IN THE SUPERIOR COURT OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

CIVIL DIVISION
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA,
400 6th Street NW
Washington, DC 20001 Case No.:
Plaintiff,
JURY TRIAL DEMANDED
V.

16TH ST. HEIGHTS AARON LLC
8812 Reading Road
Silver Spring, MD 20901

AHMED, INC.
8812 Reading Road
Silver Spring, MD 20901

SAIFUR KHAN
8812 Reading Road
Silver Spring, MD 20901

MONNA KHAN
8812 Reading Road
Silver Spring, MD 20901

Defendants.

COMPLAINT

Plaintiff the District of Columbia (“District”) brings this action against Defendants 16th St.
Heights Aaron LLC, Ahmed, Inc., Saifur Khan, and Monna Khan for failure to maintain multi-
family residential properties located at 6000 13th Street NW and 1355 Peabody Street NW
(“Properties”) in a safe, habitable, and secure condition in violation of the Consumer Protection
Procedures Act (“CPPA”), D.C. Code § 28-3901, et seq., and the Tenant Receivership Act
(“TRA”), D.C. Code § 42-3651.01, et seq., and for unlawfully interfering with tenants’ right to

organize, in violation of the CPPA. In support of its claims, the District states as follows:



INTRODUCTION

1. Located in Brightwood, a historic, socioeconomically diverse neighborhood in
Ward 4, the Properties consist of two buildings one block apart: 1355 Peabody Street NW
(“Peabody Street”), which contains 54 units, and 6000 13th Street NW (“13th Street”), which
contains 42 units.

2. The Properties have housed a deeply rooted tenant community for many years.
Some residents have lived at the Properties for over a decade, relying on them for stable, long-
term homes.

3. Defendants—who have owned the Properties for decades—have allowed
conditions at the Properties to deteriorate to a level that poses a severe threat to the life, health,
and safety of tenants and the surrounding community.

4. The serious and chronic issues at the Properties include a lack of adequate heat,
with both Properties enduring outages lasting days or even weeks in the middle of winter.

5. Although tenants’ leases expressly state that Defendants will provide a reasonable
amount of cooling, Defendants also have never furnished cooling of any kind, leaving tenants to
fend for themselves during the District’s sweltering summers.

6. Tenants have also been tormented by relentless pest and rodent infestations that
Defendants have failed to abate, as well as widespread disrepair throughout their units, including
damaged windows and entry doors, the presence of apparent mold, exposed wiring, and defective
or inoperable essential systems, including lighting and cooking appliances.

7. The District’s Department of Buildings (“DOB”) has cited Defendants for dozens
of Property Maintenance and Housing Code violations at the Properties since 2022. Many of those

violations—78 of 172—remain unabated.



8. Several of the unabated violations cited since 2022 are emergency violations that
require abatement within one day. These include the absence of required ground fault circuit
interrupter (GFCI) outlets designed to shut off electrical current in hazardous conditions, defective
fire and smoke stop doors, and a missing smoke detector.

9. Investigators for the Office of the Attorney General for the District of Columbia
(“OAG”) also have recorded widespread unsafe and unsanitary conditions across multiple visits
to the Properties.

10. Tenants have organized to advocate for habitable living conditions, eventually
forming a single tenants’ association for both Properties. In 2025, many tenants initiated a rent
strike with the intent of forcing Defendants to remedy the longstanding, acute issues.

11.  Defendants have engaged in a pattern of threatening, intimidating, and harassing
these tenants. Defendants’ retaliatory actions include blaring music to drown out a tenant-
organized rally in early 2023, threatening to call the police if tenants attempted to hold meetings
at either Property in the spring of 2025, and issuing eviction notices to the president and vice
president of the tenants’ association just days after they helped to organize OAG visits at the
Properties in the summer of 2025. Defendants’ retaliatory conduct targets tenants for asserting
rights afforded to them under the law.

12. Because of Defendants’ repeated violations of District law, the District seeks
injunctive relief, restitution for the tenants, and civil penalties.

PARTIES

13. Plaintiff the District of Columbia is a municipal corporation empowered to sue and

be sued and is the local government for the territory constituting the permanent seat of the

government of the United States. The District is represented by and through its chief legal officer,



the Attorney General for the District of Columbia. The Attorney General has general charge and
conduct of all legal business of the District and all suits initiated by and against the District and is
responsible for upholding the public interest. D.C. Code § 1-301.81(a)(1). The Attorney General
is specifically authorized to enforce the CPPA and the TRA. See D.C. Code §§ 28-3909, 42-
3651.03.

14. 16th St. Heights Aaron LLC is a domestic limited liability company organized
under the laws of the District of Columbia. It has owned the multi-unit residential building located
at 6000 13th Street NW since 2011. 16th St. Heights Aaron LLC’s principal business address is
8812 Reading Road, Silver Spring, MD 20901.

15.  Ahmed, Inc. is a domestic corporation (together with 16th St. Heights Aaron LLC,
“Corporate Defendants”) organized under the laws of the District of Columbia. It has owned the
multi-unit residential building located at 1355 Peabody Street NW since 1996. Ahmed, Inc.’s
principal business address is the same as 16th Street Heights Aaron LLC’s address.

16. Saifur Khan is a natural person and one of the two beneficial owners of both
Corporate Defendants. He resides at the same address as the principal business address for both
Corporate Defendants.

17. Monna Khan is a natural person and the other beneficial owner of both Corporate
Defendants. She also resides at the same address as the principal business address for both
Corporate Defendants.

JURISDICTION

18. This Court has subject matter jurisdiction pursuant to D.C. Code §§ 2-381.03(a),

11- 921(a)(6), and 28-3909.



19. This Court has personal jurisdiction over Defendants pursuant to D.C. Code § 13-
423.

FACTUAL ALLEGATIONS

I OAG?’s Investigation and DOB Inspections Revealed Extensive Unsafe and
Unsanitary Conditions Throughout the Properties.

A. OAG’s 2023 Visits Identified Severe Conditions at the Properties.

20. OAG investigators conducted an extensive investigation at the Properties in 2023
and 1dentified widespread deficiencies.

21. In August 2023, OAG visited 11 units, as well as the exterior and common areas,
at Peabody Street, and 11 units, as well as the exterior and common areas, at 13th Street. The
investigators identified conditions affecting habitability in all 22 units.

22. Nearly all of the inspected units (18 of 22) had damaged flooring, including cracked
tiles and worn planks. The majority of the units had damaged walls (15 units); damaged paint (14
units), including chipped or peeling paint; damaged cabinets (12 units); and issues with the
windows (13 units), including damaged glass and windowsills, and damaged and missing blinds
and screens. One of the damaged windows appeared to have a bullet hole and another did not open
or close properly.

23. The security risks posed by the damaged windows were exacerbated by three units
at Peabody Street with broken unit doors, including one with a broken unit door visible from the
common areas, and one at 13th Street with a broken unit door lock.

24, Other issues that posed risks for health and safety included the prevalence of what
appeared to be mold (four units), exposed wiring (four units, one common area, and both exteriors),

and inoperable appliances and facilities, including lights, ovens, stoves, and radiators (nine units).



25.  Multiple tenants also reported issues with pests and rodents. These reports were
corroborated by the investigators’ findings, including a mouse in an outdoor trap, rodent holes in
a 13th Street unit, and a cockroach in a Peabody Street unit.

26. Conditions in individual units imposed additional burdens on certain tenants. For
example, in Peabody Street Unit 307, multiple issues plagued the kitchen, including an uneven
wall, damaged walls and ceiling, missing floor tiles, an inoperable oven, a missing refrigerator
handle, a leaking sink with a loose faucet, a missing light fixture, an uncovered light fixture, a
missing drawer, a missing cabinet door, and a damaged cabinet.

27. Similarly, the investigation of 13th Street Unit 5A revealed multiple issues.
Investigators found damaged walls in every room, including the presence of rodent holes
throughout the entire unit, and damaged floors in every room except the kitchen. In the living
room, there was a cracked window and exposed electrical wires. In the kitchen, a cabinet, a window
screen, and window blinds were damaged, and the radiator was apparently broken.

28. OAG notified Defendants of the unsafe and unsanitary conditions described above,
provided an opportunity to abate them, and continued to monitor the Properties.

B. 2025 OAG Visits Revealed Both Continuing and New Deficiencies.

29. Despite receiving notice of substandard conditions at Peabody Street and 13th
Street in 2023, Defendants did not adequately address them. Over the next two years, they also
permitted and failed to remedy additional substandard conditions.

30. OAG investigators returned to the Properties in June 2025. Their investigation
revealed that conditions had deteriorated further.

31. The investigators visited 11 13th Street units, as well as common areas, on June 11,

2025, and seven Peabody Street units, as well as common areas, on June 12, 2025. Again, the



investigators identified conditions affecting habitability in every unit they visited. The
investigators had previously visited 10 of these units.

32.  Tenants in at least 17 units reported experiencing heat outages—including outages
lasting for multiple days or even weeks—from the end of 2024 into the beginning of 2025.

33. OAG investigators also confirmed that the Properties lack central air conditioning,
and tenants report that Defendants do not provide tenants with window air conditioning units. As
a result, tenants must acquire window units at their own expense, despite the express statement in
tenants’ leases that Defendants will provide them with a “reasonable amount of . . . cooling.”

34.  Multiple tenants reported cockroach and mice infestations. In 12 units, OAG
investigators found visible evidence of infestation.

35. The majority of the units visited also had damaged walls (14 units); damaged paint
(14 units), including chipped or peeling paint (11 units); damaged windows (14 units); damaged
flooring (12 units); issues with the bathtub or shower, including paint and apparent mold issues
(11 units); additional substances outside of the bathtub and shower that appeared to be mold (10
units); and ceiling damage (10 units).

36.  The photographs below illustrate these conditions:

KHP000161

Missing Ceiling of Unit 204, 1355 Peabody Street NW (June 12, 2025)
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Damaged Wall of Unit 207, 1355 Peabody Street NW (June 12, 2025)

37. For the 10 units that OAG visited in both 2023 and 2025, at least one issue in each
unit had persisted since 2023, and each of those units also had developed additional issues,
including heat outages and cockroach and/or rodent infestations.

38.  For example, although Peabody Street Unit 307 no longer had cracked floor tiles,
missing or exposed light fixtures, or broken cabinets, the oven still did not work, a window screen
was missing, and the refrigerator was not only without a handle but also leaked, creating a puddle
of standing water on the kitchen floor. The tenant also had experienced multiple heating outages
during the winter and reported mice and cockroach infestations. Investigators observed a
cockroach on the kitchen countertop.

39. In 13th Street Unit SA, although there was no longer exposed wiring or wall damage
in the living room, there was still a broken window, and the damaged floor tiles had further
deteriorated. In spaces in which OAG investigators previously spotted no issues, new issues had
developed, including peeling paint in multiple locations, apparent mold, cracked and missing floor

tiles, a non-functional radiator, and new evidence of a cockroach infestation.
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C. Notices of Infraction from the Department of Buildings Further Reflected
Widespread Derelict Conditions at the Properties.

40.  Either proactively or in response to complaints, DOB may inspect residential
properties. If it finds any violations of District law or regulation, it may issue notices of infraction
(“NOIs”). These NOIs may be either Notices of Infraction Routine (“NOIRs”), which generally
must be abated within 60 days, or Notices of Infraction Emergency (“NOIEs”), which address life-
safety hazards and must be abated in one day.

41. Since 2022, DOB has issued 64 NOIs at the Properties. These include a total of 172
violations of the District’s Property Maintenance and Housing Codes. Twenty-five of the NOIs are
NOIEs, documenting 58 emergency violations.

42. Peabody Street was flagged for 66 violations in January 2026 alone.

43. Defendants have failed to abate 78 of the 172 documented violations since 2022.
The 78 unabated violations span 16 units in both buildings and both common areas, amounting to
nearly five unabated violations per inspected area. Thirty-seven of those unabated violations are
at Peabody Street, and 41 are at 13th Street. The outstanding fines for these violations total
$75,503.

44, The unabated infractions include failure to correct cracks, holes, decay, water
damage, or other defective surface conditions; failure to maintain stairs and other walking surfaces;
failure to maintain electrical or mechanical equipment or to replace electrical equipment exposed
to water; failure to prevent or exterminate infestations; failure to maintain bathroom facilities in
safe, working condition; failure to meet fire safety requirements, including functioning smoke
alarms and fire extinguishers; failure to keep plumbing free from obstructions, leaks, or other

defects; failure to provide adequate heating; failure to maintain interior structures and equipment



in sound and sanitary condition; and failure to provide common areas and stairways with sufficient
illumination.

D. Tenants Repeatedly Informed Defendants of Unhabitable Conditions.

45. Tenants themselves reported unlawful living conditions to Defendants on multiple
occasions, including in two formal letters.

46. On February 1, 2025, Peabody Street tenants notified ownership in writing that
they would withhold rent until serious issues were resolved including “continual” breakdowns in
the heating system and “chronic” infestations of mice, bedbugs, and cockroaches. The tenants also
expressed frustration with feeling “unsafe in their own homes” and with management’s “disregard
for the dignity and safety of tenants.”

47.  Despite this communication and OAG’s communications, OAG nonetheless found
widespread unlawful conditions at the Properties in July 2025, more than five months after the
Peabody Street tenants’ letter.

48. Subsequently, on August 2, 2025, the 6000 13th St. NW & 1355 Peabody St. NW
Tenants Joint Association—now speaking as a single, unified tenants’ association—provided
written notice to Defendants, stating that they were withholding rent and demanding that
Defendants address longstanding unsafe and unsanitary conditions.

49. The tenants’ association highlighted the approximately two weeks in which the
building had gone without heat during freezing weather in the 2024-2025 winter season. The
association also cited multiple maintenance issues that had gone unaddressed despite repeated
complaints, including rodent and insect infestations. The association also reiterated their concerns

regarding the safety and security of the Properties.
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50.  As of the date of this filing, neither Defendants nor their representatives have
responded to the February or August 2025 tenant letters that expressed serious concerns about the
living conditions at the Properties.

sk

51.  Despite receiving notice multiple times over multiple years from OAG, from DOB,
and from tenants, Defendants have allowed dangerous and unsanitary conditions to persist and
recur at the Properties.

I1. Defendants Have Repeatedly Attempted to Interfere with Tenants’ Efforts to
Advocate for Habitable Conditions.

52. Since at least 2023, tenants at the Properties have organized, among themselves and
with external tenant organizers, and advocated for Defendants to address the deplorable living
conditions at the Properties.

53. Defendants and their agents have responded with harassment, intimidation, and
obstruction.

54.  In February 2023, tenants rallied in front of Peabody Street, calling for improved
conditions. While tenants spoke about the severe issues in their homes and the profound effects on
their mental and physical health during the rally, Defendants’ representatives set up a table
approximately 20 feet away and blared music to drown out tenants’ voices.

55.  Later that year, Defendants or their agents instructed the tenants not to let OAG
representatives visit their units.

56.  Also in 2023, the now-vice president of the joint tenants’ association contacted
DOB concerning conditions in his unit and, following the inspection, DOB issued NOIs to

Defendants regarding several code violations, including a persistent bedbug and pest infestation.
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57. In October 2023, after DOB issued the violations, Defendant Monna Khan and
another unidentified woman visited the vice president’s unit and questioned why he had reported
the issues to DOB. The vice president explained that he had done so because ownership failed to
resolve code violations that were outstanding for years.

58.  Ms. Khan became visibly upset, advised the vice president that he could move out
if he did not like the property, and stated that he needed to stop talking to “the white lady” if he
wanted help from the landlord.

59. The woman that Ms. Khan referred to as “the white lady” was a volunteer tenant
organizer working with the tenants to advocate for better conditions.

60.  Ms. Khan then asked the vice president to record a video on her phone stating that
his apartment had no issues and that the tenant organizer was the one encouraging the complaints.
The vice president refused, pointing to the DOB violations as concrete evidence of the code
violations.

61. Ms. Khan also threatened the vice president with eviction if he continued to
complain about the living conditions.

62. On February 1, 2025, many Peabody Street residents notified ownership of a rent
strike until conditions improved, as described in paragraph 46.

63. In April 2025, a relative of Defendants Saifur and Monna Khan called the vice
president on behalf of Defendants. The family member initially asked what could be done to
improve the vice president’s unit. However, the family member then began interrogating the vice
president about his efforts to organize the tenants. The family member asked the vice president
how much money he wanted in exchange for leaving his unit and separately threatened to evict

him if his organizing efforts continued.

12



64.  In part because of Defendants’ intimidating actions, tenants from both Properties
formalized a single tenants’ association, the 6000 13th St. NW & 1355 Peabody St. NW Tenants
Joint Association, in May 2025.

65. In June 2025, as unsafe and unsanitary conditions at the Properties persisted, OAG
investigators contacted several residents to continue their investigation. Soon after, the same
relative of Defendants who had contacted the vice president in April 2025 again called the vice
president. On this call, he threatened to call the authorities and take other actions, which he did not
specify, if tenants attempted to hold an organizing meeting at either Property.

66. That same family member also phoned the president of the joint tenants’ association
shortly before OAG revisited the Properties in June 2025, this time with Defendant Saifur Khan
on the phone, and they jointly threatened the tenants not to hold meetings at either Property.

67. When OAG visited the Properties on June 12, 2025, the vice president and the
president of the joint tenants’ association accompanied the investigators throughout the day. That
same day, the same family member, on behalf of Defendants, repeatedly called the vice president
and texted him asking to meet him at his office without explanation. In light of past discussions,
the vice president did not answer the phone calls or respond to the text message.

68. Mere days after OAG’s June 12, 2025 visit, both the president and the vice president
of the joint tenants’ association received eviction notices from the Defendants. Neither tenant had
previously received such a notice at any point during their decade-plus tenancies.

69. Despite the threats to evict tenant association leadership, tenants from both
Properties planned another rally in July 2025. Tenants and tenant organizers posted flyers on July

20 on the Peabody Street bulletin board that read, in part: “1355 Peabody and 6000 13th St.
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Tenants! Join us to protest against the abuse and neglect of Khan Properties.” The meeting was to
take place in front of the 13th Street property.

70.  Someone tore down the flyers the next day.

71. Tenants then posted additional flyers at both Properties on July 23. Someone again
tore down those flyers shortly after posting.

72.  Asaresult of tenants’ inability to promote an organizing meeting at 13th Street, no
such meeting occurred.

73. On August 2, the joint tenants’ association wrote to Defendants identifying major
housing conditions and safety concerns and stating that they were withholding rent until the issues
were addressed, as described in paragraph 48.

74.  Later that month, the same relative of Defendants who had previously contacted
tenant association leadership again phoned the association president on behalf of Defendants. As
before, he threatened to call law enforcement if the tenants attempted to hold a meeting at either
Property.

75. Several weeks later, tenants attempted to post flyers around the Properties,
including on doors and bulletin boards, for a rally in September 2025. The flyers stated, in part,
“1355 Peabody and 6000 13th St. tenants! Join us to discuss conditions problems in the buildings
and how to fight back against landlord abuse.” The meeting was set to take place on September 12

in the lobby of the Peabody Street property. The flyer is pictured below:
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76.  Just as with the flyers for the July 2025 rally, someone removed all these flyers

shortly after they were posted.

77. As with the attempt to hold a rally in July 2025, the September 2025 meeting did

not take place.

78. As a result of tenants’ inability to organize meetings at the Properties, they have

instead met outside a neighboring Catholic church.

79. As noted in paragraph 50 above, neither Defendants nor their representatives have

responded to the February or August 2025 tenant letters that expressed serious concerns about the

living conditions at the Properties.
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CAUSES OF ACTION

COUNT ONE
Failure to Maintain the Property in a Habitable Condition in Violation of the Consumer
Protection Procedures Act, D.C. Code § 28-3904

80. The District re-alleges the foregoing paragraphs of this Complaint as if fully set
forth herein.

81. The CPPA is a broadly construed remedial statute that prohibits unfair and
deceptive trade practices. It requires merchants to provide consumers with truthful information
about consumer goods and services that are or would be sold, leased, or transferred in the District.

82. The leasing of housing is for personal, household, or family purposes and is
therefore a consumer good and service under the CPPA, D.C. Code § 28-3901(a)(2)(B) & (a)(7).

83. Defendants, in their ordinary course of business, offer either directly or indirectly
to lease or supply consumer goods and services—i.e., housing—and therefore are “merchants”
under the CPPA, D.C. Code § 28-3901(a)(3).

84. The deceptive trade practices that the CPPA prohibits in connection with the sale,
lease, or transfer of consumer goods and services include:

a. Representing that goods or services have a source, sponsorship, approval,
certification, accessories, characteristics, ingredients, uses, benefits, or quantities
that they do not have, D.C. Code § 28-3904(a);

b. Mispresenting as to a material fact which has a tendency to mislead, D.C. Code
§ 28-3904(e);

c. Failing to state a material fact if such failure tends to mislead, D.C. Code § 28-
3904(f); and

d. Violating any provision of Title 16 of the District of Columbia Municipal

Regulations, D.C. Code § 28-3904(dd), including violating any provision of the
16



Property Maintenance Code, 16 D.C.M.R. § 3309, or the Housing Code, 16
D.C.M.R. § 3305.
85.  Defendants have violated the CPPA, including one or more of the foregoing CPPA
provisions, by:

a. Representing to tenants, through the offering and entering into of leases and other
acts, that the Properties are safe and habitable and would be maintained in
compliance with District laws and regulations when, in fact, the Properties are not
habitable and Defendants have not maintained the Properties in compliance with
District laws and regulations, in violation of D.C. Code § 28-3904(a) & (e);

b. Representing to tenants that they have abated or will abate all District Property
Maintenance and Housing Code violations and any other material defects that pose
a serious threat to the health, safety, or security of the tenants when, in fact, they
have not done so, in violation of D.C. Code § 28-3904(e);

c. Failing to disclose to tenants that the Properties are not safe and habitable and that
they do not maintain the Properties in compliance with the District’s Property
Maintenance Code and Housing Code, in violation of D.C. Code § 28-3904(f);

d. Failing to maintain the Properties in compliance with the implied warranty of
habitability, 14 D.C.M.R. § 301, which the District’s Property Maintenance and
Housing Codes incorporate, and therefore in violation of D.C. Code § 28- 3904(dd);

e. Failing to maintain the Properties in compliance with the District’s Property
Maintenance Code, in violation of 16 D.C.M.R. § 3309, and therefore in violation

of D.C. Code § 28-3904(dd); and
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f. Failing to maintain the Properties in compliance with the District’s Housing Code,
in violation of 16 D.C.M.R. § 3305, and therefore in violation of the D.C. Code §
28-3904(dd).

86.  Each of these deceptive acts or practices constitutes a separate violation of the
CPPA.

87.  Defendants’ unlawful acts and practices in violation of the CPPA have harmed
District residents, including current tenants and former tenants of the Property.

88. Defendants’ unlawful acts and practices have harmed the public interest by
presenting a clear threat to the District and its residents.

89.  Defendants Saifur Khan and Monna Khan are personally liable under the CPPA for
illegal conduct in violation of the CPPA because they have possessed and exercised the authority
to control the trade practices of the Corporate Defendants, have known of the unfair and deceptive
trade practices described above, and have the power to stop them but have failed or refused to do
SO.

COUNT TWO
Unlawful Trade Practices Violating the Rental Housing Act, D.C. Code § 42-3501.01 ef seq.,

in Violation of the Consumer Protection Procedures Act, D.C. Code § 28-3904

90. The District re-alleges the foregoing paragraphs of this Complaint as if fully set
forth herein.

91. The CPPA prohibits any person from engaging in enumerated unfair or deceptive
trade practices, as well as unfair or deceptive trade practices that, though not separately enumerated

in D.C. Code § 28-3904, violate other District of Columbia laws and regulations.
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92.  In addition to the proscribed enumerated practices set forth in paragraph 84, the
CPPA prohibits representing that a transaction confers or involves rights, remedies, or obligations
which it does not have or involve, or which are prohibited by law, D.C. Code § 28-3904(e-1).

93. The Rental Housing Act (“RHA”), D.C. Code § 42-3501.01 et seq., prohibits
housing providers from unlawfully retaliating against tenants for exercising their rights, including
any action by a housing provider “which seeks to recover possession of a rental unit, action which
would . . . harass . . . or any other form of threat or coercion.” D.C. Code § 42-3505.02(a). The
RHA also prohibits owners or agents of owners of multifamily residential properties from
interfering with the right of tenants to organize to advocate for their rights and interests, including
by threatening, harassing, or intimidating tenants who engage in organizing or by preventing
tenants from organizing or conducting other legally protected activities. D.C. Code § 42-3505.06.

94.  In determining whether an action is unlawfully retaliatory, the RHA presumes
retaliatory action if, within the six months preceding the housing provider’s action, the tenant has:
made a request to the housing provider to make repairs necessary to bring the property into
compliance with the District’s housing regulations, D.C. Code § 42-3505.02(b)(1); contacted
appropriate District government officials concerning violations of the housing regulations, D.C
Code § 42-3505.02(b)(2); legally withheld all or part of a tenant’s rent after providing the housing
provider with notice of a violation of the housing regulations, D.C. Code § 42-3505.02(b)(3);
organized, been a member of, or been involved in any lawful activities pertaining to a tenant
organization, D.C Code § 42-3505.02(b)(4); or made an effort to secure or enforce any of the
tenant’s rights under the tenant’s lease or contract with the housing provider, D.C Code § 42-

3505.02(b)(5). Where retaliation is presumed, the housing provider may only rebut that
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presumption by producing clear and convincing evidence to the contrary, D.C. Code § 42-

3505.02(b).

95.

Separately, the RHA also prohibits owners and their agents from interfering with:

tenants distributing literature in common areas, at tenants’ doors, and on building bulletin boards,

D.C. Code § 42-3505.06(d)(1), (2), (3); tenant or tenant association meetings at any reasonable

time and in any appropriate space, including building common areas and lobbies, D.C. Code § 42

3505.06(d)(5); and any activity reasonably related to the establishment or operation of a tenant

organization, D.C. Code § 42-3505.06(d)(8).

96.

a.

Defendants and their agents have violated the RHA, including by:

Taking retaliatory actions against tenants, including through actions seeking to
recover possession of rental units, and through harassment, threats, and coercion,
in violation of D.C. Code § 42-3505(a), when tenants have: repeatedly notified
Defendants of violations of the housing regulations at the Properties in writing,
D.C. Code § 42-3505(b)(1); contacted District government officials, including
DOB and OAG, concerning Defendants’ noncompliance with the housing
regulations, D.C. Code § 42-3505(b)(2); legally withheld rent after providing notice
to Defendants of violations of the housing regulations at the Properties, D.C. Code
§ 42-3505(b)(3); organized and participated in lawful tenant organizing activities,
including attempts to hold tenant meetings at the Properties, D.C. Code § 42-
3505(b)(4); and made efforts to secure or enforce tenant rights pursuant to leases
or contracts with Defendants, D.C. Code § 42-3505(b)(5).

Repeatedly threatening tenants not to hold organizing meetings at the Properties, in

violation of D.C. Code § 42-3505.06(d)(5);
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97.

C.

Otherwise interfering with activities related to tenants’ attempts to operate and
establish a tenants’ association, including threatening and intimidating tenant
leadership on multiple occasions, warning tenant leadership to stop working with
external tenant organizers and with government investigators, and initiating
eviction proceedings against tenant leadership just days after they helped to
organize OAG visits at the Properties, in violation of D.C. Code § 42-
3505.06(d)(8).

By violating the RHA, Defendants have engaged in unlawful trade practices in

violation of the CPPA, D.C. Code § 29-3904, by:

98.

CPPA.

99.

a.

Representing to tenants that Defendants would operate the Properties in compliance
with District laws, when, in fact, Defendants do not operate the Properties in a
manner consistent with the RHA, in violation of D.C. Code § 28-3904(a), (¢) & (e-
1); and

Engaging in unlawful trade practices, even if not specifically enumerated in the
CPPA, that violate the RHA, in violation of D.C. Code § 28-3904.

Each of these deceptive acts or practices constitutes a separate violation of the

Defendants’ unlawful acts and practices in violation of the CPPA have harmed

District residents, including current tenants and former tenants of the Property.

100.

Defendants’ unlawful acts and practices have harmed the public interest by

presenting a clear threat to the District and its residents.

101.

Defendants Saifur Khan and Monna Khan are personally liable under the CPPA for

illegal conduct in violation of the CPPA because they have possessed and exercised the authority
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to control the trade practices of the Corporate Defendants, have known of the unfair and deceptive
trade practices described above, and have the power to stop them but have failed or refused to do
SO.

COUNT THREE
Petition for Appointment of a Receiver under the Tenant Receivership Act for Failure to
Maintain the Property in a Safe and Habitable Condition, D.C. Code § 42-3651.02

102. The District re-alleges the foregoing paragraphs of this Complaint as if fully set
forth herein.

103. The Attorney General may petition the Court to appoint a receiver over a rental
housing accommodation when it is “operated in a manner that demonstrates a pattern of neglect
for the property for a period of 30 consecutive days and such neglect poses a serious threat to the
health, safety, or security of the tenants.” D.C. Code § 42-3651.02(b).

104. A pattern of neglect exists where the “owner, agent, lessor, or manager of the rental
housing accommodation has maintained the premises in a state of disrepair that constitutes a
serious threat to the health, safety, or security of the tenants [... including] vermin or rat infestation;
filth or contamination; inadequate ventilation, illumination, sanitary, heating or life safety
facilities; inoperative fire suppression or warning equipment; inoperative doors or window locks;
or any other condition that constitutes a hazard to tenants, occupants or the public.” D.C. Code
§ 42-3651.02(c)(1)-(2).

105. A receiver may also be appointed if “a rental housing accommodation has been
cited by the Department of Buildings for a violation of chapters 1 through 16 of Title 14 of the
District of Columbia Municipal Regulations or Title 12 of the District of Columbia Municipal

Regulations, or its equivalent, which violation poses a serious threat to the health, safety, or
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security of the tenants,” and the owner, lessor, or manager has failed to abate the violations after
being properly notified. D.C. Code § 42-3651.02(a)(1)-(2).

106. Defendants are the owners and/or agents of the owners of 1355 Peabody Street NW
and 6000 13th Street NW under D.C. Code §§ 42-3651.02(c)(1), 42-3651.05(H)(2).

107.  Defendants have operated the Properties in a manner that demonstrates a pattern of
neglect for over 30 consecutive days under D.C. Code § 42-3651.02(b)-(c). The Properties have
suffered from chronic and severe disrepair, including but not limited to defective heating; chronic
pest and rodent infestations; damaged floors, walls, and ceilings; inadequate lighting; and missing
fire safety equipment. This pattern of neglect began after Defendants purchased the Properties and
worsened over time—well beyond the statutory minimum of thirty consecutive days.

108.  DOB properly notified Defendants of their violations of law via first class U.S. mail
in accordance with D.C. Code § 42-3651.02(a)(2).

109.  Since being notified by DOB, Defendants have disregarded numerous notices of
infractions, failing to timely abate the numerous violations DOB has cited.

110. Defendants’ neglect of the Properties poses a serious threat to the health, safety, and
security of the tenants.

PRAYER FOR RELIEF

WHEREFORE, Plaintiff the District of Columbia respectfully requests that the Court:
a. Declare that Defendants have violated the CPPA by failing to comply with the Property
Maintenance and Housing Codes and engaging in unfair or deceptive trade practices,

in violation of D.C. Code § 28-3904;
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. Declare that Defendants have violated the CPPA by intimidating, harassing, and
otherwise preventing tenants from exercising their rights protected by the RHA, D.C.
Code § 42-3505.02 and D.C. Code § 42-3505.06, in violation of D.C. Code § 28-3904;
Permanently enjoin Defendants from violating the CPPA by failing to comply with the
Property Maintenance and Housing Codes and engaging in unfair or deceptive trade
practices, under D.C. Code § 28-3909(a);

. Permanently enjoin Defendants from violating the CPPA by intimidating, harassing,
and otherwise preventing tenants from exercising their rights protected by the RHA,
D.C. Code § 42-3505.02 and D.C. Code § 42-3505.06, under D.C. Code § 28-3909(a);
Award restitution and damages to the Properties’ tenants, to be paid by Defendants, for
Defendants’ violations of the CPPA, in an amount to be proven at trial, under D.C. Code
§ 28-3909(a)-(b);

Award against Defendants civil penalties payable to the District for each violation of
the CPPA, in an amount to be proven at trial, under D.C. Code § 28-3909(b);

Appoint a receiver who has demonstrated to the Court the expertise to develop and
supervise a viable abatement plan for the satisfactory rehabilitation of the Properties,
under D.C. Code § 42-3651.05;

Order that Defendants contribute funds in excess of the rents collected from the
Properties for the purpose of abating Property Maintenance Code and Housing Code
violations and assuring that any conditions that are a serious threat to the health, safety,
or security of the occupants or the public are corrected, under D.C. Code § 42-

3651.05(f);
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i.  Award the District the attorneys’ fees and costs it incurs in bringing this action, under

D.C. Code § 28-3909(b); and

J. Award such other relief as this Court deems just and proper.

JURY DEMAND

The District demands a trial by jury on all issues triable as a right by a jury in this action.

Respectfully Submitted,

Dated: June 29, 2026

BRIAN L. SCHWALB
Attorney General for the District of Columbia
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Deputy Attorney General
Public Advocacy Division
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WILLIAM F. STEPHENS
Assistant Deputy Attorneys General
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