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IN THE SUPERIOR COURT OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 

Civil Division 

 

 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA,  

a municipal corporation, 

400 6th St. NW 

Washington, DC 20001 

 

             Plaintiff, 

 v. 

 

ALLYSON ABRAMS,  

12138 Central Avenue, Suite 280 

Bowie, MD 20721 

 

and 

 

EMPOWERMENT JUSTICE CENTER 

CORPORATION 

12138 Central Avenue, Suite 280 

Bowie, MD 20721 

 

and 

 

EMPOWERMENT LIBERATION 

CATHEDRAL 

12808 Woodmore North Boulevard 

Bowie, MD 20720 

            Defendants. 

 

 

 

 

 Case No. _________________ 

             

 

JURY TRIAL DEMANDED 

              

 

COMPLAINT 

Plaintiff the District of Columbia (the “District”) brings this action against Defendants 

Allyson Abrams, Empowerment Justice Center Corporation, and Empowerment Liberation 

Cathedral for breach of contract. The District seeks Defendants’ compliance with an agreement 

they reached with the Office of the Attorney General for the District of Columbia (“OAG”) to 

settle claims arising from their violations of the District of Columbia Nonprofit Corporation Act, 

D.C. Code §§ 29-401.01-411.14 (“NCA”), the District of Columbia False Claims Act, D.C. Code 
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§ 2-381.02 (“FCA”), and the Wage Payment and Collection Law, D.C. Code § 32-1302 

(“WPCL”). In support of its claims, the District states as follows:  

INTRODUCTION 

1. Allyson Abrams, a religious leader in the District’s LGBTQ community, founded 

Empowerment Liberation Cathedral (“ELC”), a District of Columbia nonprofit corporation, to 

offer religious services and meetings both virtually and in-person. Abrams also founded 

Empowerment Justice Center Corporation (“EJC”) as an affiliated nonprofit corporation organized 

under Maryland law. EJC was created to provide mental health services, housing support, 

HIV/AIDS services, education, and pastoral care to members of historically disenfranchised 

groups. 

2. From 2019 until 2025, the District of Columbia government paid EJC and ELC 

over $475,000 to provide outreach, counseling and addiction treatment services to individuals in 

the District. These grants provided nearly all EJC’s and ELC’s funding during that time. 

3. After Abrams sat for a deposition in another civil case in December 2023 and 

refused to answer questions about how she and EJC used District funds, OAG opened an 

investigation of Defendants.  

4. Following its investigation, OAG found that Abrams treated ELC’s and EJC’s 

funds as if she had received them personally to support her personal projects, including her real 

estate business, in violation of the NCA and the common law, which prohibit those who control 

charitable funds from using those funds for their personal benefit. 

5. OAG also found that Abrams made false statements to the District to keep the grant 

funds flowing, in violation of the FCA, and paid EJC’s caseworker late multiple times, in violation 

of the WPCL. 
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6. To resolve the District’s potential claims under these statutes, Defendants agreed 

to enter into a pre-suit settlement agreement with the District called an Assurance of Voluntary 

Compliance (the “Assurance”) on December 19, 2025. See Exhibit 1, Assurance of Voluntary 

Compliance at 11. 

7. Among other requirements, Abrams agreed to pay the District $110,000 (the 

“Settlement Amount”) in 11 monthly installments of $10,000, due on the 10th of each month, and 

to provide OAG with notice and proof of payment within five days of making each payment. Ex. 

1 ¶¶ 19-20.  

8. Defendants also agreed that EJC’s and ELC’s funds would be transferred to OAG-

approved bank accounts to which neither Abrams nor her spouse has access. Ex. 1 ¶ 24.  

9. Defendants have not complied with terms of the Assurance. Abrams has not paid 

any of the Settlement Amount, having missed eight monthly $10,000 payments to date, and 

Defendants have failed to confirm to OAG that neither Abrams nor her spouse has access to EJC’s 

or ELC’s bank accounts. 

10. Since Abrams signed the Assurance, the District has contacted Abrams 16 times by 

letter and email, notifying her that she has missed multiple payment deadlines, that she has failed 

to pay any of the Settlement Amount, and that even though the Assurance prohibits her from 

controlling ELC funds, public records show that she continues to control ELC while ELC 

continues to solicit donations from the public. 

11. Due to Defendants’ willful noncompliance with the Assurance, the District seeks 

(1) compensatory damages, specifically an order requiring Abrams to pay the full Settlement 

Amount to the District, including prejudgment interest on past-due amounts, and (2) proof to OAG 

that Abrams can no longer access or control ELC’s or EJC’s funds.  
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PARTIES 

12. Plaintiff 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 NCA under D.C. Code § 29-412.20, and has broad powers under the 

common law to police the activities of nonprofits within the District to ensure that their use of 

funds meets their public nonprofit purposes. The Attorney General is also authorized to enforce 

the FCA and the WPCL under D.C. Code § 2-381.03(a) and § 32-1306(a)(2)(B).  

13. Defendant Allyson Abrams is a Maryland resident, residing at 12138 Central 

Avenue, in Bowie, Maryland. She founded EJC and ELC and served as a director and as President 

of EJC until it dissolved in August 2025. She continues to serve in both roles for ELC. She has 

always controlled both entities’ operations and finances.  

14. Defendant ELC is a District of Columbia nonprofit religious corporation organized 

in 2018 to train members of the faith community to provide financial education, HIV/AIDS 

education, and social advocacy to needy individuals.  

15. Defendant EJC is a Maryland nonstock corporation organized in 2017 to support 

disenfranchised members of local communities of color. It dissolved in 2025. 
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JURISDICTION 

16. This Court has subject matter jurisdiction over this matter and over the claims in 

this Complaint under D.C. Code § 11-921. 

17. This Court has personal jurisdiction over Defendants under D.C. Code §§ 13-422 

and 13-423. 

FACTUAL ALLEGATIONS 

I. Abrams Took over $125,000 from ELC and EJC and Submitted False Claims for 

Payment to the District. 

18. In 2024, OAG began an investigation into Defendants’ potential violations of the 

NCA and the FCA.  

19. OAG found that instead of using District grant funds exclusively for their intended 

purpose of providing addiction treatment services in the District, Abrams used them to supplement 

her salary through a series of cash withdrawals, bonuses, advances, and transfers to her, her spouse, 

and other corporate entities associated with her real estate business. These payments exceeded 

Abrams’s approved salary under the grant agreements by over $125,000.  

20. OAG also found that between January 2021 and February 2022, Abrams wrote 

several checks from EJC’s account at M&T Bank for the purported purpose of paying staff salaries. 

She submitted copies of the checks to the District in support of two invoices for payment totaling 

over $40,000. However, on information and belief, Abrams never gave these checks to the staff 

members she represented she had paid and instead wrote these checks solely to obtain funds from 

the District. In other words, the checks she wrote were fake, and staff members went unpaid by 

EJC. 

21. OAG also found that Abrams falsely represented to the District government agency 

funding EJC—the Office of Victim Services and Justice Grants—that she was not under 
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investigation after she responded to OAG’s investigative subpoena. 

22. OAG also found that EJC routinely paid an employee up to two months late. 

II. Defendants Entered into an Agreement with OAG to Resolve Their Violations of District 

Law. 

23. Following OAG’s investigation, Defendants and OAG entered into the Assurance 

to settle the District’s potential claims against them. The Assurance became effective on December 

19, 2025. See Ex. 1, Assurance at 10. 

24. In signing the Assurance, Abrams agreed to pay the District $110,000, see id. ¶ 19,  

on the following schedule: 

a. “By November 10, 2025, Ms. Abrams shall pay the first installment of $10,000 to 

the District.” Id. ¶ 20(a). 

b. “By the 10th of each month thereafter for the next ten months, Ms. Abrams shall 

pay subsequent installments of $10,000 to the District.” Id. ¶ 20(b). 

c. “No more than five days after Ms. Abrams makes each payment described in ¶ 

20(a)-(b), Ms. Abrams shall provide notice to [OAG] including written proof of 

payment, pursuant to ¶ 32 of this Assurance.” Id. ¶ 20(c). 

25. In signing the Assurance, Abrams also agreed to step down from EJC’s board and 

to relinquish control over EJC’s funds. Ex. 1 ¶ 23. 

26. EJC agreed to notify OAG if it dissolved and send OAG a copy of EJC’s articles 

of dissolution. Ex. 1 ¶ 31. 

27. Because ELC is a religious entity, the Assurance allows ELC to continue to operate 

and allows Abrams to continue to lead it. However, the Assurance requires Abrams to relinquish 

control over ELC’s funds. 

28. In the Assurance, EJC and ELC agreed that, within 30 days after December 19, 
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2025, they would close all of their bank accounts, transfer any remaining funds to new bank 

accounts that must be approved by OAG beforehand, and ensure that neither Abrams nor her 

spouse has access to those accounts for 10 years. Ex. 1 ¶ 24.  

III. Defendants Have Violated Their Obligations Under the Agreement. 

29. Because the Assurance was written to have monthly payment deadlines starting in 

November 2025, two payment deadlines had already passed by the time Abrams signed the 

Assurance. Accordingly, her first payment deadline was January 10, 2026. She was required to 

make a payment of $10,000 on that date, and to provide notice and proof of payment to OAG of 

the payment within five days. On the 10th day of each month thereafter, Abrams was required to 

make another $10,000 payment to the District and provide notice and proof of payment to OAG 

within five days.  

30. Abrams missed all of these deadlines and has yet not made any settlement payment 

to the District. As of today, she has missed eight payments. 

31. In November 2025, OAG learned that EJC had dissolved as a Maryland corporation 

in August 2025. EJC never notified OAG of this dissolution, despite the Assurance’s requirement 

that EJC notify OAG if it dissolved. Ex. 1 ¶ 31.  

32. Defendants have not provided OAG with any information about EJC’s or ELC’s 

bank accounts since signing the Assurance, and have not sought OAG approval for any new 

accounts, despite the Assurance’s requirements that all EJC and ELC bank accounts be closed 

within 30 days after December 19, 2025, that any remaining funds be transferred into new bank 

accounts approved by OAG to ensure that Abrams does not control them, and that neither Abrams 

nor her spouse has access to those accounts for 10 years. Id. ¶ 24.  

33. Sixteen times between January 5, 2026 and August 21, 2026, OAG emailed Abrams 

to notify her of upcoming payment deadlines, to ask what she was doing with donations she was 
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soliciting online for ELC, to provide additional copies of the written instructions for making 

payment, and to notify her that she, EJC, and ELC were in violation of the Assurance. 

34. In response to the emails, Abrams promised multiple times that she was about to 

receive funds and would make the payments within days or even that same day. These promises 

have gone unfulfilled. 

35. ELC continues to solicit donations from the public on its website. Because 

Defendants have not complied with the Assurance, OAG does not know who controls any donated 

funds, but public records show that Abrams continues to control ELC.  

CAUSE OF ACTION 

COUNT ONE 

Breach of Contract  

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

forth herein. 

37. The Assurance is a valid contract between each Defendant and the District. 

38. The District has performed under the Assurance by holding its claims against 

Defendants in abeyance, expecting that Defendants would comply with the Assurance. 

39. Defendants have breached the Assurance, including as follows:   

a. Abrams has not made any of the $10,000 monthly installment payments that 

paragraphs 19 and 20 of the Assurance have required her to make since January 10, 

2026;  

b. EJC has not notified OAG of its dissolution, as required by paragraph 31 of the 

Assurance; and 

c. Abrams has failed to (i) close EJC’s and ELC’s bank accounts or, alternatively, 

notify OAG that their bank accounts have been closed, (ii) obtain OAG approval to 
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open new EJC and/or ELC bank accounts to which Abrams and her spouse have no 

access; (iii) obtain OAG approval to transfer any funds from the closed accounts to 

the new accounts, and (iv) after securing OAG approval, open the new accounts 

and transfer any funds from the closed accounts to the new accounts, all as required 

by paragraph 24 of the Assurance.  

40. Defendants’ breaches of the Assurance have harmed the District because the 

District has not received any of the $110,000 that the Assurance requires Abrams to pay, nor does 

the District have any of the information the Assurance requires Defendants to provide about ELC’s 

and EJC’s banking arrangements, which the District needs to ensure that EJC’s and ELC’s 

charitable funds are being used exclusively for their designated charitable purposes and are not 

controlled by Abrams or her spouse.     

41. Defendants’ breaches of the Assurance entitle the District to compensatory 

damages and specific performance of the requirements of paragraphs 24 and 31 of the Assurance. 

PRAYER FOR RELIEF 

WHEREFORE, Plaintiff the District of Columbia respectfully requests that the Court: 

a. Enter judgment in the District’s favor against all Defendants;  

b. Order Abrams to pay the full amount she owes and has not paid under the Assurance: 

$110,000, plus post-judgment interest; 

c. Order Defendants to specifically perform their’ obligations under paragraphs 24 and 31 

of the Assurance by providing the information set forth below within 60 days of entry 

of judgment: 

1. Copies of the most recent bank statements for EJC’s and ELC’s bank accounts at 

M&T Bank, Wells Fargo Bank, and any other bank accounts that either organization 
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held on or before December 19, 2025; 

2. Documents sufficient to show that each bank account identified in request for relief 

c.1. are closed, if in fact they have been closed;  

3. A written statement from Abrams, EJC, and ELC identifying: 

i. The banks, if any, where ELC, EJC, or any nonprofit corporation Abrams 

controls has had accounts at any point since December 19, 2025; and  

ii. The banks, if any, where ELC, EJC, or any nonprofit corporation Abrams 

controls proposes to open new accounts;  

4. Copies of the most recent bank statements for any bank account ELC, EJC, or any 

nonprofit Abrams controls has held at any point since December 19, 2025; 

5. Bank records sufficient to show that neither Abrams nor her spouse controls or 

would control any of the accounts identified in request for relief c.3. 

6. Within 15 days of receiving OAG’s written approval of the accounts identified in 

request for relief c.3., bank records sufficient to show that any funds EJC and ELC 

had as of December 19, 2025 have been transferred to those accounts.  

d. Award the District the costs of this action under D.C. Code § 2-381.02; 

e. Award the District its reasonable attorneys’ fees; and  

f. Grant such further relief as the Court deems just and proper. 

JURY DEMAND 

The District of Columbia demands a trial by jury by the maximum number of jurors 

permitted by law on all issues triable by right in this action. 

Dated: August 30, 2026  Respectfully submitted,  

 

BRIAN L. SCHWALB 

Attorney General for the District of Columbia 
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COTY MONTAG 

Deputy Attorney General 

Public Advocacy Division 

 

WILLIAM F. STEPHENS 

BETH MELLEN 

Assistant Deputy Attorneys General 

Public Advocacy Division 

 

ADAM GITLIN   

Chief, Antitrust and Nonprofit Enforcement Section 

Public Advocacy Division 

 

/s/ Cara J. Spencer   

CARA J. SPENCER [D.C. Bar # 1023182] 

Assistant Attorney General, Public Advocacy 

Division 

Office of the Attorney General 

400 6th Street NW, 9th Fl. 

Washington, DC 20001 

(202) 442-9754 

cara.spencer@dc.gov 

 

Attorneys for the District of Columbia 

 

 




