
In the Matter of: 

THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
ALCOHOLIC BEVERAGE CONTROL BOARD 

) 
) 

Watergate Hotel Lessee, LLC 
t1a Watergate Hotel 

) Case Number: 
) License Number: 
) Order Number: 

13-PRO-00005 
09 11 62 
2013-293 

Application for a New 
Retai ler's Class CH License 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

at premises 
2650 Virginia Avenue, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20037 

BEFORE: Ruthanne Miller, Chairperson 
Nick Alberti, Member 
Donald Brooks, Member 
Herman Jones, Member 
Mike Silverstein, Member 

ALSO PRESENT: Watergate Hotel Lessee, LLC, t1a Watergate Hotel, Applicant 

Stephen O'Brien, of the firm Mallios and O'Brien, on behalf of the 
Applicant 

Erica Mueller, of The Marcus Firm, PLLC, on behalf of the 2700 
Virginja Avenue Group and the Newman Petitioners, consisting of 
Robert Burney, Herbert Goda, Maria Hughes, Judge Pauline 
Newman, Gerald Waldman, and Cynthia Walker 

Martha Jenkins, General Counsel 
Alcoholic Beverage Regulation Administration 

FINDINGS OF FACT, CONCLUSIONS OF LAW, 
AND ORDER 

INTRODUCTION 

The Watergate Hotel has filed an application with the Alcoholic Beverage Control 
Board (Board) requesting a Retailer' s Class CH alcohol license that will include five 
summer gardens and an entertainment endorsement, which will permit the hotel to receive 
cover charges and host dancing. In response to this request, Advisory Neighborhood 
Commission (ANC) 2A and two groups of five or more residents or property owners filed 



protests against the application. During the Roll Call Hearing in this matter, our Agent 
denied standing to a number of individuals who signed protest petitions seeking standing 
as a group, because they failed to appear at the hearing in person or through a designated 
representative. Therefore, our Agent granted standing to the groups without the 
individuals that failed to appear. 

Following the Roll Call Hearing, the application proceeded through the protest 
process. During this period, the Watergate Hotel entered into a settlement agreement with 
some of the surrounding residential complexes. Following the submission of the 
settlement agreement, the Board received a number of withdrawals from the protest by 
residents, as well as ANC 2A. 

Normally, the protest process ends when parties enter into a settlement agreement 
and withdraw their protests. Yet, some individual members of the two groups, who we 
designate the "Newman Petitioners," did not withdraw their claims against the Watergate 
Hotel's application and wish to continue the protest. Nevertheless, based on the 
withdrawals and our Agent's decision to exclude those signatories that failed to appear, it 
appeared that none of the remaining groups had the required number of members to retain 
standing. 

Consequently, before the start of the Protest Hearing, the Board heard arguments 
on the threshold question of whether any of the Newman Petitioners had standing to 
continue their protest as a group of five or more individual residents or property owners 
under District of Columbia (D.C.) Official Code § 25-601(2). Based on our review of the 
record and the law, we determine that our Agent acted in accordance with Title 25 of the 
D.C. Official Code (Title 25) and Title 23 of the D.C. Municipal Regulations (Title 23) in 
dismissing those signatories that failed to appear. We fU1iher determine that none of the 
groups of five or more residents or property owners have standing to continue the protest 
under § 25-601 (2), because none of the groups have five or more members. Therefore, the 
Board must dismiss the protest, because there are no groups left that have standing to 
protest the application filed by the Watergate Hotel. 

BACKGROUND 

We recount this matter's procedural history, which provides the factual basis of our 
decision. 

I. The Watergate Hotel Lessee, LLC, tfa Watergate Hotel, (Applicant) submitted an 
Application for a New Retailer's Class CH License (Application) at 2650 Virginia Avenue, 
N.W. See Protest File No. J3-PRO-00005, Notice of Public Hearing 

2. The Alcoholic Beverage Regulation Administration (ABRA) posted a Notice of 
Public Hearing on the Applicant' s premises on December 28, 2012, and published notice 
of the Application in the District of Columbia (D.C.) Register in accordance with D.C. 
Official Code §§ 25-421 and 25-423. Notice of Public Hearing; D.C. Register, Vol. 59, 
No. 52, ID No. 4120092 (Dec. 28, 2012). According to the Notice of Public Hearing, the 
last day to submit a petition in protest of the Application was February 1 1,2013. Notice of 
Public Hearing. The notice announced that ABRA would hold the administrative review 
hearing on February 25, 2013. rd . The notice further stated that any "objectors are entitled 
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to be heard before the granting of[the license] on the hearing date at 10:00 a.m. , 4th Floor, 
2000 14th Street, N.W. , Washington, D.C. 20009. Petitions and/or requests to appear 
before the Board must be filed on or before the petition date." Id. 

3. In response to the Notice of Public Hearing, the Board received various protest 
letters . Fi rst, ANC 2A voted to protest the license on January 16,2013, and submitted 
their protest letter to ABRA on January 30, 2013. ABRA Protest File No. 13-PRO-0000S, 
Letter from Chairperson Florence Harmon, ANC 2A, to Ruthanne Miller, Chairperson, 
Alcoholic Beverage Control Board (Jan. 30,2013). On February 24, 2013, ANC 2A 
appointed Commissioners Rebecca Coder, Florence Harmon, and Armando Irizarry to act 
as ANC 2A's designated representatives. Letter from Florence E. Harmon, Chair, ANC 
2A, to Ruthanne Miller, Chairperson, Alcoholic Beverage Control Board, I (Feb. 24, 
2013). 

4. On February 11,2013, ABRA received a petition with twenty-two signatures from 
the residents of2700 Virginia Avenue, N.W. (2700 Virginia Avenue Petition) protesting 
the Application. ABRA Pro lest File No. 13-PRO-0000S, 2700 Virginia Avenue Petition, 1-
3 (Feb. 11,2013). The 2700 Virginia Avenue Petition contained the names, addresses, and 
signatures of Eugene L. Bialek; Carla Botting; Robert L. Chetema; Debra Decker; Daniel 
W. Deming; Madeleine H. Deming; Herbert Goda; Peter Louis Jennings; Victoria 
Jennings; E. W. Kelly; Sherry Kelley; Patricia Kellogg; Michelle Michaels; Judge Pauline 
Newman; Arnold Sagalyn; Louise Sagalyn; William Schneider; Anne Smith; Dr. William 
Smith; Kari Thyne; June Walsh; and Michael Walsh.] Id. at 2-3. In total , the 2700 
Virginia Avenue Petition contained seventeen unique signatures when we exclude the 
duplicate signatures. Id. The petition did not authorize anyone to act as the designated 
representative for the entire group. 

5. In a separate letter, some of the signatories to the 2700 Virginia Avenue Petition 
notified the Board in writing that they had appointed designated representatives. First, 
Michelle Michaels and Kari Thyne designated Anne Smith to act as their designated 
representative. Letter from Michelle Michaels to the Alcoholic Beverage Control Board 
(Feb. 24, 2013); Letter from Kari Thyne to the Alcoholic Beverage Control Board (Feb. 
24, 2013). Second, Madeleine Deming designated Daniel Deming to act as her designated 
representative. Letter from Madeleine Deming to the Alcoholic Beverage Control Board 
(Feb. 24,2013). 

6. The residents of the Watergate West, also located at 2700 Virginia Avenue, N.W., 
submitted a separate protest petition (Watergate West Petition). ABRA Protest File No. 13-
PRO-OOOOS, Watergate West Petition, 1. The Watergate West Petition contained the 
names, addresses, and signatures of Howard Dugoff; Karen Kaub; Jonda McFarlane; 
Robert M. Phillips; Ivan Selin; Mary Kay Shaw; Johan Van Der Beke; and Tracy Van 
Riper. Id. at 3. In total, the Watergate West Petition contained eight signatures. Id. 
Furthermore, Jonda McFarlane designated Robert Phillips and Karen Kaub as her 
designated representatives. Letter from Jonda McFarlane to the ABRA (Feb. 18,2013). 

I We note that some of the handwritten signatures on the protest petitions we rece ived are difficult to discern. 
Therefore, we apologize in advance if we have misspelled any individual's name. 
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7. In a letter, dated February 7, 2013, Gerald Waldman, President of Watergate West 
Inc., submitted a third protest petition on behalf of the corporation and residents of the 
Watergate West (Waldman Petition). ABRA Protest File No. l3-PRO-00005, Letter from 
Gerald Waldman, President, Watergate West Inc., to Ruthanne Miller, Chairperson, 
Alcoholic Beverage Control Board, 1 (Feb. 7, 2013). The Waldman Petition contained the 
names, signatures, and addresses of Daniel Deming; Christine E. Evans; Lewey O. 
Gilstrap; Hal C. Lawrence; Tran Huong Mai; Judge Pauline Newman; Jennifer Smith; and 
Gerald Waldman. Id. at 2. Therefore, the petition contained eight signatures. In addition, 
the Waldman petitioners designated Julianne E. Dymowski as their attorney. Letter from 
Julianne E. Dymowski , Counsel , to Ruthanne Miller, Chairperson, Alcoholic Beverage 
Contro l Board (Feb. 6, 2013). 

8. On February 11,2013, Cynthia Walker submitted a letter in her "personal capacity" 
to protest the Application. ABRA Protest File No. l3-PRO-00005 , Letter from Cynthia 
Walker, to Ruthanne Miller, Chairperson, Alcoholic Beverage Control Board, 1 (Feb. 11 , 
2013). The letter did not indicate that any other individuals had joined Ms. Walker's 
protest. Id. On February 23 , 2013 , Ms. Walker designated Joyce Rice and Kristin 
Abkemeier as her designated representatives, and she asked to join the protests of the 
residents of2700 Virginia Avenue, N.W. Email from Cynthia Walker to LaVerne 
Fletcher, Mediation Specialist, ABRA (Feb. 23, 2013) (Subject: Second Letter of 
Designation); Email from Cynthia Walker to LaVerne Fletcher, Mediation Specialist, 
ABRA (Feb. 22, 2013) (Subject: Letter of Designation) . 

9. Once the forty-five day protest period for the Application expired, ABRA's 
Community Resource Advisor sent individual letters notifying the protest petitioners of a 
Roll Call Hearing on February 25, 2013 , at 10:00 a.m. D.C. Code § 25-101(41) (West 
Supp. 20 13); see ~, Letter from Sarah Fashbaugh, Community Resource Advisor, to 
Julianne Dymowski, Whiteford, Taylor & Preston LLP (Feb. 13,2012). According to the 
letter, the Board ' s Agent would conduct a hearing "to identify the parties with standing to 
file a protest." Id. In addition, the letter instructed the petitioners that they "must appear 
for the Roll Call Hearing in person or provide a written statement designating a 
representative who must appear for the hearing on [their] behalf." Id. The letter then 
stated, "Failure to do so will result in the dismissal of the protest without further notice. " 
Id. ABRA's Protest File indicates that this letter was sent to Eugene Bailek; Carla Botting; 
Robert Cheteman; Debra Decker; Daniel Deming; Madeleine Deming; Howard Dugoff; 
Julianne Dymowski; Christine Evans; Lewey Gilstrap; Herbert Goda; Peter Jennings; 
Victoria Jennings; Karen Kaub; E.W. Kelly; Sherry Kelley; Patricia Kellogg; Hal 
Lawrence; Tran Huong Mai ; Jonda McFarlane; Michelle Michaels; Judge Pauline 
Newman; Robert Phillips; Tracy Van Ripper; Arnold Sagalyn; Louise Sagalyn; William 
Schneider; Ivan Selin; Mary Shaw; Alme Smith; Jennifer Smith; Dr. William Smith; Kari 
Thyne; Johan Van Der Beke; Gerald Waldman; Cynthia Walker; June Walsh; and Michael 
Walsh. See ABRA Protest File No. 13-PRO-00005. 

10. The Roll Call Hearing for the Application occurred on February 25, 2013 . 
Transcript (Tr.) , Feb. 25, 2013, at 1. Mark Luria, the Applicant's Senior Vice President of 
Development, appeared at the hearing with attorney Stephen O'Brien on behalf of the 
Applicant. rd . at 2 . 
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11 . In addition, various protest petitioners appeared at the hearing. First, Gerald 
Waldman appeared with attorney Julie Dymowski . Id. at 3. Second, Armando Irizarry 
appeared on behalf of ANC 2A. Id. at 4. Third, Daniel Deming, Lewey Gilstrap, Karen 
Kaub, E.W. Kelley, Sherry Kelly, Judge Pauline Newman, Robert Phillips, Anne Smith, 
Dr. William Smith, and Michael Walsh appeared at the hearing. Id. at 4-8. Finally, Joyce 
Rice appeared at the hearing as the designated representative of Cynthia Walker. Id. at 8. 

12. The Board's Agent, who conducted the Roll Call Hearing, determined the standing 
of all ofthe protest petitioners. In that vein, the Board's Agent immediately granted ANC 
2A standing to protest the Application under D.C. Official Code § 25-601(4). Id. at 17. 

13. The Board's Agent then addressed the standing of the three potential parties that 
had submitted protest petitions as groups of five or more residents or property owners. 
First, she addressed the standing of the petitioners, represented by Ms. Dymowski, who 
signed the Waldman Petition (Waldman Group). [d. at 17-18. The Board's Agent noted 
that the Waldman Group only had four individual members present; specifically, only 
Daniel Deming, Lewey Gilstrap, Judge Pauline Newman, and Gerald Waldman appeared 
at the hearing. rd. at 22-23 . She then instructed the Waldman Group that she would only 
grant their group conditional standing. [d. at 23. As such, if the group did not resolve their 
dispute with the Applicant at mediation, then the Waldman Group would lose its standing 
unless an additional member appeared at the Protest Status Hearing. [d. None of the 
parties at the hearing objected to this determination. 

14. Second, she addressed the standing of the petitioners who signed the 2700 Virginia 
Avenue Petition (2700 Virginia Avenue Group). [d. at 24. While the petition had twenty
two signatures, the Board 's Agent did not grant standing to all of the signatories. Id. at 22-
28. The Board 's Agent granted standing to the members of the 2700 Virginia Avenue 
Group who were present: Daniel Deming, E.W. Kelly, Sherry Kelley, Judge Pauline 
Newman, Anne Smith, Dr. William Smith, and Michael Walsh. rd . at 25. Additionally, 
the Board's Agent added Madeleine Deming, Michelle Michaels, and Kari Thyne to the 
2700 Virginia Avenue Group, because their designated representatives appeared at the 
hearing. rd. at 28. Therefore, the Board's Agent ruled that the 2700 Virginia Avenue 
Group had standing as a group of ten. rd. at 30. 

15 . The Board's Agent then requested that the members of the 2700 Virginia Avenue 
Group present at the hearing appoint a designated representative. Id. Subsequently, Dr. 
William Smith volunteered to serve as the group 's designated representative. rd. at 30, 45-
46. Without objection, the Board' s A~ent stated, "William Smith is the designated 
representative for the group of [ten]." [d. at 30. We also note that Dr. Smith told the 
Board's Agent that he did not want to combine the 2700 Virginia Avenue Group's protest 
with the other group, because he did not know their views on the Application. rd. at 14-15. 
Dr. Smith then filled out the contact form provided by the Board's Agent. Id. at 30. 

16. Third, the Board' s Agent also dismissed the signatories to the Watergate West 
Petition, because they only had three members appear at the hearing in person or through a 

2 The Board ' s Agent stated nine on the record, but the record shows that she actually granted standing to ten 
members oflhe 2700 Virginia A venue Group at this point in the hearing. Tr., 2125/1 3 at 30. 
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designated representative. Id. at 35-36, 41 . Nevertheless, the Board's Agent permitted the 
petitioners from the Watergate West Petition who appeared at the hearing to join the 2700 
Virginia Avenue Group. Id. at 36. Those individuals were Karen Kaub and Robert 
Phillips, as well as londa McFarlane who appeared through a designated representative. 
Id. at 32-33 , 35, 39-41. The Board ' s Agent also added Cynthia Walker to the 2700 
Virginia Avenue Group based on the written instructions Ms. Walker gave to the Board's 
Agent before the hearing. Id. at 31. As a result, the Board's Agent identified the 2700 
Virginia Avenue Group as a group of fourteen with standing to protest the Application. Id. 
at 45 3 No one at the hearing objected to this determination by the Board's Agent. 

17. Therefore, by the end of the hearing on February 25, 2013, the following parties 
had standing to protest the application: ANC 2A and the fourteen member 2700 Virginia 
Avenue Group. Supra, at ~~ 12, 14-16. In addition, the Board 's Agent granted conditional 
standing to the Waldman Group so long as they had at least one additional member appear 
at the Protest Status Hearing. Supra, at ~ 13. 

18. The parties attended two mediation sessions held by ABRA; one on March 
14,2013, and the other on March 21 , 2013. See ABRA Protest File No. 13-PRO-00005. 
After the mediation sessions, the parties attended the Protest Status Hearing on March 27, 
2013. Tr., March 27, 2013 at 1. 

19. At the Protest Status Hearing on March 27, 2013 the Applicant and the three 
protestants- ANC 2A, the 2700 Virginia Avenue Group, and the Waldman Group--
appeared at the hearing. Tr., 3/27/13 at 4-5 . Tran Huong Mai appeared at the hearing, 
which demonstrated that the Waldman Group had at least five members. Id. at 5. The 
parties also expressed a continued desire to negotiate a settlement agreement to resolve the 
protest. Id . at 6. The Board scheduled the Protest Hearing for May 8, 20 13. Id. We note 
that none of the parties at the Protest Status Hearing raised objections with the Board 
regarding the standing determinations made by the Board 's Agent at the Roll Call 
Hearing.4 

20. In the period between the Protest Status Hearing and the Protest Hearing, the Board 
received a Settlement Agreement, dated May 1,2013, between the Applicant, Watergate 
West, Inc., Watergate East, Inc., and Watergate South, Inc. ABRA Protest File No. 13-
PRO-00005, Settlement Agreement (May 1,2013). We formally approve this Settlement 
Agreement in this Order. 

3 The Board 's Agent mistakenly said that the 2700 Virginia Avenue Group was composed of thirteen 
members on the record at the hearing; however, the transcript shows that the Board 's Agent gave standing or 
conditional standing to fourteen members of the 2700 Virginia Avenue Group based on the petitioners who 
appeared in person or through their designated representative. llL at 45 . 

' Indeed, Mr. Smith, the designated representative of the 2700 Virginia Avenue Group stated himself that the 
protestants were "the building, the board of directors, the 'Gang of 13' (referred to in this Order as the 2700 
Virginia Avenue Group), and the ANC. Tr., 3127/ 13 at 5-6. Thus, at least as of the Protest Status Hearing, 
the 2700 Virginia Avenue Group had no objection to our Agent 's determination that some of the signatories 
were not entitled to join the group. 
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21. The Board then received letters from various group members indicating that they 
wished to withdraw their protest. First, the Board received a petition with signatures from 
eleven residents indicating their intent to withdraw from the protest, because they were 
satisfied with the Settlement Agreement submitted to the Board. ABRA Protest File No. 
l3-PRO-0000S, Letter from Anne Smith, el aI., to the ABRA (undated). According to this 
petition, Daniel Deming; Madeleine Deming; Karen Kaub; E. W. Kelley; Sherry Kelley; 
Janda McFarlane; Michelle Michaels; Robert Phillips; Anne Smith; Dr. William Smith; 
and Kari Thyne withdrew from the protest. rd. Second, the Board received a signed letter 
from Tran Huong Mai indicating that she was withdrawing her protest, because she was 
satisfied with the Settlement Agreement. 5 Letter from Tran Huong Mai and Daniel W. 
Deming to the ABRA (May 6, 2013). Third, the Board received a letter from Jennifer 
Smith indicating that she wished to withdraw her protest. Letter from Jennifer Smith to the 
ABRA (May 7, 2013). Fourth, the Board received a letter from Lewey O. Gilstrap 
indicating that he withdrew his protest as well. Letter from Lewey O. Gilstrap to the 
ABRA (May 7, 2013). Fifth, ANC 2A moved to withdraw its protest against the license 
upon our acceptance of the Settlement Agreement proffered to the Board by the Applicant, 
which does not include the ANC as a party. Letter from Florence Harmon, Chair, ANC 
2A, to Ruthanne Miller, Chair, Alcoholic Beverage Control Board (May 2, 2013). 
Consequently, fourteen members from the various protest groups have asked to withdrew 
from the protest, as well as ANC 2A. Furthermore, we note that all of these withdrawals 
are effective, because we approve the Settlement Agreement. 

22. Based on the various withdrawals, the 2700 Virginia Avenue Group lost eleven 
members. The withdrawing members are Daniel Deming; Madeleine Deming; Karen 
Kaub; E.W. Kelley; Sherry Kelley; Janda McFarlane; Michelle Michaels; Robert Phillips; 
Anne Smith; Dr. William Smith; and Kari Thyne. Supra, at ~ 21. As a result, as of the 
date of the Protest Hearing, only Judge Pauline Newman, Michael Walsh, and Cynthia 
Walker remained as members of the 2700 Virginia Avenue Group. 

23. Furthermore, due to the withdrawals, the Waldman Group lost four members. The 
withdrawing members of the Waldman Group are Daniel Deming, Lewey Gilstrap, Tran 
Mai Huong, and Jennifer Smith. Supra, at ~ 21. As a result, as of the date ofthe Protest 
Hearing, only Christine Evans, Hal Lawrence, Judge Pauline Newman, and Gerald 
Waldman remained as members of the Waldman Group. 

24. On May 8, 2013 , before the Protest Hearing, the Board held a hearing to determine 
whether any of the parties retained standing. Tr., May 8, 2013 at 3-4. Robert Burney, 
Herbert Goda, Maria Hughes, Judge Pauline Newman, Gerald Waldman, Cynthia Walker, 
June Walsh, and Michael Walsh (collectively the "Newman Petitioners") appeared at the 
hearing to assert that they retained standing. The Newman Petitioners appeared with their 
counsel who stated that she represented the thirty-two residents that signed the 2700 
Virginia Avenue Petition. rd. at 8. 

, Daniel W. Deming also signed the letter. 
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THE MAY 8, 2013 HEARING 

At the hearing on May 8, 2013 , the parties presented their arguments regarding the 
standing of the Newman Petitioners and the 2700 Virginia Avenue Group. 

The Newman Petitioners argue that the 2700 Virginia Avenue Group should retain 
standing as a group of thirty-two individuals, because all of the members appeared at the 
Roll Call Hearing through their designated representative, Dr. William Smith. Id. at 6, 14, 
21,23,26,49. The Newman Petitioners contend that nothing in Title 25 or Title 23 
requires that they and the other petitioners appoint a designated representative in writing; 
therefore, Dr. Smith represented the entire group, even though nothing in writing was 
submitted to the Board to that effect. .!Q., at 17,29. They further contend that the Board 
does not have the power to determine whether individual members of a group have 
standing to protest an application and that the Board lacks the power to dismiss individual 
signatories from the protest. Id. at 6-7,14. Therefore, they assert that the Board's Agent 
erred by conferring standing on only fourteen members of the 2700 Virginia Avenue 
Group at the hearing, and the Board should find that the Newman Petitioners have standing 
to continue the protest as a group of twenty-four petitioners, once the withdrawals are 
taken into account. Id. at 25 . 

In opposition, the Applicant argues that Mr. Burney, Mr. Goda, Ms. Hughes, Judge 
Newman, Ms. Walker, Ms. Walsh, and Mr. Walsh lack standing to continue the protest as 
a group of five or more residents or property owners. According to the Applicant, D.C. 
Official Code § 25-60 I (2) grants standing to groups of five or more residents or property 
owners sharing common grounds. Id. at 9. Under § 25-602(2), a group must notify the 
Board during the forty-five day protest period of their intention to object to the petition and 
their grounds for doing so, which, in this case, expired on February 11,2013. Id. The 
Applicant notes that during the Roll Call Hearing, the Board 's Agent identified two groups 
that wished to protest the Application and that the groups rejected creating a single group. 
Id. at 10. According to the Applicant, the eight-member Waldman Group no longer has 
standing to the protest the Application, because the group only has four members left after 
four of their members withdrew. Id. at 10-11. As for the 2700 Virginia A venue Group, 
Dr. Smith only represented those individuals that appeared in person or through a written 
designation. Id. at II. Consequently, based on the withdrawals received by the Board, the 
2700 Virginia Avenue Group does not have sufficient members to constitute a group; 
therefore, the 2700 Virginia Avenue Group lacks standing to continue the protest. Id. at 
12. The Applicant also disputes the Newman Petitioners' contention that the 2700 
Virginia Avenue Petition contains more than twenty-two signatures. Id. at 27-28 . 

At the conclusion of the hearing, the Board ruled from the bench that the Newman 
Petitioners lacked standing to continue the protest. Id. at 90-91. We found that under § 
160 1.9 of Title 23, our Agent has the authority to identify the parties with standing, as well 
as the issues under dispute. Id. at 88 . We further stated that the mere fact that a petitioner 
submits a protest letter does not entitle him or her to standing, and that the purpose of the 
Roll Call Hearing is to determine the individuals who make up a group of at least five 
residents or property owners sharing common ground for their protest under D.C. Official 
Code § 25-60 1(2) . Id. In addition, the Board further held that under § 1707.1 of Title 23, 
a designated representatives must submit a signed statement outlining the "nature of the 
representation" before they may begin representing others. Id. at 89. We concluded that 
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the individuals who did not appear or designate a representative do not have standing to 
protest the Application and forfeited their right to protest the Application; therefore, we 
affirmed our Agent 's decision to recognize only the fourteen individuals of the 2700 
Virginia Avenue Group that appeared in person or through Dr. Smith. rd . at 89-90. 
Therefore, we concluded, and affirm in this Order, that none of the groups of five or more 
residents or property owners, as well as the Newman Petitioners, retained standing to 
protest the Application. 

DISCUSSION 

In addition to our reasoning provided at the May 8, 2013 hearing, we provide the 
following written Order based on our review of the law and the record in this matter in 
accordance with D.C. Official Code § 2-509(e). 

In Section I, we conclude that D.C. Official Code § 25-444(b) and § 1601.9 of Title 
23 provide the Board with the authority to determine whether individual signatories may 
participate in a protest as part ofa group of five or more residents or property owners 
sharing common grounds. Furthermore, in Section II, we conclude that the Board, and our 
Agent, have the authority to bar protest petition signatories from joining a protest group if 
those signatories fail to appear at a Roll Call Hearing or Protest Status Hearing under §§ 
1601.5,1601.6, and 1603.3 of Title 23. In addition, our Agent is entitled to conclude that 
absent signatories cannot be identified and cannot satisfy the standing requirements of § 
25-601 (2) . 

Consequently, as we discuss in Section III, our Agent correctly dismissed those 
signatories who failed to appear in person or through a designated representative at the 
Roll Call Hearing on February 25, 2013. The Newman Petitioners' argument that the 
absent signatories were represented by Dr. Smith is not supported by § 1707.1 of Title 23 
or the record. We also conclude that the 2700 Virginia Avenue Petition only contained 
twenty-two signatures, not thirty-two signatures, because the petition filed timely with the 
Board only contained twenty-two signatures . Therefore, the only valid members of the 
2700 Virginia Avenue Group are Judge Newman and Mr. Walsh. Mr. Burney, Ms. 
Hughes, and Mr. Waldman may not join the 2700 Virginia Avenue Group, because they 
did not sign the original petition submitted to the Board; therefore, they may not join the 
group under § 1801.2 of Title 23 . Furthermore, their addition to the protest would be 
untimely under § 25-602. We also conclude that the Board 's Agent was not authorized to 
permit Cynthia Walker to join the 2700 Virginia Avenue Group, because adding her to the 
group violates § 25-602 and § 1801.2 of Title 23 . Therefore, because we conclude that the 
2700 Virginia Avenue Group only contains two members, we dismiss this group 's protest 
under § 25-601(2). 

For similar reasons, we affirm our Agent's decision to dismiss those signatories to 
the Watergate West Petition that failed to appear. We also dismiss the signatories to the 
Watergate West Petition and the Waldman Group for having insufficient members to 
maintain standing under § 25-601(2). Consequently, because no protestants remain, the 
Board and ABRA shall treat the Application as if it is unopposed, and process it 
accordingl y. 
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Finally, as we discuss in Section IV, we determine that the protest issues in this 
matter are limited to those matters raised in the protestants ' initial protest letters under 
D.C. Official Code § 25-602(a). 

I. THE BOARD HAS THE POWER TO IDENTIFY THOSE RESIDENTS OR 
PROPERTY OWNERS THAT CONSTITUTE A GROUP UNDER § 25-
444(b) AND § 1601.9. 

Under § 25-444(b) and § 1601.9, the Board, and our Agent, has the power to 
determine whether an individual resident or property owner belongs in a group of five 
residents or property owners under Title 25 and Title 23. 

Under § 25-601 , "A group of no fewer than 5 residents or property owners of the 
District sharing common grounds for their protest" has the right to protest the issuance of a 
liquor license. D.C. Code § 25-601(2). Under § 25-444(b), "The parties to the protest 
hearing shall be the applicant and the protestants as identified at the administrative 
review." D.C. Code § 25-444(b) (West Supp. 2013) (emphasis added). Our regulations 
further state in § 1601 .9 that "At the administrative review, the Board's agent shall have 
the authority to: ... identify the parties with standing and the filed protest issues, if 
undisputed." 23 DCMR § 1601.9(d) (West Supp. 2013). The dictionary definition of the 
word " identify" is "to establish the identity of' or "To find out the origin, nature, or 
definitive elements of." Webster's II New College Dictionary (2001) (identif)'). 

As a matter of law, a group cannot exist unless it contains at least five residents of 
the District of Columbia or property owners. § 25-60 I (2). Under § 25-444(b), a group 
does not become a party until it is identified at the administrative review hearing. 
Nevertheless, it is impossible to identify a group unless we can establish the "definitive 
elements" of the group; namely, the specific residents or property owners who make up the 
group. Therefore, if the Board has the power to determine whether an individual belongs 
in a group, it follows logically that the Board has the power to determine that an individual 
does not belong in a group. 

II. THE BOARD HAS THE POWER TO EXCLUDE ANY INDIVIDUAL 
FROM A GROUP THAT FAILS TO APPEAR EITHER IN PERSON OR 
THROUGH A DESIGNATED REPRESENTATIVE UNDER §§ 1601.5, 
1601.6, AND 1603.3. 

The Board, and OllJ Agent, has the authority to bar protest petition signatories from 
joining a protest group if those signatories fail to appear at a Roll Call Hearing or Protest 
Status Hearing. In addition, our Agent is entitled to conclude that absent signatories have 
defaulted on their claims and cannot satisfy the standing requirements of § 25-601(2). 

Under § 1601.5, " . .. each person submitting a protest shall attend the 
administrative review hearing in person or appear through a designated representative." 23 
DCMR § 1601.5 (West Supp. 2013). We interpret "person" in § 1601.5 to mean each 
individual signatory, because Title 25 defines a "person" as an "individual," among other 
definitions. D.C. Code § 25-101(37) (West Supp. 2013)6 Sections 1601.6 and 1603.3 

6 While we recognize that "persons" are identified in § 25-601 for the purpose of standing, that provision 
must be read in conjunction with § 25-101(37). The definition of person set forth in § 25-101(37) is intended 
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then warn that the "Failure to appear at the administrative review hearing [or Status 
Hearing] either in person or through a designated representative may result in ... dismissal 
ofa protest unless good cause is shown for the failure to appear. 23 DCMR §§ 1601.6, 
1603.3 (West Supp. 2013). 

Based on our interpretation of § 1601 .5, we consider the protest petition the joint 
submission of all the individual signatories; therefore, all signatories must appear at the 
Roll Call Hearing and Protest Status Hearing. If any of the individual signatories fail to 
appear, either in person or through a designated representative, then our Agent is entitled to 
dismiss them from the protest under §§ 1601.6 and 1603.3. 

We emphasize that this appearance requirement is not onerous. If an individual 
member cannot attend, then he or she can merely appoint a designated representative to 
attend in their place. Consequently, we conclude that § 25-444(b) and §§ 1601.5, 1601.6, 
1601.9 and 1603 .3 provides the Board with the legal mechanism for excluding individuals 
who fail to appear at the Roll Call Hearing or Protest Status Hearing from joining a group 
under § 25-601(2). 

In addition, as we discussed in Section I, our Agent has the responsibility to 
identifY the members of an individual group. If an individual signatory fails to appear, 
then our Agent may determine that the absent signatories cannot demonstrate that they are 
residents or property owners in the District under § 25-444(b) and § 1601.9 of Title 23 . 
Therefore, our Agent has the authority to bar absent signatories from joining a protest 
group. 

The Newman Petitioner's interpretation is contrary to the plain meaning and 
legislative history of § 25-601(2), and allows groups to include unlawful members. Here, 
the Newman Petitioners contend that Title 25 allows the Board to identify and confer 
standing on the group as a whole, but does not give the Board, or our Agent, the power to 
determine whether specific individuals qualifY as members of the group. As we noted in 
Section I and Section II, we find this assertion unsupported by the plain meaning of the 
term "identify" in § 25-444(b) and ~ 1601.9 and our appearance rules described in §§ 
1601.5 , 1601.6, 1601.9 and 1603.3 . 

Further, the legislative history of § 25-60 I shows that the Council of the District of 
Columbia (Council) did not want the Board to act as a rubber stamp when groups 
requested standing. Instead, the Council wanted the Board to determine carefully whether 
each group truly fulfills the standing requirement. Council of the District of Columbia, 
Committee on Consumer and Regulatory Affairs, Report on Bill 13-449, the "Title 25, 

to apply throughout Title 25 and Title 23 unless expressly indicated or such interpretation leads to an absurd 
result. 

7 The Newman Petitioners' interpretation also contradicts § 1801.6 of Title 23 , which provides applicants 
with the right to challenge individual signatures. Under this regulation, "The Board shall permit any party to 
a protested case to challenge the validity of signatures on Protest Petitions submitted by the opposing party." 
23 DCMR § 1801.6 (West Supp. 2013). Based on this regulation, we conclude that if applicants have the 
power to challenge individual signatures, then it follows that the Board can dismiss those individuals with 
invalid signatures from the protest, even if this action would not lead to the dismissal of the entire group. 
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D.C. Code Enactment and Related Amendments Act of2000," 135 (Nov. 20,2000).8 
Indeed, the Council explicitly recognized that the requirement would permit applicants to 
cross-examine the members of groups to determine whether they satisfied § 25-601(2). Id. 
at 135 n. 64. Therefore, when signatories fail to appear at required hearings, they deny 
applicants the opportunity to challenge their standing. 

Indeed, if we adopted the Newman Petitioners' interpretation this would force the 
Board to accept groups with improper membership. For example, what if the Board's 
Agent initially grants standing to a group of thirty-two residents. Then, at the next hearing, 
the Applicant or the Board establishes that one member is actually the visiting cousin of 
the designated representative, and does not reside or own property in the District, in 
violation of § 25-60 I (2). Under the Newman Petitioners ' interpretation, the Board lacks 
the power to turn the group of thirty-two into a group of thirty-one by dismissing the 
visiting cousin. Moreover, if this situation occurred in a group with only five members, 
then we would be forced to allow an unlawful group to maintain a protest that is not 
permitted by § 25-601(2). Therefore, we reject the Newman Petitioners' interpretation, 
because it defeats the purpose of permitting cross-examination and leads to unlawful 
results. 

Therefore, we conclude that D.C. Official Code § 25-444(b) and § 1601.9 of Tille 
23 provide the Board with the authority and the responsibility to determine whether 
individual residents or property owners may participate in a protest as part of a group of 
five or more residents or property owners. This authority includes the power to dismiss 
those individuals that we cannot determine satisfy the standing requirements discussed in § 
25-602(1) and the power to bar individual signatories from participating in a protest group 
when they fail to appear in accordance with our regulations. 

III. THE 2700 VIRGINIA AVENUE GROUP LACKS STANDING AS A GROUP 
OF FIVE OR MORE RESIDENTS OR PROPERTY OWNERS. 

Accordingly, based on our reasoning in Sections I and II, the Board's Agent 
correctly determined that only the ten signatories who appeared at the Roll Call Hearing 
could be established as part of the 2700 Virginia Avenue Group. The record does not 
support the Newman Petitioners argument that Dr. Smith served as the designated 
representative of all of the signatories to the 2700 Virginia Avenue Petition, or that the 
petition contains thirty-two signatures. We also overrule our Agent's decision to allow 
Cynthia Walker to join the 2700 Virginia Avenue Group under D.C. Official Code § 25-
602(a) and § 1801.2 of Title 23. Therefore, based on the individual withdrawals submitted 
to the Board and the dismissal of Cynthia Walker, we find that the 2700 Virginia Avenue 
Group only has two members. Consequently, the 2700 Virginia Avenue Group's protest 
must be dismissed. 

, In its Committee Report , the Council explicitly stated that it disfavored "lone protestants." Council of the 
District of Columbia, Committee on Consumer and Regulatory Affairs, Report on Bill 13-449, the "Title 25 , 
D.C. Code Enactment and Related Amendments Act of 2000," 135 (Nov. 20, 2000). 
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A. Our Agent correctly determined that the ten signatories that appeared at 
the Roll Call Hearing could join the 2700 Virginia Avenue Group. 

As we noted in Sections I and II, we have the power to identify those individuals that 
form a group and to dismiss those individuals that fail to appear. Additionally, although 
not legally required, ABRA reiterated this point to the signatories through the letters sent 
by ABRA' s Community Resource Advisor. Supra, at ~ 9. These letters specifically 
instructed each signatory that they must appear at the Roll Call Hearing in person or 
through a designated representative, or risk the dismissal of their protest. Supra, at ~ 9. 
Despite this warning, many of the signatories to the 2700 Virginia A venue Petition failed 
to appear at the Roll Call Hearing either in person or through a designated representative. 

The record shows that only ten members appeared at the hearing in person or 
through a designated representative: Daniel Deming, Madeleine Deming, E. W. Kelly, 
Sherry Kelley, Judge Pauline Newman, Michelle Michaels, Anne Smith, Dr. William 
Smith, Kari Thyne, and Michael Walsh. Supra, at ~ 14. Consequently, we find that the 
Board's Agent properly granted standing to those ten signatories to the 2700 Virginia 
Avenue Petition that appeared in person or through a designated representative. 

B. Dr. Smith only served as the designated representative of the signatories 
that appeared at the Roll Call Hearing. 

The Newman Petitioners argue that Dr. Smith served as the designated 
representative for the absent signatories to the 2700 Virginia Avenue Petition, even though 
the record contains nothing in writing, or by the actions of Dr. Smith, that proves this 
assertion. Tr . 5/8/13 at 37. 

Section § 1707.1 states, "No person may appear before the Board in a 
representative capacity prior to submission of a signed statement containing that person's 
name, address, occupation, telephone number, and the nature of representation." 23 
DCMR § 1707.1 (West Supp. 2013). 

Here, the Board possesses no statement from Dr. Smith indicating that he intended 
to represent all of the signatories to the petition. Thus, the Newman Petitioners cannot 
show that Dr. Smith satisfied § 1707.1 in respect to all of the signatories to the 2700 
Virginia Avenue Petition. 

Indeed, the factual record in this proceeding contravenes the Newman Petitioners' 
claim that Dr. Smith represented all of the signatories to the petition. First, the 2700 
Virginia Avenue Petition contained no written statement that the signatories had 
designated anyone to serve as their designated representative. See 2700 Virginia Avenue 
Petition, 1-2. Second, during the Roll Call Hearing and Protest Status Hearing, Dr. Smith 
never corrected or objected to the determination that the group he represented only 
contained fourteen members. Supra, at ~ 15. As a result, the record does not support the 
Newman Petitioners' assertion that Dr. Smith represented all of the signatories to the 2700 
Virginia Avenue Petition. Therefore, we conclude that our Agent properly excluded those 
absent signatories because they did not appoint a designated representative, and did not 
comply with the Title 23's appearance requirement. 
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C. The record shows that the petition submitted by the 2700 Virginia Avenue 
Group only contained twenty-two signatures, not thirty-two signatures. 

We further note that a factual dispute exists between the parties as to whether the 
2700 Virginia Avenue Petition contains thirty-two or twenty-two signatures. Tr. 3/8/ 13 at 
65, 71-72. Our records show that the 2700 Virginia Avenue Petition only contains twenty
two signatures. Protest File No. 13-PRO-00005, 2700 Virginia Avenue Petition, 2-3 . 

The Newman Petitioners argued that ABRA must have made a mistake, and that 
the signatories to the 2700 Virginia Avenue Petition timely filed a petition with thirty-two 
signatures, not twenty-two signatures. Tr. 3/8/ 13 at 72. We disagree. 

During the Roll Call Hearing, the Board's Agent stated that the 2700 Virginia 
Avenue Petition only contained twenty-two signatures. Tr., 2/25113 at 27. No one from 
the 2700 Virginia Avenue Group corrected the Board's Agent or asserted that there were, 
in fact, more than twenty-two signatures on the petition. Based on these facts , we 
conclude that ABRA only received a petition with twenty-two signatures on it, and that the 
2700 Virginia Avenue Group failed to timely file the additional page described at the 
hearing on May 8, 2013. Tr., 3/8/ 13 at 72. 

Therefore, we find that the 2700 Virginia Avenue Group's Petition only contained 
twenty-two signatures. Thus, any additional signatories to the 2700 Virginia Avenue 
Petition have forfeited their opportunity to protest the Application, because they failed to 
file a timely protest petition before the end of the protest period. D.C. Code § 25-602 
(West Supp. 2013). 

D. The 2700 Virginia Avenue Group only contains two members; therefore, 
the group does not have standing to continue the protest under § 25-601(2). 

As we noted in paragraphs 21 and 22, Daniel Deming; Madeleine Deming; Karen 
Kaub; E. W. Kelley; Sherry Kelley; Jonda McFarlane; Michelle Michaels; Robert Phillips; 
Anne Smith; Dr. William Smith; and Kari Thyne have withdrawn from the 2700 Virginia 
Avenue Group. Supra, at ~~ 21 , 22. As a result, as of the date of the Protest Hearing, only 
Judge Pauline Newman, Michael Walsh, and Cynthia Walker remain as members of the 
2700 Virginia Avenue Group. Based on our determination that our Agent improperly 
granted standing to Cynthia Walker, the 2700 Virginia Avenue Group only has two 
members. Therefore, 2700 Virginia Avenue Group does not have a sufficient number 
members to retain standing as a group of at least five residents or property owners under § 
25-601(2). 

i. Judge Pauline Newman and Michael Walsh remain members of the 
2700 Virginia Avenue Group. 

At the hearing on May 8, 2013, the Newman Petitioners presented Robert Burney, 
Herbert Goda, Maria Hughes, Judge Pauline Newman, Gerald Waldman, Cynthia Walker, 
June Walsh, and Michael Walsh at the hearing to demonstrate that the 2700 Virginia 
Avenue Group retained standing to continue the protest. Supra, at ~ 24. We agree with the 
Newman Petitioners that both Judge Pauline Newman and Michael Walsh appeared at the 
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Roll Call Hearing and retain standing as part of the 2700 Virginia Avenue Group. Supra, 
at ~ 14. Nevertheless, we cannot reach the same conclusion for the other individuals who 
attended the most recent hearing. 

ii. Robert Burney, Herbert Gada, Maria Hughes, Gerald Waldman, and 
June Walsh cannot join the 2700 Virginia Avenue Group. 

Under § 1801.2, a protest petition must contain the name, address, and signature of 
each member of the group. 23 DCMR § 1801.2 (West Supp. 2013). Further, under § 25-
602(a), protestants must file their protest petition before the end of the protest period. § 
25-602(a). 

The record shows that June Walsh and Herbert Goda did not appear at the Roll Call 
Hearing, and they did not appoint a designated representative. See supra, at ~ 14. 
Therefore, the Board 's Agent was justified in excluding them from the 2700 Virginia 
Avenue Group for failing to appear. 

In addition, we conclude that Robert Burney, Maria Hughes, and Gerald Waldman 
may not join the 2700 Virginia Avenue Group, because they did not sign the original 2700 
Virginia Avenue Petition filed with the Board . Supra, at ~ 4. Furthermore, even if they 
had signed the petition submitted to ABRA, neither Mr. Burney nor Ms. Hughes appeared 
at the Roll Call Hearing in person or through a designated representative. Supra, at ~~ 4, 
14. Therefore, they have no right to join the 2700 Virginia Avenue Group. 

Finally, we conclude that Gerald Waldman may not join the 2700 Virginia Avenue 
Group. Mr. Waldman only signed the Waldman Petition, and did not sign the 2700 
Virginia Avenue Group Petition. See supra, at ~~ 4,7. Our Agent explicitly recognized 
that the groups in this case are separate parties, and the 2700 Virginia Avenue Group 
expressly declined the opportunity to create a single group9 Supra, at ~ IS. Finally, we 
note that the protest period in this matter expired on February 11 ,2013. Supra, at ~ 2. As 
a result, it is too late for the 2700 Virginia Avenue Group to add signatories to the group 
under § 25-602(a) or for Mr. Waldman to switch groups. Supra, at ~ 2. For these reasons, 
we cannot allow Mr. Bumy, Mr. Goda, Ms. Hughes, Mr. Waldman, and Ms. Walsh to join 
the 2700 Virginia Avenue Group. 

iii. The Board overturns our Agent's decision to permit Cynthia Walker to 
join the 2700 Virginia Avenue Group. 

The Board also concludes that our Agent could not permit Cynthia Walker to join 
the 2700 Virginia Avenue Group. See supra, at ~ 16. Similar to Mr. Waldman, Ms. 
Walker did not sign the 2700 Virginia Avenue Petition, but instead protested in her 
"personal capacity." Supra, at ~ 8. Under D.C. Official Code § 25-602(a) and § 1801.2 of 
Title 23, she was not permitted to join the 2700 Virginia Avenue Group as she requested 
on February 23, 2013, once the protest period expired on February 11 , 2013; therefore, we 

9 Because the parties declined to form a single group, we do not reach the issue of whether our Agent is 
permitted to allow separate groups to become a single group at the Roll Call Hearing once they have obtained 
standing. 
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overrule our Agent's decision to permit Cynthia Walker to join the 2700 Virginia Avenue 
Group.lO Supra, at ~~ 2, 8, 16. 

iv. The Board must dismiss the 2700 Virginia Avenue Group, because it 
lacks standing as a group under § 25-601 (2). 

We conclude that the 2700 Virginia Avenue Group only contains two members; 
therefore, we must dismiss the group from the protest, because a group of two cannot 
retain standing as a group of five or more residents or property owners under § 25-601(2). 

For the same reason, based on their failure to appear in person or through a 
designated representative, we also agree with our Agent's determination that the 
signatories to the Watergate West Petition did not have a sufficient number of members to 
show that they have standing as a group. Supra, at ~ 16. Finally, based on the withdrawals 
from the Waldman Group, we determine that this group lacks standing to continue the 
protest as well, because it only has four members. Supra, at ~ 23. 

v. The signatories dismissed by the Board's Agent are entitled to notice 
that the Board dismissed their protest. 

Under § 1601.7, 

A recommendation by the Board's agent to deny a license application or dismiss a 
protest for failure to attend the administrative review shall be forwarded to the 
Board for consideration in writing. The Board's decision to adopt or not adopt the 
recommendation of the Board's agent to deny a license application or dismiss a 
protest for failure to appear shall be sent to the parties in writing. A request for 
reinstatement with the Board must be filed within ten (10) days after notification 
from the Board of the dismissal or denial. 

23 DCMR § 1601.7 (West Supp. 2013). 

The record does not indicate that all of the signatories dismissed by our Agent have 
received written notice of their dismissal. Therefore, as part of this Order, the Board shall 
provide the notice required by § 1601.7, which shall give the dismissed signatories an 
opportunity to request reinstatement in accordance with our regulations. 

IV. THE PROTEST ANTS IN THIS MATTER HAVE WAIVED THE 
OPPORTUNITY TO RAISE ISSUES OUTSIDE OF APPROPRIATENESS 
UNDER §§ 2S-602(a), 1601.8(b), 1602.1, AND 1602.4 BY FAILING TO 
TIMELY RAISE THEM IN THEIR INITIAL PROTEST LETTERS. 

Finally, we also note that in their May 3, 2013, letter to the Board, and at the most 
recent hearing, the Newman Petitioners expressed a desire to challenge the Application on 
non-appropriateness grounds. Letter from Erica J. Mueller to Ruthanne Miller, 
Chairperson, Alcoholic Beverage Control Board (May 3, 2013). Nevertheless, our review 

10 We note that the issue of whether the Board' s Agent could penn it Karen Kaub, Robert Phillips and Jonda 
McFarlane to join the 2700 Virginia Avenue Group is moot, because they withdrew their protests against the 
Application. Supra, at ~ 21 . 
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of the record indicates that all of the protestants in this matter have waived the opportunity 
to raise non-appropriateness issues by failing to timely raise them in their initial protest 
letters. II 

Under § 25-602(a), "any person objecting, under § 25-601, to the approval of an 
application shall notify the Board in writing . .. the grounds for the objection within the 
protest period." § 25-602(a). Our regulations further state, "The Board's agent shall 
schedule a roll call hearing for the next regularly scheduled Board meeting rather than a 
status hearing .. . when ... a legal issue is raised that would preclude the Board from 
granting the application . ... " 23 DCMR § 1601.8(b) (West Supp. 2013). During the 
hearing scheduled by the Board's Agent, § 1602.1 advises that the Board will "address 
unresolved legal and factual issues and disputes identified by the Board's agent at the 
administrative review." 23 DCMR § 1602.1 (West Supp. 2013). Under § 1602.4, after 
hearing from the parties, "The Board shall either announce its decision at the ... hearing or 
take its decision on the unresolved legal issues under advisement and schedule the matter 
for a status hearing." 23 DCMR § 1602.4 (West Supp. 2013). Finally, under § 1710.2, 
"Before a person may be heard to object to approval of an application, the person shall 
have notified the Board and the applicant or licensee, [in compliance with] § 1703.4, . .. of 
the grounds for the objection, prior to the end of the protest period." 23 DCMR § 1710.2 

Our rules are clear: under § 25-602(a), in their initial protest letter, all protestants 
are required to notify the Applicant and the Board of all of the grounds on which they 
intend to protest the license. Additionally, under sections §§ 1601.8, 1602.1, and 1602.4, 
all disputes regarding any legal issues beyond "appropriateness," should be taken up by the 
Board before the Protest Hearing. 

Here, the record indicates that the Newman Petitioners first notified the Board that 
they wished to challenge the Application on non-appropriateness grounds in their May 3, 
2013 letter. Letter from Erica J. Mueller to Ruthanne Miller, Chairperson, Alcoholic 
Beverage Control Board (May 3, 2013). Yet, these issues should have been raised in the 
Newman Petitioners' initial protest letters in accordance with § 25-602(a) and our 
regulations. 

We also emphasize that the Newman Petitioners attempt to insert new issues into 
the protest process at the last minute is highly prejudicial to the Applicant and untimely. 
First, the Applicant did not have appropriate notice that any of the protestants in this matter 
intended to raise issues outside of those indicated in their protest letters . 12 Second, the 
parties in this case have already gone through a Roll Call Hearing, mediation, and a Protest 
Status Hearing. In discussing timely objections, it has been said that a party must "take his 
objection at the earliest possible opportunity, when, by doing so, he can enable the trial 

II While not necessary to our decision, the Board addresses the waiver issue to promote administrative 
efficiency and to address all possible outstanding issues in this matter. 

12 We note that Cynthia Walker did raise a zoning issue in her initial protest letter; however, because she 
should never have been permitted to join the 2700 Virginia Avenue Group, the group cannot claim that these 
issues were appropriately and timely raised. In addition, even if this were to be deemed sufficient notice of 
the zoning issue under § 25-602, the protestants in this case waived thei r opportunity to pursue these issues 
when they failed to object to going forward with the Protest Status Hearing without the Board ruling on this 
issue. 
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judge to take the most efficacious action . . .. " Timms v. U.S., 25 A.3d 29, 35 (D.C. 2011). 
Here, our regulations state that all legal issues, except for appropriateness issues, must be 
addressed at a hearing before the Protest Status Hearing. See §§ 1602.1, 1602.4. Yet, the 
first time the Newman Petitioners apprised the Board of these issues was in their May 3, 
2013 letter, which we received a month after we held the Roll Call Hearing, mediation, and 
the Protest Status Hearing in this matter. See supra at ~ 19. Consequently, we find that the 
non-appropriateness issues raised by the Newman Petitioners are untimely under our rules; 
therefore, the Newman Petitioners have waived the opportunity to raise these additional 
issues as part of their protest. 

ORDER 

Therefore, the Board, on this 24th day of July 2013, hereby ORDERS that the 
protests filed by the 2700 Virginia Avenue Group and the Waldman Group are 
DISMISSED, because neither group has the requisite number of members under § 25-
602(2) to retain standing. 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that the Settlement Agreement, dated May 1, 2013, 
submitted by the Applicant, Watergate West, Inc., Watergate East, Inc., and Watergate 
South, Inc. is approved and incorporated as a part of the Applicant's license upon issuance 
of the license. We note that we have attached the Settlement Agreement to this Order. 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that the Board accepts the withdrawal of ANC 2A, 
as well as the individual signatories who have indicated their withdrawal from the protest. 
The Board notes that no protestants with standing remain; therefore, because there are no 
valid objections to the Application, ABRA shall process the Application in accordance 
with D.C. Official Code § 25-311. 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that the Board adopts the recommendation of the 
Board's Agent at the Roll Call Hearing on February 25, 201 3, under § 1601.7, to deny 
various individual signatories, as identified in this Order, standing to join a group of five or 
more residents or property owners. The signatories have ten (10) days to file for 
reinstatement upon receipt of this Order. We note that the receipt of this Order by the 
Newman Petitioners ' counsel constitutes sufficient notice to the signatories to the 2700 
Virginia Avenue Petition, and any other individuals similarly represented, that we have 
dismissed their protest. 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that the protests in this matter are limited to the 
issues raised in the protestants' initial protest letters in accordance with D.C. Official Code 
§ 25-602(a) and §§ 1601.8,1602.1 , 1602.4, and 1710.2 ofTitle 23 of the D.C. Municipal 
Regulations. 

Copies of this Order shall be sent to the Applicant, ANC 2A, the 2700 Virginia 
Avenue Group, the Waldman Group, Cynthia Walker, and the signatories to the Watergate 
West Petition. 
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District of Columbia 
Alcoholic Beverage C01)trol Board 

Under 23 DCMR § 1719.1 (2008), any party adversely affected may file a Motion for 
Reconsideration of this decision within ten (10) days of service of this Order with the 
Alcoholic Beverage Regulation Administration, Reeves Center, 2000 14th Street, NW, 
400S, Washington, D.C. 20009. 

Also, under section II of the District of Columbia Administrative Procedure Act, Pub. L. 
90-614,82 Stat. 1209, D.C. Official Code § 2-510 (2001), and Rule 15 of the District of 
Columbia Court of Appeals, any party adversely affected has the right to appeal this Order 
by filing a petition for review, within thirty (30) days of the date of service of this Order, 
with the District of Columbia Court of Appeals, 500 Indiana Avenue, N.W., Washington, 
D.C. 20001. However, the timely filing ofa Motion for Reconsideration under 23 DCMR 
§ 1719.1 (2008) stays the time for filing a petition for review in the District of Columbia 
Court of Appeals until the Board rules on the motion. See D.C. App. Rule l5(b) (2004). 
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AGREEMENT 

This Aereemem made thIS .• (~ day of _ /(~.i-- ' 2013, by and amo!1g WatergMe Hotel I,..,,,ce, 
LLC. tla \Va~e[g;:He H(lt~1 (A?r1k.m t), Cln d Watergate W~st, Inc., Wa~ergate Easl, Inc., Watergate 

South,Jne. JaI' · '.')' J:; 1,," '07:1 ' 7 , rfrliaWirj.*hn J
" " ' fro1 S lI t 1_ .'! i41(collectively"the Neighbors" ), 

RECITALS 

WHEREAS, A.pplitant is the appiicant rol' an Alcoholic Beverage COll(ro} (ABC) rctt:i1er 's license 
AI3RA-Q9, 162, C1tlSS CH (hotel ), (or premises locared at 2550 Virginia Avenue, NW; 

WH'EREAS, th.e Nei,gh bors are supporri'lo o[the fI Be applica tion with regard to all il1te,ior 
operations of the hotel: 

WHEREAS, Applicil llt has requcsr.ed ap~Hoval of five (5) distinct new ~!\mmer garden Sp3t~S . 

inr.l uding one (1) on irs roofrop. one ({) ac!)oinlng 1rs resraurams, and three (3) others also nfi1r 

ground levels wi rh said spclces l1seabl~ (po.,)5ibly) ye£l r lOund duri:lg r.~l(~ hours speci fied in this 
Agreement. These summer ga rdens sha:1 conform to lh~ size, placement, and sh?pe indicated in 

the drawing anached as Exhibit A; 

WH ER EAS, the: new $\..lm mer gard en :sp(lces are of COI)(:em [Q l~H;~ Ndgh bors; 

\V HEREAS, based on rh e term." herein, t.h€:! Neighbors will Withdraw prCte!)t5 il..ldged ~lf Applicant's 
:·equC5( for summey garden e ndOlsemen'...IO to its licc;lse applkation : ;)nd, 

WHEREAS, the par6es have agreed to eI'.ter inlo ~his Agreement. pursuanr ro DC Code Section 25· 

446. ro resolve [he issues raised by rhe objections 10 the sum mer garden spaces, ;me! to request [hul" 

rhe A (JC Borerd aPl-lJ'ove Applrcan t 'S I"cq ue.~t for stlmmer garden endorsements condjrionC'G en 

Applica:H's compliance wirh rhe rerm~ of this wrinen Ag:·eemc [\c. 

NOW. THEREFORE, in consider::ltio·n oflhe recICais set forth ,lbo'le and lhc mutuai coven;lJll"5 and 

conditions set forth beiow, the ]Jartlc.s agree.as follows: 

.1. Recilals ill(.:()rporilted . Thf.redc<llsseL rbnh above al'e incO!pOrUl~d herein by referen ce. 

2, (;1) Roof.top Summer· Garden, The Joofrop level s"J;nme J' garden space, wilh a maximum 
cap ... cicy of 350 r>ersol1s, sholl have hou rs of operar.lon (.:o n.o; iSlent wil:h lhc hOUT$ peTlr:irred llnder 
[he applicanon for [he A Be license, ~ :-(~~ept rhat I he roof shaLl be closed at J 2 J.m. Sunday thrOl\gh 

Thursday and <11 2 3 .m . Frid;.y . Saturday and the morning of Federal holidays. Th~ parries agree ro 

n·: negotltlte thi . ., rooftop provision J-fter an imerim monitori ng ~eriod sl1{JlI:d adj\!sctncnts be 

!leeded. Such renegotianon .sha \I b~ .:ornpleted the la rer or rhe followi ng ddres: Decp.lnber 3 J , 2014 
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if the ro()frop summ~r garden is in opeor3tion by June lS, 2014, or September 1 S, 2015, if the 
roofl:op SlHnnl~r gHi'dcn is nor in oper<!cion by rune IS, 201 <! (it: heing thp. jnr(~ntion oftiH: p/!:-tles 
that Slh-:h negot:iar.ioIJ transpire O./l ly olrer J complere June J5 - September 15 sea.$()ll of up~r<Jtio!1), 
Absent m~W)tia1:ioll olall aI!H:!!H.!ed pmvlsioll H~gulatjn8 hours UrOp~~I<.!tinll <ind hout,s olu:usic 

offe-rings, this provIsion will be enforced in irs presenl form. 

Rooftop Sllmm.~ j Garden shall n(lve nO /;vC! musk arlf~~ ]0 p.m. Sunday rh roll g11 Thursd;-lY and j 2 

a.m, on Priday, Sawrday and the eve of Federal T-1011d<!ys CnvE'.r cbarges will be colk·ctt.!d at n.o 
morc rh~n 5 (N~nts per yeClr .. Recorded mus.c may be orrer-ed u;wi] 12 a.m. Sunday rhrough 
Thursday ,wd 2:00 <l.In. en Friday - SatLlrJay and the morning of Fe.dera] holidays. A I' "il dml?s, all 
live and recorded music wiH bt' cOl1rrcJled by an altdlO limiter :-estr':c.ting vollllne em iSSions to 

mm imlr.e 0.xassive noise. Applicant' silall regulate the <:IUdlO :iysrem sound levels, including liS!':' of 
l'he alldio system by conrracted musicians, (hsc Jockeys and other vendors on ~he "oofiop summer 
giu:den so th::lt it is consi.')tclH with thesol1nd syS l~nl specific3nons and noise prohibitions sel forth 
ill lhis .~greement. Amp!ifier.<: and other sound ~:quipmeJ)t wi]) be direct:cd toward the Pomm;.:c 
River to limit' soulld propagation tOward (he V·!atergate res\d~ntiat units . No music fron: the 
roofrop summCr garden sh;11I be audible af any rime from within [he in.terior of\Vatergar.e 
residt~n (s' residences. No iloise gencratf!o uy apphcant's pattons or enterlainment acr.i·vll.ies shall be 

audible wllhin (he Interior of: Watergate residents' reslcience:i afte.r 10;00 pm on any d~y. At all 
times, l1oj~e jew·ls generated from amplified music from che hor.el Of its OpenH.lOll shall !lOt E'xceed 
55 dba at \Var.ergftr.e resideo.tial bf\icorlie~/Lerraces. Audibl(: mnsic ('rom the rooftop summer 
garden heard ill \.Va\·t=rgatt:: n:-.. sidentiai uri~s or on W<ttergat.e residemi.,1 baiconiesherrac~s in 
conrravelltion of the a bovt' scand<! rds siulJ const itllt~ a !llaten~l breach 0(' th is agreemenL Initial 
levels for cal ibrating t he a lIdie control sys t ~. :J (audio !tlllller) will be. conducced by an acoustical 

engineer wi!:h the c:ooperacion of'Lhc.: !\.eighbor~ through sound red-dines from two 'NaLergare 
re."i dence.~ and balconies, ApplicJDt shal! bear the expense of [he ini t'j-ul Bound level t£~sti.ns and 
~ny further sound lc~vl"!ll:estir.g chl:lt may be necessary (0 comply with the Agreement .. As used in 
rhis Agre<=m(;!J'lt, t he! term "\A/atergal~~ reside.mia)" shall include the r(:$id 'c~Jll: itll Ulllt.S or WaLergate 
West, Watergate E{lst ilnd Wate,rgnte South. 

(0) Restaurant WeSt Terrace Summer G:lrden (adjacent (0 Wa{(~ ... gate \-V<?st pool area). 

(E;;hibit 13) and ReSlrHH<ll1t: Ease Terr.Ke Surnmt'r G<lrd<!ll (ad jat..cnL to Watergat~ Eas( pool .lrea). 

The occupancy of the. rE,:il:3t1rat"1t: West terracc SUlTlnWT gardl~n shall be limited m a maximum 0[99 

pe·rsons or 1.:0 [he total Seiitlng ca[)ac:ity of the finished space, which(';ver is les~. '~'abte5 and thairs 

necessary w accommodate rhis rerrace's letal capaCIty , HS clefitwd irnmediblely ah<)V(~, will remair. 
in place at a'Jl rimes. The restimram \-Vest terrace summer gi:!rdcn <;haJ ; only be acc~ssed from 
;llsiC!~ t~e interior dming room, a.nd 1!0l directly rr:)\n lilly other I(H~iHion. Tbt're sh,'311 be no cover 
charge fer admission lO [he restaUI"<JrH \,yes:' terract? summer gl:lrden and no oUlside bar thereupon. 
A "No Smokjng" sign shall be di$play('.d or. the restal ll'al) ! We!;;: len'ac(~ S\.l1nj~lCt gardl':l1 . 

This reSlaUI"H';"ll Vlest t.erl'ace s~m;;iler garde.n shall 0lx~r il (.e i'rOJn 7:00 a.m. L: ll'ough ]\):30 
p.m. Sunday through i "hursday .l nd from 7'00 a.m. LO 11.:30 p,m, Frid .. y, Saw::di\Y <'nd the eve t)f 

2 



red(~ral hDliday:;. The resramam West teritlCC iiUn\lrH:!~ gn rdt!il sludl be clc:::ar of patrons by rhe 
agreed upon cJOSIl1S runes, 

No live music shall br. performed 011 tlie resl"auriint \~/e5r terrace summer garden, Recorcied 
ambient music, at: levels intludiblc ar Wmergate West" privare un.its or balconieslLerraces may be 

offered until 9:00 p.m. daily. No enu~rt2 inm c n( or dancing 211dorsernent will apply w the 
res taUl"cmt 'Nest terrace 5um l\w r garden. ['fote! rnall<lge1l1em will esw bbsh oper<ILing guiddine:;.so 

as to minimize noise during clean up and set up. An archi;:cct"ural, wood screening wall (Exhibi.t C) 

\v'ill be built by the hotd [() rninimize both no ise Lransmissioll and vi.ews from the: rcstauril!"lt West 
terrac~ SUL"nmer garden and. the walkway/driy(!wJy ,11. the hotel west entrance to the Watergate 
Wesr pool and Its ground l£'w:1 rerr<iCI..'S .and bJ!cor.ies. Landscaping will remain in i.ts genero.l 
eXi.'Jt ing 10c<ltion and will be en ha nced througil dw rellovauon as refJec'led in Exhibl~ D. i.ight in.g 
on (hI! restaurant reTrace wi1! nor $hine ,J\" I"h(;~ WatergaLe Vh'.~ [ proper~>' or residellCf.S and \.'Iill be 
sniclry oriented LOward the (Ioor or l() tne \.V;1rc-rgate ilOt"(~1 1",,,,';1(,<..: as ShO\l.ln In e::xhibir E. Patio 
umbrellas or odler t:ype of awnings wi li alSO be used on rhis sp<lce. 

Applicanr also agr(~es dun: there will be n.o di n'!cr ingress to the re-SUH.lrRm We.st te rrace 
,ummer garden from lhe adjacent aJJ((~y . Applicant agrees ro use besr efforls ro d i scollcag~ its staff 
fxom congregating in this alley ,md. disturbi ng ::ldJacel~I' neighbors . A.pplicul\t wil\ lil1"1l1: the 
ourdoor disposClI of refllSe zmd recyclables t() hours between 7'00 i:t. m . tl nd 9:00 p.m., $0 as to reduce 

(he impad.on the· peace (Jnd ql,liet. of the adjacent resident!> and to U5C nest efforts lo ensure that 

,my t.ruc k or ~r<lsh de!iv(>fies or pjckups happen ollly berween 7:002:.111 , and 9:00 p.m. 

Th(: restaurant Ellst terrace S\1I'1mer garden sh ~U have Cl maximum 5c.:;ting- cclpC"!ci;:y of 2.') 
persons. Provisions in th is SCLtlo n 2(b) relating ["0 hours of Opc r:::n iO i) , prescm<"tl"lOn ,md ;,i\lchbil i(}' 
of ml!~ic. and pro11 ibn :I)!l nr entert::li n mcilt d rod dancing appl It: .. blc ;'n the r~~la\l )'()i"1!: \)1/ cst" SUllllnel' 

Cardeu Terrace shall ;1€ a pplie3 ble (0 rhe resUntrJIlt East sLlmme'r gardCllterrace. 

2«(;) The C:.1rl· -Pat iss~~ rie I'crrace summer garden shall ope ra te no (mel' rJH~n I J :00 pm seven 
(7) days a WN:k. ~~() live music 5hall be offered. Recorded music may be offered until 10:00 pm 
Sunday through 'rhllcsday and 1 J ;00 1m) Frid<lY - Saturday and lhc ~vc of Fcd(!J".<li holidays. Music 

lev~:s will be..:ontrollf.'d LO c:nmply Wl\J) the 55 dba st .;;lldaru applic:abl,~ [() f(2si(h~nti,d 
bJlcon ics/[e rr3<':t's :tfu:r 10:00 pm eCl.(:b eveninl5. 

2(d) The r.~ rr;lce leecHed (H.ll:;ide the HnspiLaJiry Suites shall opcra[e not la ter Lhan 1O:0U pm 
t>\ ~ l1dCJy th rougl) Thursday and I J:oo J)ITI F rida~' - Sal.urd&y and lhc eve of F1:'.der;:d holidays. Nc live 

inusic sb,)ll be o ffered. Rc.c(Jrded music may be effe'red until 10:00 pill Sunday lhrough Thursday 
i!nd 11:00 pm Priday and Sawrc1ay ilnd the eve of ~'<?dera J hclid <.ly$ . Musi.( leve:ls W)U be- controlled 
LO compfy wit.h the)5 dba stan<..i<lIc ~pplicable r.o rcsidt!nlit.ll ba!cuniesflerraces t\{"r.er \0'.00 pm each 

eve-Bing. 

2(e} Terrace summer garden (lbove the ball room sh all ope rat~ not later than 10:30 pm 

SUllday thrmtg11 ThursJay and 11 :30 pm l: ri"ay - Saturday (lnd the eve of Federal llOlid"?Ys, Live 
11lllSic 11I:l)' h,~ orr(~ r':ld occlsl<.ln,dly and J"E?{:ordl'd music <:It mher ~irn es un~iI 10:00 pm Sunday 

.1 



through Thursday 3nd 11:0U pm Friday nnd Saturday and r.he eve of' Fedel:al holidays. Music ll:vels 
wi ll be c:ont ro!Jed tQ comply with the )5 dba sr.:!llo,ard (ip~')licilble to residenti al ba1conieslterraccs 
after 10:00 pm each evening. 

3. The pal"ties acknowledge Llult nOl hing in ~hi!> :\~rL~e!11elll shan preve nt the enfl) rCemelll 

of mher apphcabJe Di:Hricr. nfColulilbia noise citlinan( e~ by <.Ill) ' (I f" the pa l'':ies to thi$ Ag~eemenr . 

4. Applican t shalJ provid!:' the \)eigh.bo !'s representall ves with a ",',Iritlen 1iS[ of !"ianJp.!>, 

titles, telephone numbers :lnd email ad(~r(~s::ies of its ma·nagerial ernplOYf.es to c<Jl1rac( with any 
complaint, and to ~!pJilH~ s()me wh en staffing ch(1ng~s occur. The panit::s acknowledg€ that nOihi.ng 
ill rhis Agreemem shall prevenr [hem r rum seeking ell [orcc!~ent of uppiiabie regulations. 

incluct in g noise orrHmm<:es, by Dis~f i<.:t of Colu mbia AB RA and iaw enfon.:eJll(~nt orficials. 

S. The ~ "eighbot"::i hereby agree [0 withdraw their PWl:,:sts unci jail'! wi th Applicu ll l in 
reques ting that the AI3C Boa,rei accejJt this Agl'€enent as a condition ofapprovaJ of the pending 
li.cense applica tion This Agl'eemenr is cOlHi ngcnt llpon withdra"wal ofi:ll(~ protes r. filed hy 

Advisory N,y·ghborh.ood COllllllission 'l.A a'1d llpOll t1w text of this I\gn:!ement being incoq,x;1[<lu~'d 
in an Ord~'.r ()fdH~ BO;Jrcl gri\JHing Applicant's ~umn'l(!r garder. cndorsem~nt .s to the ABC license. 

6. Enfo i"cemr.nr. In lh~ event: of perceived breach Of uli), lcnn of this agreem'.!nr" Walergate 
West. Tnc .. \Var.e rg"llt: i:<lst. Inc .md/or Watergate' South. [ne. sh J! i huve ex<:i ufiive sland ing to file 

complaints wllh lhe ;\f)C 13M!I'>'; an'd reCPJef;t reEefpl,l rSll an ~ W DC Code 2) ~'l'~6(E.;) . 

7. Coumerpans. This Agr<!cmem may b~ executed simu llalle,':'!lls! y in t.wo or more: 
cmHueqJ}lrls', each of which shalll)e deerned an odginlll <Jl1 d ~ I t, when [:.Ik C:'.n logC'th cr. Cilnstllul€ 
one and [h·e S,'llll€' .document'. '!'he signitCUre orany parry to any counterpart shall ix:' deemed" 
.c;igna[l1r(~ and may be l\ppe.lld~!d to <iny ochef c:ounretpart. 

8. Authority. H.epn~sent~(tive s execuri ng lhi,~ Agreem~nt Oll heha:f Ofr!lf~ j'e,;pectiv~ parties 
do hereby <lffirm t'h:l[ [hey have thfi:' author ily fO do so. 

/n wirnt!ss wile!'"oi;' the pal'l'ie.f /J ,1V(! f..~xlx!l(cd this Af!.ret'J1](!J)t as of liw dJly .'IIld date h l 'sf" dbove 
wdr.cen, 
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appliC8liOO. This Agreeruetl! I~ ccntingent upon witbd15.w oftbc ~ filed by Advis<>ry 
Neighborhood COlIllDlssioa 2A lind upon t.be.text oflhis.Agm:mont being .~ in an Ordo:r of 
tbC Boord granting AWliCllllt ' . swntnc1' ~eMorSemettts to'tbe ABC oo.:nse. 

+6. Enf~t. ln1.hecvmtofpc::rocivcd bn::ftcil of$lY tmnoftbU ~ Wat::TgIltC 
W~ Inc., WiW::rgatt: F.&t, Inc andIor W8U:TgIlc Sooth, Inc. sbalJ have ~cl1Jllh.e staDding to tik 
cornplainlS with the ABC a-d au<! reql.lO!i!rcljef~to DC Code 25-44(i(e). 

I &1. COOntape1t.>. This Agn>emc1lt mIl'f be ~ ~1Sly in two Of more 
~ cachofwhich !ballbc dtCmcd imoriginal.oo all, vd!m takcnloge1her, WI:l8I.iIute one 
and the s.ame dodttnent. rne ~ of my pauy to MY cquI,It:tJ*! !ball be <icemt<1 a.'ligxta1ure and 
may be ~ to any otber C"UIlI"'1Jllrl .. 

I 9.8. Authority. R~tives executing this .~ Ott bdlalf of the respective pettie!! 
do b=by affirm tl!4ltbey !US"" tOe outbority to do 9(). 

W A TERGA TE HOTEl. LESSEE, LLC 

NEIGHBORS 

1AiIeUg fWd!! ":.1 JR ' .. 2 C.,. 
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Watergate Hotel 

Preliminary Landscape Plan - Alley 
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