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Jerrily R. Kress, FAIA

Director, Office of Zoning

Government of the District of Columbia
Board of Zoning Adjustment -
441 4™ Street, N.W.
Suite 210 South w
Washington, D.C. 20001

Re: 2210 Adams Place N.E.: Motion to Delay Hearing or for Summary
Relief

Dear Mr. Kress:

Bannum respectfully requests that the hearing before the Board on Bannum’s
appeal of a decision to revoke Bannum’s Certificate of Occupancy (“C0OQ”), issued by
the Department of Consumer and Regulatory Affairs (“DCRA”) on May 4, 2005 be
delayed until the Office of Administrative Hearings (“OAH”) conducts a hearing on the
same decision and issues a ruling. The reason is that by statute, the DCRA revocation
action being taken is not a decision that that can be heard by the BZA as an initial matter.

In the notice to revoke at issue, DCRA cited 11 DCMR §3100.2 and 12A DCMR
§110.6 as giving Bannum the right “to appeal the Department’s decision” on the May 3,
2005 revocation of the COO. However, the Department did not issue a decision that is
subject to a direct appeal at the BZA.

The Zoning Act, DC ST §6-641.07(f), which defines the available appeals to the
BZA in the Zoning Act cited in 11 DCMR §3100.2, specifies the only direct appeals to
the BZA:

(f) Appeals to the Board of Adjustment may be taken by any person
aggrieved, or organization authorized to represent such person, or by any
officer or department of the government of the District of Columbia or
the federal government affected, by any decision of the Inspector of
Buildings granting or refusing a building permit or granting or
withholding a_certificate of occupancy, or any other administrative
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decision based in whole or in part upon any zoning regulation or map
adopted under this subchapter.... (emphasis added).

The BZA statute limits direct appeals only to “aggrieved persons™ or “affected”
D.C. or federal agencies relating to either the granting or withholding of a COO.

“[Alny other administrative decision based in whole or in part upon any zoning
regulation or map adopted under this subchapter” cannot be construed to cover
revocations of a COO since the statute specifically covers the direct appeals for actions
involving COOs and does not include revocations. The case law confirms this as only
after an ALJ decision affirming a revocation of a COO will this Board take an appeal.
See Perkins v. District of Columbia Board of Zoning Adjustment, 813 A.2d 206 (D.C.
2004); Rogers Brothers Custodial Services, Inc. v. Board of Zoning Adjustment, 846
A.2d 348 (D.C. 2004); Compare District of Columbia v. L.G. Industries, 758 A.2d 950
(D.C. 2000) (BZA had jurisdiction over denial of application for a COO under
predecessor of DC ST §6-641.07(f)).

This is further confirmed by the regulation cited which deals specifically with this
revocation, 12A DCMR §110.6 and the statute it cites - DC ST §6-641.09. It states:

110.6 Appeal from Action. Any person aggrieved by the action of the
Director granting, withholding, or revoking a Certificate of Occupancy
may appeal the action to the Board of Zoning Adjustment, pursuant to
D.C. Official Code Sec. 6-641.09 (2001) and the District of Columbia
Zoning Regulations. (emphasis added).

...6-641.09. Building permits; certificates of occupancy.

... In the event that said regulations provide for the issuance of certificates
of occupancy or other form of permit to use, it shall be unlawful to use any
building, structure, or land until such certificate or permit be first obtained.
The owner or person in charge of or maintaining any such building or land
or any other person who ... uses any building ... in violaticn of said
sections or of any regulation adopted under said sections, shall upon
conviction for such violation on information filed in the Superior Court of
the District of Columbia by the Corporation Counsel or aay of his
assistants in the name of said District and which Court is hereby
authorized to hear and determine such cases be punished by a fine of not
more than $100 per day for each and every day such violation shall
continue. The Corporation Counsel of the District of Columbia or any
neighboring property owner or occupant who would be specially damaged
by any such violation may, in addition to all other remedies provided by
law, institute injunction, mandamus, or other appropriate action or
proceeding to prevent such unlawful erection, construction, reconstruction,
alteration, conversion, maintenance, or use, or to correct or abate such
violation or to prevent the occupancy of such building, structure, or land.
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Civil fines, penalties, and fees may be imposed as alternative sanctions for
any infraction of the provisions of this subchapter, or any rules or
regulations issued under the authority of these sections, pursuant to
Chapter 18 of Title 2. Adjudication of any infraction of this chapter shall
be pursuant to Chapter 18 of Title 2.

This statute is a penalty statute for infractions based on violation of zoning
regulations. See 11 DCMR §3201.

An infraction is defined in DC ST §2-1801.02(2) as:

(2) Infraction" means any act or failure to act for which a civil sanction
may be imposed under the provisions of this chapter, and with respect to
which either the Corporation Counsel or the United States Attorney for the
District of Columbia is authorized to commence a criminal proceeding in
the Superior Court of the District of Columbia, or for which another civil
sanction may be imposed under any District laws or regulations.

Under DC ST §2-1801.01, administrative law judges (“ALJ”) are appointed to
determine the penalty for infractions of laws. It is the ALJ’s “final decision” on an
“infraction” that is the final decision of an agency that may be appealed. DC ST §2-
1801.02. While the BZA is not authorized to hear direct appeals of revocations of COOs,
under DC ST §2-1803.01, the BZA is authorized to hear appeals of ALJ decisions on
penalties for violation of zoning laws, including the allegedly illegal use of a property
without a COO following an adjudication by an ALJ:

Except as provided in §2-1831.16, the District of Columbia Board of
Appeals and Review shall entertain and determine appeals timely filed by
persons aggrieved by orders issued by hearing examiners pursuant to this
chapter or by the Mayor, except that appeals involving infractions of
subchapter I of Chapter 6 of Title 6, or the District of Columbia Zoning
Regulations shall be entertained and determined by the District of
Columbia Board of Zoning Adjustment; ....

Thus, the “appeal” for the revocation of a COO referred to in 12A DCMR §110.6,
under DC ST §6-641.09 cited therein, is an appeal following a final decision on a penalty
for an infraction by an ALJ. This is the traditional procedure as shown by the case law.
See Rogers, supra; Perkins, supra.

Since October 2004, all ALJ decisions are now processed by the Office of
Administrative Hearings (“OAH”) under the “Office of Administrative Hearings
Establishment Act of 2001” (“Act”). DC ST §2-1831, et seq. That statute includes
decisions by the DCRA. DC ST §2-1831.03(b).

In this case, a notice of revocation and notice of violation were originally issued
to Bannum on April 27, 2004. As noted in Bannum’s appeal, the ALJ continued all
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proceedings on the revocation until the D.C. Court of Appeals decided the appeal of the
Board’s March 31, 2004 order, the sole basis for the revocation of the COO and the
notice of violation.

On April 21, 2005, May 4, 2005 and May 13, 2005, DCRA purported to “rescind”
the prior revocation notice and issued decisional actions revoking the COO and notifying
Bannum that it was in violation of zoning laws. Under DC ST §2-1831.13(c), the
decisional actions are void.

But in any event, Bannum sought a hearing of these decisional actions at the
OAH. Those cases are currently pending before the OAH under Case No. CR-C-05-
800000. Until a final decision is issued by the ALJ in those appeals, Bannum’s appeal to
the BZA is premature and should be delayed.

I1. Alternatively, the Revocation is Barred by Estoppel

If the Board proceeds with the appeal of the revocation based upon 12A DCMR
110.6, which it lacks jurisdiction to do at this time, it should reverse DCRA on the
grounds of estoppel. As an initial matter, the revocation of the COO was not before the
Board—only the zoning for the building permit. Therefore, the validity of the COO
under principles of estoppel is not controlled by the Board’s March 31, 2005 Order
regarding the applicability of equitable doctrines regarding Bannum’s building permit.
Unlike that case, there is no third party here against which estoppel would be applied. As
shown below, estoppel should bar DCRA’s current attempts to revoke the COO.

Before entering into the Federal Bureau of Prisons (“BOP”) contract to perform
Community Correctional Center (“CCC”) services at 2210 Adams Place N.E., Bannum, in
good faith, twice sought written DCRA confirmation that Bannum’s proposed use of a
structure as a federal “community corrections center” was allowed under D.C. zoning law in
a C-M Zone as matter-of-right. Each time, authorized persons within DCRA confirmed in
writing that proper zoning was present. Ex. 1.

On January 23, 2001, in reliance on these determinations, Bannum submitted its
offer to the BOP, based on the zoning in the DCRA letters. On November 16, 2001, the
BOP awarded the contract to Bannum. This obligated Bannum to perform CCC services for
a period of up to 3 years. On November 2001, DCRA again reaffirmed that Bannum’s
zoning was proper. Ex. 2.

Bannum incurred significant costs in reliance on these DCRA actions. Ex. 3. But
more importantly, Bannum had committed itself contractually to the BOP and subjected
itself to BOP contractual penalties for non-performance.

Thereafter, DCRA received requests to stay performance of the construction
authorized from the Ward 5 Councilman and a citizen group and ANC 5-B filed its appeal to
this Board. DCRA rejected those requests and issued Bannum a COO after the BZA appeal
was filed.
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Bannum’s expended approximately $450,000 by the time the COO was issued.
Bannum could not take this loss, since it would still be subject to major monetary penalties
for a BOP default termination and the loss of future business from its only customer.

In sum, Bannum had no choice but to continue to rely on DCRA’s defense and
reaffirmation of its building permit and COO and to proceed to perform the contract.

To estop DCRA from disavowing these zoning decisions, Bannum was required to
show that in good faith reliance on affirmative acts of DCRA, Bannum made expensive and
permanent improvements to a property; and that the equities strongly favor retention of that
use. See Saah v. District of Columbia Bd. of Zoning Adjustment, 433 A.2d 1114, 1116
(D.C.1981). Bannum has made this showing.

Conclusion

Bannum filed this appeal because it had been erroneously advised by DCRA that
the BZA was its only recourse. Bannum previously sought a stay, noting that the BZA
did not entertain appeals of “contested cases’ in the first instance and that 12A DCMR
§110.6 was void. However, the case law and statutes show that 12A DCMR §110.6 and
DC ST §6-641.09, which set out the only possible appeal right to the BZA, involve only
appeals after an ALJ has issued a decision. The BZA does not issue peralties in the first
instance for violations of zoning laws.

Bannum has had such a case before an ALJ, now the OAH since August 2004.
Thus, under DC ST 2-1831(c), the decisional actions at issue are void and in any event,
are also in a case pending before the ALJ. Accordingly, Bannum’s BZA appeal on the
current revocation action is premature and should be delayed.

Alternatively, for the reasons set forth above, DCRA should te estopped from

revoking Bannum’s COO.

Shawn C. Whittaker
Michael A. Gordon
Counsel for Bannum, Inc.

cc. Bennett Rushkoff, Esq.
Donald C. Temple, Esqg.
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M, Qlutoys Ballo

Acting Zoning Adminigtratoy

Building end Lapnd Regulation
Adminisizatiof

D.C. Departmanit of Conswmer and
Regulatary Affairs

941 North. Clapital Strast, N.W.

Washington, D.C. 20002

Ra: Temparsry Correctapal Fadiiifes
Deaxr Mz, Bello:

. ‘This ofics represents Bannum, Ine. (Bazmum®, 2 corspeny thal providas
vesidential rehabilitation servioes to individuals referred by
committing suthoritias. Bammum pifapdses to lessa property in the CM. M
District for nsa 38 4 Community Gorrections Center (CCCY wmder & canfract
with the T.8, Départment of dustie. Individuals are referred to the faclily
dizectly. hy.the court gpstern-eithar'td dervethehrurtive TAREHLS 11 000 Onamen
at the CCC or tn complata thair confinement at 2 GCC afer & portion has been
served a3 s fedaral ingtituiian.

Under sectiop 801.7(K) of tha D.C. Zoning Regulations, a "{Hlemporaxy
datention ez eorrectional institution on lessdd property for period not & exceed
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Asting Zoning Admipistrator

WASL 21335551 o1
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Mr, Micheel Johmsan

Zaning Adminiserate

Building and Laod Ragulada

Adminiscracingn
D .C. Depazomant of Consumar snd

Bagularary ASire
Sa1 Narth Capital Streat, VW,
Waskingsda D.C. 20002

Bar 2210 Adams Placa, NE, Squzrs 4259, Farcel 15481,
Daar Mr, Johnson:

. This ofize yepresancs Bannum, Ine, (Bannmn®), a compeny that paovidss
pasidantial yahahilirarion servicas w0 individmals afefwed by approuciace;
committing anthaorines, m»ﬁnﬂm«nmﬂﬂﬁﬁﬁmﬁweﬁm«wﬁ?ﬁwﬁm
Flazs, NE, (Parcal 15081 fy Square 4259) fox vse as a'residentisl Commumay.
Corrections Canper under & sontract with the US Department of Justics.
indtnduals are refarred ta the £225Hry either divectly. by the covwet systern, Toder,
& candiriansl relaass from the pavals eoomission ar vhrowgh 4 transier fom 2
faderal metiriicion in ceder ta pa¥ks the wensidan hasl: ineg sociery.

Thu praperty sc 2910 Adams Plars, N.E. is locuved in cha C-AL2 Disice,
Under sacdan 80L.7(<) of the ronius regdarions, z "(Hemparary, decemtion or
covtectional mstimiad on leased gropenty fx pexiod mat o ‘eemed e (3)
ysars” {s parmirtad 23 % meitsr of right in the O34 Digoact mhnﬂnﬂmﬂ.?
Bannum's propasad, wsa of the praperty as o residenrte] Cammunicy Carractimas
Cattoer can he escablished 34 2 manar of sehe ar the Adams Screet Ineacds.
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Michzsl Johrgen
Discoratez 11, 2000
Page 2

If yau ¢antur wich aqr imvarpretzmion of this seerigm of the zonig

ragulacions, kindly indieata gq by slemingor the Una pravided helow.
Thank yau far your assistenca wich this matier,

Yooy bruly youmy,

(orligolbin

Cemlyn Brown

Zaning Admintercarar

FASL SEAL4T )
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AFEIDAVIT
STATE OF FLORIDA ;
COUNTY OF PINELLAS ) ss:
L DAVID LOWRY, being over the age of majocity 2od atherwise conpetant to

meke this 253davit state 25 follows:
1 am over the ags of eightesn (18) and am a rzsidet of Pinellas County,

1.
Florida.
2

(“Banmum™) headquartered in Clearwater, Florida

3. Banntymjs in the business of operating Community Corrections Canters
mccs)mmmmmmmmm@mmdmwmmﬁm
States Department of Justice, Fadaral Bureay of Prisons (“BOPY) leczted in Washington,
D.C. Bammum has CCCs carvently ogersing in Florids, Alabama, Nerth Carolins, South

I am employed as the Exsartive Dirsctor of Banroum, Incorporated

Caralinz, West Virginia, Mississippl, Georgia, Nevada, 2nd Texas,

4. Over the past pewly twemy (20) years, Banonm has stccessfilfy
pecormed and campleted dazes of CCC soutracts for the BOP, Mere impartantly,
Baryntm has spect coumtless business resgurces, and indead the essence of iy husiness
operations 1nd pelicy-making activities an the development of its business repitation and
goodwill This has heen acoomplished twough Banmmi’s history of perftrmance &
operating carent BOP programs-and in preparing proposals for carrent and ortstancding
BOP solicitations for QCCs that som in the procass of being aevarded by the BOB.

5, Bagonm iy eolely ig the business of operating CCCs and the BOP i3 its

gnly castomer. Over the past slmast wwenty years, the BOP bas awarded Benmmn its
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CCC program contmacts through competitive gegotisted procurements after the issuance
of requests for proposals (“RFP™s). [n each of Bammum’s CCC progrems, it as the
coatractor is olcly reeponsible for all aperadanal aspects of the program, including but
got limited 0 the fllowing: personoel hifng and oitanegoment; real estate
acquisiion/lsasing, remavations and build-ouy the provision of food servics for e

f 1 jon of
residents; 2nd the provision of all equipment and servicas nec=ssary for the oparati

the CCC.

&,
D.C., Banonm had to locats 2 property suSicient to Rouse the program pursusat to BOP

stendards, %mofufthe‘abﬂi:y to use at least one proposed mmfprthdpmgm ot

In formulating s proposa for the RFP for CCC servicss in Washington,

be submitted o the BOP 2¢ part of Bamm’s final proposal, Iz general, once the BOP
aovards 2 contract to Banmun, its propasal becomes the contract betwasn Banmnn and, the
BOP. Accordingly, the proof of Baomum’s legal rght to use the property Bznmum
subezits 25 part of its bid, incloding proof of appropriste zonhig, then becormas part of
Bannum’s comtracual sbligations tg the BOP, In ather wovds, the BOP md Baonum,
Ine, rely upon the City’s repraseatation of zoming aad use for 2 pardalar property.

7. On or about March 24, 2000 and April 3, 2000, respecively, Banmm
raceived RFP Number 200-0593-MA and REP Number 200-06-04-MA, from the BOP
for CCC services in the Washington, D.C. arer. Ultimstely, Banntm fimond a suitable:
propaty for leass at 2210 Adems Place, NE, Washingtod, D.C., (“2210 Adams Flace™),
and on November 18, 2000 obtained an option to leasesyiha propecty subject to zoping
verification, Barmim™s ability to nsa the property 25 a CCC, and Banotm’s mvvard of the
CCC contrac,
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] Iz addition, Banmum begen to meet with focal offidsls in an effort o

abtain zoming approval from the District of Columbia for the operation of 1 CCC.

Specifically, Banfum represeutatives made severz] comracts, or atampls fo contact,
various D.C. officials and commmaicy leaders in the process of antempting to abtain the

geeded zoning approvall The following is 8 list of same of Banoum's afforts in this

regarcd:

November 30, 2000: Baromm notified Mayor Williams, Chief of Staff Omer and

" Potice Chisf Ramsey of ity intendon to locate a CCC ar the subject progerty;

December 11, 2000: Bannum obtzined zaming approval fom Mickad! Joknson,
Zoning Administretor, District of Cokumbia;
March 12, 2001: Bagnum notfied Councilman Orange of its plans 1o locaze
2 CCC z¢ the subject property;
; -Will: ilman Orangs,

April 10, 2001: Bangum notified Mayar -Williams, Counel
andP:E::e Chief Ramsey of it intention & locata a CCC at the subject property;

: f ic Servicss, the businesy lensing
October 31, 2002:  Banmm met with Wholistic Services usiness le
the space dews to Bammum at the subjest property, and advised of fts imtention to
locate the CCC o the subject property:
November 25, 2001 Basnum obizined mnmg approval from Qintoys Ballo,
Zoaing Admiuistratar for the District of Cohambia;

F , 2002, B ‘Inc. éngaged the sarvices of & commugity
?mmmorfbomﬁ:rm&‘prmmi cfmdfng mformation m the public and the
immerdiate commmmity about Bawmun, Inc.'s propesed feden! BOP program.
3 bysieally walk. the

‘One 2ctivity oor commumity organizer undertook was to physi

and comrmunities sorrounding, 2210 Adams Placs, NE, tuking to
the public,
- - - - . ]
April 18, 2002: Bammmm_wmuuwﬂ%
Weilness Canter affer ismiancie of a public annotréénient
April 18, 2002: Baooum met with ANC thres [eaders and Mr, Jeakins

representing the Mayor ot Washingron Cemter for Aging Servizes (BOP
represeqtatives wors alsq in atendance):

PAGE BR/12
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April 18, 2002: Bannum mes with PTA. and parems ar Langdon Elemenpary
School after lxsuanes of o public anpouncemert (BOP regrasematives wers aisq in
atendancs);

April 18, 2002: Bannum met with the general cumcmmi:y.e.: Harhor L:g;ht
Cemter aiter isqmance of a public 2onouncament (BOP cepresemztives wers aiso in

attendanca as well a5 some ANC jesders);

April 18, 2002; Bapmum met with area business owners &t Washingon
Center for Aging Sarvices to disquss the opening of the CCC;

hine 11, 2002: Banmm transported ANC leaders Chappelle and Ranrser o
Orianda, Flerida th review Bapaum’s program cperations at ity CCC there:

October 56, 2002:  Bammum advertised in the Washington Post for all peuitions
at the CCC;
Bammum ateemnpted i meet with Councllman Oraage;

Japgary 2, 2003:

Tameary 2, 2003: Banmmn met with Councilman Orange’s Legiulziive
Assistant ’

Jarmacy 2, 2003: Bammum gitempted to mest with Coumeilmember Fattersan,

Chairperson, Cominittes on the Judiciary:
Femuary 5,2003;  Banoom mat with thres persons representing what T owas

"lead 10 believe was Hie Brynat Stresr Hamegwaers Assaciston;

Jamuary 21,2003: Banowm met with “Citizens For A Safs Ward 5 after
issuance of 2 pubﬁcmaommm(BOPmmﬂﬁvesmzboha&mﬂmu):
February 11, 2003: BOF representatives mer with “Citizens Fer A Safe Ward

Date Unknown: Barmean mes with Councilman Orange's Chief of StAT

Date Unknawn: Bagnum met with Rhonda Chappelle, ANC leader of Ward
5 on 60 separate accasions: sod

Dat= Unlengwn: A, Commuoity Organizer With the D.C. Prisoners’ Legal
Services Project, Inc. was assigned in Febnory, 2001 to sexist Banmzn in

obtmmngmmmmicymppor;
s Ultimataty, buﬁhtmmum&mmonﬁomﬁ:cmﬂﬁaaf

Columbia of valid zoning for Bagmum's proposed use of 2210 Adams Place as ¢ CCC,

PAGE m9/1
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the BOP awrarded Barmum the CCC contract on Navember 16, 2001, Banmuan's contrac:
with the BOP calls for Bapmum to operze 2 CCC for ene hundred Sity (150) Mg
offenders per dey at 2210 Adams Place. The rate to which Baanum {3 emtitled umder tha
contrace from the BOP is $30.00 per-man, per-day. Beaomum is set to cornmance
performancs of the CCC contrace on or zbout, but no later than May 1, 2003, Both the
B.O.P md Banmem hezvily and detrimencally relied upon the Disttict of Cobombia’s

regresegtations confirming zaning appraval for Banoum's opecation of 2 CCC af 2210
is of
Adams Place, In ract, oot only did the BOP award the cantract ta Baomum on the basis ¢

the District’ of Columbia's zeaing spproval, but, upan nformation ad belief, 2ll other
bidders were excluded ftom contract award for Silure to provide verification of zoming,
10,  In fact, once the District of Cokumbiz pravided veriSecation of proper “bp-
right" zoping Bagmum, Inc., specificlly relying upoo that repraseptarion, ook the
faflowing actons:
a

Signed a leses with the {and awner of 2210 Adams Placa, M.E, that
funs eogemTently with Banmum, Ing.'s BOP comtract. Bammum, Toa is corretly

obligated t pay pent, commen arsa ang maintsgance feas to the landlord;
b. Emered imo 2 cootract with the ULS. Department of  Fustics,

Buram: of Prisons:
3 Entored inta 2 comiract for, aod paid for, architestural and

engineering plans for the vengvation of 2210 Adims Placs, N.E. for use in the

Federal BOP coprracs
d. Extered intg a copmract for constructian and renavation = the

propesty.
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Entered into agrssments znd comivectuzl obligztions with local
e :

wilities for the appropriate wpgrades of water, sewer, and clectricity at the

property.

£
CCC ar the property. Such praperty imchudes, amwoog other things, beds,

Pirchased equipment necassary for the operatioa of 2 federal BOP

martressas, desks, chairs, telephane equipment, office squipment, and fire dJarm

Sysiems,
d dollars
To date, Banmum, Joc, has expended in excesy of four hundeed Sty thousen

($450,000,00) for such jrems. From this dare through May 1, 2003, B@ T nmst
abligate spother appropdmately one undred sixty-four thousand dollers (5154,0130.?0} in
arder to be ready to operats its federal BOP coatract and in reliance upon the District of
Columbia’s represcmtations that 2210 Adams Place, N.E. is properly zoned far the said

USe.

11, Inadﬁdan,B_ammmInc.pmjec;smstcwmmsonthewmmﬂn

coatract of a5 mmch as seventy thousand dellacs (570,000.00). -

i 7 federal
12,  Coremntly, withott any incaming revemue whatsgever fium the

BOP comzact, Barrum, Inc.’s nrinimmm dally fxed operational costs is far tiousand
one hundved Sfty dallary ($4,150,00),

15.  The BOP conducted z “me-sits inspection” of Bammum's moposed
property 2t 2210 Adamns Place on oc about Decamber 12, 2000. The purpose of this BOP
“pre-site inspection” was w evalugte the proposed property in sccordance with BOP
standards for the CCC services contract. In firtherance of the ledse agreement with 2210
Adams Place, & represeatative from Banmum attended sald “pre-sits inspection,” a5 did
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2210 Adams Place agents and thres (3) representstives from the BOP. Based in part on
this inspection and the representstions of the Diswict of Cohunbia that is & propery
zoned thereftr, the BOP found that the site acosprable zod uitimataly swarded Bannum,

Inc. 2 conrract on thar baeis,

i4. It is my belief Som twenty-four years of expericncs in cogbracting with
the BOP for CCC services that this program will be a0 asset to the commuaity ia wiich it
is located. Tt is my further belief that the program will not adversely affect, dut rather
will promots, public safety in the conmmmunity.

15, Fowever, it is my further belief from my years of eq@aience cogtrasting
with the fedecal BOP, that if Beamm, Inc. cannot begin pecfonmanes of its comract for
CCC services, then, the BOP will teminate the contract for defadle. A termiation for
dﬁkhaammmcﬁ‘umtﬁeﬁiﬁqﬁmywm obtain futurs
comtracts with the BOP and may well canse Bammum, Ioc, to be debarred er in the vecy
least put Banmara, Ine. at 2 sighificant commpetitive disadvantags, which tay weil lesd to

the demise of Bammum, Tnc’s business with jts only customer, the faderal Bureen of

Prisons.
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