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10. On December 12, 1998, the Washington Gas Company found a heavy odor of 
gas fumes throughout the building, turned of gas equipment, and red tagged it 
dangerous. 

11. The toilet in the Petitioner's apartment did not operate properly from 
September 1999 to November 1999 when he moved out. 

12. On October 21, 1999, the bathroom plumbing facilities in the Petitioner's 
apartment were cited for violating the housing regulations not being in 
good working condition. 

13. The Respondent did not register the building with RACD as required. 

14. The Respondent raised the Petitioner's rent after he made an oral request for 
repairs in his apartment. 

Lane v. Davisl J.E.S. Enterprise, TP 24,841 (OAD Nov. 5,2001) at 3-4. The AU 

concluded as a matter of law: 

1. The Respondent's proposed October I, 1999 rent was larger than the amount 
of increase allowed by any applicable provision of the Act. 

2. The Respondent failed to give a proper 30-day notice of the rent increase in 
violation of 14 DCMR § 4205. 

3. The Respondent failed to file the proper rent increase forms with RACD. 

4. The Respondent implemented a rent increase while the unit was not in 
substantial compliance with the D.C. Housing Regulations in violation of D.C. 
[OFFICIAL CODE § 42-3502.08 (a)(I)(A) (2001)]. 

5. The Respondent failed to register the property as required by D.C. [OFFICIAL 
CODE § 42-3502.05 (2001)]. 

6. The Respondent has substantially reduced the services andlor facilities 
provided in connection with the rental unit occupied by the Petitioner but no 
refund in rent is due. 

7. The Respondent retaliated against the Petitioner in violation of D.C. 
[OFFICIAL CODE § 42-3505.02 (2001)] by raising the rent after the Petitioner 
contacted the D.C. government officials about problems in his apru1ment. 

Id. at 9-10. 
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III. DISCUSSION OF THE CASE 

A. Preliminary Issues 

J The tenant petition was filed on November 4, 1999, therefore, this letter was sent after the petition was 
filed. 
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2. In issues two (2). and four (4) the tenant argues that "he was forced to vacate this 

dwelling under duress," and that the housing provider's actions "resulted in a forced removal 

under duress incurring [sic] petitioner with relocation and moving costs excess of $500.00." 

The tenant asserts that he was forced to vacate his unit due to "duress." However, 

tenant does not assert that the housing provider, through physical force or threat. removed him 

from his unit. Rather, he asserts that the housing provider '"forc[ed] the petitioner to live in 

SqUalOf," and, as a result of an inoperative toilet in his unit, made him suffer the "indignity of 

having to remove his own solid waste." The tenant also argues that removal under "duress" 

required relocation costs of $500.00. 

The jurisdiction of the Rent Administrator is limited by D.C. OFFICIAL CODE § 42-

3502.04 (2001), which provides: 

jurisdiction over those complaints and 
under subchapters IV. V. VI, and IX of this chapter and 

.. "" ....... Housing Act of 1980 which may be disposed of through 
administrative proceedings. 

In the instant case, where the tenant contends that he was forced to relocate as a result of the 

condition of his unit, the Rent Administrator and the Commission are bound by the provisions of 

the Act, D.C. ~§rJr'LI'M.LCODE § 42-3502.11 (2001), which provides the Rent Administrator 

determines that related services or facilities are substantially increased or decreased, "the Rent 

Administrator may increase Of decrease the rent ceiling, as applicable to reflect the value in the 

change of services or facilities." Moreover, D.C. OFFICIAL CODE § 42-3509.01(a) (2001). 

relating to penalties and damages provides that a housing provider who reduces services and 

facilities shaH be liable for the amount by which the rent charged exceeds the U!JJ~.u."'U.V"L'" rent 

ceiling. tenant's assertion that was forced to under "duress" as a result of the 
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