SUPERIOR COURT OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

Civil Division
)
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA )
a municipal corporation )
1350 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W. )
Washington, D.C. 20004 )
)
Petitioner, )
)
V. ) 2008 CA 2669 B
) Judge Joan Zeldon
SHARLON L. WILLIAMS )
2907 Gainesville Street, S.E., Apartment 301 )
Washington, D.C. 20020 )
)
and )
)
ROBERT L. WILLIAMS )
2907 Gainesville Street, S.E., Apartment 301 )
Washington, D.C. 20020 )
)
and )
)
RUFUS STANCIL )
7746 18 Street, N.W. )
Washington, D.C. 20012 )
)
and )
)
DELORES STANCIL )
7746 18 Street, N.W. )
Washington, D.C. 20012 )
)
and )
)
GARY STANCIL )
7012 & Street, N.W. )
Washington, D.C. 20012 )
)
and )
)
ALBERT STANCIL )

7012 & Street, N.W. )



Washington, D.C. 20012
and

ONTARIO PARTNERS LLC
1420 Walnut Street, Suite 650
Philadelphia, PA 19102

and

CAPITOL EAST PARTNERS LLC
1420 Walnut Street, Suite 650
Philadelphia, PA 19102

and

CAPITOL EAST PARTNERS Il LLC
1420 Walnut Street, Suite 650
Philadelphia, PA 19102

and

NICKOLAS JEKOGIAN, lll
1420 Walnut Street, Suite 650
Philadelphia, PA 19102

and

ERIC KRETSCHMAN
1420 Walnut Street, Suite 650
Philadelphia, PA 19102

and

EDWARD KNOTT
4924 Maury Place
Oxon Hill, MD 20745

and
ADOLPHE EDWARDS

12 Longfellow Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20011



and

MABEL EDWARDS
12 Longfellow Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20011

and

VINCENT L. ABELL
6425 4" Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20012

and

MARTA BERTOLA
6425 4" Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20012

and

3514 13" STREET LLC
6425 4" Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20012

and

7444 GEORGIA AVENUE, NW LLC
8511 Cedar Street
Silver Spring, MD 20910

and

SCOTT POSEY
8511 Cedar Street
Silver Spring, MD 20910

and
MICHAEL FRIEDMAN

8511 Cedar Street
Silver Spring, MD 20910



Respondents )

)

AMENDED PETITION AND COMPLAINT FOR APPOINTMENT OF R ECEIVERSHIP
AND FOR DECLARATORY AND INJUNCTIVE RELIEF

The District of Columbia, by and through its at®ynthe Office of the Attorney General,
hereby files this amended complaint and petitiorafgpointment of receivership and for
declaratory and injunctive relief and states alov¥a:

Preliminary Statement

1. This is an action in which the District of Columisi@eks appointment of a
receivership for 13 rental housing accommodationated within the District of Columbia,
pursuant to D.C. Code Section 42-3651e0%eq The purpose of this action is to keep buildings
open and in compliance with all of the District ewEach of the 13 rental properties suffers
from a history of neglect and indifference resigtfrom the actions or lack of action by the
Respondents, which has resulted in the steadyndeafiliving conditions within the properties.
These building owners often respond to noticeseofgisive housing code violations that pose an
immediate danger or serious threat to the headfiefys or security of the tenants, by simply
ignoring them. The Respondents’ failures to abataeédiately dangerous and serious housing
code violations pose a grave risk of harm to tlietgahealth, or security of the tenants residing
within these properties. In addition, the refusfahe Respondents to abate their housing code
violations is particularly egregious in light oktlfact that many of their tenants have modest
financial means and therefore, lack viable altéveatto the unsafe and unhealthy rental

accommodations inflicted upon them by their landlor



2. In a number of cases, as has been widely repartdekilocal media, apartment
building owners have intentionally allowed theiillings to deteriorate to inhumane conditions
in a cynical effort to force their tenants to vactite building in order to allow for a cheaper and
more expeditious conversion of the apartment daitsondominiumsSeewashingtonpost.com
articles, dated March 9, 2008, March 10, 2008,Madch 11, 2008 and entitledr-6rced Out,

The Cost of D.C.’s Condo Boghy Debbie Cenziper and Sarah Cohen; and Mar¢l2@93
entitled, ‘Code Violations Plague Owrigby Debbie Cenziper. Exhibit 1, Bates # 00001.

3. The District of Columbia has joined each of thexabonamed Respondents in this
action, and may join additional similar individualsd entities, because they own rental housing
accommodations within the District of Columbia thaive been cited on numerous occasions by
inspectors of the Department of Consumer and RemylaAffairs (‘DCRA”) for housing code
violations that present an immediate danger opasrihreat to the health, safety, or security of
the tenants and have failed to abate a significantber of these violations, as required by law;
or they have failed to obtain a basic businessiiedor their single-family rental housing
accommodations and a certificate of occupancyteir imulti-family rental housing
accommodations. The imposition of fines upon tkeeg®ndents has failed to motivate them to
improve the substandard conditions of their prapertindeed, the District of Columbia has
brought criminal charges against some Respondecitsding Sharlon Williams, Robert
Williams, and Rufus Stancil, and even that sevet®a has not resulted in the abatement of
their housing code violations. There has beemdasi lack of response from those Respondents

who have had civil actions brought against themviolation of housing codes. Importantly,



many of the Respondents do not have the approjréeie business license and/or certificate of
occupancy to legally operate their rental housitmpenmodations.

4. The Respondents have been unjustly enriched byrde@ipt of monthly rental
payments from their tenants because they havelfaléulfill their obligations to utilize a
portion of the rent proceeds to maintain their propin a manner that ensures that the tenants
live in safe and decent housing. As a resultDis¢rict of Columbia seeks an appointment of a
receiver, namely the District of Columbia Housingtority, pursuant to D.C. Code Section 42-
3651.01, who will take charge of the operation arahagement of the Respondents’ named
properties and allocate rental income separatelgdoh of Respondents’ named properties that
are currently in a state of gross disrepair.

5. However, the powers expressly granted to the recdéiy D.C. Code Section 42-
3651.06 do not necessarily provide for the immedadtatement of housing code violations that
pose an imminent danger and serious threat togak) safety, or security of the tenants. The
receiver must first collect sufficient rent to unddée a given repair. The collection of repair
funds is further delayed by the provision in thestet receivership statute requiring the receiver
to devote 50% of rent proceeds to ordinary busiegpenses such as utility bills, mortgage
payments, maintenance costs and the I&eeD.C. Code Section 42-3651.06(c) (2001). While
the receiver awaits collection of sufficient rentedome to undertake a major effort to effect
repairs, the safety, health, and security of teedesnts remain in jeopardy. As a result, in the
event that the named receiver finds that the pas&em the rent is insufficient to abate the
immediate and serious housing code violations @ntsto the statutory relief, the District of

Columbia may seek, pursuant to this Court’s eqletpbwers, declaratory and injunctive relief



ordering the Respondents to abate the housingwold¢ions and impose sanctions for failure to
comply with the court order.
Jurisdiction

6. Jurisdiction and authority of this Honorable Caorgrant the requested relief is
founded on D.C. Code Section 11-921 (2001), whiciviges that the Superior Court of the
District of Columbia may adjudicate any civil actiat law or in equity brought in the District of
Columbia.

7. Personal jurisdiction over each and every namegdteient is founded on D.C.
Code Section 13-423(a)(5) (2001).

Parties

8. Petitioner District of Columbia, is a municipal poration created under the laws
of the United States and is capable of bringingipas and suits pursuant to D.C. Code Section
1-102 (2001).

9. Respondents Sharlon L. Williams and Robert L. \Afiis own, as tenants in
common, the rental housing accommodation locat@®@f Gainesville Street, S.E., Lot 0073
Square 5729.

10. Respondents Rufus Stancil, Gary Stancil and AlStancil own the rental
housing accommodation located at 220 Hamilton §the&V., Lot 0087, Square 3326.

11. Respondent Albert Stancil owns the rental houscogemodations located at
3809 V Street, S.E., Lot 2011, Square 5673.

12. Respondents Rufus Stancil and Delores Stancil bemental housing

accommodations located at:



a. 1420 Perry Place, N.W., Lot 0033, Square 2688;

b. 5350 East Capital Street, N.E., Lot, 0007, Squaks35

c. 915 Sheridan Street, N.W., Lot 0033, Square 2978;

d. 5921 2nd Place, N.W., Lot 0109, Square 3337;

e. 1136 Branch Avenue, S.E., Lot 0108, Square 5498;

f. 925 Kennedy Street, N.W., Lot 2992, Square 0081;

g. 415 Varnum Street, N.W., Lot 0044, Square 3244;

h. 1119 Queen Street, N.E., Lot 0031, Square 4058;

i. 646 Newton Place, N.W., Lot 0822, Square 3038; and
j. 4226 " Street, N.W., Lot 0039, Square 3136.

13. Respondent Ontario Partners LLC, which is a limltaidility company and
registered within the District of Columbia, owng ttental housing accommodations located at
2401 Ontario Road, N.W., Lot 0822, Square 2566;28%P Ontario Road, N.W., Lot 0009,
Square 2566.

14. Respondent Capitol East Partners LLC, which isnétdid liability company and
registered within the District of Columbia, owng ttental housing accommodation located at
518 9" Street, N.E., Lot 0054, Square 0914.

15. Respondent Capitol East Partners Il LLC, which isnéted liability company and
registered within the District of Columbia, owng ttental housing accommodation located at
1114 F Street, N.E., Lot 0855, Square 0983.

16. Respondent Nickolas Jekogian, Il is a member ab@m Partners LLC, Capitol

East Partners LLC, and Capitol East Partners Il.LLC



17. Respondent Eric Kretschman is the managing menfl@ntario Partners LLC,
Capitol East Partners LLC, and Capitol East PastiidrLC.

18.  Respondent Edward Knott owns the rental accommmulédcated at 3339 10
Street, S.E., Lot 0800, Square 5939.

19. Respondents Adolphe Edwards and Mabel Edwards loevrental housing
accommodation located at 2913 Knox Place, S.E.QB62 Square 5741.

20. Respondent Vincent L. Abell owns the rental housiagpmmodations located at:
866 Bellevue Circle, S.E., Lot 0115, Square 6139:815¢" Street, N.E., Lot 0816, Square 5174;
1435 Good Hope Road, S.E., Lot 1021, Square 578¥ § Street, S.E., Lot 0101, Square
5603; 306 Emerson Street, N.W., Lot 3304, Squa#& 0825 Kilbourne Place, N.W., Lot 2603,
Square 0111; 1487 Morris Road, S.E., Lot 5809, 800878; 108 Q Street, N.W., Lot 0552,
Square 0097; 3420 PStreet, S.E., Lot 5896, Square 0044; 638 Rlace, N.E., Lot 1051,
Square 0066; 217 JBtreet, N.E., Lot 1125, Square 0028; 27%4Areet, S.E., Lot 5598,
Square 0848; 2536 36treet, S.E., Lot 5693, Square 0817; 500&6eet, N.W., Lot 3212,
Square 0155; 1606 A Street, S.E., Lot 1085, Sq0@Bd; 4672 A Street, S.E., Lot 5349, Square
0065; 3409 Brown Street, N.W., Lot 2622, Square2)320 Danbury Street, S.W., Lot 6223,
Square 2031; 6034 Eastern Avenue, N.E., Lot 378@af 0094; 4507 lllinois Avenue, N.W.,
Lot 3221, Square 0054; 211 Ingraham Street, N.\&t 3328, Square 0055; 4021 Malboro Place,
N.W., Lot 3313, Square 0085; 424 Q Street, N.Wt,0510, Square 0153; 443 S Street, N.W.,
Lot 0475S, Square 0018; 1213 Staples Street, NOE4067, Square 0008; 1732 Taylor Street,
N.W., Lot 2634, Square 0856; 1516 Trinidad Averi&., Lot 4060, Square 0150; 1925 Valley

Terrace, S.E., Lot 5905, Square 0076; 1776 Lymane?IN.E., Lot 4471, Square 0288; 613



Gresham Place, N.W., Lot 3056, Square 0071; 164rndhTerrace, N.E., Lot 3535E, Square
0106; 5312 James Place, N.E., Lot 5206, Square; @8@24310 E Street, S.E., Lot 5395,
Square 0010.

21. Respondent Marta Bertola owns the rental housingramodation located at
4600 Hillside Road, S.E., Lot 0083, Square 5362.

22. Respondent 3514 I'Street LLC, which is a limited liability companpa
registered within the District of Columbia, owng ttental housing accommodation located at
3514 13 Street, N.W., Lot 0853, Square 2834.

23. Respondent Vincent L. Abell is a member of 351% $&eet LLC.

24. Respondent 7444 Georgia Avenue, NW LLC, whichlism&ed liability company
and registered within the District of Columbia, @ithe rental housing accommodation located
at 7444 Georgia Avenue, N.W., Lot 0021, Square 2956

25.  Scott Posey is a managing member of 7444 Georgemde, NW LLC.

26.  Michael Friedman is a managing member of 7444 Gadxgenue, NW LLC.

Count |
(Petition for Appointment of a Receiver)

Statutory Basis for Receivership

27. Pursuant to D.C. Code Section 42-3651.03, the AdtpGeneral for the District
of Columbia, in the name of the District of Columpmay petition the Superior Court of the
District of Columbia to appoint a receiver of tlemts or payments for use and occupancy for a
rental housing accommodation.

28. Pursuant to D.C. Code Section 42-3651.02, a receiag be appointed if:

10



(1) A rental housing accommodation has been ciyetthd Department of
Consumer and Regulatory Affairs for a violationcbhpters 1 through 16
of Title 14 of the District of Columbia Municipaldgulations, or its
equivalent, which violation poses a serious thtedhe health, safety, or
security of the tenants; and

(2) The owner, agent, lessor, or manager has begenby notified of the
violation but has failed timely to abate the vialas.

29. Pursuant to D.C. Code Section 42-3651.04, upofilthg of a petition, the Chief
Judge of the Superior Court, or the Judge’s desigsteall immediately issue an order requiring
the owner, agent, lessor or manager, as resportdesitow cause why a receiver should not be
appointed. Additionally, in lieu of an order tooshcause, Section 42-3651.04(b)(1) permits the
issuance of an ex parte order directing the appant of a receiver for a maximum of 14 days
where:

the Court finds probable cause to believe a camilibr practice in the affected

rental housing accommodation poses an immediatged4o the health, safety, or

security of the tenants.

Basis for Receivership for 2907 Gainesville Streef.E.
(Respondents Sharlon L. Williams and Robert L. Willams)

Housing Code Violations

30. The rental housing accommodation located at 290i&Seille Street, S.E.,
Washington, D.C. is a 13-unit apartment buildingvitnich Respondents Sharlon L. Williams
and Robert L. Williams, who own it, and have faitechbate at least 46 violations of Title14 of
the District of Columbia Municipal Regulations (“DIR”) upon information and belieGee
Deed. Exhibit 2, Bates # 00025. These unabatedilhgweode violations were uncovered as a
result of inspections and re-inspections that werelucted between May 17, 2006 and February

11, 2008. SeeAffidavit of Virgil Williams Regarding 2907 Gainesle Street, S.E. Exhibit 5,

11



Bates # 00049.

31. Tenants of the building have been forced to endaonginuing housing code

violations that include structurally unsound cagbnrotted floors, missing smoke detectors,

unsafe electrical outlets, improperly secured tsjlenissing faucets and other violations that

dramatically impact upon their health, safety, exwsity. For example:

a.

During an inspection on August 22, 2007, a istnspector, while
inspecting apartment 103, was able to look thraugble in the ceiling in
the apartment and see the floor to apartment 283zreed gaping holes in
the living room ceiling of apartment 203; and obserthat the living
room floor area had sagging sub flooring from wai@mage.See
Photographs. (Exhibit 5a, Bate # 00049a-00052a).

During an inspection on August 22, 2007, ari@isinspector determined
that apartments 103 and 203 had a structural problgh their ceilings
because of obstructed gutters outside the buildhagcaused water to
accumulate. Apartment 203 actually had a collagsdthg that had
struck a ten-year old on the head and he was takire hospital.
Families of both units were placed at a local hbyethe Red Cross while
DCRA hired a contractor to undertake emergencyirgpad a lien was
placed on the property for the cost of the repassePhotographs.
(Exhibit 5a, Bate # 00053a-00056a).

During an inspection on June 25, 2007, a Risimspector observed a
window with a missing pane and covered with a ftgranail envelope
with duct tape in the sleeping room; a toilet tivas unsteady and rocked;
a 1 % inch gap between the bathroom sink and thieavaissing tile

from the bathroom wall; cracked paint and an uregtalidow in the
bathroom; holes in the ceiling around a bathro@htlfixture; missing
floor tiles; a sunken living room ceiling; and dda the wall with
exposed wires in the eating roorf8eePhotographs (Exhibit 5a, Bate #
00068a — 00073a).

During an inspection on October 10, 2006, arl@tsnspector observed

extra large gaping holes in the ceilings of sevapalrtments See
Photograph (Exhibit 5a Bate # 00074a-000075a).

12



e. During an inspection on April 14, 2006, a Didtmspector observed a
bedroom door knob that was loose and falling otfpar hinge that was
cracked and unsecured; a bathtub with peelingtfiareund the drain area;
cracked and chipped paint around the window sehledye; a gaping
hole in the wall with a rod protruding from the épand holes in a
cooking-room utensils drawer. The same violatioesenrunabated at the
time of a June 9, 2006 re-inspectid®eePhotographs (Exhibit 5a, Bate #
00075a-00078a).

f. During an inspection on July 12, 2007, a Dgitimspector observed
gaping holes in the living room window. SeePhotograph (Exhibit 5a,
Bate # 00079).

32.  On April 14, 2006, the District’s inspectors contletan inspection of apartment
103 of said property and observed four (4) violagiéor which Respondents were citegkee
Notice of Violation No. 83372_1. Exhibit 5, Bate9@054. On May 2, 2006, the Notice of the
Violation was personally served upon Respondentsn@bide on said property. On May 17,
2006, the District’s inspectors conducted a re-@asipn of said property and determined that of
the four (4) violations cited, four (4) remainechbated. Furthermore, the four (4) unabated
housing code violations were considered to be anddiate danger to the health, safety, or
security of the tenants of said proper§eeUnabated Housing Code Violations (Exhibit 4, Bates
# 00044), Affidavit of Virgil Williams Regarding Z& Gainesville Street, S.E. (Exhibit 5, Bates
# 00049-53), and Photographs (Exhibits 5, Bate8G56).

33. OnJuly 10, 2007, the District’s inspectors conddain inspection of apartment
104 of said property and observed five (5) violasidor which Respondents were citSee
Notice of Violation N0s.123430 1 and 123430_3. iBitlb, Bates # 00060-67. On October 1,

2007 the Notice of Violations were personally sdrupon Respondents who reside at said

property. On October 9, 2007, the District’s ingpes conducted a re-inspection of said

13



property and determined that of the five (5) vidias cited, four (4) were unabated.
Furthermore, of the four (4) unabated violatiowsirf(4) were considered to be an immediate
danger to the health, safety, or security of tinamés of said propertySeeUnabated Housing
Code Violations (Exhibit 4, Bates # 00044), Affidaof Virgil Williams Regarding 2907
Gainesville Street, S.E. (Exhibit 5, Bates # 00683-and Photographs (Exhibits 5, Bates #
00060-67.

34. OnJuly 12, 2007, the District’s inspectors conddain inspection of apartment
102 of said property and observed six (6) violagitor which Respondents were cit&de
Notice of Violation Nos. 123438 1 and 123438_7.iBikk 5, Bates # 00068-75. The Notice of
Violations were personally served upon Respondehtsreside at said property. On October 9,
2007 and October 29, 2007, the District’s inspextanducted re-inspections of said property
and determined that of the six (6) violations citiedir (4) remained unabated. Furthermore, the
four (4) unabated violations were considered taménmediate danger to the health, safety, or
security of the tenants of said proper§eeUnabated Housing Code Violations (Exhibit 4, Bates
# 00044), Affidavit of Virgil Williams Regarding Z& Gainesville Street, S.E. (Exhibit 5, Bates
# 00049-53), and Photographs (Exhibits 5, BateBG68-75).

35. On August 2, 2007, the District’s inspectors condd@n inspection of apartment
B-1 of said property and observed nine (9) violagifor which Respondents were cit&tee
Notice of Violation Nos. 125197 _1, 125197 _3, an819%7_7. Exhibits 5, Bates # 00076-90. On
October 1, 2007, the Notice of Violations was pe&dly served upon Respondents who reside at
said property. On October 9 and October 25 208 Diktrict’s inspectors conducted a re-

inspection of said property and determined thahefmine (9) violations cited, nine (9) remained

14



unabated. Furthermore, of the nine (9) unabateldtwns, nine (9) were considered to be an
immediate danger to the health, safety, or secafitiie tenants of said proper§eeUnabated
Housing Code Violations (Exhibit 4, Bates # 00044fidavit of Virgil Williams Regarding

2907 Gainesville Street, S.E. (Exhibit 5, Bate9849-53), and Photographs (Exhibits 5, Bates
# 00076-90).

36. On August 14, 2007, the District’s inspectors candd an inspection of
apartment 304 of said property and observed ti®eedlations for which Respondents were
cited. SeeNotice of Violation No. 125645 1. Exhibits 5, Bate§0091-96. On October 1,
2007, the Notice of the Violation was personallgved upon Respondents who reside at said
property. On October 25, 2007, the District’'s imsjors conducted a re-inspection of said
property and determined that of the three (3) Vo cited, three (3) remained unabated.
Furthermore, of the three (3) unabated violatidbm®e (3) were considered to be an immediate
danger to the health, safety, or security of tinamés of said propertieeUnabated Housing
Code Violations (Exhibit 4, Bates # 00045), Affidaaf Virgil Williams Regarding 2907
Gainesville Street, S.E. (Exhibit 5, Bates # 00683-and Photographs (Exhibits 5, Bates #
00091-96).

37. On August 21, 2007, the District’s inspectors carndd an inspection of
apartment 103 of said property and observed fowifations for which Respondents were
cited. SeeNotice of Violation Nos. 126213 1 and 126213_3hiBis 5, Bates # 00097-103. On
October 1, 2007, the Notice of Violations were pagdly served upon Respondents who reside
at said property. On October 9, 2007, the Districispectors conducted a re-inspection of said

property and determined that of the four (4) violas cited, three (3) were unabated.
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Furthermore, of the three (3) unabated violatidbm®e (3) were considered to be an immediate
danger to the health, safety, or security of tinamés of said propertySeeUnabated Housing
Code Violations (Exhibit 4, Bates # 00045), Affidanf Virgil Williams Regarding 2907
Gainesville Street, S.E. (Exhibit 5, Bates # 00683-and Photographs (Exhibits 5, Bates #
00097-103).

38.  On August 22, 2007, the District’s inspectors candd an inspection of
apartments 103 and 203 and determined that bots luad a structural problem with their
ceilings because of obstructed gutters outsidétiiding that caused water to accumulate.
Apartment 203 had a collapsed ceiling that hadccktauten-year old on the head and he was
taken to the hospital. Families of both units waleeed at a local hotel by the Red Cross while
DCRA hired a contractor to undertake emergencyirepad a lien was placed on the property
for the cost of the repairsSeeAffidavit of Virgil Williams Regarding 2907 Gainesle Street,

S.E. (Exhibit 5, Bates # 00049-53) and PhotogrdgRkibit 5a, Bates # 00049a-00057a).

39.  On August 24, 2007, the District’s inspectors candd an inspection of
apartment 204 of said property and observed 12atwls for which Respondents were cited.
SeeNotice of Violation Nos. 126395 1, 126395 3, a@8395 7. Exhibits 5, Bates # 00104-
122. On October 1, 2007 the Notice of Violatioreyevpersonally served upon Respondents
who reside at said property. On October 25, 28@¥ District’s inspectors conducted a re-
inspection of said property and determined thahefl2 violations cited, 10 remained unabated.

Furthermore, of the 10 unabated violations, 10eveensidered to be an immediate danger to the

health, safety, or security of the tenants of gagperty. SeeUnabated Housing Code Violations
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(Exhibit 4, Bates # 00046), Affidavit of Virgil Wiams Regarding 2907 Gainesville Street, S.E.
(Exhibit 5, Bates # 00049-53), and Photographs iftiteh5, Bates # 00104-122).

40. OnJanuary 10, 2008, the District’s inspectors cotetl an inspection of
apartment 104 of said property and observed ninbd@sing code violations for which
Respondents were cite&eeNotice of Violation N0s.131622_1, 131622_7 and@23L 15.
Exhibits 5, Bates # 00123-31. On January 24, 20@8Notice of Violations were personally
served upon Respondents who reside at said prop@riylanuary 30, February 4, and February
11, 2008, the District’s inspectors conducted spéttions of said property and determined that
of the nine (9) violations cited, all nine (9) weneabated. Furthermore of the nine (9)
violations, three (3) violations were considered¢oan immediate danger to the health, safety, or
security of the tenants of said property; and 6)xv{olations were determined to constitute a
serious threat to the health, safety, or secufith@tenants.SeeUnabated Housing Code
Violations (Exhibit 4, Bates # 00047), Affidavit ®irgil Williams Regarding 2907 Gainesville
Street, S.E. (Exhibit 5, Bates # 00049-53), and&iraphs (Exhibits 5, Bates # 00123-31).

41.  Additionally, according to DCRA records Respondeatdsiot have a certificate of
occupancy to operate a rental housing accommodgtianmulti-family dwelling pursuant to 11
DCMR Section 3203.1 (20085eeLetter of no certificate of occupancy for 2907 &eville
Street, S.E., from the Department of Consumer aagliRtory Affairs. Exhibit 3, Bates # 00043.

42.  Since August of 2007, a receivership has beenaoepbn behalf of Washington
Gas, which is owned more than $134,000 from the&sdents, in Civil Action No. 8165-06.

SeeOrder Appointing Receiver. Exhibit 6, Bates # 00132
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Notice of Violations to Respondents

43. Respondents Sharlon and Robert Williams were plppetified of the housing
code violations giving rise to this petition foreceivership when they were personally served
copies of all of the District’s Housing Violationdces which arose out of the inspections as
noted above.

44.  Additionally, Respondents received notice of afl Housing code violations as
part of criminal charges that were filed againstheaf them on January 14, 2008, in the Superior
Court of the District of Columbia, Criminal DivigipDistrict of Columbia v. Sharlon L.

Williams, case number 2008 CDC 00198, &nsitrict of Columbia v. Robert L. Williamsase
number 2008 CDC 0019%eeCriminal Informations. Exhibit 7, Bates # 00138.

Probable Cause of Conditions or Practices Posing dmmediate Danger or Serious Threat
to the Health Safety, or Security of the Building’sTenants

45.  During their many inspections, District inspectdesermined that the unabated
housing code violations constituted an immediategdaor serious threat to the tenants’ health,
safety, or securitySeeAffidavit of Virgil Williams Regarding 2907 Gainedle Street, S.E.
Exhibit 5, Bates # 00049-53.

46. Respondents Sharlon and Robert Williams’ practfagtterly failing to abate the
housing code violations, despite numerous citatiméspections, and criminal prosecution,
demonstrates that they are unwilling and incapabiendertaking the necessary actions required
by law to abate dangerous and serious housingotiions. The failures of Respondents
Sharlon and Robert Williams pose an immediate amdirtuing danger to the health, safety, or

security of the tenants of 2907 Gainesville Str8¢k,

18



47.  The facts and circumstances detailed in paragra@hisrough 46 establish
probable cause to believe that conditions and igescaffecting the public housing
accommodation located at 2907 Gainesville Stre&t, se an immediate danger or serious
threat to the tenants’ health, safety, or security.

Basis for Receivership for 4226 7th Street, N.W.
(Respondents Rufus Stancil and Delores Stancil)

Housing Code Violations

48.  The rental housing accommodation located at 4326tieet, N.W. Washington,
D.C. is a 15-unit apartment building for which Relsgents Rufus Stancil and Delores Stancil,
who own it, and have failed to abate at least li6&atrons of Title14 of DCMR upon
information and beliefSeeDeed. Exhibit 8, Bates # 00148. These unabatadihg code
violations were uncovered as a result of inspestemmd re-inspections that were conducted
between March 2004 and February 20@&eAffidavit of Tiffany (Reed) Magruder Regarding
4226 71" Street, N.W. (Exhibit 11, Bates # 00163), Affidanf Kevin Jackson Regarding 4226
7" Street, N.W. (Exhibit 12, Bates # 00184), and @dfiit of William Winter regarding 4226"7
Street, N.W. (Exhibit 13, Bates # 00202).

49. Tenants of the building have been forced to endantinuing housing code
violations that include structurally unsound waligl stairs, rodent infestation, defective smoke
detectors, inoperable fire extinguishers, and oti@ations that dramatically impact upon the
health, safety, or security of the tenants. Famgple:

a. During an inspection on February 10, 2005, &ribisnspector observed
an inoperable fire extinguisher. The same violati@s unabated at the

time of re-inspection on March 31, 200SeeNotice of Violation No.
60732_30 and Photographs. (Exhibit 11, Bates #5801
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b. During an inspection on February 3, 2005, ardisinspector observed a
broken window and glass in the front of the buitdithe same violation
was unabated at the time of re-inspection on Mar@005. SeeNotice of
Violation 60399 _15 and Photographs. (Exhibit 22teBat 00327).

C. During an inspection on July 20, 2004, a Disinspector, while
inspecting the foyer entrance observed missingwenel from the stairway
hand railing. The same violation was unabatedatithe of re-inspection
on August 27, 2004SeeNotice Violation No. 46728 30 and
Photographs. (Exhibit 12, Bates # 00192).

d. During an inspection on May 27, 2004, a Distinspector observed a
defective electrical wall outlet and a missing #leal light fixture cover
in the bathroom. Further, the inspector discovéretten window glass in
the living and sleeping rooms. The same violatiwase unabated at the
time of re-inspection on July 8, 2008eeNotice of Violation No.
40389 15 and Photographs. (Exhibit 22, Bates 8602

e. During an inspection on May 27, 2004, a Disinspector observed
several holes in the living room floor and sleepiogm closet; cracks in
the ceiling; loose and peeling paint; a rotted windrame; loose plaster;
a defective door; and cracks in the walls. Theesaiolations were
unabated at the time of re-inspection on July PB43 SeeNotice of
Violation No. 38866 30 and Photographs. (ExhiBit Rates # 00299).

f. During an inspection on April 23, 2004, a Distiinspector observed an
accumulation of loose trash and garbage. The sastagion was
unabated at the time of re—inspection on May 742@eeNotice of
Violation No. 32482_7 and Photographs. (ExhibitBates # 00194).

g. During an inspection on March 10, 2004, a ustnspector observed live
rodents in the building. The same violation washated at the time of re-
inspection on March 26, 2004&eeNotice of Violation No. 29453 7.
(Exhibit 11, Bates # 00172).

50. On March 10, 2004, the District’s inspectors coridd@n inspection of said
property and observed 24 violations for which Reslemts were citedSeeNotice of Violation
Nos. 29453 1, 29453 7, 29453 15, and 29453 _30EAI, Bates # 00172-00179).

Respondents were served with Notice of ViolatiorsN#g9453 1, 29453 7, 29453 15, and
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29453 30 by regular mail on March 12, 2004 anddsifeed mail, which was unclaimedsee
Affidavit of Tiffany Magruder Regarding 42268 Btreet, N.W. (Exhibit 11, Bates # 00165). On
March 26, 2004, April 14, 2004, and May 11, 200, District’s inspectors conducted re-
inspections of said property and determined th#t@24 violations cited, 13 remained unabated.
Of the 13 unabated violations two (2) violatiolmsistituted an immediate danger to the health,
safety, or security of the tenants; and 11 violedioonstituted a serious threat to the health,
safety, or security of the tenantSeeUnabated Housing Code Violations and Affidavit of

Tiffany Magruder Regarding 4228 Btreet, N.W. (Exhibit 11, Bates # 00163).

51. On April 23, 2004, the District’s inspectors contletan inspection of said
property and observed one (1) violation for whigspondents were cite8eelNotice of
Violation No. 32482_7. (Exhibit 12, Bates # 00198espondents were served with Notice of
Violation No. 32482_7 on April 28, 2004 by persosatvice. SeeAffidavit of Kevin Jackson
Regarding 4226 Street, N.W. (Exhibit 12, Bates # 00184). On Ma004, the District's
inspectors conducted a re-inspection of said pty@erd determined that one (1) violation
remained unabated. Furthermore, the one (1) uedibatlation was considered to be an
immediate danger to the health, safety, or secafitiie tenants of said propert$eeUnabated
Housing Code Violations Regarding 4236 Street, N.W. (Exhibit 9, Bates # 00150).

52.  On May 27, 2004, the District’'s inspectors condd&a inspection of said
property and observed 47 violations for which Reslemts were citedSeeNotice of Violation
Nos. 40389_15, 40389_30, 38866_15, and 38866_30{ER2, Bates # 00296-00332).
Respondents were served with Notice of Violatiors N#389 15, 40389 30, 38866 15, and

38866 _30 on June 10, 2004 by regular mail and hified mail (which was unclaimed)
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(Exhibit 22, Bates # 00296-003323eeUnited States Postal Service Track and Confirm Réce
numbers 7002 2030 0003 5175 6795 (Exhibit 22, Ba@3298), 7002 2030 0003 5175 6771
(Exhibit 22, Bates # 00308), 70002 2030 0003 517%7GExhibit 22, Bates # 00313), and 7002
2030 0003 5175 6740 (Exhibit 22, Bates # 00303).Jaly 8, 2004, July 21, 2004, and July 23,
2004, the District’s inspectors conducted re-inipas of said property and determined that 43
violations cited remained unabated. Furthermoref4Be unabated violations were all
considered to be a serious threat to the healttysar security of the tenants of said property.
SeeUnabated Housing Code Violations Regarding 4226fTeet, N.W. (Exhibit 9, Bates #
00150). The 15 unabated violations found durirggNtay 27, 2004 inspection were also
adjudicated by the Office of Administrative Hearii@ AH”), and on December 12, 2005 and
December 19, 2005, OAH ordered Respondent Deldesgibto pay a total of $3,270.00 in
fines. SeeOffice of Administrative Hearings Orders for Casembers CR-I-05-Q101200, CR-I-
05-R100925, and CR-I-05-R101359 (Exhibit 18, B#€9262).

53.  On July 20, 2004, the District’s inspectors conddain inspection of said
property and observed five (5) violations for whiRspondents were cite@eeNotice of
Violation No. 46728 30 (Exhibit 12, Bates # 0019Respondents were served with Notice of
Violation No. 46728 30 on July 21, 2004 by persaealice. SeeAffidavit of Kevin Jackson
Regarding 4226"Street, N.W. (Exhibit 12, Bates # 00184). On Astgi7, 2004, the District’s
inspectors conducted a re-inspection of said pty@erd determined that the five (5) cited
violations remained unabated. Additionally, theef(5) violations constituted a serious threat to
the health, safety, or security of the tenaf@seUnabated Housing Code Violations and

Affidavit of Kevin Jackson Regarding 4228 Btreet, N.W. (Exhibit 12, Bates # 00184). The
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five (5) unabated violations found during the J2Qy 2004 inspection were also adjudicated by
OAH and on June 12, 2006, OAH ordered Respondelor&seStancil to pay a total of $3,360.00
in fines. SeeOffice of Administrative Hearings Order for Caserhher CR-1-05
R100920/R101232. (Exhibit 18, Bates # 00281).

54.  On January 6, 2005, the District’s inspectors catetlian inspection of said
property and observed 25 violations for which Reslemts were citedSeeNotice of Violation
No. 59035 30 and Photographs. (Exhibit 13, Bat@e8204). Respondents were served with
Notice of Violation No. 59035 30 on January 12, 20§ personal serviceSeeAffidavit of
William Winter Regarding 4226"7Street, N.W. (Exhibit 13, Bates # 00202). On Nta2d,
2005, the District’s inspectors conducted a re-@asipn of said property and determined that 11
violations cited remained unabated. Furthermdre 1tl unabated violations were considered to
be a serious threat to the health, safety, or ggaifrthe tenants of said propert$geeUnabated
Housing Code Violations (Exhibit 9, Bates # 001&0) Affidavit of William Winter Regarding
4226 7" Street, N.W. (Exhibit 13, Bates # 00202). Theuhabated violations found during the
January 6, 2005 inspection were also adjudicatedAnl and on January 30, 2006, OAH
ordered Respondent Delores Stancil to pay a tétsl d00.00 in fines SeeOffice of
Administrative Hearings Order for Case Number C851€0101840/Q102423. (Exhibit 18,
Bates # 00256).

55.  On February 3, 2005, the District’s inspectors aoted an inspection of said
property and observed 10 violations for which Reslemts were citedSeeNotice of Violation
Nos. 60399 15 and 60399 30 (Exhibit 22, Bates 25a%328). Respondents were served

with Notice of Violation No. 60399 15 and 60399 @0February 10, 2005, by regular mail and
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by certified mail (which was unclaimedgeeUnited States Postal Service Track and Confirm
Receipt numbers 7001 2510 0008 3917 4983 and 700 @008 3917 5003 (Exhibit 22, Bates
# 00330-00332). On March 4, 2005, the Distriat'spectors conducted a re-inspection of said
property and determined that seven (7) violatiotexslaemained unabated. Furthermore, the
seven (7) unabated violations were considered o d®Fious threat to the health, safety, or
security of the tenants of said proper8eeUnabated Housing Code Violations Regarding 4226
7" Street, N.W. (Exhibit 9, Bates # 00150).

56. On February 10, 2005, the District’s inspectorsdtaed an inspection of said
property and observed one (1) violation for whigspondents were cite&eeNotice of
Violation No. 60732_30 (Exhibit 11, Bates # 0016Respondents were served with Notice of
Violation No. 60732_30 by regular mail on Februaéy 2005, and by certified mail which was
delivered on March 15, 2005 eeAffidavit of Tiffany Magruder Regarding 4226 Gtreet,

N.W. (Exhibit 11, Bates # 00163) and 7001 2510 08987 4907 (Exhibit 11, Bates # 00183).
On March 31, 2005, the District’s inspectors condd@ re-inspection of said property and
determined that the one (1) violation was unabateticonstituted a serious threat to the health,
safety, or security of the tenantSeeUnabated Housing Code Violations (Exhibit 9, Bates
00150) and Affidavit of Tiffany Magruder Regardiag26 " Street N.W. (Exhibit 11, Bates #
00163) and 7001 2510 0008 3917 4907 (Exhibit 11e®#& 00183). The one (1) unabated
violation found during the February 10, 2005 ingmecwas also adjudicated by OAH and on
December 14, 2005, OAH ordered Respondent Deldesxibto pay a total of $1,500.00 in
fines. SeeOffice of Administrative Hearings Order for Caserher CR-I1-05-Q101587/CR-I-

05-Q101890. (Exhibit 18, Bates # 00269).
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57. On August 17, 2005, the District’s inspectors candd an inspection of said
property and observed two (2) violations for whiRbspondents were cite&eeNotice of
Violation No. 74067_7 (Exhibit 12, Bates # 0018@Respondents were served with Notice of
Violation No. 74067_7 on August 19, 2005, by peeda@ervice.SeeAffidavit of Kevin Jackson
Regarding 4226 Street, N.W. (Exhibit 12, Bates # 00184). On Astg20, 2005, the District’s
inspectors conducted a re-inspection of said pty@erd determined that the two (2) violations
cited remained unabated. Furthermore, the twoatedbviolations were considered to be an
immediate danger to the health, safety, or secafitiie tenants of said propertgeeUnabated
Housing Code Violations (Exhibit 9, Bates # 001&0) Affidavit of Kevin Jackson Regarding
4226 7" Street, N.W. (Exhibit 12, Bates # 00184).

58. On February 25, 2008, the District’s inspectorsdtaed an inspection of said
property and observed 20 violations for which Reslemts were citedSeeNotice of Violation
Nos. 133927_3, 133927_7, and 133927_15 (ExhibiBades # 00219-00225). Respondents
were served with Notice of Violation Nos. 133927133927 7, and 133927_15 on February 27,
2008, by personal servic&eeAffidavit of Delores Lassiter Regarding 4228 Street, N.W.
(Exhibit 14, Bates # 00217). On April 7, 2008gamspection was conducted for violations
found on February 25, 2008, and it was determihatlX9 of the violations were not abated. Of
the 19 unabated violations, one (1) constituteadranediate danger to the health, safety, or
security of the tenantsSeeUnabated Housing Code Violations (Exhibit 9, Baté¥150) and
Affidavit of Delores Lassiter Regarding 4228 Street, N.W. (Exhibit 14, Bates # 00217).

59. Even as recently as March 28, 2008, the Distriospectors conducted an

inspection of said property and observed 37 viotatifor which Respondents were cited. The
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violations include a defective smoke detector, fecteve electrical fixture, holes in the ceiling
and walls, dampness in the ceiling and walls, gadkh separation in walls, ill-fitting windows,
missing door hardware, and loose ceiling and ftmwerings. Of these 37 violations, five (5) are
considered to be an immediate danger to the hestbty, or security of the tenants and the
remaining 32 violations are considered to be aasrthreat to the health, safety, or security of
the tenants.SeeNotice of Violation Nos. 135144 1, 135144 5, 135138 135142 10,

135145 15, 135142 15, 135142_30, 135145 3, and45335. (Exhibit 14, Bates # 00226-
00231; Exhibit 15, Bate # 00234-00240; Exhibit B&te # 00244-00248)See alsdJnabated
Housing Code Violations (Exhibit 9, Bates # 001&0Q) Affidavits of Delores Lassiter (Exhibit
14, Bates # 00217), William Harris (Exhibit 15, Bat# 00232), and Jerome Sydnor Regarding
4226 71" Street, N.W. (Exhibit 16, Bates # 00242). Althbubese violations have not been re-
inspected, they are included based on informatmehieelief that they remain unabated due to
Respondents’ well-documented pattern and pracfiéalmg to abate such violations.

60. Respondents were also cited by the Department altijeEnvironmental Health
Administration, Bureau of Community Hygiene, aféerinspection on December 17, 2002,
during which time an inspector observed plasticsifdiggd with solid wastes and a large quantity
of bulk trash, including mattresses, a rug, agefiator, and a stroller lying on the ground at the
rear of the propertySeelnfraction Notice No. 72691. (Exhibit 19, Bate®@288). The
Department of Health, Office of Adjudication andafiags fined Respondents $3000.00 for their
failure to store and containerize solid waste falection of which the Department of Health

Environmental Health Administration Office of Commty Hygiene issued a Notice of Lien on
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February 3, 2004 for failing to pay the fin8eeCase Number 1-02 -72633 and 1-02-72691 and
Notice of Lien. (Exhibit 17, Bates # 00249)

61.  During an inspection on April 7, 2006, a Distriaspector discovered the 4228 7
Street, N.W. property was operating without a basisiness license between November 1, 2004
to October 31, 2006SeeNotice of Infraction No. Q 101737 (Exhibit 19, Bat# 00287) and
Certificate of no basic business license for 422&ffeet, N.W. from Department of Regulatory
and Consumer Affairs, Business License Divisionhjgi 10, Bates # 00162).

62. A civil action (Civil Action No. 05-4364) was brohgby Washington Gas Light
Company against Rufus and Delores Stancil on Jugédb, regarding their delinquent gas
utility bills concerning 4226 " Street, N.W. The court found Respondents to lefault to
Washington Gas Light Company in the amount of $43844. Respondents’ refusal to pay the
utility bills of their property while tenants ocdep the building shows their utter indifference for
their tenants’ safety and welfar8eeCivil Action No. 05-4364 (Exhibit 20, Bates # 0®8

63. On June 15, 2007, the Office of the Attorney Gelnfdesl a complaint for
injunctive relief and request for a temporary r@sing order and preliminary injunction in
District of Columbia v. Rufus Stancdl007 CA 4120, due to lead hazards that were fauad
unit where a child under the age of eight yeargedted with an elevated blood level of lead.
SeeComplaint for Injunctive Relief (Exhibit 22(a), B # 00335a). This was after Mr. Stancil
received an Abatement Order from DCRA on May 23 728nd failed to respond or abate the
lead hazard in a timely manner. Once the casdileds Mr. Stancil requested and was granted
an extension from DCRA and eventually abated thd lezard.

64. Respondent Rufus Stancil also had a criminal aesedgainst him in 2000,
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involving another property, 2922 Sherman Avenu&®y/Nwhich he owned. Respondent pled
guilty to housing code violations District of Columbia v. Rufus Stancifase No. D-1499-00.
SeeJudgment and Commitment/Probation Order (ExhibjpRBates # 00341b). The previous
criminal involvement has not had an impact on hagpdndents maintain all of their properties.
65. In addition, Rufus and Delores Stancil are knowmtmy district agencies due to
numerous complaints received by the agencies femants and neighbors. The Neighborhood
Coordinator for Ward Four in the Executive Offidetlee Mayor has received numerous
complaints regarding this and another propertyis demonstrates the pervasiveness of
Respondents’ actions and the many lives that &eetafl. SeeAffidavit of Ayana Rockett
(Exhibit 21, Bates # 00295).

Notice of Violations to Respondents

66. Respondents Rufus and Delores Stancil were propetiffed of the housing
code violations giving rise to this petition foreceivership when either of the Respondents was
personally served by hand delivered copies of tis&ritt’s Housing Violation Notices or were
sent copies of the District's Housing Violation Mafs by regular or certified mail as noted
above.

67. In addition, as to the Notice of Violation Numb@&453 15, 29453 30,
38866 15, 38866_30, and 40389 30 notification veas Isy certified mail to Deloris Stancil and
was returned to the District of Columbia becauseas not claimed by the addressee.

Probable Cause of Conditions or Practices Posing dmmediate Danger or Serious Threat
to the Health Safety, or Security of the Building’sTenants

68.  During their many inspections, District inspectdesermined that the unabated
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housing code violations noted above constitutesinanediate danger or serious threat to the
tenants’ health, safety, or securitgeeAffidavits of Inspectors (Exhibit 11, Bates # 0316
Exhibit 12, Bates # 00184, Exhibit 13, Bates # ()ZXhibit 14, Bates # 00217, Exhibit 15,
Bates # 00232, Exhibit 16, Bates # 00242 and EkRibiBates # 00295).

69. Respondents Rufus and Delores Stancil’s practicgtefly failing to abate the
housing code violations, despite numerous citatimespections, and criminal prosecution
involving another property, demonstrates that greyunwilling and incapable of undertaking the
necessary actions required by law to abate dangenoai serious housing code violations. The
failures of Respondents Rufus and Delores Stanesi @an immediate and continuing danger to
the health, safety, or security of the tenants2#647th Street, N.W.

70.  The facts and circumstances detailed in paragré@lisrough 69 establish
probable cause to believe that conditions and igescaffecting the public housing
accommodation located at 4226 7th Street, N.W. pasenmediate danger and serious threat to
the tenants’ health, safety, or security.

Basis for Receivership for 220 Hamilton Street, N.\W
(Respondents Rufus Stancil, Gary Stancil, and Albe&iStancil)

Housing Code Violations

71.  The rental housing accommodation located at 220iltanStreet, N.W.,
Washington, D.C. is a 34-unit apartment buildingvitnich Respondents Rufus Stancil, Gary
Stancil, and Albert Stancil, who own it, and haa#efd to abate at least 43 violations of Title 14
of the DCMR upon information and beliekeeDeed (Exhibit 23, Bates # 00335). These

unabated housing code violations were uncoveredrasult of inspections and re-inspections
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that were conducted between March 17, 2005 andb®ctD, 2006.

72.

Tenants of the building have been forced to endoebated housing code

violations that include, missing smoke detectorskbn and completely missing glass in window

panes, broken skylights, inoperative lighting fresi, a leaking roof that has resulted in a

collapsed ceiling, as well as damp walls and agsliand many other violations that dramatically

impact upon the health, safety, or security oftdmants. For example:

a.

®

During an inspection on April 27, 2006, Distiftspectors observed in apartment
201, three windows with broken glass for which dheners were cited for

housing code violations. A re-inspection on Augus?006 revealed that the
violations had not been abate8HeeNotice of Violation No. 92050 15 and
Photographs. (Exhibit 28, Bates # 00379).

During an inspection on April 27, 2006, Districspectors observed in apartment
3, defective light fixtures, missing and loose flparts, ceiling holes and loose
and peeling paint, for which the owners were citechousing code violations. A
re-inspection on August 5, 2006 revealed that tbkatrons had not been abated.
SeeNotice of Violation No. 92055 15 and PhotografExhibit 28, Bates #
00373).

During an inspection on April 27, 2006, Districspectors observed in common
areas of the building, broken glass in a skylighteiling in need of complete
plastering and holes in the ceilings and wallsAfbich the owners were cited for
housing code violations. A re-inspection on Augus2006 revealed that the
violations had not been abate8eeNotice of Violation No. 92045 15 and
Photographs. (Exhibit 28, Bates # 00384).

During an inspection on April 27, 2006, Distrilcspectors observed in apartment
206, an exterior door missing hardware and defedight fixtures for which the
owners were cited for housing code violations.eAnspection on August 5, 2006
revealed that the violations had not been aba®s#Notice of Violation No.

92048 _15 and Photographs. (Exhibit 28, Bates 8003

During an inspection on April 27, 2006, Owdtmspectors observed in apartment
210, damp walls, ceiling holes, peeling and locsatpand missing and loose
floor parts for which the owners were cited for bimig code violations. A re-
inspection on October 10, 2006 revealed that tbkiatrons had not been abated.
SeeNotice of Violation No. 92044 15 and Photograp(tsxhibit 28, Bates #
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f.

73.

00392).

During an inspection on June 6, 2005, District @tprs observed in three
apartments that smoke detectors were defectiv@bserved that tenant mail
boxes were not secure for which the owners weeel ¢dr housing code violations.
A re-inspection on July 19, 2005, revealed that tivthe smoke detector
violations and the mail box violation had not bedated.SeeNotice of Violation
No. 71527_1. (Exhibit 28, Bates # 00397).

During an inspection on March 9, 2005, Districtpestors observed in apartment
209, a collapsed ceiling that was caused by angakiof. Missing window panes
were also observed by the inspector, for whichoteers were cited for two
housing code violations. A re-inspection on A8l 2008, revealed that the
violations had not been abate8eeNotice of Violation No. 62268 15 and
Photographs. (Exhibit 27, Bates # 00363).

During an inspection on March 9, 2005, Districtgestors observed on the lot
surrounding the building an accumulation of garb@agevhich the owners were
cited for housing code violations. A re-inspectmnMarch 29, 2005, revealed
that the violations had not been abat&geNotice of Violation No. 62268 7.
(Exhibit 27, Bates # 00356).

On November 3, 2004, the District’s inspectors carteld an inspection of said

property and observed one (1) violation for whigspondents were cite&eeNotice of

Violation No. 53240_7. (Exhibit 30, Bates # 00408)n November 4, 2004 the Notice of

Violation was personally served upon Rufus StarsgeAffidavit of Kevin Jackson Regarding

220 Hamilton Street, N.W. (Exhibit 30, Bates # 0PA0OnN April 20, 2006, the District's

inspectors conducted a re-inspection of said pty@erd determined that the one (1) violation

remained unabated. Furthermore, the one (1) uedibatlation was considered to be an

immediate danger to the health, safety, or secafitiie tenants of said propert$eeUnabated

Housing Code Violations (Exhibit 24, Bates # 0038l Affidavit of Inspector Kevin Jackson

Regarding 220 Hamilton Street, N.W. Exhibit 30td3a# 00402.
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74. On March 9, 2005, the District’s inspectors conddcan inspection of said
property and observed two (2) violations for whiRbspondents were cite&eeNotice of
Violation N0.62268 7 and Photographs. (Exhibit Bdtes # 00356). On March 14, 2005, the
Notice of Violation was personally served upon Regfent. SeeAffidavit of William Winter
Regarding 220 Hamilton Street, N.W. Exhibit 27,&at 00354. On March 29, 2006, the
District’s inspectors conducted a re-inspectiosail property and determined that the two (2)
violations remained unabated. Furthermore, the(Byanabated violations were considered to
be an immediate danger to the health, safety,curig of the tenants of said propertgee
Unabated Housing Code Violations (Exhibit 24, Bat€¥)337) and Affidavit of William Winter
Regarding 220 Hamilton Street, N.W. (Exhibit 2at& # 00354).

75.  On June 6, 2005, the District’s inspectors condueteinspection of said property
and observed 10 violations for which Respondente wited. SeeNotice of Violation Nos.
71527 _1 and 71527 _15 and Photographs. (ExhibiB2&s # 00397). On March 14, 2005, the
Notice of Violations was personally served uponRespondentSeeAffidavit of Jesse
Kingsberry Regarding 220 Hamilton Street, N.W. Bxh29, Bates # 00395. On July 19, 2005,
the District’s inspectors conducted a re-inspectibsaid property and determined that of the 10
violations cited, seven (7) remained unabatedthéamore, of the seven (7) unabated violations,
five (5) were considered to be an immediate datmtre health, safety, or security of the tenants
of said property; two (2) were considered to ber#oss threat to the health, safety, or security of
the tenants of said propert$feeUnabated Housing Code Violations (Exhibit 24, Bate)0337)
and Affidavit of Jesse Kingsberry Regarding 220 Htmm Street, N.W. (Exhibit 29, Bates #

00395).
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76.  On April 27, 2006, the District’s inspectors contietan inspection of said
property and observed 33 violations for which Reslemts were citedSeeNotice of Violation
Nos. 92055_15, 92050_15, 92048_15, and 92045_115{ER8, Bates # 00373-00384). On
May 9, 2006, the Notice of Violations were persbnsérved upon the Respondeee
Affidavit of Robert Gary Regarding 220 Hamilton &it, N.W. (Exhibit 28, Bates # 00371). On
August 5, 2006, the District’s inspectors condu@ed-inspection of said property and
determined that of the 33 violations cited, allr8Bained unabated. Furthermore, of the 33
unabated violations all were considered to be ias&threat to the health, safety, or security of
the tenants of said propert$geeUnabated Housing Code Violations (Exhibit 24, B&té€¥)337)

and Affidavit of Robert Gary Regarding 220 Hamiltstrieet, N.W. (Exhibit 28, Bates # 00371).

77. Asrecently as March 24, 2008, the District’s indpes conducted an inspection
of said property and observed 27 violations foraufRespondents were citeBeeNotice of
Violation Nos. 135140 3, 135140 7, 135140 15, #8&{l40 30. (Exhibit 26, Bates # 00349-
00353). The District’'s inspectors observed manghefsame problems for which Respondents
have been previously cited over the course of s¢years including a structurally unsound
ceiling, ceilings and walls with loose and peelpaint, and defective floors. Clearly, the
building is being maintained in a chronically sagtard manner. Of the 26 housing code
violations cited, five (5) are considered to bearamediate danger to the health, safety, or
security of the tenants of said property and 2Zarsidered to be a serious threat to the health,
safety, or security of the tenants of said propeBgeCited Housing Code Violations (Exhibit

24, Bates # 00337) and Affidavit of Rene Marquegd&ding 220 Hamilton Street, N.W.
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(Exhibit 26, Bates # 00347). Although these violas have not been re-inspected, they are
included based on information and belief that tlegain unabated due to Respondents’ well-
documented pattern and practice of failing to abatd violations.

78.  Additionally, on May 16, 2006, and again on Aug22}f 2006, Respondents were
cited by District’s inspectors for failure to haadasic business license for the property in
violation of D.C. Code Section 47-2851.02(a) (2003geNotice of Infractions Q103019 and
Q103265 (Exhibit 32, Bates # 00405). Respondamsirtue to demonstrate their disregard for
their tenants and the law for the District of Cohienby their refusal to obtain the necessary
business licenseSeeCertificate of no basic business license for 220niton Street, N.W. from
Department of Regulatory and Consumer Affairs, Bess License Division (Exhibit 25, Bates #
00346).

79.  Also, on March 5, 2008, the Office of the Attorr@gneral filed a complaint for
injunctive relief and request for a temporary r@siing order and preliminary injunction, in
District of Columbia v. Rufus Stanc008 CA 1911 at 220 Hamilton Street, N.W., askimg t
court to order Rufus Stancil to clean up the acdatad trash and ensure that he has sufficiently
sized dumpsters and regular trash collections. cbuet granted the Temporary Restraining
Order on March 12, 2008SeeTemporary Restraining Order dated March 12, 2@&ipit 33,
Bates # 00407).

80. In addition, Rufus and Delores Stancil are knowm#my district agencies due to
numerous complaints received by the agencies femants and neighbors. The Neighborhood
Coordinator for Ward Four in the Executive Offidetlee Mayor has received numerous

complaints regarding this and another propertyis iemonstrates the pervasiveness of
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Respondents’ actions and the many lives that &eetafl. SeeAffidavit of Ayana Rockett
(Exhibit 31, Bates # 00404).

Notice of Violations to Respondents

82.Respondents Rufus, Gary and Albert Stancil werpenty notified of the housing
code violations giving rise to this petition foreceivership when Rufus Stancil was personally
served copies of all the District’s Housing ViotatiNotices which arose out of the inspections
as noted above.

Probable Cause of Conditions or Practices Posing dmmediate Danger or Serious Threat
to the Health Safety, or Security of the Building’sTenants

83.  During their many inspections, District inspectdetermined that the unabated
housing code violations constituted an immediategdaor serious threat to the tenants’ health,
safety, or securitySeeAffidavits of Inspectors noted above (Exhibit Bates # 00347, Exhibit
27, Bates # 00354, Exhibit 28, Bates # 00371, kR Bates # 00395, Exhibit 30, Bates #
00402 and Exhibit 31, Bates # 00404).

84. Respondents Rufus, Gary, and Albert Stancil’s pradf utterly failing to abate
housing code violations, despite numerous citatarsre-inspections and previous criminal
prosecution of Rufus Stancil involving another gdp, demonstrates that they are unwilling
and incapable of undertaking the necessary actesred by law to abate dangerous and
serious housing code violations. The failures e$pondents Rufus, Gary, and Albert Stancil
pose an immediate and continuing danger to thehesafety, or security of the tenants of 220
Hamilton Street, N.W.

85. The facts and circumstances detailed in paragréplisrough 83 establish
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probable cause to believe that conditions and igescaffecting the public housing
accommodation located at 220 Hamilton Street, NoWge an immediate danger or serious threat
and continuing danger to the tenants’ health, gadetsecurity.

Basis for Receivership for 646 Newton Place, N.W.
(Respondents Rufus Stancil and Delores Stancil)

Housing Code Violations

86. The rental housing accommodation located at 646tbleWRlace, N.W.
Washington, D.C. is a six-unit apartment building\hich Respondents Rufus Stancil and
Delores Stancil, who own it, and have failed totalz least 34 violations of Titlel4 of DCMR
upon information and beliefSeeDeed. (Exhibit 34, Bates # 00409). These unalbateding
code violations were uncovered as a result of ictspes and re-inspections that were conducted
between September 2004 and May 2005.

87. Tenants of the building have been forced to endaonginuing housing code
violations that include holes in the walls, brolgass, rotted window frames, rodent infestation,
and other violations that dramatically impact uplos health, safety, or security of the tenants.
For example:

a. During the re-inspection conducted on June @@5 Zor violations found
on May 26, 2005, a District inspector, while ingjogg apartment 1,
observed broken windows in the cooking room aniddjyoom. See
Notice of Violations No. 63854 15 and Photograp{isxhibit 38, Bates #
00439).

b. During the inspection on April 8, 2005, and teenspection conducted on
July 1, 2005, a District inspector observed hatethe wall in several
locations in the cooking room. Additionally, duribgth the inspection

and the re-inspection on July 1, 2005, the inspeatiserved a defective
front door frame that prevented the dead bolt ffonttioning. See
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Notice of Violation No. 63854 30 and Photograp(isxhibit 38, Bates #
00444).

88. On September 9, 2004, the District’s inspectorslaoted an inspection of said
property and observed 26 violations for which Reslemts were citedSeeNotice of Violation
No. 33464 30. (Exhibit 37, Bates # 00428). Théid¢oof Violation was personally served
upon Rufus Stancil on September 10, 2084éeAffidavit of Rene Marquez Regarding 646
Newton Place, N.W. (Exhibit 37, Bates # 00426).[@&tember 1, 2004, the District’'s inspectors
conducted a re-inspection of said property andraeted that of the 26 violations cited, 18
remained unabated. All 18 unabated violations weresidered to be a serious threat to the
health, safety, or security of the tenants of gagperty. SeeUnabated Housing Code Violations
(Exhibit 35, Bates # 00413) and Affidavit of Renafduez Regarding 646 Newton Place, N.W.
(Exhibit 37, Bates # 00426).

89. The 18 unabated violations found during the Sep&rBb2004 inspection were
also adjudicated by the Office of Administrativeddag (“OAH”), and on January 5, 2006,
OAH ordered Respondent Delores Stancil to pay $2084in fines. SeeOffice of
Administrative Hearings Order for case number GFIR100886. (Exhibit 43, Bates # 00487).

90. On April 8, 2005, the District’s inspectors condzgctin inspection of said
property and observed 20 violations for which Reslemts were citedSeeNotice of Violation
No. 63854 30. (Exhibit 38, Bates # 00444) Thei¢¢odf Violation was personally service
upon Delores Stancil on May 26, 2006eeAffidavit of Virgil Williams Regarding 646 Newton
Place, N.W. (Exhibit 38, Bates # 00437) On Jul2d05, the District’s inspectors conducted a

re-inspection of said property and determined dh#be 20 violations cited, 12 remained
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unabated. All 12 unabated violations were considi¢p be a serious threat to the health, safety,
or security, of the tenants of said proper8eeUnabated Housing Code Violations (Exhibit 35,
Bates # 00413) and Affidavit of Virgil Williams Ragling 646 Newton Place, N.W. (Exhibit 38,
Bates # 00437).

91. On May 10, 2005, the District’s inspectors conddcin inspection of said
property and observed one (1) violation for whigspondents were cite&eeNotice of
Violation No. 66879 7. (Exhibit 38, Bates # 00448he Notice of Violation was personally
served upon Delores Stancil on May 16, 2088eAffidavit of Virgil Williams Regarding 646
Newton Place, N.W. (Exhibit 38, Bates # 00437).J0ne 1, 2005, the District’s inspectors
conducted a re-inspection of said property andradeted that the violation remained unabated.
Moreover, the unabated violation was considerdaetan immediate danger to the health, safety,
or security of the tenants of said proper8eeUnabated Housing Code Violations (Exhibit 35,
Bates # 00413) and Affidavit of Virgil Williams Ragling 646 Newton Place, N.W. (Exhibit 38,
Bates # 00437).

92. On May 26, 2005, the District’'s inspectors condd&a inspection of said
property and observed four (4) violations for whiRispondents were cite@eeNotice of
Violation No. 63854 15. (Exhibit 38, Bates # 00%13%he Notice of Violation was personally
serviced upon Delores Stancil on May 26, 2088eAffidavit of Virgil Williams Regarding 646
Newton Place N.W. (Exhibit 38, Bates # 00437). JOne 14, 2005, the District’s inspectors
conducted a re-inspection of said property andraeted that of the four (4) violations cited,
three (3) remained unabated. All three (3) unabwitglations were considered to be a serious

threat to the health, safety, or security of thatds of said propertySeeUnabated Housing
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Code Violations (Exhibit 35, Bates # 00413) andiddfit of Virgil Williams Regarding 646
Newton Place, N.W. (Exhibit 38, Bates # 00437).

93.  Furthermore, conditions of neglect continue to exi3istrict inspectors
conducted an inspection on March 19, 2008, anddewmerous housing code violations
including: windows with missing glass, accumulataf refuse and trash around the entire
building, broken fences, rotted or broken windoanfes throughout, cracks along the exterior
wall in several locations, and an accumulationtahgding water. The District’s inspectors
observed a total of 18 housing code violationsatbich Respondents were cite8eelNotice of
Violation Nos. 134931 _1, 134931 3, 134931_7, 134981134931 15, and 134931_30 and
Photographs. (Exhibit 39, Bates # 00449-00465).

94.  Of these 18 violations, 10 are considered to benamediate harm to the health,
safety, or security of the tenants and the remgigright (8) violations are considered to be a
serious threat to the health, safety, or secufith@tenants.SeeUnabated Housing Code
Violations (Exhibit 35, Bates # 00413) and Affidbef Elsie Burchette Regarding 646 Newton
Place, N.W. (Exhibit 39, Bates # 00447). The Nob€ Violations was served on Respondent,
Delores Stancil, by personal service on March 8082 Ms. Stancil refused to sign the Notice of
Violations. SeeAffidavit of Anthony Rembert Regarding Servicel@lores Stancil. (Exhibit
40, Bates # 00466).

95. Even as recently as March 26, 2008, the Distriospectors conducted an
inspection of said property and observed 56 viofetifor which Respondents were cited. Of
these 56 violations, 12 are considered to be areidmee danger to the health, safety, or security

of the tenants and the remaining 44 violationscaresidered to be a serious threat to the health,
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safety, or security of the tenantSeeNotice of Violation Nos. 135050 1, 135050 7, 1350H8)
and 135050_30, 135049_1, 135049_5, 135049 7, b@49315. (Exhibit 42, Bates # 00478-
00486; (Exhibit 41, Bates # 00469-00475). Thestaddmf Violations were personally served
upon Respondent Rufus Stancil on April 9, 2088eAffidavit of Mandoza Lowery Regarding

646 Newton Place, N.W. (Exhibit 41, Bates # 004&Ithough these violations have not been

re-inspected, they are included based on informatral belief that they remain unabated due to

Respondents’ well-documented pattern and pracfiéalmg to abate such violations.

96. Additionally, Respondents have neglected to okddnasic business license to
operate their business at 646 Newton Place, N.$uthelaw requires pursuant to D.C. Code
Section 47-2851.02 (2001peeHousing Violation Notice — VI Case No. 55362 _0 ljibit and
Certificate of no business license for 646 Newttat® N.W. from Department of Consumer
and Regulatory Affairs, Business License Divisi(iExhibit 36, Bates # 00424-00425).

Notice of Violations to Respondents

97. Respondents, Rufus and Delores Stancil, were gyopetified of the housing
code violations giving rise to this petition foreceivership when notices of violations which
arose out of the inspections were personally seoweldelores Stancil, who refused to sign all
Notices of Violations, on May 26, 2005 (Notice @854 30), May 16, 2005 (Notice No.
66879 _7), and April 19, 2005 (Notice No. 63854 _a&noted above. Rufus Stancil was
personally served on September 10, 2004 (Notice3Ré64 30).

Probable Cause of Conditions or Practices Posing dmmediate Danger or Serious Threat
to the Health Safety, or Security of the Building’sTenants

98.  During their many inspections, District inspectdetermined that the unabated
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housing code violations constituted an immediategdaor serious threat to the tenants’ health,
safety, or securitySeeAffidavits of Inspectors. (Exhibit 37, Bate # @&} Exhibit 38, Bate #
00437, Exhibit 39, Bate # 00447, Exhibit 40, Bate0466, Exhibit 41, Bate # 00467, and
Exhibit 42, Bate # 00476).

99. Respondents, Rufus and Delores Stancil’s, praoficgterly failing to abate the
housing code violations, despite numerous citatiméspections, and criminal prosecution
involving another property, demonstrates that greyunwilling and incapable of undertaking the
necessary actions required by law to abate dangenoai serious housing code violations. The
failures of Respondents Rufus and Delores Stgmade an immediate and continuing danger to
the health, safety, or security of the tenants4& Bewton Place, N.W.

100. The facts and circumstances detailed in paragr@@hisrough 99 establish
probable cause to believe that conditions and igescaffecting the public housing
accommodation located at 646 Newton Place, N.We posmmediate danger or serious threat
to the tenants’ health, safety, or security.

Basis for Receivership for 415 Varnum Street N.W.
(Respondents Rufus Stancil and Delores Stancil)

Housing Code Violations

101. The rental housing accommodation located at 415 MfarStreet, N.W.
Washington, D.C. is a multi-family row house forialhRespondents Rufus Stancil and Delores
Stancil, who own it, and have failed to abate 2fations of Title14 of DCMR upon information
and belief. SeeDeed. (Exhibit 44, Bates # 00495). These unabladeding code violations were

uncovered as a result of inspections and re-ingpecthat were conducted in January 2007.
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102. Tenants of the building have been forced to endanginuing housing
code violations that include defective electricallets, peeling paint throughout the premises
and other violations that dramatically impact uplosir health, safety, and security of the tenants.

For example, during an inspection on January @67 2a District inspector, while inspecting
apartment 2, observed peeling paint in the livimgm, the sleeping room, and the bathroom and
defective electrical outlets in the bathroom areldleeping roonSeeNotice of Violations Nos.
114597 _7 and 114597 _15 (Exhibit 47, Bates # 003153E0) and Affidavit of Kevin Jackson
Regarding 415 Varnum Street, N.W. (Exhibit 47, Bat€00504).

103. On January 25, 2007, the District’s inspectors oleska total of 30
violations for which Respondents were citékeNotice of Violation Nos. 114597 _7 and
114597 _15. (Exhibit 47, Bates # 00506-00511). Rbespondents were served with Notice of
Violation Nos. 114597 7 and 114597 15 on Januarg@97, by personal servic&ee
Affidavit of Kevin Jackson Regarding 415 Varnume®t, N.W. (Exhibit 47, Bates # 00504). On
April 12, 2007, the District’s inspectors conducterk-inspection of said property and observed
that of the 30 violations, 20 remained unabatetith® 20 unabated violations three (3)
violations constituted an immediate danger to tath, safety, or security of the tenants; and 17
of the violations constituted a serious threahmhealth, safety, or security of the tenar@se
Unabated Housing Code Violations (Exhibit 45, Bat€¥)497) and Affidavit of Kevin Jackson
Regarding 415 Varnum Street, N.W. (Exhibit 47, Bat€00504).

104. Even as recently as March 31, 2008, the Distriospectors conducted an
inspection of said property and observed 34 viofetifor which Respondents were cited. Of

these 34 violations, four (4) are considered taf@nmediate danger to the health, safety, or
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security of the tenants and the remaining 30 vimt&tare considered to be a serious threat to the
health, safety, or security of the tenarBeeNotice of Violation Nos. 135147 _1, 135146 7,
135147_7,135146_15, 135147_15, and 135146_3Mil{EEX48, Bates # 00513-00519 and
(Exhibit 49, Bates # 00523-005273ee als@ffidavit of Jesse Kingsberry Regarding 415
Varnum Street, N.W. (Exhibit 48, Bates # 00512) afftdavit of William Harris Regarding 415
Varnum Street, N.W. (Exhibit 49, Bates # 00521hAligh these violations have not been re-
inspected, they are included based on informatmehieelief that they remain unabated due to
Respondents’ well-documented pattern and pracfiéalog to abate such violations.

105. Additionally, Respondents have neglected to okdddasic business
license to operate their business at 415 Varnuse&tN.W., as the law requires pursuant to D.C.
Code Section 47-2851.02 (200%geCertificate of no business license for 415 Varnune&,
N.W. from Department of Consumer and Regulatoraiéf, Business License Division.
(Exhibit 46, Bates # 00503).

Notice of Violations to Respondents

106. Respondents, Rufus and Delores Stancil, were gsopetified of the
housing code violations giving rise to this petitior a receivership when notices of violations
which arose out of the January 25, 2007 inspecti@re personally served on Delores Stancil,
who refused to sign both notices, on January 29720

Probable Cause of Conditions or Practices Posing dmmediate Danger or Serious Threat
to the Health Safety, or Security of the Building’sTenants

107. During their many inspections, District inspectdetermined that the

unabated housing code violations constituted anathate danger or serious threat to the
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tenants’ health, safety, or securitgeeAffidavit of Inspectors. (Exhibit 47, Bates # @25
Exhibit 48, Bate # 00512 and Exhibit 49, Bate #2105
108. Respondents, Rufus and Delores Stancil’s, praoficgterly failing to
abate the housing code violations, despite secéedions, re-inspections, and criminal
prosecution involving another property, demonss#état they are unwilling and incapable of
undertaking the necessary actions required bydaabate dangerous and serious housing code
violations. The failures of Respondents, Rufus Brebbres Stancil, pose an immediate and
continuing danger to the health, safety, or segofithe tenants of 415 Varnum Street, N.W.
1009. The facts and circumstances detailed in paragraphshrough 108
establish probable cause to believe that conditmispractices affecting the public housing
accommodation located at 415 Varnum Street, N.\We@m immediate danger or serious threat
to the tenants’ health, safety, or security.

Basis for Receivership for 1420 Perry Place, N.W.
(Respondents Rufus Stancil and Delores Stancil)

Housing Code Violations

110. The rental housing accommodation located at 142G P¢ace, N.W.
Washington, D.C. is a single-family row house fdrieh Respondents Rufus Stancil and Delores
Stancil, who own it, and have failed to abate asieseven (7) violations of Title14 of DCMR
upon information and beliefSeeDeed. (Exhibit 50, Bates # 00529). These unaldadeding
code violations were uncovered as a result of ictspes and re-inspections that were conducted
on August 9, 2005SeeAffidavit of Elsie Burchette Regarding 1420 PePtace, N.W. (Exhibit

52, Bates # 00535).
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111. Tenants of the building have been forced to endanginuing housing
code violations that include improperly installaemichspouts which can result in drainage
problems. SeeNotice of Violations Nos. 73366_7 and 73366_3Bxhjbit 52, Bates # 00537-
00539).

112. On August 9, 2005, the District’s inspectors coridd@n inspection of
said property and observed seven (7) violationsvfuch Respondents were cit&deeNotice of
Violation Nos. 73366_7 and 73366_30. (Exhibit Bates # 00537-00539). Respondents were
served with Notice of Violation Nos. 73366_7 an®@8_30 by regular mail on August 15, 2005
and by certified mail; Notice of Violation No. 73367 was delivered on August 20, 20(Bee
United States Postal Service Track and Confirm Reocembers 7701 2510 0008 3915 8662,
7001 2510 0008 3915 8655, 7001 2510 0008 3915 &62#7001 2510 0008 3915 8631.
(Exhibit 52, Bates # 00541-00545). On Septembef@85 and September 20, 2005, the
District’s inspectors conducted re-inspectionsanfl property and determined that of the seven
(7) violations cited seven (7) remained unabat&dditionally, one (1) violation constituted an
immediate danger to the health, safety, or secafitiie tenants; and six (6) violations
constituted a serious threat to the health, sabetgecurity of the tenantSeeUnabated Housing
Code Violations (Exhibit 50, Bates # 00531) andiddfit of Elsie Burchette Regarding 1420
Perry Place, N.W. (Exhibit 52, Bates # 00535)e $hven (7) unabated violations found during
the August 9, 2005 inspection were also adjudichtetthe Office of Administrative Hearing
(“OAH"), and on October 18, 2006, OAH ordered Raggent Delores Stancil to pay a total of

$4,200.00 in fines SeeOffice of Administrative Hearings Orders for cames. CR-1-OF-
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Q102392, CR-I-06-Q102392A, CR-I-05-Q102391, andI@R-Q102391A. (Exhibit 55, Bates #
00555-00566).

113. As recently as March 19, 2008, the District’s irngpes conducted an
inspection of said property and observed eightvi@ations for which Respondents were cited.
SeeNotice of Violation Nos. 134915 3, 134915 7 and41%_15. (Exhibit 52, Bates # 00546-
00552). See alsAffidavit of Inspector Elsie Burchette Regarding?0 Perry Place, N.W.
(Exhibit 52, Bates # 00535). Three (3) of theatt@lations are considered to be an immediate
danger to the health, safety, or security of tinamés of said property and five (5) of the cited
violations are considered to be a serious thretiteddnealth, safety, or security of the tenants of
said property.SeeAffidavit of Elsie Burchette Regarding 1420 PeRtace, N.W. (Exhibit 52,
Bates # 00535). The Respondents were served witicéNof Violation Nos. 134915 3,
134915 7 and 134915 15 by personal service on M&cB008. SeeAffidavit of Anthony
Rembert. (Exhibit 53, Bates # 00553). Althoughstheiolations have not been re-inspected,
they are included based on information and béfiaf they remain unabated due to Respondents’
well-documented pattern and practice of failinglbate such violations.

114. Additionally, Respondents have neglected to okdddasic business
license to operate their business at 1420 PergePM.W., as the law requires pursuant to D.C.
Code Section 47-2851.02 (20085eeCertificate of no business license for 1420 Pelag®,

N.W. from Department of Consumer and Regulatoraiéf, Business License Division.

(Exhibit 54, Bates # 00554).
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Notice of Violations to Respondents

115. Respondents, Rufus and Delores Stancil were propetified of the
housing code violations giving rise to this petitior a receivership as noted above when
Delores Stancil was served by certified mail on #&tg20, 2005 with copies of all the District’s
Housing Violation Notices which arose out of thepactions. Notice No. 73366 30 was sent to
Delores Stancil by certified mail and was readyfiek-up on August 18, 2005 but was
unclaimed.

Probable Cause of Conditions or Practices Posing dmmediate Danger or Serious Threat
to the Health Safety, or Security of the Building’sTenants

116. During their many inspections, District inspectdetermined that the
unabated housing code violations constituted anathate danger or serious threat to the
tenants’ health, safety, or securiBeeAffidavit of Inspector. (Exhibit 52, Bates # 053

117. Respondents Rufus and Delores Stancil’s practicatefly failing to
abate the housing code violations, despite secéedions, re-inspections and criminal
prosecution involving another property, demonsgdtat they are unwilling and incapable of
undertaking the necessary actions required bydaabate dangerous and serious housing code
violations. The failures of Respondents, Rufus Bebbres Stancil, pose an immediate and
continuing danger to the health, safety, or segofithe tenants of 1420 Perry Place, N.W.

118. The facts and circumstances detailed in paragrap®shrough 117
establish probable cause to believe that conditmispractices affecting the public housing
accommodation located at 1420 Perry Place, N.We paammediate danger or serious threat to

the tenants’ health, safety, or security.
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Basis for Receivership for 2401 Ontario Road, N.W.
(Respondents Ontario Partners LLC, Nickolas Jekogia, 11l and Eric Kretschman)

Housing Code Violations

1109. The rental housing accommodation located at 24Gar@nRoad, N.W.
Washington, D.C. is a 22-unit apartment buildingvitnich Respondents Ontario Partners LLC
which owns it, and Nickolas Jekogian, Il and Bfietschman who are members of Ontario
Partners LLC, have failed to abate at least 44atimhs of Title14 of DCMR upon information
and belief. SeeDeed. (Exhibit 56, Bates # 00567). These unaldaeding code violations were
uncovered as a result of inspections and re-ingpecthat were conducted between March, 2007
and January, 2008.

120. Tenants of the building have been forced to endantinuing housing
code violations that include rodents and vermittewbfloors, fire code hazards, and other
violations that dramatically impact upon the headéfety, and security of the tenants. For
example:

a. During an inspection on March 31, 2007, a Distnispector, while
inspecting the rear yard was able to see signatdfurrows. The broken
basement window exacerbated the problem allowitsgtoeenter directly
into the building. SeeNotice of Violation No. 116861 _3. (Exhibit 61,
Bates # 00614).

b. During an inspection on March 31, 2007, a ustnspector was
compelled to cite the owner for a noxious odorad that the smell
constituted a nuisance.

C. During an inspection on March 31, 2007, a ustnspector observed
several defective fire doors and obstructions atetit doors that would

prevent egress during an emergenggeNotice of Violation No.
116861 1. (Exhibit 61, Bates # 00611).
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121. On March 31, 2007, the District’s inspectors condd@n inspection of
said property and observed 59 violations for wiR@spondent was citedSeeNotice of
Violation Nos. 116861 1, 116861 3, and 116861 (Exhibit 61, Bates # 00611-00620). On
May 10, 2007, the District’s inspectors conducted-aspection of said property and
determined that of the 59 violations cited, 48 revad unabatedSeeAffidavit of Myriam
Villarroel Regarding 2401 Ontario Road, N.W. (Exhitil, Bates # 00609). Furthermore, of the
48 unabated housing code violations, 12 were censitito be an immediate danger to the
health, safety, or security of the tenants of pagperty; 36 were considered to be a serious threat
to the health, safety, or security of the tenafseAffidavit of Myriam Villarroel Regarding
2401 Ontario Road, N.W. (Exhibit 61, Bates # 0068%) Unabated Housing Code Violations
(Exhibit 58, Bates # 00585). On April 3, 2007, D Inspector Rene Marquez personally
served Anthony Serette at CT Corporation Syste@E5 18" Street, N.W., Suite 1000,
Washington, D.C. 20005, with Notice of Violation NL6861 1.SeeAffidavit of Myriam
Villarroel Regarding 2401 Ontario Road, N.W. (Exhikil, Bates # 00609). On April 4, 2007,
District Inspector Warren Turner personally sendathony Serette at CT Corporation Systems,
in Washington, D.C., with Notice of Violation N0o416861 3 and 116861 15SeeAffidavit of
Myriam Villarroel Regarding 2401 Ontario Road, N.\#xhibit 61, Bates # 00609) CT
Corporation Systems is listed as the registeredtdge Ontario Partners LLC; however, Mr.
Serette refused to sign the Notice of Violati@@eeOntario Partners LLC Two-Year Report for
Foreign and Domestic Limited Liability Companied.@@). (Exhibit 57, Bates # 00581)See
alsg Affidavit of Myriam Villarroel Regarding 2401 Oattio Road, N.W. (Exhibit 61, Bates #

00609).
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122. On October 23, 2007, the District’s inspectors caneld an inspection of
said property and observed one (1) violation forclwlRespondent was cite&eeNotice of
Violation No. 129016 _1. (Exhibit 60, Bates # 0050®Dn November 14, 2007, the District’s
inspectors conducted a re-inspection of said pty@erd determined that the violation cited
remained unabatedseeAffidavit of Elsie Burchette Regarding 2401 OntaRoad, N.W.
(Exhibit 60, Bates # 00603). Furthermore, the atedb housing code violation was considered
to be an immediate danger to the health, safetyecurity of the tenantsSeeAffidavit of Elsie
Burchette Regarding 2401 Ontario Road, N.W. (ExIEbi Bates # 00603); Affidavit of
Mandoza Lowery Regarding 2401 Ontario Road, N.Wh(Bit 60, Bates # 00605)Seealso,
Unabated Housing Code Violations (Exhibit 58, Bat€¥)585). On October 29, 2007, District
inspector Mandoza Lowery unsuccessfully attemptrdgnal service at 2401 Ontario Road,
N.W. On November 6, 2007, he sent the Notice olation by certified and regular mail to
Ontario Partners LLC, 1420 Walnut Street, Suite, 850ladelphia, PA 19102. The United
States Postal Service confirmed that the Noticéiofation was undeliverable and being
returned. The owner was never serv8eeAffidavit of Mandoza Lowery Regarding 2401
Ontario Road, N.W. (Exhibit 60, Bates # 00605).

123. On November 5, 2007, the District’s inspectors careld an inspection of
said property and observed 34 violations for wikgspondent was citeGeeNotice of
Violation Nos. 129931 1, 129931 15, and 129932 ritbRhotographs. (Exhibit 59, Bates #
00590-00602) On January 3, 2008, the Districtspectors conducted a re-inspection of said
property and determined that of the 34 violatioted; six (6) remained unabate8eeAffidavit

of Lakethia Stroman Regarding 2401 Ontario Roatly NExhibit 59, Bates # 00588).
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Furthermore, of the six (6) unabated housing cadiatons, two (2) were considered to be an
immediate danger to the health, safety, or secafitiie tenants of said property; four (4) were
considered to be a serious threat to the healftysar security of the tenant&eeAffidavit of
Lakethia Stroman Regarding 2401 Ontario Road, NBAhibit 59, Bates # 00588)5eealsq,
Unabated Housing Code Violations. (Exhibit 58, Ba#e€00585). On November 7, 2007,
Lakethia Stroman personally served Ayodei Babakmeagent of Ontario Partners LLC, at 2401
Ontario Road, N.W., with Notice of Violation No29931_15, 129931 1, and 129932_15. Mr.
Babaloia signed the Notice of ViolationSeeAffidavit of Lakethia Stroman Regarding 2401
Ontario Road, N.W. (Exhibit 59, Bates # 00588).

Notice of Violations to Respondent

124. Respondents Ontario Partners LLC, Nickolas Jekodiiaand Eric
Kretschman were properly notified, with the exceptof one violation, of the housing code
violations giving rise to this petition for a recership as noted above, when Anthony Serette, the
property manager and Ayodeji Babaloia, an agente wersonally served copies of all the
District’s Housing Violation Notices which arosetai the inspections.

Probable Cause of Conditions or Practices Posing dmmediate Danger or Serious Threat
to the Health Safety, or Security of the Building’sTenants

125. During their many inspections, District inspectdetermined that the
unabated housing code violations constituted anacthate danger or serious threat to the
tenants’ health, safety, or securitgeeAffidavit of Inspectors. (Exhibit 59, Bate #00588
Exhibit 60, Bate # 603, Exhibit 60, Bate # 605, Bx61, Bate # 00609).

126. Respondents’ practice of utterly failing to abdte housing code
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violations, despite numerous citations and re-ioBpes, demonstrates that they are unwilling
and incapable of undertaking the necessary actepsred by law to abate dangerous and
serious housing code violations. The failures e$pondents pose an immediate and continuing
danger to the health, safety, or security of tinamés of 2401 Ontario Road, N.W.

127. The facts and circumstances detailed in paragrapbshrough 126
establish probable cause to believe that conditmispractices affecting the public housing
accommodation located at 2401 Ontario Road, N.\We@m immediate danger or serious threat
to the tenants’ health, safety, or security.

Basis for Receivership for 2359 Ontario Road, N.W.
(Respondents Ontario Partners LLC, Nickolas Jekogia, 11l and Eric Kretschman)

Housing Code Violations

128. The rental housing accommodation located at 233@r@nRoad, N.W.
Washington, D.C. is a 28-unit apartment buildingvitnich Respondents Ontario Partners LLC,
which owns it, and Nickolas Jekogian, lll and Bfietschman, who are members of Ontario
Partners LLC, have failed to abate at least 14atimhs of Title14 of DCMR upon information
and belief. SeeDeed. (Exhibit 62, Bates # 00622). These unabdabeding code violations were
uncovered as a result of inspections and re-ingpecthat were conducted between August,
2005 and January, 2008.

129. Tenants of the building have been forced to endantinuing housing
code violations that include rodents and vermittewbfloors, filthy lavatories, and other
violations that dramatically impact upon the headéfety, and security of the tenants. For

example:
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a. During an inspection on March 31, 2007, a Distnspector, while inspecting
apartment 406, encountered numerous roaches ang figsts causing
unwholesome premiseseeNotice of Violation No. 116867_3. (Exhibit 67,
Bates # 00660).

b. During an inspection on March 31, 2007, a Disinspector, while inspecting
apartment 406, observed evidence of rodent infestaausing unsafe and
unsanitary conditionsSeeNotice of Violation No. 116867_3. (Exhibit 52, Bat
# 00660)

130. On August 9, 2005, the District’s inspectors coridd@n inspection of
said property and observed one (1) violation foiclwiRespondent was cite&eeNotice of
Violation No. 73407_30 and Photographs. (ExhibitBétes # 00654). On September 20, 2005,
the District’s inspectors conducted a re-inspectibsaid property and determined that the
violation cited remained unabated&eeAffidavit of Virgil Williams Regarding 2359 Ontavi
Road, N.W. (Exhibit 66, Bates # 00652). Furthemnahis unabated housing code violation was
considered to be a serious threat to the healttysar security of the tenants of said property.
SeeAffidavit of Virgil Williams Regarding 2359 OntasiRoad, N.W. (Exhibit 66, Bates #
00652). Seealso, Unabated Housing Code Violations. (Exhibit 64te8a# 00642). On August
19, 2005, District Inspector Virgil Williams persalty served Anthony Serette, Fulfillment
Specialist, at CT Corporation Systems, in Washim@cC., with Notice of Violation No.

73407 _30.SeeAffidavit of Virgil Williams Regarding 2359 OntayiRoad, N.W. (Exhibit 66,
Bates # 00652). CT Corporation Systems is lisgetha registered agent for Ontario Partners
LLC; however, Mr. Serette refused to sign the Nobt Violation. SeeOntario Partners LLC
Two-Year Report for Foreign and Domestic Limiteadliiity Companies (LLC). (Exhibit 63,

Bates # 00638)Seealso, Affidavit of Virgil Williams Regarding 2359 Ontar Road, N.W.

(Exhibit 66, Bates # 006520).
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131. On January 2, 2008, the District’'s inspectors catehblian inspection of
said property and observed two (2) violations foirala Respondent was cite@eeNotice of
Violation No. 131667_15. (Exhibit 65, Bates # 08540n September 20, 2007, the District’s
inspectors conducted a re-inspection of said pty@erd determined that of the two (2)
violations cited, two (2) remained unabat&eeAffidavit of Warren Turner Regarding 2359
Ontario Road, N.W. (Exhibit 65, Bates # 00646) rtkermore, of the two (2) unabated housing
code violations, two (2) were considered to beress threat to the health, safety, or security of
the tenants.SeeAffidavit of Warren Turner Regarding 2359 OntaRoad, N.W. (Exhibit 65,
Bates # 00646).Seealso Unabated Housing Code Violations for 2359 Ont&wad (Table II).
(Exhibit 64, Bates # 00643). On January 7, 2@8trict inspector Warren Turner personally
served Mark Diffenbaugh, Team Leader, at CT CotjpmmeSystems, in Washington D.C., with
Notice of Violation No. 131667 _15SeeAffidavit of Warren Turner Regarding 2359 Ontario
Road, N.W. (Exhibit 65, Bates # 00646). CT CorpioraSystems is listed as the registered
agent for Ontario Partners LLC; however, Mr. Diff@ugh refused to sign the Notice of
Violation. SeeOntario Partners LLC Two-Year Report for Foreigiwl @omestic Limited
Liability Companies (LLC). (Exhibit 63, Bates # (B#). Seealsq, Affidavit of Warren Turner
Regarding 2359 Ontario Road, N.W. (Exhibit 65, B&teD0646).

132. On March 31, 2007, the District’s inspectors condd@n inspection of
said property and observed 27 violations for wikgspondent was citeB8eeNotice of
Violation Nos. 116867_1, 116867_3, and 116867_(Exhibit 65, Bates # 00660-00667). On
May 8, 2007, the District’s inspectors conducted-anspection of said property and determined

that of the 27 violations cited, 11 remained unattaSeeAffidavit of Virgil Williams
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Regarding 2359 Ontario Road, N.W. (Exhibit 65, Bat€)0652). Furthermore, of the 11
unabated housing code violations, three (3) wensidered to be an immediate danger to the
health, safety, or security of the tenants of gagperty; eight (8) were considered to be a serious
threat to the health, safety, or security of tmatgs. SeeAffidavit of Myriam Villarroel
Regarding 2359 Ontario Road, N.W. (Exhibit 65, Bat€)0658). Seealso, Unabated Housing
Code Violations for 2359 Ontario Road (Tables | HhdExhibit 64, Bates # 00642). On April
3, 2007, District inspector Myriam Villarroel persaly served Anthony Serette, Fulfillment
Specialist, at CT Corporation Systems, in Washim@cC., with Notice of Violation No.
116867 _15.SeeAffidavit of Myriam Villarroel Regarding 2359 Onta Road, N.W. CT
Corporation Systems is listed as the registeredtdge Ontario Partners LLC; however, Mr.
Serette refused to sign the Notice of Violati@@eeOntario Partners LLC Two-Year Report for
Foreign and Domestic Limited Liability Companied.@@). (Exhibit 63, Bates # 00638).

Notice of Violations to Respondents

133. Respondents Ontario Partners LLC, Nickolas Jekodjiaand Eric
Kretschman were properly notified of the housindecwiolations giving rise to this petition for a
receivership as noted above, when Anthony Seittdor Mark Diffenbauh, agents, were
personally served copies of all the District's HogsViolation Notices which arose out of the
inspections.

Probable Cause of Conditions or Practices Posing dmmediate Danger or Serious Threat
to the Health Safety, or Security of the Building’sTenants

134. During their many inspections, District inspectdetermined that the

unabated housing code violations constituted anathate danger or serious threat to the
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tenants’ health, safety, or securitgeeAffidavits of Inspectors. (Exhibit 65, Bates # @@6
Exhibit 66, Bate # 00652 and Exhibit 67, Bate #3%)6

135. Respondents’ practice of utterly failing to abdte housing code
violations, despite numerous citations and re-iogpes, demonstrates that they are unwilling
and incapable of undertaking the necessary actemsred by law to abate dangerous and
serious housing code violations. The failures e$pondents pose an immediate and continuing
danger to the health, safety, or security of tinamés of 2359 Ontario Road, N.W.

136. The facts and circumstances detailed in paragrap8shrough 135
establish probable cause to believe that conditemsactices affecting the public housing
accommodation located at 2359 Ontario Road, N.\We@m immediate danger or serious threat
to the tenants’ health, safety, or security.

Basis for Receivership for 518 9 Street, N.E.
(Respondents Capitol East Partners LLC, Nickolas Jeogian, Il and Eric Kretschman)

Housing Code Violations

137. The rental housing accommodation located at 318tgeet, N.E.,
Washington, D.C. is a 64-unit apartment buildingvitnich Respondents Capitol East Partners
LLC, which owns it, and Nickolas Jekogian, lll aBdc Kretschman who are members of
Capitol East Partners LLC, have failed to abaleasdt 166 violations of Title14 of DCMR upon
information and beliefSeeDeed (Exhibit 68, Bates # 00669). These unabateding code
violations were uncovered as a result of inspestemmd re-inspections that were conducted

between January, 2006 and March, 2006.
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138. Tenants of the building have been forced to endantinuing housing
code violations that include leaking drain pipeacked and peeling walls, rotted floors, filthy
lavatories, and other violations that dramaticatipact upon the health, safety, and security of
the tenants. For example:

a. During a re-inspection on March 25, 2006, arigisinspector, while
inspecting unit 412, observed dampness on thengaalind walls indicative
of an unseen leaking water sour@eeNotice of Violation No. 83638_30.
(Exhibit 72, Bates # 00721).

b. During a re-inspection on March 25, 2006, a Disinspector, while
inspecting unit 405, observed holes in the wallts #foors. SeeNotice of
Violation No. 83638_30. (Exhibit 72, Bates # 00y.21

139. On January 14, 2006, the District’s inspectors catetl an inspection of
said property and observed 307 violations for wikegspondent was citecceeNotice of
Violation Nos. 83609_1, 83637_15, 83608_30, and383B80 and Photographs. (Exhibit 71,
Bates # 00705-00718; Exhibit 72, Bate # 00721-0D755n March 18, 2006, March 20, 2006,
and March 25, 2006, the District’s inspectors caneld re-inspections of said property and
determined that of the 307 violations cited, 166amed unabatedSeeAffidavit of Kenneth
Oliver (Exhibit 71, Bates # 00703) and Affidavit \&leria Myers Regarding 518'Street, N.E.
(Exhibit 72, Bates # 00719). Furthermore, of t66 inabated housing code violations, two (2)
were considered to be an immediate danger to takhheafety, or security of the tenants of said
property; 164 were considered to be a serioustthoehe health, safety, or security of the
tenants.SeeAffidavit of Kenneth Oliver (Exhibit 71, Bates #®003) and Affidavit of Valeria

Myers Regarding 518"0Street, N.E. (Exhibit 72, Bates # 00719%ee alsdJnabated Housing

Code Violations (Exhibit 70, Bates # 00685). Onukay 24, 2006, District Inspector, Michael
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Brown, personally served Louis Lance, FulfillmepeSialist, at CT Corporation Systems, in
Washington D.C., with Notice of Violation Nos. 836, 83637_15, 83608 30, and 83638 _30.
SeeAffidavit of Kenneth Oliver (Exhibit 71, Bates #£003) and Affidavit of Valeria Myers
Regarding 5189 Street, N.E. (Exhibit 72, Bates # 00719). CT @oation Systems is listed as
the registered agent for Capitol East Partners ltidwever, Mr. Lance refused to sign the
Notice of Violations. SeeCapital East Partners LLC Two-Year Report for kgnmeand Domestic
Limited Liability Companies (LLC) (Exhibit 69, Bade# 00679)Seealsq, Affidavit of Kenneth
Oliver (Exhibit 71, Bates # 00703) and Affidavit'\daleria Myers Regarding 518'SBtreet, N.E.
(Exhibit 72, Bates # 00719).

140. As recently as April 9 and 10, 2008, the Distrigtispectors conducted an
inspection of said property and observed 100 vimhatfor which Respondent was citeSee
Notice of Violation Nos. 136034 _1, 136035_3, 136066136069_3, 136069_1, 136066_1,
136069_5, 136029_1, 136008_1, 136007_3, 136028600 _7, 136070_1, 136072_3,
136034 _15, 136033_30, 136035_15, 136033_15, 133664.36068_30, 136067_15,
136069_7, 136007_15, 136008_15, 136072_15, 136G/Aant 136070_15. (Exhibit 72, Bate
# 00756-00767, Exhibit 73, Bate # 00770-00781, Bixfi4, Bate # 00784-00802 , Exhibit 75,
Bate # 00805-00817) , and Exhibit 76, Bate # 0082823). Respondent’s agent Michael
Simpson was personally served with the above NeteeApril 11, 2008. Of the 100 violations,
18 of these violations are considered to be an idme danger to the health, safety, or security
of the tenants of the said property, and 89 ofdhwslations are considered to be a serious threat
to the health, safety, or security of the tenahtsaa property.SeeAffidavits of Robert Gary

(Exhibit 75, Bates # 00803, Richard Johnson (Exhi#j Bates # 00782, Thomas Small (Exhibit
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76, Bates # 00818, Michael Brown (Exhibit 73, Bat€¥768, and Valerie Myers (Exhibit 72,
Bates # 00719 Regarding 518 Street, N.W.)

141. The tenants of the building have been forced tauendontinuing housing
code violations that include rodents, defective lsendetectors, a defective water line pipe,
leaking water lines, defective cooking facilitiésaking bathroom drains, cracks in lavatories,
defective electrical outlets, defective water ctorechanisms, doors with broken glass, rotted
floor parts, holes and cracks in the walls andragilceiling dampness, missing floor covering,
accumulation of trash for more than seven (7) dayd,other violations that dramatically impact
upon the health, safety, and security of the tenaAtthough these violations have not been re-
inspected, they are included based on informatiehteelief that they remain unabated due to
Respondent’s well-documented pattern and pracfiéalmg to abate such violations.

Notice of Violations to Respondents

142. Respondents Capitol East Partners LLC, Nickolasgdiek, lll, and Eric
Kretschman were properly notified of the housindecwiolations giving rise to this petition for a
receivership as noted above, when one of the Regpis or their agent(s) were personally
served by hand-delivered copies of the Districttgibing Violation Notices, or were sent copies
of the District’s Housing Violation Notices by rdguor certified mail.

Probable Cause of Conditions or Practices Posing dmmediate Danger or Serious Threat
to the Health Safety, or Security of the Building’sTenants

143. During their many inspections, District inspectdetermined that the
unabated housing code violations constituted anacthate danger or serious threat to the

tenants’ health, safety, or securitgeeAffidavits of Inspectors. (Exhibit 71, Bates # Q37
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Exhibit 72, Bates # 00719, Exhibit 73, Bates # @) #xhibit 74, Bates # 00782, Exhibit 75,
Bates # 00803 and Exhibit 76, Bates # 00818).

144, Respondents’ practice of utterly failing to abdte housing code
violations, despite numerous citations and re-ioBpes, demonstrates that they are unwilling
and incapable of undertaking the necessary actesred by law to abate dangerous and
serious housing code violations. The failures e$pondents pose an immediate and continuing
danger to the health, safety, or security of tinamés of 518 9th Street, N.E.

145. The facts and circumstances detailed in paragraphshrough 144
establish probable cause to believe that conditmispractices affecting the public housing
accommodation located at 518 9th Street, N.E. posenmediate danger or serious threat to the
tenants’ health, safety, or security.

Basis for Receivership for 1114 F Street, N.E.
(Respondents Capitol East Partners 1l LLC, NickolasJekogian, Ill and Eric Kretschman)

Housing Code Violations

146. The rental housing accommodation located at 11%#&¢et, N.E.,
Washington, D.C. is a 48-unit apartment buildingvitnich Respondents Capitol East Partners I
LLC, which owns it, and Nickolas Jekogian, lll aBdc Kretschman who are members of
Capitol East Partners Il LLC, have failed to alstteeast 11 violations of Title14 of DCMR upon
information and beliefSeeDeed. (Exhibit 77, Bates # 00824). These unalabdeding code
violations were uncovered as a result of inspestemmd re-inspections that were conducted

between December, 2004 and November, 2005.
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147. Tenants of the building have been forced to endanginuing housing
code violations that include heating issues, pgeialls, mold developing violations, and other
violations that dramatically impact upon the headidifety, or security of the tenants. For
example:

a. During a re-inspection on December 20, 2004is&ibt inspector, while
inspecting unit 3, observed several damaged anzkmable radiators,
making them incapable of providing the necessaay foe living
standards.SeeNotice of Violation No. 55494 1 and Photographs.
(Exhibit 80, Bates # 00850).

b. During a re-inspection on April 28, 2005, a Distritspector, while
inspecting unit B4, observed dampness in the gsilthat fosters the
creation of mold.SeeNotice of Violation No. 60024 30 and Photographs.
(Exhibit 80, Bates # 00855).

148. On December 7, 2004, the District’s inspectors catell an inspection of
said property and observed three (3) violationsfleich Respondent was cite@eeNotice of
Violation No. 55494 1 (Exhibit 80, Bates # 00850y aAffidavit of Deloris Lassiter Regarding
1114 F Street, N.E. (Exhibit 80, Bates # 00848 O@cember 20, 2004, the District’s
inspectors conducted a re-inspection of said ptyg@ed determined that of the three (3)
violations cited, three (3) remained unabat8eeAffidavit of Deloris Lassiter Regarding 1114 F
Street, N.E. (Exhibit 80, Bates # 00848). Funtiane, all three (3) of the unabated housing
code violations were considered to be an immediatger to the health, safety, or security of the
tenants of said propertyseeUnabated Housing Code Violations (Exhibit 79, B&a@0841) and
Affidavit of Deloris Lassiter Regarding 1114 F StreN.E. (Exhibit 80, Bates # 00848). On

December 8, 2004, District Inspector, Deloris Lisspersonally served Anthony Serette,

Fulfillment Specialist, at CT Corporation SystemsyWashington D.C., with Notice of Violation
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No. 55494 1.SeeAffidavit of Deloris Lassiter Regarding 1114 F&it, N.E. (Exhibit 80, Bates
#00848). CT Corporation Systems is listed agehestered agent for Capital East Partners I
LLC; however, Mr. Serette refused to sign the Nov€ Violation. SeeAffidavit of Deloris
Lassiter Regarding 1114 F Street, N.E. (ExhibitB&es # 00848) and Two-Year Report for
Capitol East Partners II, LLC. (Exhibit 78, Bate80840).

149. On January 31, 2005, the District’s inspectors cotetl an inspection of
said property and observed 13 violations for wikgspondent was citeGeeNotice of
Violation Nos. 60024_15 and 60024_30 (Exhibit 86t # 00853, 00855) and Affidavit of
Deloris Lassiter Regarding 1114 F Street, N.E. (BExBO, Bates # 848). On April 28, 2005, the
District’s inspectors conducted a re-inspectiosatl property and determined that of the 13
violations cited, seven (7) remained unabatgdeAffidavit of Deloris Lassiter Regarding 1114
F Street, N.E. (Exhibit 80, Bates # 00848). Femtmore, the seven (7) remaining violations
were considered to be a serious threat to themesafety, or security of the tenants of said
property. SeeUnabated Housing Code Violations (Exhibit 79, Bat€¥)841) and Affidavit of
Deloris Lassiter Regarding 1114 F Street, N.E. h{kix 80, Bates # 00848). On February 3,
2005, District Inspector, Deloris Lassiter persbnsérved Nicholas Knight, Fulfillment
Specialist, at CT Corporation Systems, in Wasloind®.C., with Notice of Violation Nos.
60024 15 and 60024_3&eeAffidavit of Deloris Lassiter Regarding 1114 F&it, N.E.
(Exhibit 80, Bates # 00848). Mr. Knight refusedsign the Notice of ViolationSeeAffidavit
of Deloris Lassiter Regarding 1114 F Street, N(Exhibit 80, Bates # 00848).

150. On September 6, 2005, the District’s inspectorglooted an inspection of

said property and observed two (2) violations forcl Respondent was citeSeeNotice of
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Violation No. 76660_30 (Exhibit 80, Bates # 0088} Affidavit of Carlton McLaughlin
Regarding 1114 F Street, N.E. (Exhibit 80, Bat@9&63). On November 15, 2005, the
District’s inspectors conducted a re-inspectiosatl property and determined that of the two (2)
violations cited, one (1) remained unabat&eeAffidavit of Carlton McLaughlin Regarding

1114 F Street, N.E. (Exhibit 80, Bates # 008@3)rthermore, the remaining violation was
considered to be a serious threat to the healttysar security of the tenants of said property.
SeeUnabated Housing Code Violations (Exhibit 79, Ba#e€00841) and Affidavit of Carlton
McLaughlin Regarding 1114 F Street, N.E. (Exh@f){ Bates # 00863). On September 7, 2005,
District inspector, Carlton McLaughlin personalgrged Alice Williams, Assistant Manager, at
1114 F Street, N.E., with Notice of Violation Nd&6660_30. SeeAffidavit of Carlton

McLaughlin Regarding 1114 F Street, N.E. (Exh@f){ Bates # 00863). Ms. Williams signed
the Notice of Violation.SeeAffidavit of Carlton McLaughlin Regarding 1114 Fr&et, N.E. and
Notice of Violation No. 76660_30. (Exhibit 80, Bat# 00863, 00865).

151. On April 9 and 10, 2008, the District’s inspectoosducted additional
inspections of 1114 F Street, N.E. and observed®ations for which Respondents were cited.
SeeNotice of Violation Nos. 136023_1, 136032_1, 13605, 136062_1, 136064 1, 136073 _1,
136032_3, 136073_3, 135802_5, 136064_7, 136073602D_15, 136021_15, 136022_15,
136024 _15, 136059_15, 136061_15, 136062_15, 13@664.36073_15, 136032_30,
136061_30, and 136062_30. (Exhibit 82, Bate # Ba@I894, Exhibit 83, Bate # 00897-00904,
Exhibit 84, Bate # 00907-00918, and Exhibit 85,63a1000921-00930)See alsdffidavits of
Robert Gary, Richard Johnson, Valeria Myers, andinTds Small Regarding 1114 F Street, N.E.

(Exhibit 8, Bate # 00895, Exhibit 82, Bate # 008E&hibit 85, Bate # 00919, and Exhibit 84,
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Bate # 00905). Seventeen (17) of the cited viohetiare considered to be an immediate danger
to the health, safety, or security of the tenaftsaa property and 74 of the cited violations are
considered to be a serious threat to the healttysar security of the tenants of said property.
SeeAffidavits of Robert Gary, Richard Johnson, Valaégers, and Thomas Small Regarding
1114 F Street, N.E. (Exhibit 8, Bate # 00895, Bxk82, Bate # 00871, Exhibit 85, Bate #
00919, and Exhibit 84, Bate # 00905). The Respatsdeere served with Notice of Violation
Nos. 136023_1, 136061_1, 136062_1, 136064_1, 13@0736032_3, 136073_3, 135802_5,
136064 _7, 136073_7, 136020_15, 136021 _15, 13602436024 15, 136059 15, 136061_15,
136062_15, 136064 _15, 136073_15, 136032_30, 13@06And 136062_30 by personal
service on April 11, 2008SeeAffidavits of Robert Gary, Richard Johnson, Valévgers, and
Thomas Small Regarding 1114 F Street, N.E. (ExBipbBate # 00895, Exhibit 82, Bate #
00871, Exhibit 85, Bate # 00919, and Exhibit 84teBA00905). Although these violations have
not been re-inspected, they are included basedformation and belief that they remain
unabated due to Respondents’ well-documented paitet practice of failing to abate such
violations.

Notice of Violations to Respondents

152. Respondents Capitol East Partners Il LLC, Nickdksogian, lll, and Eric
Kretschman were properly notified of the housindecwiolations giving rise to this petition for a
receivership as noted above, when Anthony SerattdNacholas Knight, corporate agents, as
well as Alice Williams, assistant property managegre personally served copies of all District

Housing Violation Notices which arose out of thegactions.SeeAffidavits of Deloris Lassiter
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and Carlton McLaughlin Regarding 1114 F Street,. NExhibit 80, Bate # 00848 and Exhibit
81, Bate # 00863).

Probable Cause of Conditions or Practices Posing dmmediate Danger or Serious Threat
to the Health Safety, or Security of the Building’sTenants

153. During their many inspections, District inspectdetermined that the
unabated housing code violations constituted anathate danger or serious threat to the
tenants’ health, safety, or securitgeeAffidavits of Inspectors. (Exhibit 80, Bate # (@84
Exhibit 81, Bate # 00863 Exhibit 82, Bate # 008Z#hibit 83, Bate # 00895, Exhibit 84, Bate #
00905 and Exhibit 85, Bate # 009109.

154, Respondents’ practice of utterly failing to abdte housing code
violations, despite numerous citations and re-ioBpes, demonstrates that they are unwilling
and incapable of undertaking the necessary actemsred by law to abate dangerous and
serious housing code violations. The failures e$pondents pose an immediate and continuing
danger to the health, safety, or security of tinamés of 1114 F Street, N.E.

155. The facts and circumstances detailed in paragrapéshrough 154
establish probable cause to believe that conditmispractices affecting the public housing
accommodation located at 1114 F Street, N.E. posemediate danger or serious threat to the
tenants’ health, safety, or security.

Basis for Receivership for 3339 10th Place, S.E.
(Respondent Edward Knott)

Housing Code Violations

156. The rental housing accommodation located at 338%léce, S.E.,

Washington, D.C. is a 12-unit apartment buildingvitnich Respondent Edward Knott, who
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owns it has failed to abate at least 405 violation§itle14 of DCMR upon information and
belief. SeeDeed. (Exhibit 86, Bate # 00931). These unablate$ing code violations were
uncovered as a result of inspections and re-ingpecthat were conducted between October
2003 and April 2008.

157. Tenants of the building have been forced to endanginuing housing
code violations that include a lack of heat an@fective heating unit to heat the entire building
in the middle of December, structurally unsoundirgs, a building with accumulated trash or
debris, unsafe windows with broken glass or wittirety missing glass panes that were filled
with either taped plastic or broken wood coverirggging holes in the ceiling and other
violations that dramatically impact upon the headidifety, or security of the tenants. For
example:

a. During an initial inspection on July 6, 200 Diatrict inspector observed
in the rear of the building, the common windowsha basement, by
which the public may easily gain access, contabreien glass panes or a
broken piece of wood, which did not secure the wwsi for which the
owner was cited with six (6) housing code violasiouring a
subsequent re-inspection on July 20, 2007, theittigtspector observed
that the owner had failed to abate any of the ditaasing code violations.
SeeNotice of Violation No. 123546 _3 and Photograp(tsxhibit 89, Bate
# 01001).

b. During an inspection on January 24, 2007, aribishspector observed a
large accumulation of uncovered and unsecured tashe premises. An
adequate trash receptacle had not been providstttonmodate the 12-
unit building. The owner was cited for two housgayle violations.
During a subsequent re-inspection on February @07 2the District
inspector observed that the owner had failed toeath# nuisance in that
the trash remained at the premises without adedzste receptaclesSee
Notice Violation No. 114498 3 and Photographs. hi&ix 89, Bate #
00997).
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158.

During an inspection on February 20, 2004, @ridtanspector cited the
owner, who had previously been cited for an exgessccumulation of
trash and showed a pattern of failing to providegahte receptacles to
contain trash on the premises, for similar probleig the time of a re-
inspection on March 1, 2004, the housing code timta had not been
abatedSeeNotice of Violation No. 28520 _7 and PhotograplEshibit
89, Bate # 00985).

During an inspection on December 11, 2003,sdridt inspector, while
inspecting the building learned that the buildiaged to maintain heat at a
minimum of 68 degrees Fahrenheit, and that the@emating unit failed
to maintain heat at the necessary minimum temperatlihe owner was
cited and required to abate the immediate hazatdmaone (1) day. The
owner had failed to abate the nuisance as of aggection on December
15, 2003. SeeNotice of Violation Notice No. 25877_1 and Photggrs.
(Exhibit 89, Bate # 00990).

During an initial inspection on October 23, 208 District inspector
observed broken glass in the windows in the kitchathroom and a rear
sleeping room for which the owner was cited. Dgiiare-inspection on
November 10, 2003, the District inspector obsethad none of the
housing code violations had been abated. The winddhe kitchen was
covered with plastic, using duct tape to securanit] the bathroom
window was completely missing in the second flooit.uSeeNotice of
Violation No. 24031 _15 and Photographs. (ExhiBitBate # 01015).

During an initial inspection on October 23, 20@MDistrict inspector
observed an extra large gaping hole in the watingf particular unit for
which the owner was cited. During the re-inspettba November 26,
2003, the District inspector observed that thisdiray code violation had
not been abatedSeeNotice of Violation No. 24032_30 and Photographs.
(Exhibit 89, Bate # 01020).

On October 23, 2003, the District’s inspector carndd an inspection of

said property and observed 76 violations for wikgspondent was citeGeeNotice of

Violation Nos. 24032_15, 24032_30, 24031_15, ar2B2430. (Exhibit 89, Bate # 00980,

01020, 01015, and 01025). On October 24, 2003 tkiees were personally served upon

RespondentSeeAffidavit of Michael Byrd Regarding 3339 £@Place, S.E. (Exhibit 89, Bate #
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00975). On November 10, 2003 and November 26, 20@3District’s inspectors conducted re-
inspections of said property and determined th#t@®f76 violations cited 73 violations remained
unabated. Furthermore, the 73 unabated violati@re considered to be a serious threat to the
health, safety, or security of the tenants of gagperty. SeeUnabated Housing Code Violations
(Exhibit 88, Bate # 00936) and Affidavit of Micha@yrd Regarding 3339 {Place, S.E.
(Exhibit 89, Bate # 00975).

1509. On November 3, 2003, the District’s inspectors carteld an inspection of
said property and observed 42 violations for wikgspondent was citeGeeNotice of
Violation Nos. 24524 15 and 24524 _30. (ExhibitB8te # 01029, 01031). On November 4,
2003, the notices were personally served upon antad Respondent, a resident manager, at the
property address of 333911 @lace, S.E., Washington, D.GeeAffidavit of Michael Byrd
Regarding 3339 f0Place, S.E. (Exhibit 89, Bate # 00975). On Noveri8, 2003 and
December 8, 2003, the District’s inspectors conellice-inspections of said property and
determined that of the 42 violations cited, 36 rev@d unabated. Furthermore, the 36 unabated
violations were considered to be a serious theettd health, safety, or security of the tenants of
said property. SeeUnabated Housing Code Violations (Exhibit 88, Ba@0936) and Affidavit
of Michael Byrd Regarding 3339 1®lace, S.E. (Exhibit 89, Bate # 00936, 00975).

160. On November 25, 2003, the District’s inspectorsdtated an inspection
of said property and observed 257 violations foiclwiiRespondent was citeeeNotice of
Violation Nos. 25667_1, 25667_15, and 25667_30hilit 89, Bate # 00982, 01035, 01037).
On December 8, 2003, the notices were personaledaipon an agent of Respondent, a

resident manager, at the property address of 383®Ihce, S.E., Washington, D.Gee
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Affidavit of Michael Byrd Regarding 3339 f(Place, S.E. (Exhibit 89, Bate # 00975). On
December 10, 2003 and February 13, 2004, the Blistitnspectors conducted re-inspections of
said property and determined that of the 257 \vimtat cited, 254 remained unabated.
Furthermore, eight (8) unabated violations weresmered to be an immediate danger to the
health, safety, or security of the tenants of gagperty; and 246 were considered to be a serious
threat to the health, safety, or security of theatds of said propertySeeUnabated Housing
Code Violations (Exhibit 88, Bate # 00936) and A#it of Michael Byrd Regarding 333910
Place, S.E. (Exhibit 89, Bate # 00975).

161. On December 11, 2003, the District’s inspectorgdaoted an inspection
of said property and observed two (2) violationsvithich Respondent was cite@eeNotice of
Violation No. 25877_1. (Exhibit 89, Bate # 0099@n December 11, 2003, the notice was
personally served upon an agent of Respondensjderdg manager, at the property address of
3339 10 Place, S.E., Washington, D.GeeAffidavit of Michael Byrd Regarding 3339 10
Place, S.E. (Exhibit 89, Bate # 00975). On Deamih, 2003, the District’s inspectors
conducted a re-inspection of said property androeted that of the two (2) violations cited,
both remained unabated. Furthermore, the twor{@bated violations were considered to be an
immediate danger to the health, safety, or secafitiie tenants of said propert$eeUnabated
Housing Code Violations (Exhibit 88, Bate # 0093@6) Affidavit of Michael Byrd Regarding
3339 1d' Place, S.E. (Exhibit 89, Bate # 00975).

162. On February 20, 2004, the District’'s inspectorsdranrted an inspection of
said property and observed one (1) violation forclwlRespondent was cite&eeNotice of

Violation No. 28520_7. (Exhibit 89, Bate # 00986n February 20, 2004, the notice was
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personally served upon a relative of an agent spBRedent, at the property address of 3339 10
Place, S.E., Washington, D.GeeAffidavit of Michael Byrd Regarding 3339 T®Place, S.E.
(Exhibit 89, Bate # 00975). On March 1, 2004, thstiixt’'s inspectors conducted a re-inspection
of said property and determined that the violatemained unabated. Furthermore, the violation
was considered to be an immediate danger to tHéhheafety, or security of the tenants of said
property. SeeUnabated Housing Code Violations (Exhibit 88, Ba@0936) and Affidavit of
Michael Byrd Regarding 3339 1®lace, S.E. (Exhibit 89, Bate # 00975).

163. On July 8, 2005, the District’s inspectors conddaa inspection of said
property and observed two (2) violations for whiRbspondent was citecbeeNotice of
Violation No. 71599 1. (Exhibit 89, Bate # 00992)n July 12, 2005, Respondent was
provided notice through regular mail and again g 14, 2005, notice was sent to Respondent
via certified mail and accepted as delivered og 20| 2005.SeeUnited States Postal Service
Track and Confirm receipt number, 7001 2510 000BLIH691. (Exhibit 89, Bate # 00994). On
July 26, 2005, the District’s inspectors conducied-inspection of said property and determined
that of the two (2) violations cited, two (2) remed unabated. Furthermore, the two (2)
unabated housing code violations were considerbéeé tn immediate danger to the health,
safety, or security of the tenants of said propeBgeUnabated Housing Code Violations
(Exhibit 88, Bate # 00936) and Affidavit of Micha@yrd Regarding 3339 {Place, S.E.
(Exhibit 89, Bate # 00975).

164. On January 24, 2007, the District’s inspectors cotetl an inspection of
said property and observed two (2) violations forcl Respondent was cite@eeNotice of

Violation No. 114498 3. (Exhibit 89, Bate # 00990n January 26, 2007, notice was provided
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to Respondent through regular mail and again onalgr80, 2007, notice was sent via certified
mail and regular mail. On February 12, 2007, tinsri2t’'s inspectors conducted a re-inspection
of said property and determined that of the twov{@ations cited, both remained unabated.
Furthermore, the two (2) unabated violations weresaered to be an immediate danger to the
health, safety, or security of the tenants of pagperty. SeeUnabated Housing Code Violations
(Exhibit 88, Bate # 00936) and Affidavit of Micha@yrd Regarding 3339 {Place, S.E.
(Exhibit 89, Bate # 00975).

165. On May 7, 2007, the District’s inspectors condu@aadnspection of said
property and observed two (2) violations for whiRspondent was citecbeeNotice of
Violation No. 118952 7. (Exhibit 89, Bate # 00998)n May 7, 2007, notice was provided by
posting at the property site of 3339"Place, S.E., Washington, D.C. On May 11, 2007cao
was provided to Respondent through regular mailcamtified mail and accepted as delivered on
May 22, 2007.SeeUnited States Postal Service Track and Confirreipgciumber, 7001 2510
0008 3921 2685. (Exhibit 89, Bate # 01000). OmeJ, 2007, the District's inspectors
conducted a re-inspection of said property androeted that of the two (2) violations cited,
two (2) remained unabated. Furthermore, the twaifabated housing code violations were
considered to be an immediate danger to the hestaty, or security of the tenants of said
property. SeeUnabated Housing Code Violations (Exhibit 88, Ba@0936) and Affidavit of
Michael Byrd Regarding 3339 @lace, S.E. (Exhibit 89, Bate # 00975).

166. On July 6, 2007, the District’s inspectors conddaa inspection of said
property and observed six (6) violations for whikdaspondent was citecGeeNotice of

Violation No. 123546 3. (Exhibit 89, Bate # 01000n July 6, 2007, notice was provided by
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posting at the property site of 3339"Place, S.E., Washington, D.C. and sent by reguier
certified mail and accepted as delivered on July2ZPB7. SeeUnited States Postal Service Track
and Confirm receipt number, 7006 0810 0001 3491 1Exhibit 89, Bate # 01003). On July
20, 2007, the District’s inspectors conducted mspection of said property and determined that
of the six (6) violations cited, all six (6) remathunabated. Furthermore, the six (6) unabated
housing code violations were considered to be anddiate danger to the health, safety, or
security of the tenants of said proper§eeUnabated Housing Code Violations (Exhibit 88,
Bate # 00936) and Affidavit of Michael Byrd Regangli3339 18 Place, S.E. (Exhibit 89, Bate #
00975).

167. Most recently as of March 2008, the tenants coetioube forced to reside
in a premise that remains in a state of extrenrepi@sr. Specifically, inspectors found violations
that included rodent infestation, an improperlyused toilet, no smoke detectors provided,
defective electrical outlets and fixtures, holed aracks in walls and ceilings, holes or missing
parts in floors, rotting ceilings, improperly mairted temperature, an improperly maintained
central heating unit, and leaking pipes. Also,game apartment units that were previously
inspected continue to have peeling and loose paittat least one apartment unit continues to
have a damaged ceiling and defective tub and etbkations that continue to dramatically
impact upon their health, safety, or security @f titnants. SeeNotice of Violation Nos.
134615 1, 134615 15, 134675 _15, 134607_7, 13448Q4A87_3, 134519 1, and 134486 _1.
(Exhibit 90, Bate # 01055, 01067, 01073, 01077,/Q1&xhibit 90A, Bate # 01075a, 010714a;

and Exhibit 92A, Bate # 01091a).
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168. In addition to housing code violations, Districsjrectors from fire
protection, electrical and plumbing conducted icsip@s as recently as March 2008. Each
inspector from their respective disciplines noteaations. Specifically, the fire protection
inspector noted very serious violations, includig not limited to, an inoperable fire alarm
system, missing fire extinguishers, and missingrgerecy and exit lights. An electrical
inspector observed violations including exposedisounning across the floor, missing or
broken light fixtures, and permissible electricads in excess of the branch—circuit rating, and
worn, damaged, or deteriorating switch-ears. Antling inspection revealed violations where a
draft diverter or exhaust pipe on the water heates non-existent and at least three heating
boilers were defectiveSeeNotice of Violations Nos. 216962 and 21690 andidéobf Violation
of Michael Pearson. (Exhibit 94, Bate # 01093).

169. Specifically on March 6, 2008, the District’s insp&'s conducted an
inspection of said property and observed 78 viofetifor which Respondent was citeee
Notice of Violation Nos. 134486 1, 134486 7, 134488 134486 30, 134487 _1, 134487_3,
134487 15, 134518 5, 134518 3, 134518_0, 1345184519 7, and 134519 _15. (Exhibit
91a, Bate # 01078a, 01080a; Exhibit 91, Bate # 04I078; Exhibit 92, Bate # 01081-01091;
and Exhibit 92a, Bate # 01091&ee alsd\ffidavit of Robert Gary and Affidavit of Kevin
Jackson Regarding 3339™Place, S.E. (Exhibit 92, Bate # 01079 and Ex!@hitBate #
01069). Additionally, on March 6, 2008, the Distis electrical and fire protection inspectors
conducted an inspection and observed 11 violati®@ee Notice of Violations Nos. 216962,
21690 and Notice of Violation of Michael Pearsdkxhibit 94, Bate # 01093). On March 29,

2008, notice was provided to Respondent by persmraice. SeeAffidavit of Anthony Rembert
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Regarding 3339 f0Place, S.E. (Exhibit 93, Bate # 01092). On Agri2008, the District's
inspectors conducted a re-inspection of the saideaty for Notice of Violation Nos. 134487 1
and 134487 _3 and determined that none of the #juwiied violations had been abateske
Affidavit of Kevin Jackson Regarding 3330"1Blace, S.E. (Exhibit 91, Bate # 01069).

170. On March 12, 2008, the District’s inspectors condd@n inspection of
said property and observed 71 violations for wikRgspondent was citecGeeNotice of
Violation Nos. 134615 1, 134615 3, 134615 7, amtb18 15 (Exhibit 90, Bate # 01055-
01060 and Exhibit 90a, Bate # 01075a) and Affidafivirgil Williams Regarding 3339 1D
Place, S.E. (Exhibit 90, Bate # 01052). Additibpyabn March 12, 2008, a plumbing inspector
conducted an inspection and observed two (2) varlatfor which the Respondent was cited.
SeeNotice Violation No. 21690. (Exhibit 94, Bate #0®5). On March 22, 2008, notice was
provided to Respondent by personal service.

171. On March 13, 2008, the District’s inspectors condd@n inspection of
said property and observed 49 violations for wiRgspondent was citeGeeNotice of
Violation Nos. 134675_(,34675_1, and 134675 _15 (Exhibit 91A, Bate # 0108@4071a and
Exhibit 90, Bate # 01061) and Affidavit of Virgil Wiams Regarding 3339 {0Place, S.E.
(Exhibit 90, Bate # 01052). On March 29, 2008jc®tvas provided to Respondent by personal
service. On April 1, 2008, the District’s inspectonducted a re-inspection of said property for
Notice of Violation No. 134675 _1 at which time, thetermined that two (2) violations were
unabated.SeeAffidavit of Virgil Williams Regarding 3339 1DPlace, S.E. (Exhibit 90, Bate #

01052).
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172. On March 14, 2008, the District’s inspectors condd@n inspection of
said property and observed 34 violations for whrgspondent was cited. See Notice of
Violation Nos. 134607 _1, 134607_3, 134607_7, amtb03 15 (Exhibit 90, Bate # 01063-
01068 and Exhibit 91A, Bate # 01068a) and Affidafivirgil Williams Regarding 3339 1o
Place, S.E. (Exhibit 90, Bate # 01052). On M&8h2008, notice was provided to Respondent
by personal serviceSeeAffidavit of Anthony Rembert Regarding 3339"1Blace, S.E(Exhibit
93, Bate # 01092)On April 3, 2008, District’s inspectors conductedimspections of said
property for Notice of Violation Nos. 134607 _1, 684 3, 134607_7, 134615 1, 134615 3,
134615 7, 134486_1, and 134486_7 and determiné@1haf the cited violations were
unabated.SeeAffidavit of Virgil Williams and Affidavit of Kevin Jackson Regarding 33300
Place, S.E. (Exhibit 90, Bate # 01052 and ExlghitBate # 01069).

173. Moreover, Respondent failed to obtain a basic lmssiticense to operate
his business at 3339 10th Place, S.E., as thedagures pursuant to D.C. Code Section 47-
2851.02 (2001) SeeDepartment of Consumer and Regulatory Affairs @eation of no
business license for 3339"1Place, S.E., dated March 28, 2008. (Exhibit 8ateBt 00934).

174. Additionally, Respondent has failed to obtain atifieate of Occupancy
to utilize the building in its current fashion, the law requires pursuant to 11 DCMR Section
3203 (2008).SeeDepartment of Consumer and Regulatory Affairs lredfeno certificate of
occupancy for 3339 foPlace, S.E. (Exhibit 87, Bate # 00935).

175. Several tenants in said property have filed a @gilon against
Respondent, in Civil Action No. 2008 CA 2207, allegnumerous housing code violations that

Respondent has been on notice of and failed t®@alddte plaintiffs are seeking an injunction
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ordering Respondent to abate the violations andetaoy damages for negligencBee
Complaint forKaren Rush, et al. v. Edward KnottExhibit 96, Bate # 01104).

176. Also, on September 23, 2004, Respondent enterexhae@t Order
Appointing Receiver and Entering Judgment for Aragea and Staying Execution of Order, in
Civil Action No. 2004 CA 7227, with petitioner Wdaahton Gas Light Company for payments
past due and owning in the amount of $24,956S&eConsent Order foWashington Gas Light
Company v. Edward L. Knot{Exhibit 95, Bate # 01096).

177. The physical conditions of the premises at 3339 Fdace, S.E. are so
abhorrent for tenants that the building has recewiglespread attention in the Washington Post
as recently as March 11, 2008. The article disgsiasd re-affirms that the conditions amount to
nothing less than the need for a receiver to addresnumerous housing code violations.
Specifically, the article shows pictures of maggatsld, and mud in the basement of the
premises as a result of leaking pipes, causingpaeiments above the basement to reek of a foul
stench and demonstrates how a young child recamatsfrom a stove as opposed to a properly
operating central heating unifeewashingtonpost.com Article, dated March 11, 2G08dction
All, entitled, Trenton’s Story As a Building Falls Apart Aroundiia Child Plays and
Shiverg’ by Debbie Cenziper and Sarah Cohen. (ExhibjtB#te # 01134).

Notice of Violations to Respondent

178. Respondent Edward Knott was properly notified ef lousing code
violations giving rise to this petition for a recership as noted above when either Respondent
was served copies of the District’'s Housing ViaatNotices via posting, regular or certified

mail or when Respondent or his resident managam&Dupree, was personally served copies
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of the remaining District’s Housing Violation No#is which arose out of the inspectio@ee
Affidavits of Michael Byrd, Virgil Williams, KevinJackson, and Anthony Rembert Regarding
3339 1d' Place, S.E. (Exhibit 89, Bate # 00975, Exhibit Bate # 01052, Exhibit 91, Bate #
01069, and Exhibit 93, Bate # 01098ee alsdJnited States Postal Service Track and Confirm
receipt number, 7001 2510 0008 3921 6591 (ExhiitBate # 00994); United States Postal
Service Track and Confirm receipt number, 7006 081@1 3491 1021 (Exhibit 89, Bate #
01003).

Probable Cause of Conditions or Practices Posing dmmediate Danger or Serious Threat
to the Health Safety, or Security of the Building’sTenants

179. During their many inspections, District inspectdetermined that the
unabated housing code violations constituted anacthate danger or serious threat to the
tenants’ health, safety, or securitgeeAffidavits of Inspectors. (Exhibit 89, Bate # 0@7
Exhibit 90, Bate # 01052, Exhibit 91, Bate # 010&%] Exhibit 92, Bate # 01079).

180. Respondent Edward Knott’s practice of utterly faglto abate the housing
code violations, despite numerous citations andspections, demonstrates that he is unwilling
and incapable of undertaking the necessary actemsred by law to abate dangerous and
serious housing code violations. The failures e$pondent Edward Knott pose an immediate
and continuing danger to the health, safety, onrstyoof the tenants of 3339 10th Place, S.E.

181. The facts and circumstances detailed in paragrapéshrough 180
establish probable cause to believe that conditmispractices affecting the housing
accommodation located at 3339 10th Place, S.E. gog@mediate danger or serious threat to

the tenants’ health, safety, or security.
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Basis for Receivership for 2913 Knox Place, S.E.
(Respondents Adolphe Edwards and Mabel Edwards)

Housing Code Violations

182. The rental housing accommodation located at 291&HKHace, S.E.
Washington, D.C. is a 30-unit apartment buildingvitnich Respondents Adolphe Edwards and
Mabel Edwards, who own it, have failed to abatieast 87 violations of Title14 of DCMR upon
information and beliefSeeDeed (Exhibit 98, Bate # 01137). These unabatedinhg code
violations were uncovered as a result of inspestemmd re-inspection that were conducted
between July, 2001 and December, 2007.

183. Tenants of the building have been forced to endanginuing housing
code violations that include rodents, cracks inakiéng and walls, holes in the floor, rotting
window panes, defective hardware on doors, loodeguaeling paint, dampness in the walls and
ceiling, leaky faucets, loose molding from the watlefective smoke detectors, a loose water
closet, unsafe electrical outlets, and other viotest that dramatically impact upon the health,
safety and security of the tenants. For example:

a. During an inspection on October 26, 2007, aridtsnspector observed a
defective door frame; broken or missing tile fromwall; defective door
hardware; and loose and peeling paint. The saolatiins were unabated
at the time of the December 5, 2007 re-inspect@aNotice of Violation
No. 129334 _15 and Photographs. (Exhibit 102, Bai##63).

b. During an inspection on May 5, 2006, a Distinsipector observed live
rodents in the building; broken window panes; nmigstair treads; and
leaky faucets. The same violations were unabatdtedime of the July
29, 2006 re-inspectionSeeNotice of Violation No. 93052_3 and
Photographs. (Exhibit 103, Bate # 01206)

C. During an inspection on May 5, 2006, a Distinsipector observed cracks
in the walls; defective door hardware; loose arglipg paint; rotten
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window frames; ceiling dampness; missing partheftoors; broken
cabinets; an unclean bathing facility; loose sirédsj defective mechanical
room ventilation. The same violations were unabatethe time of the
July 29, 2006 re-inspectiorSeeNotice of Violation No. 92514 15 and
Photographs. (Exhibit 10., Bate # 01215).

d. During an inspection on July 23, 2001, a Disinspector observed
defective cabinets; loose and peeling paint; mgskerdware on the doors;
missing thermostat cover; a missing ceiling ligikttfre cover; an
unfitting door frame; and an improperly securechtavy. The same
violations were unabated at the time of the Octdlier2001 re-inspection.
SeeNotice of Violation No. 595810. (Exhibit 101, Ba# 01159).

184. On July 23, 2001, the District’s inspectors condddan inspection of said
property and observed 18 violations for which Reslemts were citedSeeNotice of Violation
No. 595810. The Respondents were mailed Notiddal&ation No. 595810 by certified mail on
September 5, 2001. (Exhibit 101, Bate # 01158eUnited States Postal Service Certified Mail
Receipt number 7001 1140 0002 5491 2106. (Exhiit Bate # 01161). On October 11, 2001,
the District’s inspectors conducted a re-inspectibsaid property and determined that of the 18
violations cited, 12 remained unabate&tkeAffidavit of Elsie Burchette Regarding 2913 Knox
Place, S.E. (Exhibit 101, Bate # 01157). Furtleemof the 12 unabated housing code
violations, all 12 were considered to be a sertbusat to the health, safety, or security of the
tenants of said propertyseeUnabated Housing Code Violations (Exhibit 100,e8&t01140)
and Affidavit of Elsie Burchette Regarding 2913 Kridlace, S.E. (Exhibit 101, Bate # 01157).
185. On March 5, 2006, the District’s inspectors condddn inspection of
said property and observed 72 violations for wiR@spondents were cite&eeNotice of

Violation Nos. 93052_3 and 92514 _15. (Exhibit 1B8te # 01206, 01215). The Respondents

were served the Notices by certified mail on Juae?P06. SeeUnited States Postal Service
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Track and Confirm receipts numbers, 7001 2510 (B¥Z2 4541 (Exhibit 103, Bate # 01209)
and 7001 2510 0008 3922 4503 (Exhibit 103, Bat&24@). On July 29, 2006, the District's
inspectors conducted a re-inspection of said pty@erd determined that of the 72 violations
cited, 70 remained unabate8eeAffidavit of Valeria Myers Regarding 2913 Knox & S.E.
(Exhibit 103, Bate # 01204). Furthermore, of tBeunabated violations, eight (8) were
considered to be an immediate danger to the hestaty, or security of the tenants of said
property and 62 were considered to be a serioestto the health, safety, or security of the
tenants of said propertyseeUnabated Housing Code Violations (Exhibit 100,e3&t01140)
and Affidavit of Valeria Myers Regarding 2913 KnBjace, S.E. (Exhibit 103, Bate # 01204)
186. On October 26, 2007, the District’s inspectors aateld an inspection of
said property and observed five (5) violationsvitnich Respondents were citeBeeNotice of
Violation No. 129334 15. (Exhibit 102, Bate # 03L6 Respondents’ agent was personally
served with the Notice on October 31, 20&&eNotice of Violation No. 129334 15 and
Affidavit of Virgil Williams Regarding 2913 Knox Bte, S.E. (Exhibit 102, Bate # 01163,
01162). On December 5, 2007, the District’s inspscconducted a re-inspection of said
property and determined that none of the violatiated had been abate&eeAffidavit of
Virgil Williams Regarding 2913 Knox Place, S.E.x(fbit 102, Bate # 01162). Of the five (5)
unabated violations, all five (5) were considerethe¢ a serious threat to the health, safety, or
security of the tenants of said proper8eeUnabated Housing Code Violations (Exhibit 100,
Bate # 01140) and Affidavit of Virgil Williams Regi#ing 2913 Knox Place, S.E. (Exhibit 102,

Bate # 01162)
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187. Most recently on March 19, 2008, the District’spastors conducted an
inspection of said property and observed 137 vimhatfor which Respondent was citeSee
Notice of Violation Nos. 135006_1, 135007_1, 135008135009 _1, 135010_1, 135007_3,
135009_3, 135007_7, 135009_7, 135013_0, 1350185016 1, 135014 1, 135016_3,
135015_3, 135016_7, 135012_7, 135013 7, 13501&5016 7, 135006_15, 135007_15,
135008_15, 135009 15, 135010_15, 135011_15, 13331435013 15, 135014 _15,
135015_15, and 135016_15 (Exhibit 102, Bates # 81187, 01189-01202, and Exhibit 104,
Bates # 01228-01238, 01239-01253). Respondergsitagas personally served the Notices on
March 24, 2008. Of the 137 violations, 36 of thes#ations are considered to be an immediate
danger to the health, safety, or security of tinamés of the said property and 101 of these
violations are considered to be a serious dangietbealth, safety, or security of the tenants of
said property. The tenants of the building havenlderced to endure continuing housing code
violations that include rodents and roaches, bagbhlice, termites, fleas, flies, or other insects,
rotting window frames, defective smoke detectargperable fire extinguishers, unsafe electrical
outlets, broken thermostats, holes in the wallsflads, defective doors, loose and peeling paint
in the walls and ceiling, damp walls, broken hangan doors and cabinets, and other
violations that dramatically impact upon the headéfety, or security of the tenants. Although
these violations have not been re-inspected, treeynaluded based on information and belief
that they remain unabated due to Respondents’deellimented pattern and practice of failing to
abate such violations.

Notice of Violations to Respondents

188. Respondents Adolphe and Mabel Edwards were propetified of the
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housing code violations giving rise to this petitior a receivership as noted above when either
of the Respondents or their agent(s) were persosaitl/ed by hand-delivered copies of the
District’s Housing Violation Notices, or were sa@aipies of the District’'s Housing Violation
Notices by regular or certified mageeUnited States Postal Service Certified Mail Reteip
number 7001 1140 0002 5491 2106 (Exhibit 101, Bad@161); United States Postal Service
Track and Confirm receipts numbers, 7001 2510 (B¥Z2 4541 (Exhibit 103, Bate # 01209)
and 7001 2510 0008 3922 4503 (Exhibit 103, Baté24@); and Notice of Violation No.

129334 _15. (Exhibit 102, Bate # 01163).

Probable Cause of Conditions or Practices Posing dmmediate Danger or Serious Threat
to the Health Safety, or Security of the Building’sTenants

1809. During their many inspections, District inspectdetermined that the
unabated housing code violations constituted anathate danger or serious threat to the
tenants’ health, safety, or securitgeeAffidavits of Inspectors. (Exhibit 101, Bate #1H/,
Exhibit 102, Bate # 01162, Exhibit 103, Bate # 04,2Bxhibit 103, Bate # 01204, and Exhibit
104, Bate # 01226).

190. Respondents Adolphe and Mabel Edwards’ practiagtefly failing to
abate the housing code violations, despite numaritatsons and re-inspections, which
demonstrates that they are unwilling and incapabiendertaking the necessary actions required
by law to abate dangerous and serious housingwotiions. The failures of Respondents
Adolphe and Mabel Edwards pose an immediate antincomg danger to the health, safety, or
security of the tenants of 2913 Knox Place, S.E.

191. The facts and circumstances detailed in paragra@hshrough 190
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establish probable cause to believe that conditmispractices affecting the public housing
accommodation located at 2913 Knox Place, S.E. agosemmediate danger or serious threat to
the tenants’ health, safety, or security.

Basis for Receivership for 7444 Georgia Avenue, N.W
(Respondents 7444 Georgia Avenue, NWL.C, Scott Posey, and Michael Friedman)

Housing Code Violations

192. The rental housing accommodation located at 7443t @t Avenue, N.W.
Washington, D.C. is a 21-unit apartment buildingvitnich Respondents 7444 Georgia Avenue,
NW LLC, which owns it, and Scott Posey and Michaeédman who are members of 7444
Georgia Avenue, NW LLC, have failed to abate asid2 violations of Title14 of DCMR upon
information and beliefSeeDeed. (Exhibit 105, Bate # 01255). These unabateding code
violations were uncovered as a result of inspestemmd a re-inspection that were conducted
between July 2007 and March 2008.

193. Tenants of the building have been forced to endantinuing housing
code violations that include defective electricallets, low water pressure, holes in the walls and
floors, loose or peeling paint on the walls andirngj defective door hardware, defective bathing
facility faucets, and other violations that draroally impact upon the health, safety, or security
of the tenants. For example:

a. During an inspection on July 23, 2007, a Destnspector observed
defective electrical outlets. The same violatiaese unabated at the time
of the March 21, 2008 re-inspectiddeeNotice of Violation No.

123501_7. (Exhibit 107, Bate # 01265).
b. During an inspection on July 23, 2007, a Destnspector observed low

water pressure in a bathroom, holes in walls amat$, loose or peeling
paint on the walls and ceiling; defective door kaack, and a defective
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bathing facility faucet. The same violations waerabated at the time of

the March 21, 2008 re-inspectioBeeNotice of Violation No.

123501 _15. (Exhibit 107, Bate # 01267).

194. On July 16, 2007, a District inspector conductedhapection of said
property and observed 60 violations for which Reslemt was citedSeeNotice of Violation
Nos. 123502_1, 123502_3, and 123502_7. (Exhilgit Bate # 01287-01297). The
Respondent’s property manager, Steven Madeoy wasmaly served with Notice of Violation
Nos. 123502_1, 123502 3, and 123502_7 on SeptemBe07. The District's inspector
attempted re-inspection for Notice of Violation N@3502_1 on September 10, 2007,
unsuccessfully. The District’s inspector attempiahspection for Notice of Violation Nos.
123502_3 and 123502_7 on September 18, 2007, wsafaly. SeeAffidavit of Stephanie
Dodson Regarding 7444 Georgia Avenue, N.W. (ExHi08, Bate # 01272). The District’s
inspectors determined that of the 50 violationsd;iall 50 were considered to be an immediate
danger to the health, safety, or security of tinamés of said propertySeeUnabated Housing
Code Violations (Exhibit 106, Bate # 01258) andiddivit of Stephanie Dodson Regarding 7444
Georgia Avenue, N.W. (Exhibit 108, Bate # 0127&)though these violations have not been re-
inspected, they are included based on informatmehieelief that they remain unabated due to
Respondent’s well-documented pattern and pracfi€alog to abate such violationsSee
Notice of Violation Nos. 123502_1, 123502_3, an83@2_7. (Exhibit 109, Bate # 01287-
01297). See als@Affidavit of Stephanie Dodson Regarding 7444 GeoAyenue, N.W.
(Exhibit 108, Bate # 01272).
195. On July 16, 2007, a District inspector conductedhapection of said

property and observed 50 violations for which Reslemt was citedSeeNotice of Violation
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No. 123502_15. (Exhibit 109, Bate # 01294). Tlatidé was sent to Respondent by certified
mail on September 18, 2007. The District’s inspedetermined that of the 50 violations cited
were considered to be a serious threat to thehesafety, or security of the tenants of the said
property. SeeUnabated Housing Code Violations (Exhibit 106, Ba@1258) and Affidavit of
Stephanie Dodson Regarding 7444 Georgia Avenue, kEWhibit 108, Bate # 01272). The
tenants of the unit have been forced to enduraraant housing code violations that include
broken or missing floor tile, cracks in the walied ceiling, loose or peeling paint on the walls
and ceilings, loose plaster on the walls and agilmissing baseboards, holes in the floor,
missing caulking in the bathing facility, wall seg@on, defective door hardware, stairs with
defective handrailand other violations that dramatically impact uploa health, safety, or
security of the tenants. Although these violatibase not been re-inspected, they are included
based on information and belief that they remaiabated due to Respondent’s well-documented
pattern and practice of failing to abate such Viofes. SeeNotice of Violation No. 12302_15
(Exhibit 109, Bate # 01294) and Affidavit of Stepif@Dodson Regarding 7444 Georgia
Avenue, N.W. (Exhibit 108, Bate # 01272).

196. On July 23, 2007, the District’s inspectors condddan inspection of said
property and observed 24 violations for which Reslemt was citedSeeNotice of Violation
Nos. 123501 1, 123501_7, and 123501_15. (Exhit Bate # 01265-01271). The
Respondent’s property manager, Steven Madeoy, e@spally served with Notice of Violation
Nos. 123501 1 and 123501_7 on September 7, 200#ca\bf Violation No. 123501_15 was
sent to Respondent by certified and regular mabeptember 18, 2007. On March 21, 2008, the

District’s inspectors conducted a re-inspectiosatl property and determined that of the 20
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violations cited, 11 remained unabated. Furtheemnofrthe 11 unabated violations, two (2) were
considered to be an immediate danger to the hesthty, or security of the tenants of said
property and nine (9) were considered to be asetioreat to the health, safety, or security of the
tenants of said propertyseeUnabated Housing Code Violations (Exhibit 106,68&t01258)
and Affidavit of Jesse Kingsberry Regarding 7444@& Avenue, N.W. (Exhibit 107, Bate #
01263). District inspectors were unable to gaitnyeinto the units to conduct re-inspections of
remaining violations.SeeNotice of Violation Nos. 123501 _dnd 123501_7. (Exhibit 107, Bate
# 01270, 01265).See alsdffidavit of Jesse Kingsberry Regarding 7444 Ge&pAyvenue, N.W.
(Exhibit 107, Bate # 01263).

197. On July 23, 2007, a District inspector conductedhapection of said
property and observed four (4) violations for whiRbspondent was cite&eeNotice of
Violation No. 123501 1. (Exhibit 109, Bate # 0128Respondent’s property manager, Steven
Madeoy, was personally served with the Notice got&aber 7, 2007. On March 21, 2008, the
District’s inspector conducted a re-inspectionatigproperty and observed one (1) outstanding
violation. SeeAffidavit of Jesse Kingsberry Regarding 7444 Geovyvenue, N.W. (Exhibit
107, Bate # 01263). The District’s inspector daieed that the one (1) remaining violation
cited was considered to be an immediate dangéetbealth, safety, or security of the tenants of
said property.SeeNotice of Violation No. 123501 1 (Exhibit 109, B&t&1287). Unabated
Housing Code Violations (Exhibit 106, Bate # 012%8)d Affidavit of Jesse Kingsberry
Regarding 7444 Georgia Avenue, N.W. (Exhibit 1Bate # 01263).

Notice of Violations to Respondents

198. Respondents 7444 Georgia Avenue, NW LLC, Scottr@sel Michael
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Friedman were properly notified of the housing cembdations giving rise to this petition for a
receivership as noted above when the property neandteven Madeoy, was personally served
copies of the District’s Housing Violation Noticessent copies of the District's Housing
Violation Notices by regular or certified maiGeeAffidavits of Jesse Kingsberry Regarding
7444 Georgia Avenue, N.W. and Stephanie Dodsonrdegp7/444 Georgia Avenue, N.W.
(Exhibit 107, Bate # 01263 and Exhibit 108, Bat&l272).

Probable Cause of Conditions or Practices Posing dmmediate Danger or Serious Threat
to the Health Safety, or Security of the Building’sTenants

199. During their many inspections, District inspectdetermined that the
unabated housing code violations constituted anathate danger or serious threat to the
tenants’ health, safety, or securitgeeAffidavits of Inspectors. (Exhibit 107, Bate # 0R26
Exhibit 108, Bate # 01272 and Exhibit 109, Batel2&b).

200. Respondents’ practice of utterly failing to abdte housing code
violations, despite numerous citations and re-iogpes, demonstrates that they are unwilling
and incapable of undertaking the necessary actepsred by law to abate dangerous and
serious housing code violations. The failures e$pondents pose an immediate and continuing
danger to the health, safety, or security of tinamés of 7444 Georgia Avenue, N.W.

201. The facts and circumstances detailed in paragragphshrough 200
establish probable cause to believe that conditmispractices affecting the public housing
accommodation located at 7444 Georgia Avenue, Ndd¥e an immediate danger or serious

threat to the tenants’ health, safety, or security.
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WHEREFORE, the District prays that as to all thevabmentioned rental housing
accommodations cited herein and owned and opebgtdte Respondents, the Court issue an
order for:

1. The appointment of a receiver after a show cheseing scheduled not later than
30 days after the date of the filing of the Didtagetition

2. For such additional relief as the Court deamss@nd proper under the
circumstances.

Count Il
All Respondents

(Injunctive and Declaratory Relief)

202. Petitioner hereby incorporates by reference paphagra through 201.

203. The Respondents’ longstanding failure to abatdthesing code
violations of their rental housing accommodationsgs a grave threat to the health, safety, and
security of their tenants and has created deletepoblic nuisances throughout the District of
Columbia.

204. Each of the above-named Respondents have beerilyejusched by
receipt of rent payments coupled with their failtodulfill their obligation to utilize a
portion of the rent proceeds to maintain their proypin a manner that ensures that their
tenants live in safe and decent housing.

205. The failure of the Respondents to abate the howsdg violations,
despite numerous citations and re-inspections dstraias that they are unwilling to undertake

the necessary actions required by law to abateailang and serious housing code violations.
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The failure of Respondents to abate their houstlg wiolations poses an immediate and
continuing danger to the health, safety, or segofitheir tenants.

206. The Respondents, through their willful failure tmate, over the span of
several years, the numerous and egregious housde\wolations found within their buildings
by DCRA inspectors have amply demonstrated thattsaiising code violations will remain
unabated unless the court grants the extraordneamgdy of injunctive relief.

207. The Respondents’ egregious conduct in refusingnttettake meaningful
repairs of their building, despite being cited b@RA for housing code violations over the
course of several years, amply demonstrates thatlilsely that Respondents will undertake
repairs in a expeditious manner, unless ordereld t&o by this court.

208. Given the history of obstinate refusal on the pathe Respondents to
abate housing code violations, the condition oirtheperties has deteriorated to the point that
time is of the essence in protecting the healtletgasand security of the tenants of the District 0
Columbia.

209. The legal remedy of a statutory receivership dbscrin Count I, is
inadequate to cure the dangers currently experiebgéhe tenants, as it may not provide
sufficient funding to abate dangerous conditionsifbich time is of the essence.

210. The housing code regulations of the District of @abia expressly declare
a public policy in favor of speedy abatement ofsing code violations, and if necessary, by the
issuance of preliminary and permanent injunctigussuant to Title 14, Section 101 of the

District of Columbia Municipal Regulations.
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211. The Court’s general equity jurisdiction confers npiothe authority to
grant declaratory relief.
WHEREFORE, Petitioner prays for an order that:
1. Declares that each of the rental housingraotodations identified in Count | is a
public nuisance.
2. Requires the Respondents to undertake speodasures as determined by this court
to abate the public nuisance created by their réotasing accommodations.

Count Il
Multi-Family Dwellings

Operation of a Rental Housing Accommodation
Without a Certificate of Occupancy and Business Liense
3339 1¢' Place, SE

(Respondent Edward Knott)

212. Paragraphs 1 through 211 are incorporated by raferkerein.

213. Edward Knott is the owner of the rental housingoacmodation located at
3339 10 Place, S.E., Washington, D.C. which is being wed multi-family dwelling.

214. Within the District of Columbia no person shall @s® structure or land
other than a one-family dwelling unit without atdérate of occupancy, pursuant to 11 DCMR
Section 3203.1 (2008).

215. The Office of the Attorney General for the DistraftColumbia is
expressly authorized by 11 DCMR Section 3201.2¢titute an action for injunctive relief to
correct or abate a violation of the Zoning Regolagi of the District of Columbia, including the

provision requiring a certificate of occupancy.

216. Within the District of Columbia no person shall ogte a business without
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an appropriate business license as required by©@o@e Section 47-2851.02 (2001).

217. In April of 2008, employees of the District of Catbbia Department of
Consumer and Regulatory Affairs (‘“DCRA”) conductebusiness compliance investigation of
said rental housing accommodation.

218. Said investigation revealed that Respondent digpossess a certificate of
occupancy and basic business license for the operat a rental housing accommodation at said
location.

2109. The Respondent is operating a residential rentasing business at said
location in that the premise is being leased toviddals who reside within the premise and pay
rent. As a result, Respondent Edward Knott isireguo obtain from DCRA a certificate of
occupancy pursuant to 11 DCMR Section 3203.1 dvakec business license containing an
endorsement for residential housing, pursuant @ Bode Section 47-2851.03(a)(6)(B) (2001).

Operation of a Rental Housing Accommodation
Without a Business License
220 Hamilton Street, N.W.
(Respondents Rufus Stancil, Gary Stancil and AlberStancil)

220. Paragraphs 1 through 219 are incorporated by raferberein.

221. Respondents Rufus Stancil, Gary Stancil and AlB&ncil together are
the owners of the rental housing accommodationédatcat 220 Hamilton Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. which is being used as a multifigawelling.

222. Within the District of Columbia no person shall ogte a business without

an appropriate business license as required by©o@e Section 47-2851.02 (2001).

223. In March of 2008, employees of DCRA conducted ariass compliance
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investigation of said rental housing accommaodation.

224, Said investigation revealed that Respondents dighossess a basic
business license for the operation of a rental ingussccommodation at said location.

225. The Respondents are operating a residential reateding business at said
location in that the premise is being leased toviddals who reside within the premise and pay
rent. As a result, respondents Rufus Stancil, G&awncil and Albert Stancil are required to
obtain from DCRA a basic business license contgiaimendorsement for residential housing,
pursuant to D.C. Code Section 47-2851.03 (6)(AP30

Operation of a Rental Housing Accommodation
Without a Business License
4226 1 Street, N.W.; 646 Newton Place, N.W.; 415 Varnumt@et, N.W.; 1119 Queen
Street, N.E.
(Respondents Rufus and Delores Stantil

226. Paragraphs 1 through 225 are incorporated by raferberein.

2217. Respondents Rufus Stancil and Delores Stancilhegetre the owners of
the rental housing accommodations located at 422Btieet, N.W., 646 Newton Place N.W.,
415 Varnum Street, N.W., and 1119 Queen Street, MIEn Washington, D.C., which are
being used as multi-family dwellings.

228. Within the District of Columbia no person shall cgte a business without
an appropriate business license as required by©@o@e Section 47-2851.02 (2001).

229. In March and April of 2008, employees of DCRA coaothd a business
compliance investigation of said rental housingpawmodations.

230. Said investigation revealed that Respondents dighossess a basic

business license for the operation of a rental ingussccommodation at said locations.
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231. The Respondents are operating a residential reateding business at said
location in that the premises are being leaseddividuals who reside within the premises and
pay rent. As a result, Respondents Rufus Standilselores Stancil are required to obtain from
DCRA a basic business license containing an enawsefor residential housing, pursuant to
D.C. Code Section 47-2851.03(a)(6)(B) (2001).

Operation of a Rental Housing Accommodation
Without a Business License
3514 1% Street, N.W.
(Respondents 3514 13Street LLC and Vincent Abell)

232. Paragraphs 1 through 231 are incorporated by raferberein.

233. 3514 1% Street LLC is the owner, and Vincent Abell is amber, of the
rental housing accommodation located at 3512 3t8eet, N.W., Washington, D.C., which is
being used as a multi-family dwelling.

234. Within the District of Columbia no person shall ogte a business without
an appropriate business license as required by©o@e Section 47-2851.02 (2001).

235. In March of 2008, employees of DCRA conducted ariass compliance
investigation of said rental housing accommodations

236. Said investigation revealed that Respondent digpossess a basic
business license for the operation of a rental ingusccommodation at said location.

237. The Respondents are operating a residential reateding business at said
location in that the premises are being leaseddiwviduals who reside within the premises and

pay rent. As a result, Respondent 3514 $8eet LLC is required to obtain from DCRA a basic

business license containing an endorsement fataesal housing, pursuant to D.C. Code
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Section 47-2851.03(a)(6)(B) (2001).
Operation of a Rental Housing Accommodation
Without a Business License
4600 Hillside Road, S.E.
(Respondent Marta Bertola)

238. Paragraphs 1 through 237 are incorporated by raferberein.

239. Marta Bertola is the owner of the rental housingoacmodation located at
4600 Hillside Road, S.E., Washington, D.C. whiche#ng used as a multi-family dwelling.

240. Within the District of Columbia no person shall ocgte a business without
an appropriate business license as required by©@o@e Section 47-2851.02 (2001).

241. In March of 2008, employees of DCRA conducted ariass compliance
investigation of said rental housing accommodations

242. Said investigation revealed that Respondent digpossess a basic
business license for the operation of a rental ingusccommodation at said location.

243. The Respondent is operating a residential rentasing business at said
location in that the premises are being leaseddividuals who reside within the premises and
pay rent. As a result, Respondent Marta Bertotagsiired to obtain from DCRA a basic
business license containing an endorsement fataesal housing, pursuant to D.C. Code
Section 47-2851.03(a)(6)(B) (2001).

WHEREFORE, the District of Columbia prays that to@irt issue an injunction requiring
Respondents Marta Bertola, 3514"Rreet LLC, Edward Knott, Rufus Stancil, Delor¢arsil.

Gary Stancil, and Albert Stancil to undertake adlasures reasonably necessary to obtain a

certificate of occupancy and/or basic businessifieavith a residential rental housing
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endorsement for said rental housing accommodations DCRA.
Count IV,

Single Family Dwellings
Operation of a Rental Housing Accommodation
Without a Business License
(Respondents Rufus Stancil and Deloris Stangil

244, Paragraphs 1 through 243 are incorporated by raferberein.

245. Respondents Rufus Stancil and Deloris Stancil tegedre the owners of
the rental housing accommodations located at th@afimg locations which are being used as
single family dwellings:

c. 5921 2Place, N.W.

d. 5350 East Capital Street, N.E.

e. 1420 Perry Place, N.W.

f. 915 Sheridan Street, N.W.

g. 1136 Branch Avenue, S.E.

h. 925 Kennedy Street, N.W.

246. Within the District of Columbia no person shall ogte a business
without an appropriate business license as reqbiydd.C. Code Section 47-2851.02 (2001).

247. In March of 2008, employees of DCRA conducted ariass compliance
investigation of said rental housing accommodations

248. Said investigation revealed that Respondents dighossess a basic
business license for the operation of a rental ingusccommodation at said locations.

249. Respondents are operating a residential rentalfgpbsisiness at said
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locations in that the premises are being leas@utiividuals who reside within the premises and

pay rent. As a result, Respondents are requiretitan from DCRA a basic business license

containing an endorsement for residential hougpogsuant to D.C. Code Section 47-

2851.03(a)(6)(B) (2001).

250.

251.

Operation of a Rental Housing Accommodation
Without a Business License
(Respondent Vincent Abel)
Paragraphs 1 through 249 are incorporated by raferberein.

Respondent Vincent Abell is the owner of the rehtalsing

accommodations which are being used as single yainiéllings at the following locations:

(1) 306 Emerson Street, N.W. (2) 1925 Valley deer; S.E.

(4) 1487 Morris Road, S.E. (5) 164 Uhland Terr&tE,.

(7) 1304 S Street, S.E. (8) 3420%%reet, S.E.

(10) 636 14'Place, N.E. (11) 217 3Street, N.E.

(13) 2536 34 Street, S.E. (14) 1118 8Gtreet, N.E.

(16) 1606 A Street, S.E. (17) 4672 A Street, S.E.

(19) 3409 Brown Street, N.W. (20) 1776 Lyman Plat&,.

(22) 6034 Eastern Avenue, N.E.  (23) 1516 TrinidagAue, N.E.
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(3) 1825 Kilbourne Place, N.W.
(6) 108 Q Street, N.W.

(9) 5312 James Place, N.E.
(12) 2724'%Street, S.E.

(15) 50068"Street, N.W.

18) 866 Bellevue Circle, S.E.
(21) 120 Danbury Street, S.W.

(24) 1435 Good Hope Road,
S.E.



(25) 4507 lllinois Avenue, N.W. (26) 211 Ingrahatne®t, N.W. (27) 4021 Marlboro Place, N.W.

(28) 613 Gresham Place, N.W. (29) 4310 E Stfeét, (30) 1732 Taylor Street, N.W.
(31) 424 Q Street, N.W. (32) 443 S Street, N.W. ) @3&L3 Staples Street, N.E.
252. Within the District of Columbia no person shall ogte a business

without an appropriate business license as reqbiydd.C. Code Section 47-2851.02 (2001).

253. In March and April of 2008, employees of DCRA coothd a business
compliance investigation of said rental housingpazmodations.

254, Said investigation revealed that Respondent digpossess a basic
business license for the operation of a rental ingussccommodation at said locations.

255. Respondent is operating a residential rental hgusirsiness at said
locations in that the premises are being leas@utividuals who reside within the premises and
pay rent. As a result, Respondent is requiredtain from DCRA a basic business license

containing an endorsement for residential hougngsuant to D.C. Code Section 47-
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2851.03(a)(6)(B) (2001).

WHEREFORE, the District of Columbia prays that to@irt issue an injunction requiring
respondents Rufus Stancil, Delores Stancil, Gaap@l and Vincent Abell to undertake all
measures reasonably necessary to obtain a basmebssisicense with a residential rental housing
endorsement for said rental housing accommodations DCRA.

Respectfully submitted,

PETER J. NICKLES
Interim Attorney General for the District of Colurab

ROBERT HILDUM
Deputitorney General,
Public Safety Division

ALICIA D. WASHINGTON
Bar # 454303
Assistant Deputy Attorney General, Public Safetyi§lon

ROBERT A. DEBERARDINIS, JR.
Bar # 335976

Assist Attorney General
Suite 450-North

441 4th 8treN.W.

Washimg, D.C. 20001

(202) 727-6338
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