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ORDER  

 Pending before this Court is Plaintiff’s Motion for Summary Judgment, filed on July 17, 

2025. Defendant did not file an opposition and the time to do so has passed. The Court has 

considered the pleadings, the relevant law, and the entire record and for the following reasons 

grants the motion. 

FACTUAL BACKGROUND 

 From 2019 to November 30, 2020, Defendant was the full-time Assistant Principal of 

Kramer Middle School (“Kramer”). On July 22, 2020, Defendant began working as the full-time 

Principal at E Cubed Academy (“E3”) in Providence, Rhode Island, while still maintaining full 

time employment at Kramer. During the time Defendant was simultaneously employed by both 

Kramer and E3, Defendant’s timesheets were submitted for Kramer, even though his working 

hours at E3 were substantially similar to his hours at Kramer, and Defendant did not complete 

work for Kramer.  

 When Kramer returned to partial in-person work during the 2020-2021, Defendant sought 

a COVID accommodation, citing various reasons. Most notably, Defendant claimed that he 

suffered from an autoimmune condition and that his then-partner was immunocompromised. 



Defendant did not seek an accommodation for his work at E3. In November of 2020, District of 

Columbia Public Schools (“DCPS”) learned of Defendant’s dual employments and placed him on 

administrative leave. Defendant resigned from DCPS on November 30, 2020.  

On December 13, 2021, Defendant entered into a settlement agreement with the District 

Office of Government Ethics (“OGE”), in which he agreed to pay $10,000 and admitted to the 

misconduct arising from his dual employment. Defendant has not paid any amount towards that 

settlement amount. On October 6, 2022, the District sent Defendant a demand letter notifying him 

of his failure to make payments under the settlement agreement and the obligation to repay the 

District the $45,828 it paid to him during his dual employment. Plaintiff filed the instant action on 

June 8, 2023. 

LEGAL STANDARD 

“Summary judgment is a remedy that entitles the moving party to judgment as a matter of 

law when no genuine issue of material fact is present at the time the motion is made.” Sturdivant 

v. Seaboard Serv. Sys., Ltd., 459 A.2d 1058, 1059 (D.C. 1983); accord Sup. Ct. R. Civ. P. 56(a)(1). 

A material fact is “one which, under the applicable substantive law, is relevant and may affect the 

outcome of the case.” Rajabi v. Potomac Elec. Power Co., 650 A.2d 1319, 1321 (D.C. 1994). “Any 

doubt as to whether or not an issue of fact has been raised is sufficient to preclude a grant of 

summary judgment.” McCoy v. Quadrangle Dev. Corp., 470 A.2d 1256, 1259 (D.C. 1983). 

 The moving party carries the burden of demonstrating “the absence of any factual issue.” 

Nader v. de Toledano, 408 A.2d 31, 42 (D.C. 1979). After the moving party meets this initial 

burden, “the burden shifts to the non-moving party to show the existence of an issue of material 

fact.” Landow v. Georgetown-Inland West Corp., 454 A.2d 310, 313. To meet this requirement, 

the non-moving party must proffer “some significant probative evidence” tending to support their 



contentions “so that a reasonable fact-finder would return a verdict for the non-moving party.” 

Brown v. 1301 K St. Ltd. P’ship, 31 A.3d 902, 908 (D.C. 2011) (internal quotation omitted). The 

non-moving party must do more than rely on conclusory allegations or denials in his or her 

pleadings and must establish more than a “metaphysical doubt” or a “scintilla of evidence.” Gilbert 

v. Miodovnik, 990 A.2d 983, 988 (D.C. 2010) (quoting LaPrade v. Rosinsky, 882 A.2d 192, 196 

(D.C. 2005); accord Boulton v. Inst. of Int’l Educ., 808 A.2d 499, 502 (D.C. 2002). “There is no 

issue for trial unless there is sufficient evidence favoring the nonmoving party for a jury to return 

a verdict for that party. If the evidence is merely colorable, or is not significantly probative, 

summary judgment may be granted.” Barrett v. Covington & Burling LLP, 979 A.2d 1239, 1245 

(D.C. 2009) (internal citation omitted). 

Summary judgment is appropriate only when there are no material facts at issue and it is 

clear that the moving party is entitled to judgment as a matter of law. Landow, 410 A.2d at 14. In 

considering the merits of the moving party’s request, the Court reviews the record in the light most 

favorable to the non-moving party, “drawing all reasonable inference from the evidence in the 

non-moving party’s favor.” See Medhin v. Hailu, 26 A.3d 307, 310 (D.C. 2011). The Court may 

not “resolve issues of fact or weigh evidence at the summary judgment stage.” Barrett, 979 A.2d 

at 1244 (internal citation omitted). In ruling upon a motion for summary judgment, the Court 

reviews “the pleadings, depositions, answers to interrogatories, and admissions on file, together 

with the affidavits, if any, to determine whether there is a genuine issue as to any material fact.” 

District of Columbia v. Gray, 452 A.2d 962, 964 (D.C. 1982) (internal citations omitted). 

Furthermore, the Court exercises its discretion under Rule 12-I(e) to treat Plaintiff’s Motion 

for Summary Judgment as conceded. “The conceded motion provision is a judicial housekeeping 

device intended to serve the cause of judicial efficiency and case management and to benefit the 



administration of justice.” District of Columbia v. Davis, 811 A.2d 800, 803 (D.C. 2002) 

(quotations, brackets, and citation omitted). This provision also furthers the judge’s obligation to 

“remain a disinterested and objective participant in the proceeding” and not “align himself with 

any of the parties at trial.” See Kaliku v. United States, 994 A.2d 765, 783 (D.C. 2010) (quotation 

and citation omitted); see also Code of Judicial Conduct Rule 2.2 (“A judge … shall perform all 

duties of judicial office fairly and impartially.”). For a dispositive motion, “[t]he general principle 

… is that [a conceded motion provision] may properly be utilized only where the movant has 

established a prima facie entitlement to relief.” Davis, 811 A.2d at 804. This general principle 

“balance[s] the benefits to the administration of justice by an interpretation of Rule 12-I(e) that 

would allow the trial courts to grant [dispositive motions] on the sole ground that no timely 

opposition has been filed, against the costs to litigants of foreclosure of their cause of action.” 

National Voter Contact, Inc. v. Versace, 511 A.2d 393, 397 (D.C. 1986).  

Analysis 

I. Plaintiff is Entitled to Summary Judgment with Respect to their DCFCA 

Claim 

 

The District is entitled to summary judgment with respect to its D.C. False Claims Act 

claim because there are no remaining issues of disputed fact and the District is entitled to judgment 

as a matter of law. The District of Columbia False Claims Act (“DCFCA”) imposes liability for “3 

times the amount of damages which the District sustains because of the act of [a] person” who 

“[k]nowingly presents, or causes to be presented, a false or fraudulent claim for payment or 

approval” or who “[i]s the beneficiary of an inadvertent payment or overpayment by the District 

of monies not due and knowingly fails to repay the inadvertent payment or overpayment to the 

District.” D.C. Code § 2–381.02(a)(1), (9). A “claim” is “[a]ny request or demand, whether under 

a contract or otherwise, for money or property … presented to … the District …” D.C. Code § 2–



381.01(1)(A). For a claim to be submitted “knowingly,” the person either, “[h]as actual knowledge 

of the information; [a]cts in deliberate ignorance of the truth or falsity of the information; or [a]cts 

in reckless disregard of the truth or falsity of the information.” D.C. Code § 2–381.01(7)(A)(i-iii). 

A claim is “material” if it has “a natural tendency to influence, or be capable of influencing, the 

payment or receipt of money or property.” D.C. Code § 2–381.01(8).  

 In his deposition, Defendant admitted that he was paid by DCPS based on submissions of 

his timesheets. See Exh. 5 128:6-10. Defendant knowingly caused the submission of ten timesheets 

for hours of work at Kramer from 8:45 AM until 3:15 PM while he was physically present in 

Rhode Island working at E3 school during the same time and did not have his DCPS issued laptop 

with him. Mot. at 8; See Exh. 4 116:20, 117:1-17, 120:18-22, 121:1-13, 113:19-22. Furthermore, 

Defendant also admitted that he did not perform the work for DCPS that was reflected in his 

timesheets. Id. Indeed, Defendant also admitted that much of the work-product he submitted was 

from the previous school year or from other schools that required only minor edits before 

submission. See Id at 132:5-22, 133-1-14. 

 The undisputed facts demonstrate that Defendant violated the DCFCA by submitting 

fraudulent timesheets and Plaintiff is entitled to summary judgment. 

II. Plaintiff is Entitled to Summary Judgment with Respect to their Unjust 

Enrichment Claim 

 

The elements of an unjust enrichment claim are that (1) the plaintiff conferred a benefit on 

the defendant; (2) the defendant retains the benefit; and (3) under the circumstances, the 

defendant’s retention of the benefit is unjust. Glasgow v. Camanne Mgmt. Inc., 261 A.3d 208, 219 

(D.C. 2021). 

As discussed above, Plaintiff knowingly caused the submission of ten timesheets for work 

he did not complete. See Exh. 4 116:20-22. Defendant also obtained a medical exemption which 



allowed him to perform his duties remotely at Kramer during the five-month period at issue while 

working in-person at E3 in Rhode Island. See Exh. 10. During the five-month period, Defendant 

was paid by the District of Columbia his full salary for work he did not complete. See Exh. 4 

116:20, 117:1-17, 120:18-22, 121:1-13, 113:19-22. In that there is no genuine dispute of material 

fact as to Plaintiff’s unjust enrichment claim, Plaintiff is entitled to summary judgment. 

III. Plaintiff is Entitled to Summary Judgment with Respect to Their Breach of 

Contract Claim 

 

Under District of Columbia law, a party asserting breach of contract must prove four 

elements: (1) a valid contract between the parties; (2) an obligation or duty arising out of the 

contract; (3) a breach of that duty; and (4) damages caused by breach. CorpCar Servs. Houston, 

Ltd. v. Carey Licensing, Inc., 325 A.3d 1235, 1244–45 (D.C. 2024) (internal citations and 

quotations omitted). 

Here, there is no genuine dispute of material fact that Plaintiff and Defendant entered into 

a valid contract in which Defendant admitted to wrongdoing and agreed to pay a fine in the amount 

of $10,000, submitted in monthly installments of $834 until the full amount was satisfied. See 

generally Exh. 10; Mot. at 10. To date, Defendant has failed to make any payments under the 

negotiated settlement agreement. In that there is no dispute of material fact that Defendant failed 

to make payments pursuant to the agreement, Plaintiff is entitled to summary judgment.  

IV. Civil Penalties 

The awarding of treble damages and civil penalties is within the discretion of the trial court. 

While the trial court has “substantial latitude in its exercise of discretion, this latitude comes with 

conditions: that the court take no shortcuts ... and that it explains its reasoning in sufficient detail 

to permit appellate review.” Long v. United States, 312 A.3d 1247, 1270 (D.C. 2024). 



A person who commits any of the following acts shall also be liable to the District for the 

costs of a civil action brought to recover penalties or damages, and shall be liable to the District 

for a civil penalty of not less than $11,181 and not more than $22,363, for each false or fraudulent 

claim. D.C. Code § 2–381.02(a); 27 DCMR § 51001. The DCFCA also imposes treble damages 

for “3 times the amount of damages which the District sustains because of the act of that person.” 

Id. The District sustained $45,828 in damages from the wages it paid Defendant due to his 

fraudulent claims. See Exh. 3. $45,828 in damages results in $137,484 in treble damages. 

Additionally, Defendant’s ten false claims results in a civil penalty of a minimum of $11,181 and 

maximum of $22,363 per false claim.  

Defendant knowingly caused submissions of ten timesheets that requested payment for 

work he did not complete. Defendant requested and obtained a COVID-19 accommodation 

excusing him from returning to Kramer in-person, citing an “immune deficiency” and that his 

partner was immune-compromised. See Exh. 4 161:2-12, 205:6-20. Defendant claimed these 

health risks prevented him from being in close contact with others. Id at 113:1-18. However, while 

Defendant’s COVID-19 accommodation excused him from returning to in-person work at Kramer, 

Defendant worked in-person at E3 school in Rhode Island. Id. While working full time at E3, 

Defendant continued to cause his timesheets to be submitted for work he did not complete at 

Kramer. Defendant admitted that much of the work-product he submitted to DCPS was from the 

previous school year or from other schools that required only minor edits before submission. See 

Id at 132:5-22, 133-1-14. 

Defendant continued with this dual employment for roughly five months, until November 

of 2020 when he was placed on administrative leave. Exh. 4 148:1-20. Defendant later resigned 

 
1 27 DCMR § 5100 allows for the Attorney General to adjust the penalty amounts in accordance with inflation. The 

original statutory language places fines between $5,500 and not more than $11,000. 



from his position at Kramer. Approximately one year later, Defendant entered into a settlement 

agreement with OGE, in which he agreed to pay $10,000 and admitted to the misconduct arising 

from his dual employment. See Exh. 10. Defendant has not paid any amount towards the settlement 

agreement. 

As outlined above, Defendant engaged in conduct that showed a willful disregard for the 

truth and a willingness to engage in defrauding the District of Columbia in the amount of $45,828. 

Defendant knowingly engaged in deceitful conduct in obtaining a COVID-19 accommodation 

from the District, citing an “immune deficiency” condition and his then-partner’s 

immunocompromised status. However, these concerns were of no issue when he engaged in the 

very same conduct he claimed was too dangerous to do at Kramer. Finally, when Defendant entered 

into a settlement agreement, he again showed a blatant disregard for his responsibilities and failed 

to make any payments toward the settlement.  

Instead fulfilling his responsibilities of educating the District’s youth, Defendant engaged 

in a pattern of deceit designed to cheat the public coffers. Accordingly, the Court finds the 

imposition of treble damages and civil penalties appropriate. 

For these reasons, the Court, in its discretion, awards treble damages in the amount of 

$137,484.00 and civil penalties in the amount of $111,810.00 comprised of a $11,181 for each of 

the ten false timesheets Defendant submitted, for a total amount of $249,294.00. The Court also 

awards Plaintiff $10,000 for Defendant’s breach of contract for a total amount of $259,294.00 in 

damages. 

Accordingly, it is by the Court this 21st day of August 2025, hereby 

ORDERED that Plaintiff’s Motion for Summary Judgment is GRANTED; and it is further  



ORDERED that Plaintiff is awarded damages in the total amount of $259,294.00; and it 

is further  

ORDERED that all future hearings are VACATED; and it is further  

ORDERED that this matter is CLOSED. 

SO ORDERED. 

 

_______________________ 

        Judge Carl E. Ross   

 

Copies to all Parties. 

 

 

 


