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THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
ALCOHOLIC BEVERAGE AND CANNABIS BOARD 

 
____________________________________ 
      ) 
In the Matter of:    ) 
      ) 
ABT, LLC     )   Case No.:  26-PRO-00036 
      )   License No.:  ABRA-128728 
      )   Order No.:   2026-674 
Applicant for a New     ) 
Medical Cannabis Retailer License  ) 
      ) 
at premises     ) 
2335 Bladensburg Road, NE   ) 
Washington, D.C. 20018   ) 
____________________________________) 
 
BEFORE:     Donovan Anderson, Chairperson 
   Silas Grant, Jr., Member 
   Teri Janine Quinn, Member 
   Ryan Jones, Member 
   David Meadows, Member 
   James Turner, Member 
 
PARTIES:    ABT, LLC, Applicant 
 
   Shawn Nelson, Commissioner, Advisory Neighborhood    
   Commission (ANC) 5C, Protestant  
 
 

FINDINGS OF FACT, CONCLUSIONS OF LAW, 
AND ORDER 

 
 

INTRODUCTION 
 

The Alcoholic Beverage and Cannabis Board (Board) approves the Application for a New 
Medical Cannabis Retailer’s License filed by ABT, LLC (“Applicant” or “ABT”).  Based upon its 
review of the Application, the Board finds it unlikely that ABT will have any negative impacts on 
vehicular or pedestrian safety, and the Board approves the license without conditions.  

 
Procedural Background 

 
The Notice of Public Hearing advertising ABT’s Application was posted on February 20, 

2026, and informed the public that objections to the Application could be filed by an affected ANC 
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on or before April 6, 2026. ABCA Protest File No. 26-PRO-00036, Notice of Public Hearing 
[Notice of Public Hearing]. The records of the Alcoholic Beverage and Cannabis Administration 
(ABCA) indicate that ANC 5C has filed a protest against the Application. ABCA Protest File No. 
26-PRO-00036, Roll Call Hearing Results.  

 
The parties came before the Board’s Agent for a Roll Call Hearing on April 27, 2026, 

where the above-mentioned objector was granted standing to protest the Application. Id. Finally, 
the Protest Hearing in this matter occurred on June 10, 2026.   
 

The Board recognizes that an ANC’s properly adopted written recommendations are 
entitled to great weight from the Board. D.C. Code §§ 1-309.10(d), 25-609; Foggy Bottom Ass’n 
v. District of Columbia Alcoholic Beverage Control Bd., 445 A.2d 643, 646 (D.C. 1982). 
Accordingly, the Board “must elaborate, with precision, its response to the ANC[’s] issues and 
concerns.” Foggy Bottom Ass’n, 445 A.2d at 646. The ANC’s issues and concerns shall be 
addressed by the Board in its Conclusions of Law below.  
 

Pursuant to D.C. Code § 7-1671.06i, the Board may only consider the following grounds 
for a medical cannabis retailer license protest: (1) a violation of Chapter 16B of Title 7 of the D.C. 
Official Code by the applicant; (2) a violation of civil law by the applicant directly related to the 
operation of the business; or (3) vehicular and pedestrian safety. D.C. Code § 7-1671.06i(a)(1)-
(3). Therefore, under the criteria required by Chapter 16B and the issues raised as part of the 
protest, the Board may only grant the Application if the business will not have a negative impact 
on vehicular and pedestrian safety. Id.    

 
Proposed Findings Filed by Protestant 

 
In this matter, the Protestant filed proposed findings of fact and conclusions of law, which 

the Board has taken into consideration. When the Board operates in the role of a fact finder in an 
administrative adjudication it may consider and adopt the proposed findings of fact and 
conclusions of law submitted by one or more parties. Sheridan Kalorama Historical Ass’n v. Dist. 
of Columbia Bd. of Zoning Adjustment, 229 A.3d 1246, 1255 (D.C. 2020). The benefit of doing so 
is that it allows the Board to expedite the issuance of decisions and reduce the time needed to 
resolve contested cases. Id. at 1256. Nevertheless, the Board must ensure that its final decision 
represents an independent judgement regarding the evidence, legal analysis, and outcome of the 
case. Watergate E. Comm. Against Hotel Conversion to Co-op Apartments v. Dist. of Columbia 
Zoning Comm’n, 953 A.2d 1036, 1045 (D.C. 2008). In that vein, the Board’s order should only 
rely on facts supported by the record; not “ignore [relevant] evidence or inferences from evidence 
favorable to the other party . . .”; and address significant objections provided by the non-prevailing 
party. Monaco v. Dist. of Columbia Bd. of Zoning Adjustment, 407 A.2d 1091, 1102 (D.C. 1979); 
Durant v. Dist. of Columbia Zoning Comm’n, 99 A.3d 253, 257-58 (D.C. 2014). Furthermore, 
evidence of independent judgement may include the addition or removal of words, sentences, and 
paragraphs; appropriate reference to legal authority applicable to the case; grammatical and 
typographical changes; and structural changes. St. Mary’s Episcopal Church v. Dist. of Columbia 
Zoning Comm'n, 174 A.3d 260, 268–69 (D.C. 2017). In this case, whether adopted verbatim or by 
paraphrase, the Board acknowledges its adoption of various proposed findings and conclusions 
provided by the Protestant in resolving this adjudication based on its reasoned judgement that the 
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relied upon findings and conclusions represent an adequate and reasonable resolution of the present 
controversy. 

 
FINDINGS OF FACT 

 
The following statements represent the Board’s findings of fact based on the evidentiary 

record. In reaching its determination, the Board considered the evidence, the testimony of the 
witnesses, the arguments of the parties, and all documents comprising the Board’s official file. The 
Board credits all testimony and evidence identified or cited below unless otherwise stated. 
 

I. Background 
 
1.  ABT applied for a New Medical Cannabis Retailer’s License at 2335 Bladensburg Road, 
NE, Washington, DC 20018. Notice of Public Hearing. 
 
2. ABCA Investigator Kevin Hall investigated the Application and prepared the Protest 
Report submitted to the Board. ABCA Protest File No. 26-PRO-00036, Protest Report (Jun. 2026) 
[Protest Report]. 
 
3.  The proposed establishment is in a PDR-2 zone. Id. at 3. ABT is situated within a mixed 
commercial and industrial area. Id. The surrounding area consists primarily of commercial 
businesses, warehouses, event venues, automotive-related businesses, with residential properties 
nearby. Id. The neighborhood is characterized by a mix of industrial and commercial uses, large 
surface parking lots, wide roadways, and significant vehicular traffic. Id. There is one ABCA-
licensed liquor establishment within 1200 feet and there are no other medical cannabis licensees 
located within 400 feet of the premises. Id. The proposed hours for operating, sales, delivery and 
safe use treatment are from 10:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m. Sunday through Thursday and from 9:00 a.m. 
to 10:00 p.m. Friday and Saturday. Id. at 4. 
 
4.  Investigator Hall monitored the proposed location on four separate occasions and did not 
observe any ABCA violations. Id. During one visit, Investigator Hall met with the owner of ABT 
and conducted a walkthrough of the retail space to confirm that the proposed cultivation area would 
be separated from the retailer space. Id. There is no Metro station in the immediate vicinity, and 
only one Metro bus line operates along both sides of Bladensburg Road. Id. The site has 
approximately 30 parking spaces, pedestrian walkways that cross Bladensburg Road, and street 
parking is available on Bladensburg Road after 9:30 a.m., Monday through Friday. Id. 
  
5. Christopher Michael is the designated agent for ABT and has a management agreement 
with the owner. Transcript (Tr.), Jun. 10, 2026 at 6. Mr. Michael has two years of experience 
operating ABCA medical cannabis licenses with zero violations. Tr. at 36. He also has nine years 
of experience working in the cannabis industry in other jurisdictions. Id. Part of his role with ABT 
is to assist with the licensing process, prepare staff for opening, conduct METRC training, and 
oversee the operations of retail, cultivation, and manufacturing. Id. at 50. The business plan for the 
establishment includes a delivery component and security both on-site and outside. Id. Mr. Michael 
is not concerned about traffic or parking issues because of the ample onsite parking and crosswalks. 
Id. at 47. ABT will have security on-site and outside the establishment to help direct customers to 
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parking and into the establishment. Id. at 48–49. There will be a total of eight outdoor cameras. Id. 
at 49. 
 
6.  Abeba (Mimi) Beyene is the owner of ABT and plans to be physically present and working 
at the establishment. Id. at 59. Ms. Beyene is an entrepreneur with several businesses in the city. 
Id. at 57. She acknowledges that she does not have experience in the cannabis industry, which is 
why she has a management agreement with Mr. Michael. Id. at 55. They have hired employees 
with ten to twenty years of experience. Id. 
 
7. Gilbert Smith has been a resident of the Gateway community for the past 35 years and is 
the former president of the Gateway Community Association. Id. at 69. He describes the Gateway 
neighborhood surrounding the premises as residential and expresses concerns about pedestrian 
safety. Id. at 72. He is specifically worried about children who catch the bus outside the 
establishment. Id. In Mr. Smith’s view, there has been an increase in trash, car break-ins, and 
property damage over the years due and believes a cannabis retailer will exacerbate these issues. 
Id. at 70. He is additionally concerned about the potential volume of people visiting the area, 
referencing the previous establishment operated by Ms. Beyene at the premises. Id. 
 
8. Leslie Bournes has been a resident of the Gateway community for over 30 years and is the 
current president of the Gateway Community Association. Id. at 79. She shares concerns about 
children walking along Bladensburg Road to catch the bus in front of the establishment, noting 
that it is a highly trafficked corridor. Id. at 80. There is significant construction in the area involving 
dump trucks and hundreds of employees, and nearby parking garages create visibility issues as 
buses enter and exit. Id. Ms. Bournes is concerned that a medical cannabis retailer will further 
reduce visibility and increase traffic in the area. Id. at 81. 
 
9. For the past ten years, Karlyn Hunter has been a resident of the Gateway neighborhood. Id. 
at 91. Ms. Hunter has a daughter who takes the bus on Bladensburg Road to get to school and 
expresses concerns about traffic and pedestrian safety in the area. Id. at 92. She does not have 
concerns about medical cannabis retailers in general but has specific concerns about this particular 
facility due to the owner’s management history and the lack of community engagement. Id. at 94. 
 

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 
 
10. The Board may approve an Application for a New Medical Cannabis Retailer’s License 
when the proposed establishment will not have an adverse impact on the neighborhood. D.C. Code 
§ 7-1671.06i. Specifically, the questions in this matter are whether the Application will have a 
negative impact on vehicular and pedestrian safety.  
 

I. The Burden of Proof Lies with the Applicant to Prove its Case Through Substantial 
Evidence. 

 
11. The burden of proof in this matter is assigned to the Applicant. 22-C DCMR § 9712. “... 
[T]he Applicant in meeting its burden may rely on the record as a whole, which includes 
information provided in the Protest Report and the Protestant’s case, and not just what the 
Applicant presents during its case-in-chief.” In re The New 7307, t/a Premier Lounge, Case No. 
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22-PRO-000222, Board Order No. 2022-701, ¶ 1 (D.C.A.B.C. B. Oct. 19, 2022) citing Esgar Corp. 
v. Commissioner of Internal Revenue, 744 F.3d 648, 655 (10th Cir. 2014); see also Washington 
Metro. Area Transit Auth. v. Dist. of Columbia Dept. of Employment Services, 992 A.2d 1276, 
1283 (D.C. 2010) citing Dale v. S & S Builders, LLC, 188 P.3d 554, 561 (Wyo. 2008) (saying in 
determining whether a party met its burden during an administrative hearing the court will look at 
the “record as a whole”). The Board further notes that where there is an “absence of evidence on 
an essential point [this] supports denial rather than granting of an application.” Conrad v. Dist. of 
Columbia Alcoholic Beverage Control Bd., 21-AA-748, 2023 WL 163964, at *5 (D.C. Jan. 12, 
2023). 
 
12.  Furthermore, in determining whether the Applicant has met its burden, the Board shall only 
base its decision on the “substantial evidence” contained in the record. 22-C DCMR § 9719.2. The 
substantial evidence standard requires the Board to rely on “such relevant evidence as a reasonable 
mind might accept as adequate to support a conclusion.” Clark v. D.C. Dep’t of Employment Servs., 
772 A.2d 198, 201 (D.C. 2001) citing Children’s Defense Fund v. District of Columbia Dep’t of 
Employment Servs., 726 A.2d 1242, 1247 (D.C. 1999). It should be noted that “. . . hearsay 
evidence is admissible in administrative proceedings” and may constitute “substantial evidence.” 
Compton v. Dist. of Columbia Bd. of Psychology, 858 A.2d 470, 476 (D.C. 2004). In that vein, 
“The weight to be given to any piece of hearsay evidence is a function of its truthfulness, 
reasonableness, and credibility.” Id. at 477. 
 

II. The Establishment is Appropriate for the Neighborhood. 
 

13.  In determining appropriateness, the Board must consider whether the Applicant’s future 
operations will satisfy the reasonable expectations of residents to be free from disturbances and 
other nuisances—not just whether the Application complies with the minimum requirements of 
the law. D.C. Council, Bill 6-504, the “District of Columbia Alcoholic Beverage Control Act 
Reform Amendment Act of 1986,” Committee on Consumer and Regulatory Affairs, 38 (Nov. 12, 
1986); see Panutat, LLC v. D.C. Alcoholic Beverage Control Bd., 75 A.3d 269, 277 n. 12 (D.C. 
2013) (“However, in mandating consideration of the effect on peace, order, and quiet, § 25-
313(b)(2) does not limit the Board’s consideration to the types of noises described in § 25-725.”). 
As part of its analysis, the Board should evaluate each “unique” location “according to the 
particular circumstances involved” and attempt to determine the “prospective” effect of the 
establishment on the neighborhood. Le Jimmy, Inc. v. D.C. Alcoholic Beverage Control Bd., 433 
A.2d 1090, 1093 (D.C. 1981). Furthermore, the analysis may also include the Applicant’s efforts 
to mitigate or alleviate operational concerns, the “character of the neighborhood,” the character of 
the establishment, and the license holder’s future plans. Donnelly v. District of Columbia Alcoholic 
Beverage Control Board, 452 A.2d 364, 369 (D.C. 1982) (saying that the Board could rely on 
testimony related to the licensee’s “past and future efforts” to control negative impacts of the 
operation); Upper Georgia Ave. Planning Comm. v. Alcoholic Beverage Control Bd., 500 A.2d 
987, 992 (D.C. 1985) (saying the Board may consider an applicant’s efforts to “alleviate” 
operational concerns); Citizens Ass’n of Georgetown, Inc. v. D.C. Alcoholic Beverage Control Bd., 
410 A.2d 197, 200 (D.C. 1979); Gerber v. D.C. Alcoholic Beverage Control Bd., 499 A.2d 1193, 
1196 (D.C. 1985); Sophia’s Inc. v. Alcoholic Beverage Control Bd., 268 A.2d 799, 800-801 (D.C. 
1970). 
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a. ABT will not have a negative impact on vehicular and pedestrian safety. 
 

14.  ABT will not have a negative impact on vehicular and pedestrian safety.  In determining 
the appropriateness of an establishment, the Board shall consider whether the medical cannabis 
retailer establishment will negatively impact vehicular and pedestrian safety. D.C. Code § 7-
1671.06i(a)(3). 
 
15. In this case, the establishment’s business hours will not be during the morning rush hour, 
making it unlikely to impact the morning traffic flow. Supra at ¶ 3. Nevertheless, traffic congestion 
is not a valid consideration under this factor unless there is a specific showing that the 
establishment will have a negative impact on vehicular and pedestrian safety, which has not been 
established in this case.  The mere fact that the establishment is located near a bus stop that children 
may frequent is not indicative that the establishment will create unsafe vehicular and pedestrian 
problems. Supra at ¶ 7. There is no credible evidence that the flow of traffic to be generated by the 
establishment will be of such pattern or volume as to increase the likelihood of vehicular or 
pedestrian accidents. Allegations that the operation of the Applicant’s medical cannabis retail 
establishment pose a danger to vehicles or pedestrians are insufficiently supported by data and 
appears entirely speculative at this time.  Indeed, there is nothing in the record that shows the 
Applicant’s operations are unusual or can be reasonably tied to a specific, viable, or predictable 
threat to pedestrians or vehicles. Finally, the establishment has 30 private parking spots available 
for patients, which appears eminently appropriate and sufficient based on the nature of the 
business. Supra at ¶ 4. ABT will also have security outside of the establishment to help direct 
people to the parking lot and alleviate any confusion regarding how to enter. Supra at ¶ 5.  
Therefore, the Board finds in favor of the Applicant on this issue. 
 

III. The Board Provides “Great Weight” to the ANC’s Written Recommendation. 
 
16. Pursuant to D.C. Code § 7-1671.06j, “the Board shall accord great weight to input provided 
by an affected ANC regarding the proposed… location of a retailer when approving or rejecting 
an application for a license.” D.C. Code § 7-1671.06j. “[G]reat weight” implies explicit reference 
to each ANC issue and concern as such, as well as specific findings and conclusions with respect 
to each. Kopff v. District of Columbia Alcoholic Beverage Control Board, 381 A.2d 1372, 1384 
(D.C.1977). The great weight requirement does not require the Board to adopt or accept the views 
of the ANC’s position and the law “does not require special deference to the views of an ANC but, 
rather, that an agency address its concerns with particularity.” Committee for Washington’s 
Riverfront Parks v. Thompson, 451 A.2d 1177, 1194 (D.C.1982).  Here, the Board evaluated and 
considered the ANC’s concerns but found the arguments too speculative, irrelevant, or 
unsubstantiated. 
 

a. The regulations articulating peace, order, and quiet and residential parking no 
longer apply to standard applications pursuant to § 7-1671.06i. 
 

17. Previously, Chapter 16B permitted ANCs to protest on the following grounds: (1) peace, 
order, and quiet of the relevant area; (2) residential parking needs and vehicular and pedestrian 
safety; and (3) real property values. D.C. Official Code § 7–1671.06a (2023). However, the law 
changed in 2024 to add new standing requirements and protest grounds for protestants that 
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replaced these prior grounds for standard medical cannabis applications. The new protest grounds 
for medical cannabis retailers now solely include: (1) a violation of Chapter 16B by the applicant; 
(2) a violation of civil law by the applicant that is directly related to the operation of the business 
or establishment for which the license is sought; and (3) vehicular and pedestrian safety. D.C. Code 
§ 7-1671.06i(a)(1)-(3). The Board is aware that the old grounds of peace, order, and quiet; 
residential parking needs; and real property values remain in another part of the title; however, the 
plain language of D.C. Official Code § 7-1671.06a(i) limits consideration of these factors to special 
“unlicensed establishment[s]” that qualified for a limited grace period under the law. D.C. Code § 
7-1671.06a(i). Because ABT is not one of these special unlicensed establishments, the protest 
factors are limited to the new ones articulated by the D.C. Council in § 7-1671.06i. 
 
18. Based on the legislation that added § 7-1671.06i to the law, the removal of peace, order, 
and quiet; residential parking; and real property values indicate a legislative intent to exclude these 
factors from medical cannabis protests.1 The Board is aware that §§ 5403, 5421, 5435 of Title 22-
C of the DCMR references these prior protest grounds. However, in light of the statute, it is clear 
that these rules only apply to unlicensed establishments, and do not apply to protests against 
standard applicants, which are now limited by law to the factors listed in § 7-1671.06i.2 This 
reading is warranted because regulations that conflict with statutes cannot prevail. Frazier v. DC 
Department of Employment Services, 229 A.3d 131, 139 (D.C. 2020) citing Hanson v. Dist. of 
Columbia Rental Hous. Comm’n, 584 A.2d 592, 595 (D.C. 1991) (“[I]f any agency’s regulations 
conflicts with statutes, is beyond the agency’s statutory authority, or violates jurisdictional 
doctrines, the agency is not bound by its own regulations and its decision to depart from the 
regulation will be upheld.”).  For this reason, the Board cannot consider the peace, order, and quiet 
ground raised by the ANC in its protest letter where ABT has applied as a standard medical 
cannabis applicant. 
 

b. Even if peace, order, and quiet or residential parking were a factor, the record 
demonstrates that the Applicant would not have a negative impact on these 
criteria. 

 
19.  Even if peace, order, and quiet were a consideration in a protest, the protest would fail on 
these factors. The Board finds that there is no credible evidence that the establishment will interfere 
with the peace, order, and quiet of the surrounding area or produce noise, rowdiness, loitering, 
litter, or criminal activity. Concerns that the owner’s previous establishment may have been 
associated with criminal activity, rowdiness, litter, and noise do not establish that the new business 
will have the same impact. Indeed, ABT is a completely different type of business, with operating 
hours ending by 10:00 p.m., and it is unlikely that a cannabis facility will attract the same crowd 
as a late-night alcohol establishment. Based on the record before the Board, it is reasonable to 
conclude that residents in the surrounding area will be free from disturbances and other nuisances 
given the mitigation steps taken by ABT, such as maintaining security both inside and outside the 
establishment and installing eight exterior security cameras. Supra at ¶ 5. Finally, residential 

 
1 The Board is not aware of any pending applications that qualify as special unlicensed establishments under the law; 
therefore, the Board presumes that the old protest factors will not be used again in protests unless the law is amended. 
2 The Board will propose updating the rules in an upcoming rulemaking unless there is an intervening change to the 
statute. 
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parking will not be negatively impacted, as public transportation is available, numerous public 
parking spaces are nearby, and thirty parking spaces are available on site. Supra at ¶ 4. 
 

c. ABT will not have a negative impact on nearby residential areas and is 
appropriate for the neighborhood.  
 

20. The Board also evaluated the ANC’s concerns regarding the establishment’s proximity to 
residential areas and the potential impact on the neighborhood. The Board recognizes that the 
Gateway residential community is close to the establishment; however, the Board finds that the 
establishment will not unduly impact nearby residents. First, ABT’s operating hours will begin at 
10:00 a.m. Sunday through Thursday and at 9:00 a.m. on Friday and Saturday. Supra at ¶ 3. These 
proposed hours will not interfere with children or residents walking by or catching the bus during 
the morning school or work commute. Id. ABT will also have security both inside and outside the 
establishment to help secure the premises and deter any potential inappropriate conduct. Supra at 
¶ 5. 
 
21. The Board also took into consideration the ANC’s concerns, raised in their proposed 
findings of fact and conclusions of law, regarding the proximity of the Gatari Child Development 
Center at 2535 Bladensburg Road NE. While a daycare center located within 400 feet of a proposed 
medical cannabis retailer may formally file a protest pursuant to D.C. Code § 7–1671.06g, Gatari 
Child Development Center did not do so in this case. Even if the daycare center had protested, the 
evidence shows that the proposed establishment would not have a negative impact.  Although 
children from the Gatari center may go on walks near the establishment, there is no evidence that 
the establishment would interfere with children walking by, increase safety concerns, or unduly 
attract children. For these reasons, the Board does not find the potential impact on the daycare 
center or its children to be persuasive. 
 

d. The Application satisfies all remaining requirements imposed by Title 7 of the 
D.C. Official Code and Title 22-C of the D.C. Municipal Regulations. 

 
22.  Finally, the Board is only required to produce findings of fact and conclusions of law 
related to those matters raised by the ANC in its initial protest. See Craig v. District of Columbia 
Alcoholic Beverage Control Bd., 721 A.2d 584, 590 (D.C. 1998) (“The Board’s regulations require 
findings only on contested issues of fact.”). Accordingly, based on the Board’s review of the 
Application and the record, the Applicant has satisfied all remaining requirements imposed by 
Title 7 of the D.C. Official Code and Title 22-C of the D.C. Municipal Regulations. 
 

ORDER 
 

Therefore, the Board, on this 2nd day of September 2026, hereby APPROVES, the 
Application for a New Medical Cannabis Retailer’s License at premises 2335 Bladensburg Road 
NE filed by ABT, LLC.  

 
IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that the Board’s findings of fact and conclusions of law                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                          

contained in this Order shall be deemed severable. If any part of this determination is deemed 
invalid, the Board intends that its ruling remain in effect so long as sufficient facts and authority 
support the decision. The omission of any testimony or evidence in the Board’s Order indicates 
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that such testimony or evidence was contravened by the evidence or testimony credited by the 
Board, had no or minimal weight on the Board’s findings and conclusions, was irrelevant, was not 
credible, was not truthful, was repetitious, was too speculative, or was otherwise inappropriate for 
consideration. 

 
The ABCA shall deliver a copy of this order to the Parties. 
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OFFICIAL VOTE OF THE 
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA ALCOHOLIC BEVERAGE AND CANNABIS BOARD 
Board Members Decision Signature 

Donovan Anderson 
(Chairperson) 

Approve 
 

Silas Grant, Jr. Not Present 
 

Teri Janine Quinne Approve  
 

Ryan Jones Approve 

 
David Meadows Approve 

 
James Turner Approve  

 
Additional Comments: N/A 

 
NOTICE  

 
Any party adversely affected may file a Motion for Reconsideration of this decision or other motion permitted 
by law within ten days of service of this Order.  If a motion is filed, the opposing party may file a response within 
seven days.  If a response is filed, the movant may file a reply within three days.  All filings should be served on 
all parties to the matter and delivered to the Alcoholic Beverage and Cannabis Administration, 899 North Capitol 
Street NE, Suite 4200-B, Washington, DC 20002, or sent by email to abca.legal@dc.gov.  Parties are further 
advised that the failure to properly serve the other parties or to present all matters of record that have allegedly 
been erroneously decided in a motion for reconsideration may result in the waiver of those matters being 
considered by the Board.  The Board also reserves the right to summarily deny or not consider multiple and 
repetitive motions.    
 
In addition to filing a Motion for Reconsideration, pursuant to § 11 of the District of Columbia Administrative 
Procedure Act, Pub. L. 90-614, 82 Stat. 1209, D.C. Official Code § 2-510 (2001), and Rule 15 of the District of 
Columbia Court of Appeals, a party that is adversely affected may have the right to appeal this Order by filing a 
petition for review, within 30 days of the date of service of this Order, with the District of Columbia Court of 
Appeals, located at 430 E Street, N.W., Washington, D.C. 20001.  Parties are advised that the timely filing of a 
Motion for Reconsideration stays the time for filing a petition for review in the District of Columbia Court of 
Appeals until the Board rules on the motion.  See D.C. App. Rule 15(b) (2004).   
 
Parties are also advised that the Superior Court of the District of Columbia may have jurisdiction to hear appeals 
in non-contested cases or in matters where that court is specifically provided jurisdiction by law.  Finally, 
advisory neighborhood commissions (ANCs) are advised that their right to appeal or challenge a decision of the 
Board may be limited by the laws governing ANCs.  See e.g., D.C. Code § 1-309.10(g). 
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