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June 2, 2005 

Government of the District of Columbia 
Board of Zoning Adjustment 
441 4th Street, N.W. 
Suite 210 South 
Washington, D.C. 2:0001 

Re: 2210 Adams Place N .. E.: R,esponse to ANC~ 5-B's Opposition 

Dear Mr. Kress: 

V.rvr.IIf. whitta":.~r-ISlw"c:on" 

shawnChvhltta":'~"-Ie'w"c:on" 

Hannum, IlliG. ("Bannum") seeks leave to respond to the oppositions submitl.ed by 
counsel for ANC 5-B and DCRA that were only received on June 1 and June 2, 2005. 1 

DCRA.' s opposition in partijcular makes new claims of which Bannum had no prior notice 
and which we belif~ve we must address in ordfT for this Board to be able to resolvf~ this 
motion for stay. Bannum also requests oral argument on its request for a stay so that the 
legal arguments can be fully arnplified. The other tribunals that have denied Hannum's: 
attempts to stay the revocation of its Certificate of Occupancy ("CofO") and preserve its 
appellate rights have been almost entire:ly based on a lack of jurisdiction (which rnakes 
any other statements dictum). None of these tribunals have decided or addressed the 
specitlc legal issues presented by the Department of Consumer and Regulatory Affairs' 
("DCRA") treatment of an existing order of an Administrative Law Judge ("ALJ"), 
which as DCRA now does not contest, orde:recl the administrative procet~ding to be 
continued lmtil thf~ D.C. Corut of Appeals decided Bannum's appeal on the merits:. 
DCRA. Opposition" p. 3. None addre:ssed the statutory and legal basis wh~ch such 
actions, including appeals to this Board of revocations of CofOs, are allegedly based. 

Prelimim[y" Matters 

ANC 5-B counsel first attempts to mislead this Board by mischaracterizing the 
order of ALJ Charles McCoy. ANC 5-B counsel points to the "title" of Hannum's 
Motion :t:or "Continuance, Not Stay" (emphasis in ANC 5-B letter), apparently on th~ 
basis that a "continuance" is substantivl~ly diffjerent that a "stay" in this context. Here,. 
both temlS lead to the same result-DCRA was ordered not to take any further action to 

1 ANC 5-B did not appea.l the Department of Consumer and Regulatory Affairs ("DCRA") Certificate of 
,,.="" • bl'lr<.icupancy ("CofO") issued to Bannwn, and has not moved to intervene in this proceeding . 
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1. the content of Bannum's Motion, ""here Bannum expressly asked the ALl to 
"ergoin" DCRA from proceeding with a revocation of Bannum's CofO until the 
IlC Court of Appeab decided Bannum's appeal of the Board's Order on the 
merits, Ex. 7, p.l, and Bannum's counsd's oral argument at the hearing; and 

2. Judge McCoy's actual oral order at the August 6, 2004 hearing, where he 
explained his reasoning for granting Bannum's motion: Judge McCoy pointed out 
that the CofO revocation was based solely on the BZA's Order, and if the Order 
was reversed, there would be no basis fbr a revocation. 

Further, ANC 5-B's counsel persists in making "possibly" slandt::rous and 
definitely lIDsupported claims regarding DCRA's issuance of Bannum's Coil) in spite of 
his failure to submit one iota of evidenc~ at the hearing to support these dairIlls. The 
"facts arle the facts," not counsel's self-serving speculation. Bannum proceeded with the 
advice and guidance of well-respected zoning counsel who practices often bd:ore this 
Board. Ultimately, although Bannum disagrees with the Board's Order, as did om:: of its 
members, the Board recognized that the meaning of this zoning law was one of first 
impression. The Board surely must recogniz~: in fairness that no contractor could have 
reasonably predicted the outcome particularly after DCRA issued its two conc:urrences. 

ANC 5-B's counsel then exhorts the BZA to deny this stay with a catehy phrase···· 
"the law is the law". The law provides for an appeal. All Bannum is selekilng is the 
ability to exercise that right with its business intact.. Moreover, no "law" is cited in ANC 
5-B courlsel's letter that even questions the law dted in Bannwm's request fc)r a stay", 
Indee:d, as discussed below" that law shows that DCRA's "rescission" and revocation are 
in patent violation of D.C. statutes. 

DCRA's factual statements also leannot withstand scrutiny, as: discussed bellow. 

Bannum's Appeal Remains Pending be:D::>re the ~Office of Administrative Heariiru!~~ 

In DCRA's April 27, 2004 notice of intended revocation of Bannum's Cofo" 
DCR.A.. ~onceded that the revoc:ation proceeding was a "contested casle. '" Banmm:n Ex. 8 .. 
Under DC ST §2-502(8), a "contested case" is a proceeding involving a decision of a 
D.C. agency that affects a person's vested legaLrig)1ts after a hearing. Under DC ST §2 .. 
509, a person aggrieved by a decision by the Mayor or an agency regarding its vested 
rights in a "contested case" h.!lS a right to a hearing. An Administrative Law J udgl~: 
("ALJ") is the entity delegated to conduct that hearing. DCRA admits this. 

In this case, Bannum participated in a bearing before an PilLJ (ANC 5-B cmmsl;:\ 
attended). Judge McCoy granted Bannum's motion and stayed (or continued) the case 
until the D.C. Court of Appeals ruled on the m!~rits of Bannum's appeal. A transcript of 
that order exists. Judge McCoy further indicatE~d, as District Counsel conceded in 
writing, that "the scheduling of any further administrative hearing would b~: sul:dect to 
another entity" where the case: would be "transferred." Ex. 6, p. 3., fn. 3,. DeRA's 
opposition concedes this fact. DCRA Opp. at 3,< 
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A]\rC 5-B GOlIDSel could have moved to intervene in that proceeding ~md appealed 
or sought reconsideration of the ALJ decision. Apparently recognizing that there was no 
chance of showing that the ALJ had abused his discretion in maintaining the status quo, a 
different type of pressure was brought on DCRA to take action that, as shov~'l1 below, 
directly violated statutes and the ALJ order. 

As DCRA's action:! now show, the case under the ALJ's predecessor lentity,. the 
Office of Adjudication ("OAD"), No. 2004-0AD-013, was transferred to the new Office 
of Administrative Hearings ("OHA"). ~ele Ex., 6, p. 3, fn. 3. On May 20, 2:0015, DCRA 
moved to dismiss that case but not for lack of jurisdiction, which by its motion, DCRA 
admits exists in the OAR. Instead, DCRA mt::rely argued that it had rescinded th;~ prior 
notice of revocation and th(~ new revocation was properly before the BZA. Ex. 9. 

DCRA's ac:tions show that the OAB, not the BZA, was the "new entity'·' re:ferr:e:d 
to in the District's brief. Ex. 6, p. 3, fn. 3., That existing cas{!, of which B~mnum 
previously was unaware, has b(!en and rlemains within the OAH'sjurisdiction. 

Under DC ST §2-1831.13( c), DCRA vvas prohibited from taking any "de:cisional 
actions" on a pending case before the OAR. Such "decisional actions'" obviouslly include 
DCRA's May 4, 20105 revocation and its May 31, 201015 notice of violation in which 
enforcement is threatened. Therefore, without regard to the ALr s order_llQ!TI!1g 
proceeding~, DCRI\' s notice of revocation and revocation while that case was pl~:nding 
are illegal and void. On this basis alone, this Board should stay any revocation action. 

No Legal Basis Exists for Issuing a Revo:cation)n the OAH Statute 

Bef:ore the federal court and the D.C. Court of Appeals, the District of Columbia 
argued that the "Office of Administrative Hearings Establishment Act of 20101" ("'Act"), 
which was effective in October 201014, changed the statutory scht:me and sOmehmi\,T 
authorize:d DCRA's "rescission" and revocation of the CofO. DCRA does not make this 
claim now because this law shows the exact OPI)osite effect. 

Contrary to any claim that zoning dedsions were removed from the OAH, allll 
DCRA d,ecisions, without limitation, we:re expressly included in the Act See DC ST §2·· 
1831.Q3(b )(2). Neither the Act nor its legislative history purpor1ted to chang€:: the: 
definition of a '"contested case" in DC ST §2-5Q2(8). Neither the statutory language of 
the Act nor its legislative history otherwise purported to change the right to a hearing 
before the DAB of a person whose rights in a CofD were revoked under DC ST §2-509 
or limits the types IDf cases be:6:>re any particular ALJ. Finally, nothing in the Act or its: 
legislative history made any reference to the BZA's jurisdiction under DC ST §6-64 1.017. 
In sum, nothing in this statute supports DCRA's "rescission" or revocation. 

DCRA's claim that the case pending b(::fore: the OAH is different because: it is a 
CofD is not based on anything in this statute. 
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A N-ew Regulation Authori~ BZA Review I)oes Not Apply and is Void 

In December 2004, after the ALl issued his order and the case was transierred to 
the OAH, DCRA issued a new regulation that authorized appeals of DCRA mvocations 
of a CofD to the BZA. Set~ I2A DCMR § I10A (December 2004). Nothing in the OAH 
Act or its legislative history or any other statute supports this regulatory chang(:. 
Moreover, as shown below, to the extent DCRA argues that th{~ BZA has exdusive 
jurisdiction over revocations, this regulation is in conflict with DC ST §2-502(8), §2-509, 
and is unsupported by DC ST §6-641.07. Upon further review, Bannum believes appeals 
of revocations of CoIDs or other vested rights should only be before the OAH first. 

Under the D.C. Administrative Procedures Act, when a person obtains a legal 
right to operate a type of £acililty in the District, any decision to revoke that vt~;te!L!:ig~Jl 
has always been a "'contested case" as defined in DC ST §2-502(8): 

The teml "contested case" means a proceeding before the Mayor or any 
agency in which the legal rights, duties, or privileges of specific parties are 
required by any law (other than this subchapter), or by constitutional right, 
to be determined after a hearing before the Mayor or before Ilm agency, but 
shall not include: .... (exceptions not applicable). 

This is exactly how DCRA admittedly viewed its April 27, 2005 no1iee of 
revocation. Under this statutory scheme, the::: person whose right is being revoked is 
granted a hearing before the Mayor's delegate, here an ALJ under DC ST §2-.:509 .. 
This is what transpired with Bannum before DCRA_ was somehow motivated to tah: its 
April 21, 2005 actions. 

In contrast, DC ST §6-641.07 (2001), whilch grants certain persons a lrilght to a 
hearing before this Board, was intended to addres:s in a statute, common law nuisanc;e 
actions and actions by persons who SIOUght, but were denied vested rights relatt~d to 
zoning laws. This is shown by the specifie types of appeals that can be taken to the BZA, 
in DC ST §6-64L07(f): 

Appeals to the Board of Adj ustment may be taken by any ~rsQn. 
~gg)rieved, or organization authorized to represent such person, or by arty 
offic~er or department of the gove:rnmen1t of the District of Columbia or the 
federal government ;lffected, by any dedsion of the Inspector of Buildings 
granting or refusing a building pemllit or granting or withholdi]J~J!! 
certificate of occupanc'[, or any other administrative decision based in 
whole or in part upon any zoning regulation or map adopted under this 
subchapter. (emphasis added). 

The difference in a statute governing appeals of agency decisions "granting or 
refusing" building permits or "granting or withholding" a CofO and the statutes 
governing appeals to the OAD, now the OAH, is readily apparent. 
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In hearings of "contested cases" befbre the OAR, a hearing is provided :~()r 

disputes over vested rights which a person ~}ilrec11Y possesses under law. In this case" 
Bannum's vested right is the right to operate Hannum's facility which DCRA granted to 
Bannum in the CofO. 

In contrast, the BZA statute provides hearings only to "aggrieved persons" or 
"affiected" D.C. agencies relating to either (a) the "granting" of a CofO, i.(~ appeals to 
persons who object to the granting of a veste:d legal right related to zoning l~L'lI!lotl~~:r 
person, or, (b) the "withholding" of a CofO or other zoning right by a person who does 
not possess this right. In sum, the BZA is a jrorwn where persons without veste:d rights 
may turn. 

The phrase '''administrative decision based in whole or in part upon any z:oning 
regulation or law" cannot be read in a vacuum to include revocations of a ColD. To be in 
harmony with the specific language of the provision, this phrase can only meanatn 
administrative decision not involving the revQcation of a vested right. Sm;h rights an~ 
legally distinguishable from the right to bring a "nuisance" type case at the BZA. 
Compan~ Konstantopoulos v. Town of'Whatle~l' 424 N.E.2d 210,216 (Mass. 1981) ~~:jjJl 
Goto v. BZA, 423 A.2d 917, 922 (D.C. 1980). Only after the ALJ has mled on a 
contested ease, can it proceed to the BZA. Se(~~ Rogers Brothers Custodial Slend~~!?!LI!!~~.:. 
v. Board of Zoning Adjustment, 846 A.2d 348 (D.C. 2004). That is why prior to 
December 2004, hearings based on the revocation of a CofO were before the DCRA AL.I, 
and not the BZA. See 12A DCMR §108.13 (2004). 

Therefore, the new regulation purporting to change this statutory scheme, to the 
extent it purports to remove: or nullify jurisdiction of the OAH over rlevocation 
proc1eedings, is itself illegal since it was promulgated without any statutory authority and 
is in connict with the existing statutory scheme. 

In any event, as noted above, this new regullation placing these appeals before the 
BZA was not made retroactive and has no bearing on this pending proce:eding h:::fore th{~ 
OAR. 

DCRA's Latest Contentions Support Bannum's.Legal Position 

DClRA now claims fur the first time that the rescission of the April 27, 2004 ordl~r 
dismissed the charges against Bannum. DCRA further alleged that ,r'[c]urrently, Barmwm 
is not being charged with any DCMR violations.. Neither of these daims 1ol11itlttStarld 
scrutiny. 

The April 21, 2005 notice of revocation does not "dismiss" any charges. DCRA.'s; 
motion does not claim any charges were dismissed. Indeed, a dismissal would he billlding 
on the Government since no new facts exis1t (the BZA decision existed befi)re tl:u~ 
dismissal) which would be grounds to reinstitute the charges. The claim that no such 
charg1es are currently being made is belied by DCRA's May 13, 2005 notice to Bannum 
(and to the BOP) that Title 11 charges are being filed and will be enforced. Exs. :[ 0, 11. 
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DCRA's distinctions between the two notices are nothing more than the n:sult of 
how revocations were handled in the existing statutory scheme, which has not changed, 
and the new regulation discussed above .. 

The reality is that this rescission was issued in direct violation of an order by the 
ALl that nlD action was to taken until thle D.C. C:ooo of Appeals decided the easle. DCRA 
had no authority under the new regulation to violate that order. MlOreover, as explained 
above, under DC 8T §2-1831.13( c), even if the new regulation applied, no "decisional 
action" eould be taken while the case before the OAR was pending. 

A Stay is Appropriate Here Under the Legal St!l11dard 

The above and other substantial legal issues are before the OAB in a pending case 
that preceded the revocation or the appeal to tlus Board. Indeed, the jurisdiction of this 
Board to decide revocation actions is at issue:. This Board's March 31, 2004 Order :Is 
before the D.C. Court of Appeals and should be scheduled for oral argument in the near 
future and involves: a number of issues oftirst impression as well as Constitutional issm:s. 

The fact that the motions panel of the D.C. Court of Appeals noted that the claims 
did not meet the injunction standard for "likelihood of success on the merits" is dictum. 
The panel first found it lacked jurisdiction which automatically makes any additional 
grounds dictum since the Court by its own statement, found that it had no power or 
authority over the matter. 

Further, a finding under an rnaunctio>n standard by a motions pane1 ll,vithout 
argument o>r appellate briefs is obvilOusly not the same as a decisilOn on the merits by the 
Court's merits panel. Otherwise, there would be no need for the Court to retain 
jurisdiction over and process the case. 

Moreover, under Washington Metropoli[tan Transit Commission v. Holiday~Iow~~., 
559 F.2d 841 (D.C. Cir. 1977), the legal standard for granting a stay does not focus on the 
likelihood IDf success on the merits in the same way since it is recognized that the trial 
court de(~iding the motion 1belil~ved its holding was correct. Rather, the standard is the 
whether significant, undecided legal issues of first impression exist. Bannum believes the 
BZA should conclude that th.e zoning issues in this ease meet this standard. 

Finally, contrary to ANC 5-B's legally unsupported speculation, the real haIm to 
Bannum if a stay is denied is substantial and without remedy- the loss of its CCC and 
termination of its Federal Bureau of Prisons contract, wmch has already been thI'eatened,. 
Ex. 11. There are no damages available to Bannum now or in the future in the context of 
its appeal at the D.C. Court of Appeals or otht~rwise. The BOP and DCRA are: immune 
from darnage suits based on the result of a BZA zoning order, as ANC 5-B counsle:] 
should know. 

ANC 5-B's claim that Bannum placed its CCC in an isolated Commercial­
Manufacturing district in "'bad faith" and should be punished is illogical and 1totally 
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unsupported by any facts. Bannurn only located its facility there on advice of (;ounse1 
and after DCRA concurred, not once, but twice, that legal zoning existed. 

The fact that zoning was found illegal by this Board, based on an analysis that 
could not have been reasonably anticipated, shows the opposite of bad faith. ANC 5-B's 
counsel's daim that this Board found that Bannum had "deceived the D.C. Govemment" 
is what ANC 5-B counsel alleged, not what the Board found. 

'What is significant in terms of granting a stay and with all the hyperbole and 
invective in the ANC 5-B letter, is that a key factual claim is missing--that Bannum's 
operation of the federal CCC under the existing ALJ order has caused harm to ~myJlwn'~~l 
being, business, or the public. DCRA is also studiously silent on this matter. That is 
because Bannum's CCC has only brought !)ene:fits to the District of Columbia by 
enabling the BOP to assign selected D..c. felons who have paid their debt to socit~ty in 
federal prisons around the 1C0untry, to successfUlly transition into D.C. society ~;y~;bJQ~~i 
in the short period before they will in any event be fully released into D.C. SOcll:;:ty. The 
witnesses from MTC 5-B admitted that a CCC is a good institution and Bannum"s CCC 
has had no problems. The public interest in th\~ continued operation of this CCC vveighs 
strongly in favor of granting a stay. 

ANC 5-B has offered no facts or law that support the position that Bannwn's 
motion for a stay of the revocation should be denied. The BZA should respeet the 
OAB's jurisdiction over the revocation Ic:urrently exercised by the OAH in a pending 
case, No 2004-0AD-013, as well as the existing ALJ order entered therein. Indee:d, 
because that case is pending, DCRA' s revocation is illegal. DC ST 2-·1831.13 (c). 

Alternatively., this Board should adopt the order issued by the DCRA ALJ and 
stay revo\;ation action until the D.C. Court of Appeals decides this appeal of this Board"s 
order on the merits. The ALl's decision was reasonable and has proven to be a benefit to 
the public, which Ms .. James and other ANC 5-B members conceded, results froIrt the 
transition into society provided lto D.C. felons in a CCC. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Shawn C. Whittaker, Esq. 
Mi(:hael A. Gordon, Esq. 
Cmmsel for Bannum, Inc. 

cc. Bennt:tt Rushkoff, Esq. (via facsimilt: and regular mail) 
Donald C. Temple, Esq. (via facsimile and regular mail) 
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~D!~LI1~~5 13:01 ~101-]40-12!J3 MICHI~EL A. GORD(]I'I 

HOLMES, SCKWAJ:'ItTZ & GoRDON 
ATTC'RNEYSAT LAW 

WA!:HINGiQN. 0 .. C. ANO 
NEW YORK ~£G/ON~\1. .:lF1=JC!:S 

17 WE'ST Jr.I"F1~~()IIIS'\"]:I!..:ri, 
,SUI"ME 20'.! 

VIA HAND DELIVERY 
E. Savanah Little, Esquire 

August 4,. 2004 I",OCKVtWt ''',I,,~!YL..I\.''"J 3;)850 

T!;'l.£I''HOt-llit: (80 I) :;,,~~ I:~:I . 

m.£Col"'SFl; (301) 3.40-1 :a"l 

Chief Administrative Law Judge 
Departrne.nt of Consumer and Regulatory Affail's 
Office of Adjudication 
941 Notth Capitol Street N .E., Suite 9100 
Washington, D.C. 20002 

Re: 2210 Adams Place N.H.: El!m!um's Position and Request for Postponement 

De&~ Ms. Little: 

Brulnum, Inc. presents the fullowllng lett~~r in support afits position that 
GoYernment should not rev<)ke its Certifi,c.ate of Occupancy ("CatO") for 2210 Ad,ams 
Place; N.E" for use as a feden! Comm1.l.lri.ty COItl~tiClns Center (<lcee''), a "tenlpOJrJilry 
corr,etCtiona.l institu1jolil" for a period not to ~~xceed three years. See 11 DCMR §801.7iQ~:) 
(USection80L7(kY). Ba:nnllUl believes, as did the District of Columbia. Consum.er ~t.rtd 
Regula.tory Agency ('~CR.A''), before an.d during the. proceeding before the .Board of 
Zoning Adjustments ("BZA"?, that DCRA'I~ zoning for this CCC was completely h:g.u ... 

DCRA's CUl.Tent notice of intent to revokcl~ the CClro1 was based solely on the: 
BZAordl~ finding Bazmum's building pcrmdt wa~s improperly issued for lack oi'matte:r' of 
right :zorung. AttachmenrC"Atl") 1. Bamnun appealed the aZA's ordell to the Distdct 11:)f 
ColumbisL Court of Appeals. Thle Court's briefing SChedule, issued after denyUlg ANC 5-
B's motion for SUUlm.aty affitmance. shows that briefing will be comple1ted by October 
2004 Wbii::h likely will result in a. decision this ye'~Lr. Att. 2. Bannum requests 
postponement offllese proce~~dings until the Court decides the appeal. 

Bamnum also filed a n~otion for a S'ltay of the B:ZA order and to eujoin the 
revocatiO[l of the Cofo, an outcom.e Clfthese proc~~edingsl, which is pending. Sinl:e th.e 
revoc,snon of the CofO is basled solely upon the BZA's order, if as expected. the Cowt 
reverses that order, lO.otbing will1iupport rerocatio:ll of the CofO. Indeed, in its opposition 
to Bannwll's: motio~, :OCRA's position is that the lBZA'sorder is not final becausl~ a 
writteel dedsion on B~w.num'~i and DCRA':; motions fOlf reconsideration has not been 
iSSUed. This raises questions as to whether DCRA. has a basis to revoke Bannutn'Si CC\lfO. 

----,------
I The Advisory NeigbborJflood C01llllllsSl:0D ("'ANC1 !ii .. B, wbich llppealed the issuance ofBamltllIl'S 
building per.rlmt because of alilegedly illegal Zl:lniDg did !!2! lII'peal the ColO to the BZA. 

% While Bannuru has otheJ: legal 8I'S1Jtment$ not addo!~$sed in the B~~ order. ~ pp. 9-1 (I infra. BatlllUlll 
sought injunctive ~liefbecawle DCRA tClOk no poailtioJIl. OD these 3tgUll1et1ts at the BZA and issued the 
notice ofintCllt to revoke the CofO. • •• '_11 ____ ' 

EXHIBIT 
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DO/DL/L~~~ 13:01 301-340-1253 
MICHAEL A. GOF:DOI'I 

oo~r Of TIm OIS11I'JCT OF COLUMaIA 
.DepaI:tm1i:1lt ~f Consamet Im.d Regulatory Afi8jrs 

BY PRRjOi'YAL Slil.P1Ci 
DaYid A. LowtY, &c:cativc .Di'rador 
BANNUM, mc 
2210 Adem3 ~ N..E. 
WuhirtgtoU,. D.C. ~ 

UId 

BrFA.cmg~ 
Shawn C. '1iVbiask~. Baqclre* 
9()SS ComprUll !Jtreet, Suite 3tf.() 
~ct3iratL Muyland 2tJS77 

*.* * --

Rs: 221.0 ~ma E~ N.E." 
Washingta=, ltC. :~! 

~CE OF'J1fmNl'~aRmICATE OP"OCCUPANCl 
. ~- HO.eCQ~ . 

nn" is ~c:ilal tt9Uce to yml thalt the l~ of' Ccn:t.mw:r and Re~ Afl8ia. 
Buildirtg =xId !Jtnd R=gtt.lat.ion Admimmation (J:JCP.A) .• ~ to ~ tllc 
Certi.ficate of' Oa::1tpanC1, No. COS36'19, ia~ to the lhum~ ~ S.tid parmit 
WQ issued on or about May 2., 2OO'l. tad ~ the compal1ry to operate a ~ 
~oaat ~tio:aaI(sicr at the ~ Ioc:a!ted at 22l t) Adams Place, NJ:, in . 
Wsshin~ ):).1::. 'Ibis uodo: .b is8u«1 ~ to D.C. 0£fjc:i4l Corle § 1-1509 
(a)(lOO3) which a1Db= "1m rcy ~ ase, aU partiell th=~:that! be ghtc.n 
1'C5SOI'I3hle nt7t.!ee= o£1ba ~ b=xinr by the MayIX CIt the: ~ 1.$ the ~may . 
be .... '" 

Tlle cfuI:tg= atr4~ns in sapport of this. adioa. m:e'u tOn~: 
m R@ tYoe ~ ixt vi~ f1lD.C. Ml2tl. Reg.. ttt. 11 § 320:3.11 which mid!, in 
peainc:nt ~14 ••• [11hc: is.stta1c:e of ~ certifieatl:: of occupancy for t.h4 ase of a IS1tIlctDn; 

.,, ___ or. ~.~, If the ~lbh:ma1t oftbc 1JS4! js dcpendalt1l:p(m the o:=:tion,. .- ........ ~ 
~011t c:.aG:'etSi~ or' alteration oftbe ~~ at part dlc:eof; provided: (1)) A 
building petmit sb1l be lu1:ed in <:QmpHanc:e with § ~202.." 

I:XHIBIT 

...... -----Z:2.,._ ... ___ _ 



Nd:i~ 11:1 ltcvtlka 
April 'Il.l!OOCI. 
hge2 

MICHAEL A. GORDml 

5PE.g;F1~T10N A. Ott Ql" iIbollt Septem:~ 9, ZOOS, tbe .BoUd of ZonUIg Adj'USCtr.!et1t 
(aU ar Bo.ud) issued an cnll det:isicll m A.ppeal No. 16988 of the Advfsory 
Neighbomeod Co~OD.SB. tsl.ken ,from leh.e a.dmC:Lisw.tm dec:tsicm Q"ft'avid Cl.uk. 
Pepartr;a~,u: ,af COJ:IS1;Ql'let and .Regal4cot:y Afi'airst to issQ. l3wdfng Permit NQ. 134254:38 
(jar the .tClCl'Y'atl.oa of a warehouse Cot ose as a community c:on-..ctiona center). a:od 
~ BullcGni Pem2ie No. B44S.:12S. A Wllttatl dCclmoQ was issued by thl~ BZA. em 
March 31, 1002. The onkr becmnc final ten days a.ftl;t' ~O:ipt of the written dec:isiOll 

pax:smirlt tOlll DCMR § 3125.9 (2,(103). 

The BZA OOtI.e.tnded. :lmOGg cnller things, tbalt both tlle ~ildtng ptnnft l$sUt:d to the 
B!Um'IJ.tG. Carp«atiCill QU Dec::enlLber 12,. 2002 lhr' a ·ctI~ ~ous CEI1ltJ::r' tel 

U!c:]haflige ~~ant warell10gse SPQrx til 15~ Comt;lJ,llImty Co~OI1S ~." and ~, 
subs~t .~rised buDdmg pennie, ~ an rltlwJry 11t 2003 (tmttcti:ng the usc f()t 
thTee y~ p:O,O<Q. were Lqucd ~ ctl.U by DeltA.. 

The 'l.tMI' dmsignab=<ll m f.b6 lmilding permit ... I c:omtnuo!ty eOt:I!:CdOl'l$ c::ea,toC' - .. was Dot 
a. ~ 1:1Se i11 a C-M·-2 Disttict. S~1jca1~Y!t 'the B~d .ttlles ~ tb~ fscility dacs 
not meet the ~ of § 301.700, (,i.e.., the a.I~f.l1 optional ~J wbit:h OCRA 
lwi <Xm~1a~. ~ ElZA detm:l:rinatlton reprd.ing· tb.c ]pe:rmitted a.se of the subject 
prop;.tty is ail:l:tilady applie1bla tc, thel: ~ J~ Ocl~CY No. C053~79. bsaed eo 
Bannt1l:Il, em lOr ahollt Mq 2, 2003. 'The certiB<~ which aathotized tha comtJan)" to 
operate JI ~1Of2tY ~tteC'dona1. in$l:ita~onal(sic]" at the ~iMs loc:Ued st 2210 
Acfan:Is P1~t N.:B..; in Wll.'i~ D:.C.., was a1so isst%ed in enm smce the buiIang was 
Dever lppt'O'V1=C for that l%$e. Given, the iJ;tA d.Ex::!.slQU prohiOiting the 'use" req1l!Stcd by 
Bannttll'l i1l it3 ~pp1ic:atlan for II. btlilding per.mit and cerlti.fiQ!;te of occup:mcy, ;u",1 the 
'aser cthori%ed by DOtA when it pmted tCe. bttild~ pentJit.anct the certl&:a%e, 
Ban:aum 1::UI:11~:It C:Ollt:h11lc to oo=ap:y d1~ ~u UIC'tdct (~~ of ~I No. 
C053679. Mcmo~1 tile ~ c:enffi.c:a.te tamr.ot ~ ~I a but"' fer any other 
~C3le: of cc:upauey. 

CftARQk.,., You arem 'VioJaciOIt olD.C. !dml. Reg.. tit.1:Z! 110.1.1, wbic:b rcqtti!=1 
.... - a. bufl&g or strttct== ~ en:r.:tcd sfWI not ~ U4ed or cc:cct¢ed in Wfl1oIt: at in 
put 1l'l:!dl rhe ~ea.te at QCCCl{*1471=1$ ~ ~ by. the ~ cfficfal. in ac:c~ 
wftb ebb 3=dou and 1". 1 t :DCMR, ttl. D.i.mid~ at ColtImbia 2m:rlni RegtUaticrns." ~~f ;>.c. Mur:. Reg .. tit. 12. § 110.1.1 CJ',fnQ411 9, ~) .. Sa'Cl1110.5 reads ill perti:aeatparr. 
~ Dfnl:tcru ~ to ~JI::e a~ of 09~ p11fSWIltt to ..... 

Sections llt1.5.1 th:oagh 110..5.3." Se.:tioa. n0.5",1 prolideS:'"'[AlnY cetdficate ei 
OCcI:apancy pte'titJ~y iuaed. (tt.f.3m;u:d~. to Sot:ti~ll!O shis11 be rcV'CIbd 1:Iy t&a 

'-... --~, ~ DOUce, iftbe iItOlIl oc~ does m:lt cctlf«rn to thu pennitted.~' 

S1!EQFlCA'lLQll.'A:: On or alboot :May 2t 2003, knUQJJl Carporntlon appUe4 forf mel 
Qbcf.aer:1 3. Ccrti:5c:ata of Oc~, N"Q. 0053679. which autf:l:QJj:ux{ tl1.e company to 
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operatl! a 14~ cacro:ti0103l i~tiorml(!Eic:r at the premises 1aca1:ed at 2210 
Adams PlaiCe, NL in Wa.shingto~ D.c' FoJlo'wg ~lt1 appeal. the BZA ibtDod the 
bttitdiug ~:rmit for ~ !'Object .ptq:tcrty bad ten isstled b~ error. The pt'QPQsed ~e of the 
&cility as it "te:mpOntY CO'(Ted:i~l fael1ity" wu not peo:citced at that lCQt:j(n'I. DCR.A", 
~ ltas: 'OOtie= tbAt tbe! ~t:WLt ~e:r Qf the .I~f$::s u.1:210 North Adams 
Place, N. W.., in WashittgtOIl, D. c... l::.umot bellSed fot' the J?Ut'PO&e reque.'lt:d by B&tlt1tt11t 
Corpotatiotl or :pproYed h:l tbe cettffi~ of ClCCupaur.:y. S.in~ me cattficate was issued 
for a 'usc· wnich the BZA =t:c::mined was DOlt pemJitll:d ill a C-M .. 2 .Distri~ the 
eantlm1cd caoupancy (ff the facility .dUectl.y co%ltravenr-s the: Order 2.lld DecisiIDn of the 
Board. ofZoa.ing Adj~t. au Order ].6998 (Sept.. 9~ 2000). Ptmuant to the. BZA 
decision. the I)iro:tct ia ~i hi$ authcrlty ito ~cke !the CQtffic:a~. 

You m~1te tb!: right to clJaltenee tlW In'O!X)Sed a~on to X&:"It:lb. 10m' c:.arti:fica.tc at . 
occuparlt.."Y. In ocder to ~ d:ds right. yaa Inust reqaest a. Maring i1\ ~ with.fu 
fiftce.r1 (lS) days of Jloar: i'c:eipt of IK,tic:e., Y QgJ~ tEq1l!$l sberald be :mailc:d fitst ,::1us U.s .. 
tmU ~~ge. Pt~-paid and addm.sed. ~ E. SaV8lr1i!mh Little, Esq-t Chief AdmmilHt'Gtive 
Law 1~ I~t of~ and. Regclab:ny Aifai1'S, ~ or Adjlufic:atioJ:lp 

941 N~ Otpitol Sa'Mt, N..5.; Sll1i~ '.9100, WashlngtOtl, D.c.. 20002. AltemativeUy~ ycnt 
msy bMd.-d.ctiver your wr.ilttM reqaat fer ~ ~i to ~e ~ !dc1re:y within tIfb::cn 
(ls) calendar cillYS of yc~ ~Pt: aI chi! notlee-. 

AddidcmaJly, ifyol1 d.ec:ide to c:battertge tbiis FOJ.XI~i<:d adionr please send a copy of yoar 
~ fbr allCllr.rln!t pI~g or ~~ canmnmf.c:ati~m in this <:ase to Usa. A, 
Bell, ~ Office of ~I:: Gener.ll ~ Department ofCo~ and Rc:ILtJa=ny 
~ 941 No;:tb Capi~l Street. N.R., Suir.e 9100" Washlngr.ou, D~C. 20002. p~ 
note that if yoa do DOt: n::quest 2. hcNin,g witbm lhe ~ I!ipec;i;.fied III ehia ttot1oe, c;II'1£ yctl 
tan to appear ta II ~b.cdulled h~& 1QU shalt be d~d. to bav\e c.oo.~ the 'nUidity 
of tbe ab.tt'p$ IQd speQti~ 3t31:cd in the notice and I. fitt:d D«X1:a af revoCAti01t will 
be eI1~ apim:t yaa. 

Should you req,Ufst a heciJtg, you ~;n1l 'be notifie:l oy the 'Of£iee cf AcfJUdi<:atioa of r:1iC: 
heGrins d.us and 1ime.. . 

TOIl 'JIJ[t:J appear ~ Ie ~.hea:r'ing :md~n1.ma)' '!~~.med by legal ~., 
You ~ ~c ~ght to ~ ~~ md cridflrnce ~J~ :~and to a:o:sa 
~e ~ apWtyor&, to ~m~ptedlt~eea; and to htve ~ 
iSs'lu!d em. YtICI:" Cdtalf to -;- 40_ • ..-..Auctioa ~ •• --.-.. _..Il _~.t__ " .... . ... " .. , ... - .............. _ •. ",,-,.-...-v LLAIii t"'~ -.q; "JtIW.~.1S ~ 1W1'~ 

Jfyou or =1 ~ you ilxr=d to =n are deaf l~, beca~ of a hr::uing bnpediraent ot 
.Janguage baa:ier~ c:;amot r=d.Uy I.ttUiet!tzttd at com:rmmiade ~ spol=n BngI:isb . 
l2cgaqe. 



Nodce !J) R.!Yc11ct! 
April '1.7, ~04 
P$4 

:':H11-340-12:i3 I""'ICHAEI- A. GOf;':DOl'1 

YQIl at your witness may apply to the Offia: of AdjudicallOll fO'( the gppoiatmet1t r;f 11 

qualified ill~. 

Tf yaa ba~ My qu.esd~U!, YOll may c:ontaet, 1tdie S. !....ee, &q'1 Acting G!:Det'al CctlJl~t 
on (202) 442-M7S. 

MJatl:istr:ltJor 
mIding and t.=d Rcgnlmc:m. 

Administration 

ec; David (JaxX, Ollrectot, D<:RA 
T.ne;re~ Lewis, Pq:Iat:y ~, 

Ope:n:tiQu! 
Lclla .Fr.anicli:a, Deputy ~t()t 

l:ot-(~Iian~ ;md.InV=t1g,atiON 
SavanMb. Little, &quiIt, ()tid 
A~ La.~ 1udge., OAD 

1tlIte s. Ia, Esq." .A.cting GetJenI C.otmsel 
, "Winnie CWston. CotnpIl=c:c Officer, OI'TtiV!1'! 
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District of Co1umbia. 
Office of Administl'ative Bearings 

Post Office Bln 777'18 
Wasbingtcm, P.C. 20013,·8717 

De:partment of Consumer and Regulatory 
Amm. 

v. 

) 
) 
) 

) 
) 

8a'lmam. Inc. 

'The Derp:a11ment .)f C.)~ mld Regultatmy Affairs (J.X.'RA) hE~by ~:WUC!~!rtl; :~I 

d.i$Jmii~ o( Baml.um. I'M:. Olio ('BalInom) ~~ of the Notice of In1!ent m Hcvoke BI 

Ce-'tificaM of Occupancy (Notice) m:ued t'o Bllnl~\iro on ·or about Al'r:i.l ·~~r, 2004.] 1'he 

~~ct has not l~n adjUiltcated by thiS C .. (lItnt or its predecessor. the Office of 

Adju4icatioo . 

... -..··. __ ~I .. _~_'...."., .. - ...... - .......... ............-

I The Certiflcatl~ c:lfOcC'llPIc~ ~ the lISt Ilncr .'lIUor! or the pl'l:rnil!e$ r-o~ ~ t;OOtit!\1t'li~y 
I~~,,* dtrIttt lit 2.210 AdDl'Jt$ Sl,. ];.1; .. W.,b"'lto.lI. D.C. On or a~ Mri l J. 2004. ~ 'lJ0lIrd 
.r.: Zcnm,1 Ad~ ~):mled tbIl. DCRA eI'Ied itl ~ ;$~tee of It boildiQ penr.Iit ~ .8amtulm ~ot tilloe 
l:tm~W of:J (:OIrnnl4llJ!y t;O~1lWl. faciUty" thus n:ndImn~ 'lbt Ctrd~ 0{ Ot:eupu1C:Y lrJV:Ifid. .~t 
BZA ,fJ~l !\¢, 16~. A&!be tllllf! die DtA iMlll!!i:l !ts d$:ll;/WI. 'hmlum 'MI$ ~at\13:r. 6l<: faalil:.-' rmt tI;) c~t~ of! ~,.. ~o . • ~36~r9. 

JSllm\lm appeqIed ~ ~ .tdofl mild ~1lIted l~ 5ta;y to the BU 4tJd D.C. Snpetiol" 
C(I\\t't, :D.~. Coati t:1f AppeArJllI1'ld T.i ~) .D~ a:!PfI m wbi:l:b 1'I.!11rtcd. ~ w¢I't! ~l'~. A!t of 
1lJrnmJlIIl'~ ~ fOr~: ItIty of'dIe CC~t 1CtIi~ wei:!;: dc=ded. . 

EXHIEUT 

l-l __ 
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J b\?feby (:~ th.t iii copy of ~ .ft'regoi.ng hll~ bee .~ first ¢l9SS mail, p~ta!~e 

pn'lpaid. on May"l 2005. t(): 

Shawn Whhttakc:r, Esquire 
9055 CompriBt CClflD't 

Gaitba'sbut'8. M~yJand 20m, J 31 I) 
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May13!lOOS 

flY PJ'iMf»W. SBRJ'1C11 AND t:BJ~'l'fF1DJ MIII7-
BANNtJld, INC 
1210 AdAms, s.t, N.!, 
Was1:~ D,C. 2000~ 

MICHAEL A. GOFW(JN 

iIANNi.IM :r.NC 

~
'-- , , , 

L-.... .. "".....-~''''''' 

Itc~ Cert:i£i ... 1d:e Qf ~y :Nc..SlEi79 (;S!lul'ld S/MJ3) 

D~Mli'~~ 

"{he C~.tlic_ o£Occ::ttp.~ held 'by Bumum, me. lFor tbo ~ ~01'l,a1 
*iji1~ lilt 2210 ~ Street; :HE waOiqtm)~ ;i).c. was rr:roked e:ffeo~~ ~ ~;, 20!)!L 
.An insp~Ot\ CJftbe p~ ,~( May l:;~, 200S, by 1!b.e ~tcot ofCOl~!Itl!lDM' 
an,d :a~!3.8~tatory ~ (PORA), l'IMl.bld -thAt IAblnttn, me. is still OCCl~S MI,(l 
~-pm:Hng .. AcW:ty at 2:110 Ad...,. SUee~ 1~.E.! Wasl~ingtoft, D.C. 

The occupa.ney atth~ premiRll is in viol_OD. of~1 tb~ ~ re~atioDJ, TI't],e: 11 (If 
b D"C., Mum.cjpa.lR.'ati~ _ f.be D.C, OSichll Qx'lc § 6-1406 (2004). BRimtl.ll!l" 
Inc. UI ~MM41lw: the DCRA ,i.~ X'/:Ikrmg th2a fnJltter to the Oflice of tht: A~ley' 
~ far ep~.Dmt tJ:ttiQ!l,. ~M intends to .ek sane1ions, finNi lW-ttilltl, ~d ~~." 
xeJ.iefpXlrodecl far by J.aw. -

Sitner!l:~, '" 
,A'11'~ 

'I14lYfl1geno 
Zoni1:\g J\dmtb,bJ'tlIllLtrn,-

co: ~m~ C;~ ;o;~1lT 
Marceline Altexendl::r, r .. tr :Db-eetor 
JlIlli(l. l.A@. Oenen.l CODtl!el 

.8)IF~11! 

Shawn, Wb.ittabr~ :EsquI~ 
9055 Comprlnt C9wt 
GAith~, ~l.d, 20177 ... BI0 

•.•. _ .. _-_. 
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Ma~. 2~ '2005 ~~;. 39FM Pj2 .,,~ ______ 

1JI "f) 2! fJ ~ ~ 

• 
. ___ .__._-1>00", •. _..--.._ 

"'By J~J .'!I'e.rft;(~ .uu:ir C'fI~!"t:!E.ied .Ma.:U" 
MX' ,. ;Gav:1cl A. ~ 
Ib:E!QI;rt;:i.-ve DilC'eeeor 
_1n1!1!rI, I;QQ. 

a1~IG Olr:!l C!cUb.~. Road. S6, .h~lte a 
lie1!' ~~~~ ~ichlltr, rlod,4,a. l.UlS' 

Federal Bl.l.-u of PJri8~ml 
l\iI;:.elil: ccc Contral:tit1~1 
,,120 FilOlPe. street, IfW - R.oIIJ1ll ISHU~; 

:a.~ C!ll~1tI lIOtlLoe • cen~rAe!t: IIJS20oS1tC (.~!I,.h.1_ngton, :o.o.} 

J)@::I::i:' 110:. ~I 

Tbel tlU!t1!IlQ ot l'1:'iaonAI reca,i'U"ed 8. CQlPY o,~ • l~tt;eX" from the ·l(:lepa.2."t:lM'1ltl ,e'f 'I, 

!;Q:Qnmtt" ani,! b9111atcl:r.y ,"-f'l!lI:.l:l:'1lI t1JCR1l1 tlaU!Ii! M'iIIy 13. 2005. II:OnCen'liJl:g 'ebe 
ca,,:dfit:st;1I! ~f OI;C!;IJiI.qqr (c:QC1 all: ~IXI~, li~r.a.udf ta (:SI~'1ulIl £lIod:t:Ul:y 
lQ=a~ed. at i2~lD Mamel Be.reet. D .. N«!lbi:I~t(lI"-, DC. Th~ le:t.tli!!:r states tbat 
~:il.I,Il~f I!I COO was :z:-evoke4 effecti ,re Jhty!l. al!ld "'r>eAA .is refem:'r1ng tll!1II IlIa,IMiil~1!' 
ho tilslO ~:E~(!~ ~! t.be ~t.~~mtly QeJ:lCX~111 £I~n: I!\l~t'o:rcemel:lt actiOll, an4 ~.Qt=II!!'1li1ll11!r 1~QI 
.lIft\( III1.nDf:~=.,tI, f~~:, ~mal.tie8" I8IDd c::!i~:her relief providl!!d for ~. the 111'W'"IP 
•• uMl!%'9taM. t.ha'!: "Q'tbel~ !'ClHef~' ~Iould. illo:lu6e aot::J.otI ~ e:lo.e ~Il,f! "1l~~H;U:y-

Biullm.mJ wall II.lr.U'd.ed Contr.lat: :0J82~I(1I57S fc:1J;' C!~t1 C!c:IrftlC!t:leu ee~tl.r ((~=(:} 
.I!!!X"I'l~~. ~ WMJUllgtgn, IlC. 'tm. ltc.wmbet" 1fi. 20101. :By 1!:1p;,~'EJ t;~R 1'li!).,IUIC!<Il:I\'IlI. 
Pam (&" 211 A_rd. OJ3t:1'1A1W!=1:: Qtl o~:t:ebet' :15. ~!C01, DaDn'u1ll. .g~lntlt.i to P.~~(~~~ e1le; 
t::I~l;~Clt i:a aoeor~ce wJ.tb 1~1:ue StAtemeut cd! tfo2:k (80M) AW1 ~ly w;Letl ~I;l.l. 
t.e~M and CCDditi~/lI 'o~ t;b.e ocnuaet wh~.eh tlegall OIL M&1 2. !ltQQ!-, ~\!ltt"~\~l~i a 
COt'! i~1 a eondH:.ion o~f t;;blll aacl:.raQ!t. tenlll (.@!@ SOW, !;IrJ,ga. ~l.U>, 

ltO\.l, a:z~t!I he;tQ-, liilOt:,i,£;i.I!c1 that the 'ao:p C2QIIIIIlt;!.d.e,tg BatmUlV.'!I J;'flVclm(\. aoc 4lt. t.'lJ.l!~ 
facn;i.1:y looat.edl. at, 2:U,O AClP18 Street, :!Ir.!j "I!.Dhington, PC!, a conditj,c)U t:lll!ll'l~ .!II~ 
onck'l'IQl.~~ pe:C'~o;nlClce ~r Contra,QIt ~:HIOti76. Ttterefo,:'IQ, 'I1nleaa. this 
ClO!I61itiQn is c.\I~-'. W1tQ;I.~ :1.0 da)l1l 4j~er :rl!1~'et:; of tbie not::!ee, eM <OII:1Ve:.t'nlll~~:n1.< 
may .. ~~ for defaVilt u:n4(ft,; tll.:! tfi~l~ ~d cond.1t:1Q1111 otFedetal 
Acqu.ifllt:.~ RI!lp1aU~ ~;tlU1.) S2.j·L,o·S, %I,_hl,1.],t; (?md »doe l~lY ~!lid 
Sen'tofl) Cllt1.l&le o.t t:b:i,1Ol o=t3:'a.~. '. , 

:1:1: YQI;I. hl!rV'e :f'u:nher quA!illt;~~:tla, :pl~la:!!le ClQl!Ittr.cr:~ ::!19 st (2020) :3o'~ "'3070, 

S :l.nclel:l~ly, . 

~~ q!(!t!iD-g oftic~:r:" 

E>CHU31r 
il 
:c; Ii 
j: .... -... _-._._- .... .._ ...... _---
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F'RO't : F'f1X 14J. :: 

0&/2'112001 1li: 111 FM 288 J07 1710 OOI-ll'BP cue:: 

u.s. ~ ofJqlI&l. 

Fedtu lIm:Uu at PrisoIns 
;ltezJlt ct!C COlln.atl.bt9' 
al:lo PirIe Stt"eet. "' .. ~IQQII :i50C'I6i 

. ___ . _"_I .. ___ t ..... _~ 

"l'mI"s~ra:i.le aDd C!eJ!'eUJ.et .... U" 
Mr. ~ 3), .ich 
~Itli:l Comaeel 
'BUIlmII, :Ulc • 
• ?U 0:14 ~y load. ,,.,, "":1". ;a 
.. Pa:r:t:: R:Lahey, P'10rt~1 l411~'3 

M..,· 21. 2DDG 

Re: Q.a:r:'I!l hUe. " omtralct 1)JB200$7!r I(WUb~lJ;lgton, ~.C~) 

DeU ~I:'" R~CIlJ,: 

. ____ • "h,"''' ___ ,,' ' ..... ~--

*. ill ;~ respoD.III!! to YDIn' ll!lttu ,iated "'111' 26, 2005, ~estiDg an ~.J.llrt 
tc the Cuze lIDUee Aln_1i OIl May 20.. n. I~ Il'ot.i.e!. gaY!!! lumtUII 10 Q;IYB t,L'l1 
~I t~ the BUreau Of ~jLscms (SC", w!t:l~l« I~ .in ~d ... ~ ~I'S 
c:!ertJ.:tJL(I&te of OtlQU.p~~ be:lD9'I'4IVCI~_~ whil~,h 11111 .~A!lpdC; t!hIE'l perfQ:m .. l'l.Ci~@ !:U: 
CIo!1t"'~O tJW8200!1G.. . 

Aft::C1' c:a~:'IJ:VJ. CI~j\aer.tI:1.~J' I iilave e:~:te,ndA!!4 t:l~@ ,lSate. that you are reqi,liil':1ed I::.:) 
nllpgur:l to the Otlto :M'ot:1ce to .;JUn.e &!. '!'hill! ex1~eD:eIian. .lit bt!I:!.ng gr&l1t!M. :L:~. 
put, t1eC!W8e ~ bave fJt.t.~a t.i!la.t 'Y'Q1; ~!= a !:teariDg wit!h the 1112-= of' ZIOIft.!~~:t 
M.~t.l&blel.'lt fliP) = .:ttmfl 7. I" aMidQA t you .are 'l'1!llld.1!deCI. tb.a'~ .1l=WI1 ,,_ 
reqld.:n~tt ~o upd.ate the 110' ;i.~ 1:.be. ",,'E!nt of auy ~. co C!Ia wocrent 9t:.ai::~~ 
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