District.  At the base of the window, there was also installed an electrical 
conduit, which is several feet above grade.  Because the installation is located on 
corner property, the Staff Report indicates that the lighting work is visible from 
both Sixth and A Streets. 

 
At its meeting convened on February 24, 2000, the Historic Preservation 

Review Board (the Board) adopted the Staff Report, which recommended that 
the Applicant be denied the permit application, as the lighting installation and 
conduit running along the base of the building were inconsistent with the purpose 
of the preservation law. 

 
The Applicant testified at the hearing, as well as Lyle R. Schauer and 

Nancy Metzger, both from the Capitol Hill Restoration Society.  For the reasons 
that follow, this application for a construction permit to illuminate this window is 
DENIED. 



 

In the Matter of Maryalice H. Mohnet, HPA #2000-137 

2

 
FINDINGS OF FACT 

 
1. The Applicant purchased this corner row house in 1997, and in that 

same year retained the professional services of an art lighting company to 
illuminate a stained glass window located in the turret on the first floor of her 
home, which window neighbors advised the Applicant was installed 
approximately 20 years ago by a prior owner.1  
 
 2. Although the window catches the natural daylight, and gives off 
brilliant and inspirational light, at night when it is dark, there is no illumination or 
ability to enjoy the benefits of this installation. 
 

3. When the Applicant and the lighting company representative were 
discussing various types of lighting and alternatives to illuminate the stained 
glass window for better enjoyment, and to share it with the general public, she 
told the company representative that she wanted the installation to be the least 
obtrusive as possible. 
 

4. After assessing the situation, the company recommenced a type of 
fluorescent lighting and installation that would provide top to bottom full 
illumination, with tubal shaped elongated covers that would shield the visibility of 
the light from the exterior.  The Applicant eventually adopted this 
recommendation, and the $800.00 installation was completed. 

 
5.  The installer never mentioned that the Applicant would need to 

obtain a construction permit, or that there were preconditions that had to be met 
before exterior construction could be done on a home located in the Capitol Hill 
Historic District. 

 
6. The alternative suggestion, i.e., the installation of a yard level flood 

light system, was not initially considered, it having been represented to the 
Applicant that this option would not provide a sufficiently even and consistent 
illumination. 

 
7.  As a result of this historic district experience, the Applicant has 

conduced alternative lighting research, and learned of a relatively new even 
lighting distribution system, i.e., mercury vapor lights, which could be mounted at 
ground level, and concealed by shrubbery.  She testified that if ordered by the 
Mayor’s Agent to remove the existing lighting, she will go with the alternative, at a 
cost of an additional $1,000.00, which includes the expense of removal of the 
current lighting system. 

 

                                                                 
1 According to the Applicant, the scene is a South American coffee plantation, which the Applicant 
described as “antique, pastoral, and soothing.” 
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8. Lyle R. Schauer, an officer of the Capitol Hill Restoration Society, 
testified that it was the Society, and not a nearby neighbor, as the Applicant 
suspected, which registered the complaint with the D.C. Government. 

 
9.  Nancy Metzger, chair of the Historic District Committee, of the 

Society, testified that the1997 construction around the window as presently 
configured, is not consistent with the historic district, and that the installation 
should be removed.  Otherwise, to allow it to remain would establish a very bad 
precedent for the neighborhood and the historic district. 
 

DISCUSSION 
 
 The matter before the Mayor’s Agent is both simple and direct.  The 
Respondent undertook to install electrical construction in a historic district without 
having taken the initiative of securing a construction permit.  Had she at least 
filed for the permit, she would have been immediately advised that, due to the 
property being located in the Capitol Hill Historic District, she would first have to 
comply with historic preservation requirements.  To allow otherwise would create 
a dangerous precedent regarding both construction permits and mandatory 
requirements for the preservation of the historic district. 
 
 The Act was adopted for very specific reasons.  Among those reasons 
was a recognition that people needed to be given an opportunity to maintain their 
properties, and to readapt them for current use.  The Act clearly contemplated 
that in that readaptive process, there would be certain guidelines to adhere to.  
And the simplest guideline is to make an application for a permit, and then submit 
the application package to scrutiny by the Board, for its staff to assure that the 
proposed exterior construction adheres to both the spirit and letter of the Act. 
 
 While the innocence of the homeowner may have put her at the mercy of 
the contracting installer, the law makes it clear that the obligation to have the 
permit rests first and foremost with the homeowner.  That the contractor never 
mentioned the requirement is unfortunate, but they are in the business of selling 
electrical products and making installations.  They should have advised her of the 
permit and historical district requirements, but the fact that they did not is not 
excusable. 
 

That the Applicant has already taken steps to secure alternative lighting is 
commendable, demonstrating a good faith effort to come into compliance. 
 

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 
 
 The evidence having been considered, the Mayor’s Agent concludes that 
the Applicant must come into legal compliance, and remove the offending lighting 
installation entirely.  Within her discretion, she may seek a lightning alternative, 
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and should consult and work closely with the staff at the Historic Preservation 
Review Board, to bring the problem to a timely and favorable conclusion. 
 
 As well, she may also consider amending the current permit application, 
still on file with DCRA, to reflect a less obtrusive lightning installation, such as the 
ground level mercury vapor lighting system, concealed by selected shrubbery. 
 

ORDER 
 
 ACCORDINGLY, it is this 3rd day of August, 2000, 
 
 ORDERED,  that the Applicant’s request for the issuance of a construction 
permit approving the currently existing window installation at the turret of her 
home, is DENIED; and it is 
 
 FURTHER ORDERED,  that the Applicant is directed to remove the 
current lighting installation forthwith, and may, within her discretion, either amend 
the pending construction permit application or file a new application for another 
type of lighting system, which alternative system must comply with all of the 
historic district guidelines, in order to come into full compliance with the Act; and 
it is 
 
 FURTHER ORDERED, that, pursuant to 10 DCMR 2523.4, this Order will 
take effect fifteen (15) days from the date of its service as evidenced by the 
following Certificate of Service, pursuant to 10 DCMR 2503(c). 
 
 
   ___________________________________________   
   ROHULAMIN QUANDER, ALJ, D.C.    
   MAYOR’S AGENT FOR HISTORIC PRESERVATION 
 

Certificate of Service 
 
 I hereby certify that a copy of the foregoing Decision and Order was sent via first 
class, postage prepaid U.S. mail or D.C. Government interoffice mail to the following: 
 
Maryalice H. Mohnet, Applicant 
P.O. Box 15188 
Washington, D.C. 2000 
 
Steve Raiche, Program Manager 
The Historic Preservation Review board 
DCRA 
941 North Capitol Street, N.E., #2500 
Washington, D.C. 20002 
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Gottlieb Simon, Executive Director 
Advisory neighborhood Commission 6B 
921 Pennsylvania Avenue, S.E., Suite #108 
Washington, D.C. 20003 
 
and 
 
Nancy Metzger, and 
Lyle R. Schauer 
Capitol Hill Restoration Society 
P.O. Box 15264 
Washington, D.C. 20003-0264 


