
DEPARTMENT OF CONSUMER AND REGULATORY AFFAIRS 
Office of Adjudication 

941 North Capitol Street, NE - Room 9100 
Washington, DC  20002 

 
IN RE: 
 
 Application for Alteration      HPA No. 01-149 
 (Repair/replacement of windows) 
 2700 Q Street, N.W 
 Square 1266, Lot 304  
 Bernstein Management Corporation,   
     Agent for Kew Land, L.L.C. 
 

ORDER AND DECISION 
 
Background 
 
 This matter came before Rohulamin Quander, Administrative Law Judge and 
Mayor’s Agent for Historic Preservation (the Mayor’s Agent) on September 19, 2001, 
pursuant to the D.C. Administrative Procedure Act, codified at D.C. Code, Sec. 2-509,  
(2001 ed.) 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. 6-1101, (2001 ed), et seq., and 
upon the request for an administrative hearing filed by Bernstein Management 
Corporation,  Agent for Kew Land, LLC, the Applicant (the Applicant).   
 

 The hearing was conducted pursuant to the provisions of Title 10 of the District 
of Columbia Municipal Regulations (DCMR), Chapter 25.  The record closed on October 
12, 2001, upon receipt of the transcript of the proceedings. 

 
 The application was previously considered by the Old Georgetown Board (the 
OGB) and the Commission on Fine Arts (the CFA), both of which recommended that this 
application be rejected.  After considering the application and the proposed window 
replacements over a period of approximately 18 months, the CFA concluded that the 
proposed new alteration was not compatible with Georgetown Historic District (the 
historic district), and indicated such in its recommended denial transmittal of December 
20, 2000.  Based upon this determination, on January 11, 2001, the Applicant requested 
an administrative hearing before the Mayor’s Agent. 
  

Richard B. Nettler, Esquire and Jeannine Rustad Zigner, Esquire, Robins, Kaplan, 
Miller & Ciresi L.L.P., appeared as legal counsel on behalf of the Applicant.  Joshua B. 
Bernstein. President, Bernstein Management Corporation, and Emily Eig, EHT Traceries, 
Inc., testified in favor of the application.  David J. Maloney, Acting Program Manager, 
Historic Preservation Office, D.C. Office of Planning, testified against the application in 
his personal capacity.  
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 Based on the record taken as a whole, including the evidence submitted at the 
hearing, the request made by the Applicant and the recommendations of the OGB and the 
CFA, the Mayor’s Agent concludes that the application for alteration to install new 
windows should be GRANTED.  
 

Issues 
 
 The issues to be decided are: 1) Whether the Applicant’s proposed application to 
replace the windows in the above-noted apartment complex is necessary in the public 
interest and compatible with the Georgetown Historic District; and 2) Whether Kew 
Gardens is a “contributing building” to the historic district, as that term is defined and 
interpreted under the Act. 
 

Findings of Fact 
 

Based upon the total record created during the administrative hearing, including 
all pre-hearing submissions, the Mayor’s Agent now makes the following Findings of 
Fact:   
 
 1. Bernstein Management Corporation, Agent for Kew Land, LLC, 
Applicant (the Applicant) seeks approval of an alteration consisting of replacement of 
approximately 1,000 windows at the Kew Gardens apartments (“Kew Gardens”), located 
at Lot 304 in Square 1266, bearing the street address of 2700 Q Street, N.W.   
 
 2. Constructed in 1922-23, the Kew Gardens is located at the southwest 
corner of the intersection of 27th and Q Streets, N.W., in the Georgetown Historic 
District.  The Georgian Revival-style apartment house fronts Q Street, N.W. to the north, 
and 27th Street, N.W. to the east.  The south elevation faces a public alley. The west 
elevation, which is not visible from public space, faces green-space bounded by a hill, 
trees, and a wood fence.  The inner courtyard elevations surround a landscaped garden 
with a stone lily pond. 
 
 3. Principal elevations visible from public space include the Q and 27th Street 
facades, as well as the south façade, which overlooks the alley, and is visible by residents 
in the homes to the south.  Secondary elevations consist of the west and courtyard 
elevations, which are not visible from public space. 
 
 4.  The number of stories varies from two to four, owing to the dramatic 
grade of the site that rises from the southeast to the northwest.  The exterior elevations 
are articulated with dormers, stone sills, decorative wood and stone elements, and a large 
variety of window types. 
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History of Bernstein’s Proposal. 
 
 5.      On the principal façade, the Applicant proposes to retain the wood window 
frames, replacing the wood window sashes with simulated divided light wood window 
sashes with configuration, operation, profile, dimensions and finish virtually identical to 
the existing windows.  On the secondary elevations, the windows will be replaced with 
matching simulated divided light aluminum window sashes with configuration, operation, 
profile, dimensions and finish similar to the existing windows.  All replacement windows 
will contain double-insulated glass. 
 
 6. The Applicant contends that the proposed alteration is consistent with the 
D.C. Historic Preservation Review Board’s Draft Window Standards (the Window 
Standards) for maintaining and repairing windows in historic districts, and is compatible 
with the character of the historic district, and is, therefore, consistent with the purposes of 
the Historic Landmark and Historic District Protection Act (D.C. Law 2-144, Sec. 
2(b)(1)(A)).1  
 
 7. The Applicant began exploring the appropriate method to replace the 
window sashes in 1999, owing to the following conditions: (a) general failure of 
operability; (b) general structural deterioration; (c) lack of energy efficiency; and (d) 
hazardous conditions created by the presence of lead-based paint.  The cost of replacing 
the windows in the proposed combination of using all wood in certain designated places 
and all aluminum in other designated locations is approximately $800,000.00.  If all of 
the windows were replaced with aluminum windows, the cost would drop significantly, 
to approximately $250,000.00. 
 
 8. On May 6, 1999, and in response to a concept application submitted by the 
Applicant, the Old Georgetown Board (OGB) responded favorably and recommended 
concept approval for the replacement of the existing wooden windows with new wood 
windows located on the primary elevations, and aluminum windows for the secondary 
elevations.  The OGB also recommended that the new wood windows to be used for the 
Q and 27th Street facades should match the detailing of the existing wood windows.2  On 
May 21, 1999, the Commission of Fine Arts (the CFA) issued a transmittal letter 
accepting this concept, stating the following recommendation: 
 

No objection to concept design of proposed replacement aluminum 
windows at Kew Garden Apartments, provided wood windows, matching 
detailing of existing windows are used on both the Q and 27th street 
facades.3 

 
9. On June 10, 1999, and consistent with OGB’s concept approval 

recommendation, an application was filed requesting a permit to “Replace the existing 

                                                        
1  The Window Standards were adopted by the HPRB on January 25, 2001. 
2  HPA #99-245 and OG #99-129. 
3 Applicant’s Exhibit #4, CFA Transmittal Letter. 
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windows with wood windows on the 27th and Q Street elevations, and with aluminum 
windows for other areas.” 4   No action was taken on the Application.   
 
 10. While the application was pending, the Applicant retained EHT Traceries, 
Inc. in the Fall of 2000 to assist in the selection of an appropriate replacement window 
sash for the primary elevations. Traceries conducted a survey of Kew Gardens to 
determine the various number, types, and general sizes of the windows extant in the 
building and subsequently aided the Applicant in locating contractors who could provide 
the restoration services and/or appropriate replacement windows in both wood and metal 
for a project of the identified scope. 
 

11. The survey identified more than 1,000 window openings with more than 
26 variations of window types.  There were no “special windows” included in the survey, 
as that term is defined in the appendix to the Window Standards. 
 

12. Armed with the results of its window survey, on November 13, 2000, the 
Applicant submitted a new application to the OGB to again seek concept approval for the 
replacement of the majority of the window sashes.  When the OGB considered the 
resubmitted concept application on December 7, 2000, buttressed by the results of the 
window survey, the OGB essentially reversed itself, and took the position that the 
Applicant’s previously accepted concept approval had expired, despite there being no 
specific regulatory provision that the Mayor’s Agent is aware of, that provides for 
concept approvals to “lapse.”   

 
13. As a result of the window survey, and an assessment of the windows in 

Kew Gardens, the Applicant proposed the use of the previously approved aluminum 
window sash for the secondary west and interior courtyard elevations only, which were 
not visible from public space, and proposed the use of a wood, double-insulated glazed 
sash of the operation, configuration, profile, dimension, and finish of the existing wood 
sashes for the primary elevations.  The OGB, in denying the concept approval for the 
window sash replacement on any elevation, cited the alleged inappropriateness of using 
double-insulated glazing to replace single glazing.5 
 

14. On January 11, 2001, the Applicant applied for OGB review of a formal 
permit application to replace the windows, in order to initiate the review process of 
OGB’s recommended denial of December 7, 2000, and CFA’s confirming 
recommendation of December 20, 2000.6   In its February 15, 2001, letter of transmittal, 
which contained the recommendation of denial, the CFA referred to the Kew Gardens as 
a “contributing building” to the Old Georgetown Historic District.  To the best of the 
Mayor’s Agent’s knowledge, neither the OGB nor the CFA had previously made such a 
determination, or discussed the applicable criteria for making such a conclusion without 
first according the Applicant an opportunity to discuss the issue.   

 

                                                        
4  HPA #99-398 and OG #99-185. 
5  HPA #01-056 and OG #01-021. 
6  Hereinafter all references to the final OGB and CFA recommendations will be referenced as the CFA.  
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15. On March 12, 2001, the Applicant made a formal request for a hearing 
before the Mayor’s Agent on the permit application.  Prior to the hearing, the Applicant 
submitted another window survey, Existing Conditions Window Survey, prepared by 
Nelson Architects, a more detailed survey, which underscored why the Applicant had 
concluded that the option of repairing the more than 1,000 windows in the Kew Gardens 
was extremely impractical, not only because of the high number of windows, but also due 
to the seriously deteriorated condition of a vast number of the windows. 
 
 16. On January 25, 2001, the HPRB adopted Window Standards, which 
generally recommend window repair over replacement, but which document also 
recognized that repair is not always feasible.  When repair is not feasible, the Window 
Standards, at Section V., Window Replacement, Item “K”, provides:  

For replacement windows on a non-contributing building within a historic 
district, a permit will be issued if the windows are generally consistent in 
character with the windows found in the historic district. 

17. In an attempt to retain as much existing fabric, Bernstein proposes the 
replacement of only the window sash, rather than the entire window system, and the 
existing wood frames and trim will be retained.  In accordance with the HPRB Window 
Standards, neither the new wood window sashes nor the new aluminum window sashes 
will have “False muntins or ‘grids’ located between two panes of glass…” The 
configuration, operation, profile, dimensions, and finish of the new wood (emphasis 
added) window sashes will be virtually identical to the existing windows.  Likewise, the 
configuration, operation, profile, dimensions, and finish of the new aluminum (emphasis 
added) window sashes will be similar to the existing windows. 
 

18.  The window replacements proposed by the Applicant meet the Window 
Standards for either a contributing building or a non-contributing building in an historic 
district.  As well, the window replacements proposed for the visible facades also meet the 
Secretary of Interior’s Standards for Historic Rehabilitation.  When the CFA rejected the 
Applicant’s application, it appears not to have relied upon either the Secretary’s 
Standards or HPRB’s adopted Window Standards, both of which permit double glazed 
windows.  Rather, CFA recommended denial of the window replacements because the 
new windows would use double-glazing, which the CFA deemed to be incompatible with 
the existing windows in the historic district. 7 
 
Non-contributing Status of the Kew Gardens. 
 
 19. Despite testimony to the contrary in this record, the Kew Gardens complex 
is not a contributing resource within the historic district, primarily because its 1922 
construction date is well outside of the Period of Significance. See National Register 
                                                        
7  In HPA No. 91-518, the building owner was allowed to use double glazed windows to replace the 
windows on a contributing building to the Sheridan Kalorama Historic District and to use “non-complying” 
windows on less visible facades.  However, the owner’s proposal for replacement windows on the 
important facades was rejected because, after it was agreed that the owner could use double glazed 
windows, the owner developed a new proposal, which significantly altered the profile and configuration of 
the approved replacement windows.  Id. at p. 17. 
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Bulletin 16A: Determining Contributing and Noncontributing Resources at p. 16-17 
(1997). 
 
 20. Congress established the historic district on September 22, 1950, to protect 
approximately 4,000 properties constructed in Georgetown’s initial years.8  It is notable 
as an intact example of a complete historic town, encompassing an area laid out as a port 
town in 1751 prior to the establishment of the District of Columbia.  Later absorbed into 
the District of Columbia, its narrow grid streets differentiate the port town from 
L’Enfant’s plan.  Georgetown provides a rich variety of residential, commercial, 
institutional, and industrial buildings spanning Georgetown’s history.  
 
 21. The Act for the Preservation of Historic Places and Areas in the 
Georgetown Area (the “Old Georgetown Act”) states that, “in order to promote the 
general welfare and to preserve and protect the places and areas of the historic interest, 
exterior architectural features and examples of the type of architecture used in the 
National Capital in its initial years” (emphasis added), the plans for any construction, 
alteration, reconstruction, or razing of any building in the district shall be referred to the 
U.S. Commission of Fine Arts “for a report as to the exterior architectural features, 
height, appearance, color, and texture of the materials of exterior construction which is 
subject to public view from a highway” (emphasis added). 
 

22. The CFA is to then make a recommendation to the Mayor before the 
Mayor may issue a permit. See D.C. Code, Sec. 6-1202 (2001 ed.).  As the reports and 
hearings on the Act make clear, the principal purpose of the Act was to protect the 
original character of Georgetown, which predominates architecturally in residential 
structures built during the Federal period.9    
 
 23. Despite various federal and local historic preservation-relation statutes or 
regulations being passed and implemented, the Mayor’s Agent is not aware of any 
follow-up cataloging or designation regarding contributing and noncontributing buildings 
in the Old Georgetown Historic District.   
 
 24. David J. Maloney, Acting Program Manager of the Historic Preservation 
Office, D.C. Office of Planning, testified against the application in his personal capacity.  
                                                        
8  See 64 Stat. 903, codified at D.C. Code, Sec. 6-1201 et. seq.  The district includes Reservoir Road and 
Dumbarton Oaks Park roughly bound on the north, Rock Creek Park on the east, the Potomac River on the 
south, and Glover-Archbold Parkway on the west.   
9  In H.P.A. #96-214 and H.P.A. #96-342, involving the former Little Tavern at 1301 Wisconsin Avenue, 
N.W., the Mayor’s Agent found that the historic district was established to protect properties constructed in 
Georgetown’s early history, i.e., the first 50 years of the nation’s existence, and since there had been no 
cataloguing or designation regarding contributing and noncontributing buildings in the historic district, 
including the 1930's Little Tavern building, alterations would be reviewed to determine whether they were 
consistent with the character of the historic district which was sought to be protected by its Congressional 
designation.  Similarly, the HPRB authorized the demolition of the 1914 Cherry Hill Apartment building, 
located at 1024 Wisconsin Avenue, N.W., because it was not a contributing building to the historic district.  
See HPA 86-383 (June 18, 1986) that allowed the construction of the building which is presently used as 
the Embassy of Thailand, directly across from the subject site. 
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He believed the period of significance for the historic district extends through 1930, and 
that the Kew Gardens is a contributing building to the historic district.  He relied upon the 
fact that the Kew Gardens is more than 50 years old, and pointed to a National Historic 
Landmark Boundary Review Project statement prepared in 1980, which, in describing the 
historic district, stated that “in the period after World War I, Georgetown gained a 
reputation as one of Washington’s worst slums . . . This trend began to reverse in the 
1930’s, when New Deal politicians and government officials rediscovered its charm and 
convenience . . . .”.  However, he acknowledged that this document did not expand the 
historic district, nor was it generated or approved by the District of Columbia, and that 
the language relied upon was not in the historic district designation documents. 
 
 25. Bernstein seeks the permits for alteration as “necessary in the public 
interest”, meaning consistent with the purposes of the Act.  Those purposes are, “with 
respect to properties in historic districts, to retain and enhance those properties which 
contribute to the character of the historic district and to encourage their adaptation for 
current use; [and] to assure that alterations of existing structures are compatible with the 
character of the historic district . . .. “ See D.C. Code, Sec. 6-1102.(10), 6-1101(b) and 6-
1105(f) (2001 ed.). 
  
DISCUSSION 
 
 The Applicant is seeking to replace the approximately 1,000 existing wood sashes 
with a combination of new wood sashes on the primary elevations that are visible from 
the public space, and matching new aluminum sashes on the secondary west and 
courtyard elevations.  The original petition stems from the need to provide fully operable 
windows to its tenants in the Kew Gardens apartment building.  The Applicant has 
specifically requested permission to replace the deteriorated single glazed panes with 
double insulated glass, to significantly improve the energy efficacy of the building.    
 

The proposed window replacement would cause some change in the exterior 
appearance of a building or structure or its site in an historic district, and is thus an 
alteration pursuant to D.C. Code, Sec. 6-1102(1), for which a permit authorization from 
the Mayor’s Agent is required. 
 
 D.C. Code, Sec. 6-1105(f) states, “No permit [for alteration] shall be issued unless 
the Mayor finds that such issuance is necessary in the public interest or that a failure to 
issue a permit will result in unreasonable economic hardship to the owner.”  “Necessary 
in the public interest" means consistent with the purposes of the Act, which are: 
 

With respect to properties in historic districts . . . to retain and enhance 
those properties which contribute to the character of the historic districts 
and to encourage their adaptation for current use; to assure that alterations 
of existing structures are compatible with the character of the historic 
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district; [and] to assure that new construction and subdivision of lots in an 
historic district are compatible with the character of the historic district.10   

 Consistent with prior decisions of the Mayor’s Agent regarding other buildings 
within the Georgetown Historic District, and based upon the Mayor’s Agent’s evaluation 
of the criteria for what constitutes a contributing building in the historic district, the Kew 
Gardens apartment complex is not a contributing resource to the historic district, as it was 
constructed in 1922 and opened in 1923, well outside of the period of significance for 
contributing buildings, as defined by the Old Georgetown Act and the National Register 
Bulletin.  Instead, the complex is associated with the development of twentieth-century 
apartment building design. 
 

The “period of significance” for a historic district is defined as the length of time 
when a property was associated with important events, activities, or persons, or attained 
the characteristics, which qualify it for National Register listing.11  For an individual 
property to contribute to the historic district it must have been constructed during the 
period of significance or, if not, it must be shown to have an important association with 
the events which formed the basis for designating the area an historic district.  Despite its 
location within the historic district, Kew Gardens was not constructed during the 
previously noted period of significance, and likewise, it is not associated in an important 
way with any of the events or architectural periods that formed the basis for creation of 
the historic district.  
 
 This finding and conclusion of non-contributing status of twentieth-century 
resources is consistent with the Mayor’s Agent’s determination in the Little Tavern (HPA 
#96-214 and HPA #96-342) case, the building now used as Paolo’s Restaurant, located at 
1301 Wisconsin Avenue, N.W.   In that case, the Mayor’s Agent determined that the 
property was not listed as a contributing building to the historic district, or as a historic 
landmark.  The Mayor’s Agent determined that the test to be applied before alterations 
could be allowed, was a lower standard of whether the alterations are consistent and 
compatible with the character of the historic district.”12  As the Kew Gardens is likewise 
not listed as a contributing building to the Georgetown Historic District, or as an historic 
landmark, the test to be applied, as underscored in the Little Tavern case, is whether the 
proposed alterations are consistent and compatible with the character of the historic 
district. 
 
   The proposed windows meet the test of “generally consistent in character with the 
windows found in the historic district.”  Conversely, even if the Mayor’s Agent were to 
conclude that the Kew Gardens is a contributing building, the window replacement 
proposal should be approved because the Applicant’s proposal also meets the more 
stringent standards adopted by the HPRB with regard to contributing buildings.  The fact 
that the windows will be double-glazed is not precluded by those standards. 
 
                                                        
10 See D.C. Code, Secs. 6-1102(10) and 6-1101(b) (2001, ed.) 
 
11 See The National Register Bulletin, How to Complete the National Register Registration Form, p 42. 
12  HPA #214 & #342, 1301 Wisconsin Avenue, N.W. at p. 7. (1997). 
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The Mayor’s Agent carefully considered the final recommendation of the OGB 
against approval of this application, which recommendation was adopted by the CFA.  It 
is difficult to ascertain the basis upon which the newer members of the OGB reversed and 
rejected the concept approval previously granted by the past OGB members.  The 
Mayor’s Agent is unaware of any provision that provides that a concept approval expires 
or lapses within a certain time frame, if an Applicant does not expeditiously come 
forward with a follow-up to an approved concept plan.  The time lag between the initial 
concept approval, May 6, 1999, and the date the OGB reversed itself, December 7, 2000, 
was 18 months, not a particularly long time, given the nature, magnitude, and cost of 
what the Applicant proposed to accomplish, and the detail follow-up window survey that 
was required as a part of the final approval component of the application.   
 
  The OGB and the CFA recommendation against approval of this application 
should not be accepted.  In many cases, their advice is helpful and quite often persuasive.  
But it is not binding upon the Mayor’s Agent.  In Committee For Washington’s 
Riverfront Parks v. Thompson, 451 A.2d 1177, 1193 (D.C. 1982), the Court held that 
agencies like the CFA and the OGB function solely in an advisory capacity.13  The 
Mayor’s Agent need not follow the advice, and can receive and rely upon additional 
advice contrary to the CFA.  However, while the Mayor’s Agent need not accord special 
weight to the advice of the CFA, if the Mayor’s agent rejects the advice, he must 
demonstrate that the recommendation was considered and rejected on a rational basis.  Id. 
at 1194.  Here, for the reasons stated above, the Mayor’s Agent rejects the advice of the 
CFA and determines, in agreement with the Applicant’s position in this matter, that the 
proposed window replacements comply with the applicable Window Standards, and that 
the Application should be approved. 
 

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 
 
 The foregoing having been considered, the Mayor’s Agent now makes the 
following Conclusions of Law: 
 
 1. The proposed replacement of the windows in the Kew Gardens would 
cause a change in the exterior appearance of the complex, a site located within an historic 
district, and is thus an alteration pursuant to D.C. Code, Sec. 6-1102 (2001 ed.).  
 
 2. The new system of wooden windows proposed for the primary elevations 
matches the materials, operation, configuration, profile, dimensions, and finish of the 
existing windows.  The only real difference is that the new window system would be 
double-glazed.  The same is true for the windows proposed for the secondary elevations, 
except that the material would be aluminum rather than wood. 
 

                                                        
13 The court upheld the Mayor’s rejection of the recommendation of the CFA and the OGB with regard to 
the development of Washington Harbor in Georgetown.  See also In the Matter of Lot 831 – Square 1232, 
1301 Wisconsin Avenue, N.W., H.P.A. Nos. 96-214 and 96-342.   
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3. D.C. Code, Sec. 6-1105(f) (2001 ed.) states that, “No permit [for 
alternation] shall be issued unless the Mayor finds that such issuance is necessary in the 
public interest or that a failure to issue a permit will result in unreasonable economic 
hardship to the owner.”  The Applicant has met its burden of showing that the proposed 
alterations are consistent with the purposes of the Act, and are, therefore, considered 
necessary in the public interest. 
 
 4. “Necessary in the public interest” means consistent with the purposes of 
the Act, which are, “with respect to properties in historic districts, to retain and enhance 
those properties which contribute to the character of the historic district and to encourage 
their adaptation for current use”; and “to assure that alterations of existing structures are 
compatible with the character of the historic district …”  See D.C. Code, Secs. 6- 
1102(10) and 6-1101(b)(1)(B) (2001 ed.).  

 
5. The property is not listed as a contributing building in the historic district, 

or as an historic landmark as that term is defined and interpreted under the Act.  
Therefore, the test to be applied is whether the alterations are consistent and compatible 
with the purposes of the Act and the character of the historic district.  The Mayor’s Agent 
concludes that the application to alter the exterior of Kew Gardens by replacing the 
windows with glazed doubled paned windows, is compatible with the historic district and 
consistent with the purposes of the Act, as the proposed alterations adhere to the HPRB’s 
adopted Window Standards, as set forth at Sec. V, (E) and (K)(1). 

 
6. The recommendations of the OGB and the CFA against the approval of 

this application for the new window system should be specifically rejected at this time. 
 

ORDER 
 

 ACCORDINGLY, it is this 4th of December 2001,  
 
 ORDERED that the Applicant's request for construction permits to install new 
windows at the Kew Gardens apartment complex is hereby, GRANTED; and it is 
 
 FURTHER ORDERED that, pursuant to 10 DCMR, Sec. 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, Sec. 2503.5(c). 
 
 
 
____________________________________________________ 
ROHULAMIN QUANDER,  
ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGE, AND 
MAYOR'S AGENT FOR HISTORIC PRESERVATION, D.C. 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

 
 I hereby certify that a true copy of the foregoing Decision & Order was served 
this __ day of December, 2001, by mailing a copy of the same via U.S. Mail, postage 
prepaid, to the following  parties: 
 
 
Richard B. Nettler, Esquire, and 
Jeannine Rustad Zigner, Esquire, 
Robins, Kaplan, Miller & Ciresi L.L.P. 
1801 K Street, NW, Suite 1200 
Washington, DC  20006 
Counsel for Applicant 
 
Andrew Altman, Director      
D.C. Office of Planning 
801 North Capitol Street, N.E., Suite #4000 
Washington, D.C. 20002 
 
and 
 
David J. Maloney, Acting Program Manager 
Historic Preservation Office 
D.C. Office of Planning 
801 North Capitol Street, N.E., Third Floor 
Washington, D.C. 20002 
 
 
 
 
 
 
      _______________________________ 
      Certifying Party, DCRA, OAD  
    
 

 
 


