THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
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1714 C, LLC,
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Ryan Jones, Member
David Meadows, Member

PARTIES: 1714 C, LLC, t/a Rosemarino D’Italia, Applicant
Cameron Mixon, Counsel, on behalf of the Applicant

Andrew De Frank, Advisory Neighborhood Commission (ANC) 2B,
Protestant

FINDINGS OF FACT, CONCLUSIONS OF LAW, AND ORDER

INTRODUCTION

The Alcoholic Beverage and Cannabis Board (Board) approves the Application to Renew
a Retailer's Class CT License filed by 1714 C, LLC, t/a Rosemarino D’lItalia, (hereinafter
“Applicant” or “Rosemarino”) with no additional conditions. The Board is satisfied that the
conditions previously imposed in Board Order No. 2023-535 remain sufficient to preserve the
peace, order, and quiet of the surrounding neighborhood. Nevertheless, the Applicant is cautioned
that any violation of these conditions may result in severe penalties including the potential for a
long-term suspension of the license. The Applicant is also advised that the time limit imposed on
the license for Saturday includes extended hours or holiday hours that fall on Saturday, as the
condition contains no exception in its terms.



Procedural Background

The Notice of Public Hearing advertising Rosemarino’s Application was posted on
November 21, 2025, and informed the public that objections to the Application could be filed on
or before October 6, 2025. ABCA Protest File No. 26-PRO-00011, Notice of Public Hearing
[Notice of Public Hearing]. The records of the Alcoholic Beverage and Cannabis Administration
(ABCA) indicate that Advisory Neighborhood Commission (ANC) 2B filed a protest against the
Application. ABCA Protest File No. 26-PRO-0001 1, Roll Call Hearing Results.

The parties came before the Board’s Agent for a Roll Call Hearing on January 26, 2026,
where the above-mentioned objector was granted standing to protest the Application. On March
11, 2026, the parties came before the Board for a Protest Status Hearing. Finally, the Protest
Hearing for this matter occurred on May 7, 2026.

Based on the issues raised by the Protestant, the Board may only grant the Application if
the request will not have an adverse impact on the peace, order, and quiet; residential parking and
vehicular and pedestrian safety; and real property values of the area located within 1,200 feet of
the establishment. D.C. Official Code § 25-313(b); 23 DCMR §§ 1607.2; 1607.7(b) (West Supp.
2026). The Applicant proceeded to file a proposed findings of fact and conclusions of law that the
Board considered. See Respondent’s Proposed Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law
(Applicant’s PFFCOL).

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. Rosemarino has submitted an Application to Renew a Retailer's Class CT License at 1714
Connecticut Avenue NW, Washington, DC 20036. Notice of Public Hearing.

2. ABCA Investigator Albert Arrington conducted the investigation on the Application and
prepared the Protest Report which was submitted to the Board. ABCA Protest File No. 26-PRO-
00011, Protest Report (Apr. 2026) [Protest Report].

3. The proposed establishment is in an MU-8B/DC zone which permits “a broad range of
commercial, institutional, and multiple dwelling . . . residential development at varying densities.”
Id. at 3. There are 37 licensed establishments, including five other Retailer’s Class CT
establishments within 1,200 feet of the proposed location. Id. There are four schools within 400
feet of the establishment. /d.

4. The establishment’s proposed hours of operation, and hours of sale are the same: 10:00
a.m. to 12:00 a.m. on Sunday, and 8:00 a.m. to 2:00 a.m., Monday through Saturday. Id. at 6. The



establishment’s proposed hours of entertainment are 10:00 a.m. through 12:00 a.m. on Sunday,
8:00 a.m. to 2:00 a.m., Monday through Friday, and 8:00 a.m. through 3:00 a.m. on Saturday. /d.!
Lastly, the establishment’s sidewalk café operating hours are 10:00 a.m. to 12:00 a.m. on Sunday,
and 8:00 a.m. to 2:00 a.m., Monday through Saturday. /d. The hours of sale for the sidewalk café
on Friday and Saturday are from 10:00 a.m. to 1:00 a.m. /d.

5. ABCA investigators visited the establishment on nine separate occasions between April 7,
2026 and April 23, 2026. Transcript (Tr.), May 7, 2026 at 29. Out of the nine visits, Investigator
Arrington personally monitored the establishment six times between 7:47 p.m. and 12:00 a.m. Id.
at 29-33. On all the visits, the investigators report observing no ABCA violations. /d. at 34. The
establishment’s investigative history reveals prior violations. On February 27, 2022, the
establishment received: (1) a warning for selling alcohol to a visibly intoxicated person; (2) a $250
fine for failing to post the appropriate window lettering; and (3) a $1,000 fine for interfering with
an ABCA investigation. ABCA Protest File No. 26-PRO-00011, Investigative History (May 7,
2026) [Investigative History]. On March 3, 2022, the establishment received a warning for failing
to post its license on the premises and a $250 fine for failing to have a licensed ABCA manager
on-site. /d. Additionally on July 7, 2023, the establishment received a warning for a sale to minor
violation. Id.

6. Rosemarino occupies a three-story brick building located in a densely populated area on
Connecticut Avenue NW, between R Street NW and S Street NW. Protest Report at 5. The
establishment is surrounded by multiple commercial buildings and food service establishments
including an adjacent alcohol licensed business. /d. An active road construction that inhibits street
parking is presently located in front of the establishment. 77. at 77. Rosemarino also has several
public transportation options within walking distance from the premises, such as the Dupont Circle
Metro Station two blocks away, and the D70 Metro bus that runs on Connecticut Avenue NW.
Overall, the establishment appears well-lit, clean, and well-maintained. Protest Report at Exhibit
No. 7.

I1I. Ralik Davis

7. Ralik Davis is the head of security at Rosemarino. 77. at 38. He has held the position since
June 2025. Id. Mr. Davis has worked in the security industry for approximately eight years and
founded his own security company approximately a year ago. Id. At Rosemarino, he supervises
approximately 14 security personnel. /d. On busy nights, he deploys between four and six security
personnel to manage the large crowd. Applicant’s PFFCOL at 3. Mr. Davis provides specialized
security training to his staff covering pat-downs, de-escalation techniques, and crowd control. 77.
at 39. He also deploys security staff on the adjacent streets to ensure that patrons exit in a quiet
and safe manner. Applicant’s PFFCOL at 3. Throughout his tenure, Mr. Davis has not observed
any peace, order, and quiet violations at the establishment. 77. at 39.

! The Applicant’s public notice to renew its alcohol license lists the proposed hours of entertainment for Saturday as
8:00 a.m. through 3:00 a.m. Notice of Public Hearing. However, this was a clerical error. Tr. at 28-29. The Board
imposed the new time limit of 2:00 a.m. in Board Order No. 2023-535 consistent with the Applicant’s hours of
operation. Id.



III.  Joricris Espiritu

8. Joricris Espiritu is a manager at Rosemarino with over 15 years of experience in the
restaurant industry. /Id., at 56. He has worked at the establishment since it began operating
approximately six years ago. Id. Mr. Espiritu is a certified Alcoholic Beverage and Cannabis
(ABC) Board manager. Id. at 57. He supervises approximately six security staff members, three
to four bartenders, and two barbacks. Id. at 57-58. He trains staff on proper identification checks,
responsible alcohol service guidelines to avoid intoxication, and sanitary cleanup protocols. /d. at
57. While at Rosemarino, he has not received any complaints regarding patron safety or the
establishment’s nighttime operations. /d. at 59—-60.

IV. Edward Camacho

9. Edward Camacho is the operations manager at Rosemarino for both the DC and Virginia
locations. Id. at 64. He has been the operations manager for the DC location since it opened. /d.
His responsibilities include digital brand management and collaborating with marketing managers
to create and advertise events on social media platforms. Id. Due to the conditions imposed on
the establishment in Board Order No. 2023-535, Mr. Camacho as operations manager, has
implemented the following safeguards: (1) installing security cameras throughout the
establishment; (2) installing soundproofing panels on the sides of the premises closest to residents;
(3) training staff members to serve alcohol exclusively in original or establishment-provided
containers; (4) training staff members not to pour alcohol directly into patrons' mouths; (5)
prohibiting promoters and third parties from collecting admission fees or providing security
service on the premises; (6) prohibiting promoters and third-parties from distributing wristbands,
stamping patrons, or serving alcohol to patrons; and (7) hiring Metropolitan Police Department
(MPD) Reimbursable Detail Officers (RDO) on Friday and Saturday nights when there is
entertainment. /d. at 65-67.2 The RDOs along with security staff patrol the side streets to ensure
that patrons exit in a quiet and safe manner. Applicant’s PFFCOL at 5. There have been no
incidents of reported safety violations since implementing the RDO Subsidy program. 77. at 78.
The establishment is also closed on Sundays. Id. at 80.

10.  Lastly, Rosemarino utilizes the Posh online platform to track expected attendance for
Friday and Saturday nights. Id. at 95-98. Registration through Posh does not guarantee admission
but “merely confirms a patron’s interest.” Applicant’s PFFCOL at 6. Although some marketing
materials list event times that exceed the operational hours, the establishment maintains a 2:00
a.m. closing time and has historically closed earlier than 2:00 a.m. 7r. at 127. The later times
advertised are a marketing strategy to remain attractive to patrons who choose between
Rosemarino and comparable businesses that close later than the establishment. /d. at 130. Since
implementing the conditions in Board Order No. 2023-535, the establishment has not received any
regulatory violations related to noise in the last license period. Id. at 81.

2 The establishment offers entertainment on Thursday, Friday, and Saturday nights, however, the events on Thursday
nights are on a small scale therefore, there is no need for an RDO on-site. Id. at 122-123. On Friday and Saturday
nights, the events are widely advertised on social media platforms, hence, attract larger crowds to the premises that
require additional security personnel. /d. at 123-124.



V. Nolan Guagenti

11. Nolan Guagenti is a resident on one of the adjacent streets near Rosemarino. /Id. at 140.
He has been a resident in the neighborhood since 2020. Id. Mr. Guagenti has observed patrons
park in front of his home and engage in disorderly conduct such as playing loud music, partying,
and drinking alcohol on entertainment nights. Id. at 151. Although the establishment’s operations
improved significantly after the Board imposed conditions in Board Order No. 2023-535, it has
recently reverted to its previous pattern of disruptive and disorderly behavior. Id. at 143. The
disturbances do not occur Sunday through Wednesday when entertainment is not offered but from
Thursday through Saturday. /d. at 142, 151. Consequently, Mr. Guagenti links the establishment's
entertainment operations to the recurring disturbances in the surrounding neighborhood. /d. at
143.

VI. Ann Navarro

12.  Ann Navarro resides approximately one-half block from Rosemarino. Id. at 165. She
initially moved into the neighborhood in 2012, and subsequently relocated to her current residence
in 2023. Id. at 163. Ms. Navarro participated in the 2023 protest concerning Rosemarino’s adverse
impact on peace, order, and quiet, which resulted in the conditions in Board Order No. 2023-535.
Id. at 164-165. Following the Board Order, the establishment’s adverse effects temporarily
abated, however, disruptions have returned. Id. at 165. Specifically, patrons park on her street
and play loud music, consume bottles of alcohol, litter, and talk loudly in the early hours of the
morning. Id. at 166. While other comparable alcohol establishments operating similar hours are
present in the neighborhood, Ms. Navarro attributes the ongoing disturbances exclusively to
Rosemarino because they occur only on Rosemarino’s entertainment nights, from Thursday to
Saturday. Id. at 168.

VII. Ira Aghai

13.  Ira Aghai resides close to the establishment, on one of the adjacent streets. /d. at 178. He
has resided in his current home since 2023. Id. Mr. Aghai has observed on Friday and Saturday
nights, persistent noise, fighting, loud music, intoxicated individuals, and overall disorderly
conduct as patrons return to their parked cars on his street in the early hours of the morning. /d. at
173-175. He has observed patrons walk to their vehicles from the direction where Rosemarino is
located, however, he cannot confirm if these patrons are from the establishment. Id. at 180.
Nevertheless, Mr. Aghai confirms that these disruptive activities occur exclusively on
entertainment nights at Rosemarino. /d. at 184.

VIII. Board Order No. 2023-535

14. On November 1, 2023, the Board issued Board Order No. 2023-535, which imposed
several conditions upon the Applicant. In relevant part, the Order mandated the establishment to:
(1) hire MPD RDOs on Saturday and Sunday nights into following early morning from at least
10:00 p.m. to at least one hour after close; (2) limit its hours on Saturday to 2 a.m.; (3) install a
security camera system; (4) not pour alcohol into a patron’s mouth; (5) only serve alcohol in its
original container or containers it provides to customers; and (6) not hire or allow a promoter or



other third party to collect admission fees from patrons at the premises. In re 1714 C, LLC, t/a
Rosemarino D’ltalia, Case No. 22-PR0O-00012, Board Order No. 2023-535, pp. 14-15
(D.C.A.B.C. B. Nov. 1, 2023). Furthermore, for paragraph (6), the Order required the
establishment to check identifications or perform body and item searches, distribute wrist bands
or stamps to patrons to determine their age, and serve alcohol to customers themselves. /d.
Nevertheless, the Board Order allows third parties to promote events via social media, text
messages, or alternative marketing streams. Id. Third parties may also provide auxiliary security
personnel, provided that such personnel remain under the strict operational control of the licensee.
1d.

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

15. The Board may approve an Application to Renew a Retailer's Class CT License when the
proposed establishment will not have an adverse impact on the neighborhood. D.C. Official Code
§§ 25-104, 25-313(b); 23 DCMR §§ 1607.2; 1607.7(b) (West Supp. 2026). Specifically, the
question in this matter is whether the establishment is “appropriate for the locality, section, or
portion of the District where it is to be located.” D.C. Official Code § 25-313(a). The Board
determines the “appropriateness standard” when it considers whether the establishment would
have an adverse impact on the: (1) peace, order, and quiet; (2) residential parking and vehicular
and pedestrian safety; and (3) real property values of the area located within 1,200 feet of the
establishment. D.C. Official Code § 25-313(b); 23 DCMR §§ 1607.2; 1607.7(b) (West Supp.
2026).

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

16. The burden of proof in this matter is assigned to the Applicant. D.C. Official Code § 25-
311(a). “. . . [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. 22-PR0-000222, Board Order No. 2022-701, 9 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).

IL. The Establishment is Appropriate for the Neighborhood.

17. Under the appropriateness test, “the applicant shall bear the burden of proving to the
satisfaction of the Board that the establishment for which the license is sought is appropriate for
the locality, section, or portion of the District where it is to be located . . . .” D.C. Official Code §
25-311(a). In determining appropriateness, the Board must consider whether the Applicant’s
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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).

a. The current conditions are sufficient to prevent Rosemarino from having an
adverse impact on peace, order, and quiet.

18. The Board is persuaded that the current conditions are sufficient to prevent Rosemarino
from having an adverse impact on the peace, order, and quiet of the neighborhood if enforced.
Pursuant to D.C. Official Code § 25-313(b)(2), “In determining the appropriateness of an
establishment, the Board shall consider . . . [t]he effect of the establishment on peace, order, and
quiet, including the noise and litter provisions set forth in §§ 25-725 and 25-726.” D.C. Code §
25-313(b)(2); see also D.C. Code §§ 25-101(35A), 25-314(a)(4). Among other considerations, the
Board is instructed to consider “noise, rowdiness, loitering, litter, and criminal activity.” 23 DCMR
§ 400.1(a) (West Supp. 2026). Furthermore, the record must demonstrate a “direct causational
link,” establishing that “the disorderly incidents [] just outside the licensee’s premises . . . ha[s]
their genesis within” the establishment. LCP, Inc. v. D.C. Alcoholic Beverage Control Bd., 499
A.2d 897, 903 (D.C. 1985). Lastly, the Board is authorized to rely upon testimony related to a
licensee’s past compliance and its proactive efforts to mitigate its adverse effect on peace, order,
and quiet. Donnelly, 452 A.2d at 369; Upper Georgia Ave. Planning Comm., 500 A.2d at 992.

19.  The Board is not persuaded that the prior conditions adopted in Board Order No. 2023-535
are insufficient to protect peace, order, and quiet. Supra, at Y9, 14-15. The Board credits manager
Edward Camacho’s testimony, that the establishment implemented all conditions imposed in the
2023 Board Order related to security cameras, soundproofing, promoter bans, and hiring RDOs.
Supra, at § 9. Next, Investigator Arrington provided testimony that during his nine monitoring
visits, there were no ABCA violations observed. Supra, at § 5. Lastly, the establishment’s
investigative history reveals no final convictions related to violations of the Board Order. Supra,



at § 5. Based on the Applicant’s compliance record, the establishment does not appear to be the
cause of any disturbances.

20.  Furthermore, the Board gives due consideration to the complaints of residents.
Nevertheless, the complaints primarily concern off-premises, vehicle-related disturbances on
residential streets that appear beyond the control of the establishment. Supra, at 99 11-13. This
includes complaints regarding individuals playing loud music, drinking excessively, and littering,
near their parked vehicles in front of their homes, however, none of these witnesses provided
sufficient evidence to demonstrate a “direct causational link” between the individuals on their
streets and the establishment. Supra, at 9 11-13. Indeed, Mr. Aghai conceded that while these
individuals walked from the general direction of the venue, he could not confirm that they had
actually patronized the establishment or that their disorderly conduct “had their genesis [from]
within” the establishment. Supra, at § 13. Furthermore, the Board received substantial evidence
that there are 37 other licensed establishments, including five comparable Retailer’s Class CT
venues, operating within a 1,200-foot radius of the premises. Supra, at § 3. Given the
concentration of active CT establishments in the neighborhood, the Board is not persuaded that
there is a “direct causational link” between the disorderly conducts on the adjacent streets and the
patrons originating from the establishment. Likewise, the autonomous conduct of drivers on public
streets remains beyond the operational control of the establishment. LCP, Inc., 499 A.2d at 903.

21. In light of this evidence, the Board is persuaded that the establishment’s current conditions
are sufficient to preserve the neighborhood's peace, order, and quiet and the disruption identified
by the Protestant has not been sufficiently tied to the establishment. For this reason, the Board
finds in favor of the Rosemarino on this issue.

b. Rosemarino will not have a negative impact on residential parking needs
and vehicular and pedestrian safety.

22. “In determining the appropriateness of an establishment, the Board shall consider . . . [t]he
effect of the establishment upon residential parking needs and vehicular and pedestrian safety . . .
.7 D.C. Code § 25-313(b)(3); see also D.C. Code §§ 25-101(35A), 25-314(a)(4). Among other
considerations, the Board is instructed to consider the availability of both private and public
parking, any parking arrangements made by the establishment, whether “[t]he flow of traffic . . .
will be of such pattern and volume as to . . . increase the [reasonable] likelihood of vehicular [or
pedestrian] accidents . . . .” 23 DCMR § 400.1(b), (c) (West Supp. 2026). In this case, there is
insufficient evidence that establishes that the Applicant’s patrons are monopolizing residential
parking or that any additional patrons will foster dangerous traffic conditions. Likewise, there is
an active construction project right in front of the establishment that inhibits street parking that is
beyond the control of the establishment, and that will end at some point, rendering the matter a
temporary inconvenience that will resolve on its own. Supra, at Y 6. In addition, there are several
public transportation options walking distance from the premises such as the Dupont Circle Metro
Station and the D70 Metro bus. Supra, at § 6. In light of the circumstances and the public
transportation resources, it is not reasonable to presume that renewal will have a negative impact
on residential parking and vehicular and pedestrian safety. Therefore, the Board finds in favor of
Rosemarino on this issue.



¢. Rosemarino will not have a negative impact on real property values.

23. In determining whether an establishment is appropriate, the Board must examine whether
the establishment is having a negative effect on real property values. D.C. Code § 25-313(b)(1).
The Board has noted in the past that the presence of blight may have a negative impact on property
values. In re Historic Restaurants, Inc., t/a Washington Firehouse Restaurant, Washington
Smokehouse, Case No. 13-PRO-0031, Board Order No. 2014-107, § 48 (D.C.A.B.C.B. Apr. 2,
2014) citing In re Rail Station Lounge, LLC, t/a Rail Station Lounge, Case No. 10-PRO-00153,
Board Order No. 2011-216, § 62 (D.C.A.B.C.B. Jun. 15, 2011). In this case, there is unrebutted
evidence that shows the premises has been at its present location for approximately six years and
appears well-maintained. Supra, at 99 6-9. The Protestant further did not direct the Board to any
other factors that would lead to a negative impact on real-property values, such as prior building
code violations and evidence of blight. Therefore, the Board finds in favor of the establishment
on this issue.

III.  The Establishment’s Record of Compliance Merits Renewal.

24. Under § 25-315, “[t]he Board shall consider the licensee's record of compliance with this
title and the regulations promulgated under this title and any conditions placed on the license
during the period of licensure, including the terms of a settlement agreement.” D.C. Code § 25-
315(b)(1). Asnoted above, the establishment’s investigative history does not support non-renewal
of the license. Therefore, the Board finds it appropriate to renew Rosemarino’s license.

IV.  The Application Satisfies All Remaining Requirements Imposed by Title 25.

25. Finally, the Board is only required to produce findings of fact and conclusions of law
related to those matters raised by the Protestant 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.””); 23 DCMR § 1718.2 (West Supp.
2026). Accordingly, based on the Board’s review of the Application and the record, the Applicant
has satisfied all remaining requirements imposed by Title 25 of the D.C. Official Code and Title
23 of the D.C. Municipal Regulations.

ORDER

Therefore, the Board, on this 2nd day of September 2026, hereby APPROVES the
Application to Renew a Retailer's Class CT License for 1714 C, LLC, t/a Rosemarino D’Italia at
premises 1714 Connecticut Avenue NW. .

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
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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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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