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years after the effective date of the adjustment, that a tenant must the new base rent as 
provided in § within 6 months from the date the housing provider tiles his base rent as 
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erroneous or unlawful." In many of the numbered paragraphs listed above, the Tenant 

failed to state a specific ground that caused the Commission's decision "to be erroneous 

or unlawful." For instance, the paragraphs numbered 1, 2, 3, 4, 6, 7, and 10 do not allege 

errors in the Commission's decision. Rather, they are statements of the existence of 

housing code violations, complaints against the housing inspectors, threats to sue them, 

and an allegation of racism. See Henson v. Bryant, TP 27,514 (RHC Sept. 30, 2003) 

(where the tenants submitted a list of sentences on the Commission's notice of appeal 

form and a notice of appeal which did not state errors in the Rent Administrator's 

decision, and the Commission dismissed the appeal). Similarly, the Tenant made 

statements, which do not refer to the Commission's decision and therefore, the 

Commission cannot rule on those statements. 

In paragraphs 3 and 4, the Tenant refers to an attachment to the motion for 

reconsideration that is marked, "Exhibit No. A," which is a housing inspection report that 

is dated September 12, 2002, which is four (4) months after he filed his petition on May 

1,2002. Pursuant to 14 DCMR § 3807.5 (1991), "[t]he Commission shall not receive 

new evidence on appeal." This exhibit was not introduced at the hearing before the 

hearing examiner, and is not in the certified record. Therefore, it is new evidence, which 

the Commission cannot consider. 

In paragraph five (5), the Tenant raised the issue that Mr. Butler, housing 

inspector, did not come to inspect his apartment, as stated in the Commission's decision 

at 2. The Tenant misunderstood the context of the statement about Mr. Butler. In the 

sentence above paragraphs numbered 1 through lOin its decision, the Commission stated 

it was the hearing examiner's decision and order, which contained the ten (10) listed 
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findings of fact. Next, Commission quoted the ten (10) findings of fact in hearing 

examiner's decision, the Commission's decision. The Commission copied 

what the hearing examiner made as findings of fact. The tenth, 10th, finding of fact 

related to Mr. Butler. More importantly, the Tenant did not raise an issue related to Mr. 

and finding of fact number lOin his notice of appeal, and therefore, cannot raise it 

on appeal in a motion for reconsideration. 

The second point in paragraph five (5) involves two contradictory statements by 

the Tenant. First, in paragraph five (5), the Tenant states, "It is untrue the housing code 

violation existed in eight years, I was seeking a remedy for the last 3 years ... (emphasis 

added)." Next, the Tenant states, "I only mentioned that the housing code violation exists 

since 8 years. It does not mean I want remedies for eight years (emphasis added). The 

Commission must rely on the record made by the Tenant, who wrote in his petition that 

the violations existed for eight (8) years and testified at the hearing that the violations 

existed for eight (8) years. The eight (8) years places the violations beyond three (3) 

statute oflimitations the Act. See Kennedy v. District of Columbia Rental Hous. 

Comm'n, 709 A.2d 94 (D.C. 1998). 

Moreover, "[r]eview by the Commission shall be limited to the issues raised in the 

notice of appeal. ... " Statement six (6) is about the Tenant's lease, and statement seven 

(7) is about security and key deposits, which were not raised as issues in the notice of 

appeal. In amllnon. in one sentence in statement six (6) and in statement thirteen (13) 

Tenant raised for the first time on appeal to the Commission whether his rent increase 

was proper under the adjustment of general applicability based on the Consumer Price 

Index for Wage Earners and Clerical Workers (CPI-W), 
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