DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA RENTAL HOUSING COMMISSION
RH-TP-17-31,002
In re: 1234 Massachusetts Ave., NW, Apt. #819
Ward two (2)

LIRIA SUZETTE FIGUEROA BERRIOS,
ARNALDO RODRIGUEZ GUTIERREZ, and
ELIZABETH BERRIOS RIVERA
Tenants/Appellants

V.

PETER N.G. SCHWARTZ MANAGEMENT COMPANY, INC.
Housing Provider/Appellee

ORDER DENYING MOTION FOR CONTINUANCE
June 24, 2024

HUNTER, CHIEF ADMINISTRATIVE JUDGE: This case is on appeal to the Rental
Housing Commission (“Commission”) and is scheduled for a hearing on June 25, 2024. The
hearing date was set after the tenants/appellants (“Tenants™) filed a motion for continuance that
was granted on April 5, 2024, extending the briefing deadlines. On June 24, 2024, the Tenants
filed a motion to continue the scheduled hearing (“Motion for Continuance™).

The Commission’s rules at 14 DCMR § 3815 (2004) require good cause for a
continuance of a scheduled hearing and that motions be filed at least five days before the
deadline to be extended; unless extraordinary circumstances are present. In their Motion for
Continuance, the Tenants state that their counsel has a scheduling conflict that “could not be
predicted,” and that other legal representatives of the counsel’s office are in court. Motion at 1.

Under the rule, “conflicting engagements of counsel, absence of counsel, or the employment of



new counsel” is not regarded as good cause unless stated promptly after the notice of the hearing
has been issued. See, 14 DCMR § 3815 (2004).

The Motion for Continuance is denied for several reasons. First, the Motion is untimely
as it was filed less than five! days before the scheduled hearing. Additionally, conflicting
engagements of counsel does not constitute good cause under the rule. The Commission notes
the Tenants have proceeded as pro se litigants during the pendency of this appeal and have filed
their own brief. No notice of appearance by counsel has been received. Furthermore, the
Tenants were on notice of the scheduled hearing date since the April 5, 2024 order and had more
than adequate time to either obtain counsel or request a continuance of the hearing date in order
to retain available counsel.

Accordingly, the Motion for Continuance is DENIED.
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ADAM R. HUNTER, CHIEF ADMINISTRATIVE JUDGE

SO ORDERED.
/‘/\

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I certify that a copy of the foregoing ORDER DENYING MOTION FOR
CONTINUANCES in RH-TP-17-31,002 was served, electronically, on this 24th day of June
2024, to:

! The five-day requirement is five business days not five calendar days. See, 14 DCMR § 3816.3.
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