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IN THE SUPERIOR COURT FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
(CIVIL ACTIONS BRANCH) 

KELVIN LARA, on behalf of himself and all others 
similarly situated, 
c/o Handley Farah & Anderson PLLC 
777 6th Street NW 
Eleventh Floor 
Washington, DC 2000 I 

CARLOS ECHEVERRIA, on behalf of himself and 
all others similarly situated. 
c/o Handley Farah & Anderson PLLC 
777 6th Street NW 
Eleventh Floor 
Washington, DC 2000 I 

MARIO REYES, on behalf of himself and all others 
similarly situated. 
c/o Handley Farah & Anderson PLLC 
777 6th Street NW 
Eleventh Floor 
Washington, DC 2000 I 

DAVID PEREZ, on behalf of himself and all others 
similarly situated. 
c/o Handley Farah & Anderson PLLC 
777 6th Street NW 
Eleventh Floor 
Washington, DC 2000 I 

WILLIAM OTERO, on behalf of himself and all 
others similarly situated. 
c/o Handley Farah & Anderson PLLC 
777 6th Street NW 
Eleventh Floor 
Washington, DC 2000 I 

CARLOS OTERO, on behalf of himself and all 
others similarly situated. 
c/o Handley Farah & Anderson PLLC 
777 6th Street NW 
Eleventh Floor 
Washington, DC 2000 I 

Civil Action No.: 2020 CA 002648 B 



DEVIS ABRAHAM GUDIEL, on behalf of himself 
and all others similarly situated. 
c/o Handley Farah & Anderson PLLC 
777 6th Street NW 
Eleventh Floor 
Washington, DC 2000 I 

DUV AN GUDIEL, on behalf of himself and all 
others similarly situated. 
c/o Handley Farah & Anderson PLLC 
777 6th Street NW 
Eleventh Floor 
Washington, DC 2000 I 

Plaintiffs, 

V. 

BOZZUTO BUILDING COMP ANY 
6406 Ivy Lane 
Suite 700 
Greenbelt, MD 20770 

Service at: 
Corporation Service Company 
1015 15th St NW 
Suite 1000 
Washington, DC 20005 

Defendant. 

CLASS AND COLLECTIVE ACTION COMPLAINT 

1. This is an action for unpaid wages, unpaid overtime, and workplace fraud under 

Federal and District of Columbia law. Plaintiffs, on behalf of themselves and all other similarly 

situated individuals, by and through their undersigned attorneys, bring this action against 

Defendant Bozzuto Building Company ("Bozzuto" or "Defendant") for failing to pay their 

employees legally mandated wages in violation of the District of Columbia's Minimum Wage Act 
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("MW A"), D.C. Code§ 32-1001, et. seq., the District of Columbia's Wage Payment and 

Collection Law ("WPCL"), D.C. Code§ 32-1301 et. seq., and for improperly classification of 

employees as independent contractors in violation of the District of Columbia's Workplace Fraud 

Act ("WFA"), D.C. Code§ 32.1331.01 et. seq. 

INTRODUCTION 

2. As noted in a recent report by the District of Columbia's Office of the Attorney 

General, worker misclassification and wage theft is rampant in the District of Columbia's 

construction industry.1 Worker misclassification is a form of payroll abuse where workers that 

should be classified as employees are illegally classified as independent contractors.2 By 

misclassifying workers, employers deny employees their lawful wages and benefits while 

simultaneously underfunding social insurance programs like Social Security, Medicaid, 

unemployment insurance, and workers' compensation.3 One way in which misclassification and 

wage theft are perpetrated is through the use of subcontractors who fail to follow the District's 

wage and misclassification laws.4 Defendant and its subcontractors have engaged in such 

conduct, the effect of which is to deny employees on their construction sites their lawfully owed 

wages and benefits in violation of District of Columbia wage and misclassification laws. 

1 See "Illegal Worker Misclassification: Payroll Fraud in the District's Construction Industry," Issue Brief 
and Economic Report, D.C. Office of the Attorney General, at 1, (Sept 2019) available at 
tt ps://oag.dc.go/sites/def;ntt/files/2919.g9/9AK-{tioga}-Worker-SM;sciassrficata-Repewt.pdf. 

Id 
3 Id. 
4 Id. At 6. 
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JURISDICTION AND VENUE 

3. This Court has jurisdiction over this claim and venue is proper because Defendant 

regularly conducts business in the District of Columbia and because a substantial part of the 

events giving rise to Plaintiffs' claims occurred in the District of Columbia. 

PARTIES 

4. Plaintiffs Kelvin Lara, Carlos Echeverria, Mario Reyes, David Perez, William 

Otero and Carlos Otero were employed as construction workers in the District of Columbia 

metropolitan area. From approximately 2019 to 2020, they were employed by Defendant and its 

subcontractors Centennial Builders, Inc. and G.O. Construction LLC to work on a construction 

project at 808 Bladensburg Road, NE in Washington, DC known as Delta Towers (the "Project"). 

5. Plaintiff Devis Abraham Gudiel and Duvan Gudiel were employed as construction 

workers in the District of Columbia metropolitan area. From approximately 2019 to 2020, they 

were employed by one or more of Defendant's subcontractors Penguin Mechanical Contractors 

("Penguin"), Hot and Cool Company LLC ("Hot and Cool") and D&A Heating and Cooling LLC 

("D&A") to work on the Project. 

6. Defendant Bozzuto is a Maryland corporation that provides specialty construction 

services in multiple markets across the United States. It is headquartered in Greenbelt, Maryland. 

FACTUAL ALLEGATIONS 

7. Defendant Bozzuto was the general contractor responsible for a construction 

project at 808 Bladensburg Road, NE known as Delta Towers (the "Project"). 

8. Defendant Bozzuto subcontracted some of its construction work on the Project to 

Defendants Centennial and Penguin. 
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9. Defendant Penguin subcontracted some of its construction work on the Project to 

Hot and Cool and D&A. 

10. During 2019 and 2020, Plaintiffs and other similarly situated individuals 

performed construction work for Defendant at the Project. Plaintiffs and other similarly situated 

individuals performed their work at the direction of Defendants' subcontractors. 

11. The Project was funded by the District of Columbia and was constructed pursuant 

to a public works contract with the District of Columbia. As a result, throughout the existence of 

the Project, Defendant and its subcontractors were obliged to pay specific hourly wage rates to 

workers on the Project. The specific hourly wage rates required to be paid to employees on such 

public work construction projects are referred to as "prevailing wage rates." While employed at 

the Project, Plaintiffs and similarly situated individuals were paid less than required prevailing 

wage rates. 

12. While employed by Defendant and its subcontractors at the Project, Defendant and 

its subcontractors treated Plaintiffs and other similarly situated individuals as independent 

contractors, when in fact they were employees. 

13. For example, when Defendant and its subcontractors compensated Plaintiffs and 

other similarly situated individuals, the checks did not contain proper payroll deductions. 

14. For example, when Plaintiffs and other similarly situated individuals worked in 

excess of forty hours per week, they were not paid at a rate of time and a half their regular rate for 

such overtime work. 

15. As the general contractor or the subcontractor that employed Plaintiffs, Defendant 

is jointly and severally liable for the unpaid wages and misclassification of Plaintiffs and other 

similarly situated individuals under the laws of the District of Columbia. 
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16. Defendant Bozzuto is liable to Plaintiffs because an employer-employee 

relationship existed between Plaintiffs and Defendant. An employer-employee relationship 

existed because either (1) Defendant directly controlled the work of each Plaintiff, including by 

assigning work tasks to each Plaintiff and setting each Plaintiff's hours or (2) each Plaintiff's 

work was controlled by a subcontractor of Defendant, which in tum controlled the work of each 

Plaintiff, including by assigning work tasks to each Plaintiff and setting each Plaintiff's hours. To 

the extent that Defendant is not liable as a direct and conventional common-law employer of each 

Plaintiff and other similarly situated individuals, Defendant is liable because a subcontractor of 

Defendant was an employer of each Plaintiff and other similarly situated individuals. 

17. Defendant and its subcontractors controlled and directed Plaintiffs' services while 

Plaintiffs and other similarly situated individuals were employed by Defendant and its 

subcontractors. The work Plaintiffs and other similarly situated individuals performed was within 

the usual course of Defendant's and its subcontractors' construction and contracting businesses. 

Plaintiffs and other similarly situated individuals were not engaged in work that is customarily an 

independently established trade, and Plaintiffs and other similarly situated individuals were not 

exempt employees. 

COLLECTIVE ACTION ALLEGATIONS 

18. This action is maintainable as an opt-in collective action pursuant to DC Code§ 

32-1308. 

19. Defendant and its subcontractors failed to pay the Plaintiffs and all others similarly 

situated one-and-a-half times their regular rate of pay for those hours worked in excess of forty in 

any one workweek, as required by the MW A, and WPCL. 
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20. Defendant and its subcontractors improperly classified Plaintiffs and other 

similarly situated individuals as independent contractors instead of employees, in violation of the 

WFA. 

21. This action can, and should, be maintained as a collective action for all claims to 

unpaid overtime compensation, liquidated damages, and misclassification of employees as 

independent contractors that can be redressed under the MW A, WPCL, and WF A 

22. Plaintiffs seek certification of these claims as a collective action on behalf of all 

individuals who performed construction work for Bozzuto and its subcontractors at the Project. 

23. Members of the proposed collective action are similarly situated. 

24. Members of the proposed collective action have been subjected to the same or 

substantially the same pay policies and practices. 

25. Members of the proposed collective action have been subjected to the same or 

substantially the same policy or practice that required or permitted them to perform work in 

excess of 40 hours per workweek for the benefit of Defendant and its subcontractors, without 

compensating such time at the premium rate of one-and-a-half times the base rate of pay. 

26. Members of the proposed collective action have been subjected to the same or 

substantially the same policy or practice that required or permitted them to perform work for 

Defendant's and its subcontractors' benefit without compensation at their required hourly rate. 

Members of the proposed collective action have been subjected to the same or substantially the 

same policy or practice with respect to having been misclassified as independent contractors. 

27. The identities of the members of the proposed collective action are known to 

Defendant and its subcontractors and can be located through Defendant's and its subcontractors' 

records. 
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28. These individuals would benefit from the issuance of Court-supervised Notice and 

the opportunity to join this lawsuit. 

29. Plaintiffs and the members of the proposed collective action should therefore be 

permitted to pursue their claims collectively on their own behalf and on behalf of all past and 

present non-exempt employees of Defendant and its subcontractors working on the Project who, 

while working for Defendant and its subcontractors, were not paid one-and-a-half times their 

regular rate of pay for those hours worked in excess of forty in any one workweek, were not paid 

their lawfully owed wages or who were misclassified as independent contractors instead of 

employees, at any time from the earliest date permitted by law until the date of judgment. 

30. Plaintiffs hereby consent to be party plaintiffs in this action. 

CLASS ACTION ALLEGATIONS 

31. Pursuant to D.C. Rule of Civil Procedure 23 and DC Code § 32-1308, Plaintiffs 

bring class-action claims for unpaid wages (including overtime compensation) under the MW A 

the WPCL, and the WF A 

32. Plaintiffs bring these class-action claims on behalf of themselves and all other 

individuals who: I) were paid less than one and one half times their regular hourly rate of pay for 

hours worked over 40 in a week or otherwise paid less than their lawfully owed wages, were 

otherwise underpaid wages lawfully owed or were misclassified as independent contractors; 2) 

were employed by Defendant Bozzuto or one of its subcontractors and 3) performed construction 

work for Defendant Bozzuto at the Project during such employment; at any time from the earliest 

date actionable under the limitations period applicable to given claim until the date of judgment. 

("Proposed Rule 23 Class"). 

33. Members of the Proposed Rule 23 Class are readily ascertainable. The identity of 
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class members may be determined from Defendants' records. 

34. The Proposed Rule 23 Class meets all the requirements of Rule 23(a) and (b)(3): 

a. Numerosity: Upon information and belief, there are at least 40 persons who 

worked for Defendants in the District of Columbia and have been subjected to the 

challenged practices. Therefore, joinder of all class members would be impracticable. 

b. Commonality: Plaintiffs and all members of the Proposed Rule 23 Class have 

been compensated pursuant to the unlawful practices alleged herein and, therefore, one or 

more questions of law or fact are common to the Proposed Rule 23 Class. These common 

questions include, but are not limited to, the following: 

1. Whether Defendant and its subcontractors are employers and/or joint 

employers of Plaintiffs and members of the Proposed Rule 23 Class; 

11. Whether Defendant and its subcontractors failed or refused to pay 

Plaintiffs and members of the Proposed Rule 23 Class wages at overtime 

premium rates for all time worked in excess of 40 hours per week; 

111. Whether Defendant and its subcontractors failed to pay Plaintiffs and 

members of the Proposed Rule 23 Class all lawfully owed wages; 

iv. Whether Defendant's and its subcontractors' failure or refusal to pay such 

compensation at overtime-premium rates violated the MW A and WPCL; 

v. Whether Defendant and its subcontractors misclassified Plaintiffs and 

members of the proposed Rule 23 Class as independent contractors; 

vi. Whether Defendant's and its subcontractors' misclassification of 

Plaintiffs and members of the proposed Rule 23 Class violated the WF A 
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c. Typicality: Plaintiffs and members of the Proposed Rule 23 Class were subjected 

to the same unlawful policies, practices, and procedures and sustained similar losses, 

injuries, and damages. All class members were subjected to the same compensation 

practices by Defendant and its subcontractors, as alleged herein, and were denied payment 

at premium rates for all time worked over 40 hours per week and misclassified as 

independent contractors. Plaintiffs' claims are therefore typical of the claims that could be 

brought by any member of the Proposed Rule 23 Class, and the relief sought is typical of the 

relief that could be sought by each member of the Proposed Rule 23 Class in separate 

actions. 

d. Adequacy of Representation: Plaintiffs are able to fairly and adequately protect 

the interests of all members of the Proposed Rule 23 Class, as they are challenging the same 

practices as the Proposed Rule 23 Class as a whole, and there are no known conflicts of 

interest between Plaintiffs and the members of the Proposed Rule 23 Class. Plaintiffs have 

retained counsel who have extensive experience with the prosecution of wage-and-hour 

claims and complex class-action litigation. 

e. Predominance and Superiority: The common questions identified above 

predominate over any individual issues. A class action is superior to individual 

adjudications of this controversy. Pursuit of this action as a class would provide an efficient 

mechanism for adjudicating the claims of Plaintiffs and the members of the Proposed Rule 

23 Class. 
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CAUSES OF ACTION 

COUNTI 
VIOLATION OF D.C. MINIMUM WAGE LAW 

35. Plaintiffs re-allege and incorporate by reference the allegations set forth in the 

preceding paragraphs. 

36. The MW A requires that employers pay non-exempt employees one and one-half 

times their regularly hourly rate for all hours over forty worked in one week. Any payment made 

in lieu of fringe benefits must be included in the calculation of the regular rate. 

3 7. Plaintiffs were employees of Defendant's subcontractors. 

38. Plaintiffs and other similarly situated individuals were "employees," and 

Defendant's subcontractors were "employers" as defined by D.C. Code§ 32-1002. 

39. DC. Code $ 32-1012(c) provides that [a] subcontractor, including any 

intermediate subcontractor, and the general contractor shal be jointly and severaly iabie to the 

subcontractor's employees for the subcontractor's violations 

40. Defendant Bozzuto was the general contractor on the Project. 

41. The employers of the Plaintiffs and others similarly situated at the Project were 

subcontractors of Bozzuto. 

42. Defendant violated the District of Columbia's minimum wage law by failing to 

compensate Plaintiffs and all similarly situated individuals at the rate of time-and-one-half their 

regular hourly rate for every hour worked in excess of forty hours in any one workweek. 

43. WHEREFORE, Defendant is liable to Plaintiffs and all similarly-situated 

individuals for all unpaid overtime wages, plus treble that amount in liquidated damages ( or such 
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greater amount as may be authorized by law), interest, attorneys' fees, litigation costs and any 

other and further relief this Court deems appropriate. 

COUNT II 
FAILURE TO TIMELY PAY WAGES 

44. Plaintiffs re-allege and incorporate by reference the allegations set forth in the 

preceding paragraphs. 

45. D.C. Code§ 32-1302 provides that "[a]n employer shall pay all wages earned to 

his or her employees on regular paydays designated in advance by the employer and at least twice 

during each calendar month." 

46. D.C. Code§ 32-1303 further provides that "[w]henever an employer discharges an 

employee, the employer shall pay the employee's wages" within four days and that "[w]henever 

an employee ... quits or resigns, the employer shall pay the employee's wages due upon the next 

regular payday or within 7 days from the date of quitting or resigning, whichever is earlier." 

47. D.C. Code§ 32-1301(3) defines wages to include, inter alia, an "overtime 

premium." 

48. Plaintiffs were employees of Defendant's subcontractors. 

49. Plaintiffs and all similarly-situated individuals were "employees," and Defendant's 

subcontractors were "employers" as defined by D.C. Code§ 32-1301. 

50. D.C. Code§ 32-1303(5) further provides that "[a] subcontractor, including any 

intermediate subcontractor, and the general contractor shall be jointly and severally liable to the 

subcontractor's employees for the subcontractor's violations... 

51. Defendant Bozzuto was the general contractor on the Project. 

52. The employers of the Plaintiffs and others similarly situated at the Project were 

subcontractors of Bozzuto. 
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53. Defendant and its subcontractors unlawfully failed or refused to timely pay 

Plaintiffs and all similarly situated individuals all wages due, including their premium rate for 

overtime. 

54. Because of their failure to pay overtime and failure to pay all wages due, 

Defendant and its subcontractors failed to timely pay Plaintiffs and all similarly situated 

individuals their wages owed. 

55. WHEREFORE, Defendant is liable to Plaintiffs and all similarly situated 

individuals for all unpaid wages, plus treble that amount in liquidated damages ( or such greater 

amount as may be authorized by law), interest, attorneys' fees, litigation costs and any other and 

further relief this Court deems appropriate. 

COUNTIII 

MISCLASSIFICATION OF EMPLOYEES AS INDEPENDENT CONTRACTORS 
UNDER THE D.C. WORKPLACE FRAUD ACT 

56. Plaintiffs re-allege and incorporate by reference the allegations set forth in the 

preceding paragraphs. 

57. The D.C. Workplace Fraud Act, D.C. Code§§ 32-1331.01-15 prohibits employers 

in the construction industry from improperly classifying employees as independent contractors. 

58. D.C. Code§ 32-1303(5) provides that "[a] subcontractor, including any 

intermediate subcontractor, and the general contractor shall be jointly and severally liable to the 

subcontractor's employees for the subcontractor's violations .... ". 

59. Defendant's subcontractors classified Plaintiffs as independent contractors, when 

they were in fact employees. For example, the paychecks received by Plaintiffs failed to include 

payroll deductions or overtime premiums. 
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60. As the general contractor on the Project, Defendant Bozzutto and its 

subcontractors are jointly and severally liable to Plaintiffs for violations of the workplace fraud 

act perpetuated by their subcontractors. 

61. Defendant and its subcontractors violated the D.C. Workplace Fraud Act by 

improperly classifying Plaintiffs and all similarly situated individuals as independent contractors, 

rather than as employees. 

62. Each time Defendant and its subcontractors paid Plaintiffs and all similarly 

situated individuals as independent contractors rather than employees constitutes a separate 

violation of the WFA. 

63. WHEREFORE, Defendant is liable to Plaintiffs and all similarly situated 

individuals for the wages, salary, employment benefits, and other compensation denied or lost to 

them by reason of the violations, compensatory damages, treble damages for lost wages or 

benefits, and an additional $500 for each violation, reasonable attorneys' fees, litigation costs, 

equitable relief authorized in § 32-1331.09 to the extent that such relief may be appropriate and 

any other and further relief this Court deems appropriate. 

PRAYER FOR RELIEF 

WHEREFORE, Plaintiff respectfully requests that the Court certify a collective and a 

class action under DC law, and enter judgment against Defendant on all counts and grant 

Plaintiffs and all similarly situated individuals the following: 

1. Unpaid wages, plus an amount equal to three times the amount of unpaid wages 

earned as liquidated damages, pursuant to the MWA, D.C. Code§ 32-1012, which 

amount is greater than $10,000; 

11. Unpaid wages plus an amount equal to three times the amount of unpaid wages 
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earned as liquidated damages, pursuant to the WPCL, D.C. Code§§ 32-1303(4) 

and 32-1308, which amount is greater than $10,000; 

iii. $500 per violation in which Plaintiffs were misclassified as independent 

contractors, pursuant to the WFA, D.C. Code§ 32-1331.01.15. 

iv. Wages, salary, employment benefits, and other compensation denied or lost to 

them by reason of the violations of the WF A, as well as compensatory damages 

and treble damages for those lost wages or benefits, 

v. Such equitable relief as may be appropriate including the equitable relief 

authorized by D.C. Code§ 32-1331.04 for violation of the WFA; 

vi. Reasonable attorneys' fees and expenses incurred in the prosecution of this action; 

vii. Costs that they incur in the prosecution of this action; 

viii. Prejudgment and post-judgment interest as permitted by law; and 

ix. Award any additional relief the Court deems just. 

Dated: June 1, 2020 Respectfully submitted, 

/s/ Matthew K. Handley 
Matthew K. Handley 
DC Bar No. 489946 
HANDLEY FARAH & ANDERSON PLLC 
777 6 Street, NW -Eleventh Floor 
Washington, DC 20001 
Telephone: 202-559-2411 
email: mhantiey@hfaiustice com 
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Matthew B. Kaplan 
D.C. Bar No. 484760 
THE KAPLAN LAW FIRM 
1100 N. Glebe Road, Suite 1010 
Arlington, VA 22201 
Telephone: (703) 665-9529 
email: mbkaplan@thekaplanlawfirm.com 

Attorneys for Plaintiffs 
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Superior Court of the District of Columbia 

Kelvin Lara 

vs 

CIVIL DIVISION- CIVIL ACTIONS BRANCH 

INFORMATION SHEET 

case No»her. 2020 CA 002648B 
Date: June 1 2020 

Bozzuto Building Company D One of the defendants is being sued 
in their official capacity. 

Name: (Please Print) Matthew Handley Relationship to Lawsuit 

Firm Name: Handley Farah & Anderson PLLC 
� Attorney for Plaintiff 

□ Self (Pro Se) 
Telephone No.: Six digit Unified Bar No.: D Other: 202-559-2411 489946 

TYPE OF CASE. Cl Non-Jury 
Demand: $ greater than $10,000 

D 6 Person Jury D 12 Person Jury 
Other: _ 

PENDING CASE(S) RELATED TO THE ACTION BEING FILED 
Case No.: _ 

Case No.: _ 

Judge. _ 

Judge: _ 

Calendar#: _ 

Calendar#: _ 

NATURE OF SUIT: (Check One Box Only) 

A. CONTRACTS 

D O 1 Breach of Contract 
D 02 Breach of Warranty 
LJ06 Negotiable Instrument 
D 07 Personal Property 
[xi 13 Employment Discrimination 
D 15 Special Education Fees 

B. PROPERTY TORTS 

COLLECTION CASES 

D 14 Under $25,000 PIf Grants Consent D 16 Under $25,000 Consent Denied 
L OVER $25,000 Pf. Grants ConsentD 18 OVER $25,000 Consent Denied 
D 27 Insurance/Subrogation D 26 Insurance/Subrogation 

Over $25,000 PIf. Grants Consent Over $25,000 Consent Denied 
D 07 Insurance/Subrogation [l 34 Insurance/Subrogation 

Under $25,000 PIf Grants Consent Under $25,000 Consent Denied 
D 28 Motion to Confirm Arbitration 

Award (Collection Cases Only) 

D 01 Automobile [] 03 Destruction of Private Property 
D 02 Conversion D 04 Property Damage 
0 07 Shoplifting, D.C. Code§ 27-102 (a) 

C. PERSONAL TORTS 

D 05 Trespass 

D 01 Abuse of Process 
D 02 Alienation of Affection 
D 03 Assault and Battery 
LJo Automobile- Personal Injury 
D 05 Deceit (Misrepresentation) 
D 06 False Accusation 
D 07 False Arrest 
D 08 Fraud 

CV-496/June 2015 

D 10 Invasion of Privacy 
D 11 Libel and Slander 
D 12 Malicious Interference 
L Malicious Prosecution 
D 14 Malpractice Legal 
D 15 Malpractice Medical (Including Wrongful Death) 
D 16 Negligence- (Not Automobile, 

Not Malpractice) 

SEE REVERSE SIDE AND CHECK HERE 

D 17 Personal Injury- (Not Automobile, 
Not Malpractice) 

D 18Wrongful Death (Not Malpractice) 
D 19 Wrongful Eviction 
L20 Friendly Suit 
L]21 Asbestos 
L2 Toxic/Mass Torts 
L723 Tobacco 
r124 Lead Paint 

IF USED 



Information Sheet, Continued 

C. OTHERS 
D O 1 Accounting 
D 02 Att. Before Judgment 
D 05 Ejectment 
D 09 Special Writ/Warrants 

(DC Code§ 11-941) 
D 10 Traffic Adjudication 
D 11 Writ ofReplevin 
D 12 Enforce Mechanics Lien 
D 16 Declaratory Judgment 

D 17 Merit Personnel Act (OEA) 
(D.C. Code Title 1, Chapter 6) 

L Product Liability 

D 24 Application to Confirm, Modify, 
Vacate Arbitration Award (DC Code § 16-4401) 

D 29 Merit Personnel Act (OHR) 
D 31 Housing Code Regulations 
D 32Qui Tam 
D 33 Whistleblower 

II. 
D 03 Change of Name D 15 Libel of Information 
D 06 Foreign Judgment/Domestic E] 19 Enter Administrative Order as 
D 08 Foreign Judgment/International Judgment [ D.C. Code§ 
D 13 CorrectionofBirthCertificate 2-1802.03 (h) or32-151 9 (a)] 
L Correction of Marriage D 20 Master Meter (D.C. Code§ 

Certificate 42-3301, et seq.) 
D 26 Petition for Civil Asset Forfeiture (Vehicle) 
D 27 Petition for Civil Asset Forfeiture (Currency) 
D 28 Petition for Civil Asset Forfeiture (Other) 

D. REAL PROPERTY 

D 21 Petition for Subpoena 
[Rule 28-I (b)] 
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D 23 Rule 27(a)(l) 

(Perpetuate Testimony) 
D 24 Petition for Structured Settlement 
D 25 Petition for Liquidation 
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D 12 Specific Performance [l25 Liens: Tax/ Water Consent Granted 
LJ0 Condemnation (Eminent Domain) D 30 Liens: Tax/ Water Consent Denied 
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D 11 Petition for Civil Asset Forfeiture (RP) 
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Superior Court of the District of Columbia 
CIVIL. DIVISION 

Civil Actions Branch 
506 {ndiana Avenue, N.W., Suite 5008 Washington, D.C. 28001 

Teteghore: (262) 879-1133 Website: www.dccourts.gov 

Kelvin Lara, et al. 
Plaintiff 

VE. 

Case Number 2020 CA 002648 B 
Bozzuto Building Company 

Defendant 

SUMMONS 
To the above named Defendant: 

You are hereby summoned and required to serve an Answer to the attached Complaint, either 
personally or through an attorney, within twenty one (2l) days after service of this summons upon you, 
exclusive of the day of service. If you are being sued as an officer or agency of the United States Government 
or the District of Cohurnbia Government, you have sixty (60) days after service of this summons to serve your 
Answer. A copy of the Answer must be mailed to the attorney for the plaintiff who is suing you. The 
attorney's name and address appear below. If plaintiff has no attorney, a copy of the Answer must be mailed 
to the plaintiff at the address stated on this Summons. 

You are also required to file the original Answer with the Court in Suite 5000 at 500 Indiana Avenue, 
N.W., between 8:30 a.m. and 5.00 p.m., Mondays through Fridays or between 9:00 a.m. and 12:00 noon on 
Saturdays. You may file the original Answer with the Court either before you serve a copy of the Answer on 

the plaintiff or within seven (7) days after you have served the plaintiff. If you fail to fie an Answer, 
judgment by default may be entered against you for the relief demanded in the complaint. 

Matthew Handley 
Name of Plaintiffs Attorney 

Handley Farah & Anderson PLLC 
Address 
777 6th Street, NW-- Eleventh Floor 

202-559-2411 
Telephone 
i #; 3#8 i#, i#; 53,5; (202) 879-4828 Veuilez appeier au (202) 879-4828 pour une traduction n c6 mt bai dis, h~y goi (202) 879-4828 

1@## 884 888(202) 879-4828.38 zits -3F $jsR. wc' cw @re (202) 879-4828 £.& 

IMPORTANT: IF YOU FAIL TO FILE AN ANSWER WITHIN THE TIME STATED ABOVE, OR IF, AFTER YOU 
ANSWER, YOU FAIL TO APPEAR AT ANY TME THE COURT NOTIFIES YOU TO DO SO, A JUDGMENT BY DEFAULT 
MAY BE ENTERED AGAINST YOU FOR THE MONEY DAMAGES OR OTHER RELIEF DEMANDED IN THE 
COMPLAINT. IF THIS OCCURS, YOUR WAGES MAY BE ATTACHED OR WITHHELD OR PERSONAL PROPERTY OR 
REAL ESTATE YOU OWN MAY BE TAKEN AND SOLD TO PAY THE JUDGMENT. IF YOU INTEND TO OPPOSE THIS 
ACTION, DO NOT FAIL TO ANSWER WITHIN TIE REQUIRED TIME 

f you wish to talk to a lawyer and feel that you cannot afford to pay a fee to a lawyer, promptly contact one of the offices of the 
Legal Aid Society (202-628-1161) or the Neighborhood Legal Services (202-279-5100) for heip or come to Suite 5000 at 500 
Indiana Avenue, N.W., for more information concerning places where you may ask for such help. 

Se reverse side for Spanish translation 
Vea al dors la traducci~n al espaio! 

CV-3110 [Rev. June 2017] Super. Ct. Civ. R. 4 



TRIBUNAL SUPERIOR DEL DISTRITO DE COLUMBIA 
DIVISIN CIVIL 

Secci~n de Acciones Civiles 
506 {diana Avenue, N. W., Suite 500, $Washington, D.C. 20)001 

Tel~fon: (282) 879-1133 Sitio web: www.dccourts.gov 

Derandante 
contra 

CITATORO 
Al susodicho De»nandado: 

Por la weswate se he cita a comparer y se k reaaire entegar gar 'amt<stawin a &xmancds adjunta, sea en 
persona o por ext de mn abegado, en ei piazo &de veiti {2f «dins cswtados des~s sue ustsd haya recitide este 
citatorio, cxclryend ei dia risro de entgga de? cittrio. Si asted est~ siendo demardado en cadi~ad de otcial o 
agente de! Gobierno k lo Estalos Unidos de R&tear@rica o de! Gbiere de! Distrits de Ctwnkia, tiene asted 
sesenta (60) dis, on#ados tespu~s sue sted hay# re@tad este tatorio, para eseggar st Contestaeim. Tine que 
enviarle por arr uua copi de st Cntstain ad atog«do d la prte derandant. E? orntwe y diveccin del 
abogado aparecen a«i final de este doameato, Si e} dernodad ne tiew abogada, tiene qr: ewiarie ai demandante wna 
copia de la Contestain por cswreo a k <direccio que apxrece en esteKtatorio. 

A usted tamabw~n se le reqsirs presentur l Cortesttci~ original al Tribunal en ha &feina 5060, sits en 500 
Indiana Avenue, NW, ext las 830 a.. 590 pm., de lanes a vierteso ntre las 8} a.m. y ls 120@ de? mediocdia 
los s~bados. listed pseie presentar l Contestcjbn origiai ante el Jez ya sea #ptss qe steed ie entregue al 
demandante una copia de fa Contestacisn < es e! plazo de siete{} dias de haberfe bechs» la omrega af demandarts, Si 
usted inumple can presentar una Cntestair, podri di:tame fats en ebkdia contra usted para qae sr hag 
efectivo el desagravia qte se busra en demand. 
--,----,--,--,--··············································································· 

Nombre del abogade de} Deramdant 

Direcci6n 

Tel~fono 
kn # 8 , i#.T 5, 52: (2±232; 379-4828 

Fecb» 

Sb@eretri 

IMPORTANTE; S USTED INCUMPLE CON PRESENTAR UNA CONTESTACON EN EK PL.AZO ANTES 
MENCIONADO Q, SE LUEGO HE CSSNTESTA, USTD NM» COMFRECE GUANIO HE ANISE EI. JU?AD, POER[A 
DICTARSE UN FAUL.O EN REBE}MA CONTRA BJSTED ARA E E CE CORE L&8 DANOS Y PERA(COS I @TRO 
DESAGRAVIO QUE E BUSQUE EN LA DEMANDA. SI ESTO OCURRWE, PODRiA R&ETEN~R!SELE SUS INS&ES0S, O 
Popi«iA Tow A&sit sis Bi~vrs visors o sivis Rices v sER v~ipros iK GA iL. FALLO. st 
USTED PRETENDE OPONERSE A ESTA ACCIN, NO DEJE DE CONTESTAR LA DEMANDA DENTRO DEL PLAZO 
EX7GIDO. 

Si desea corversar con un abogado y le parece que no puede pagarle a uno, {lame pronto a una de nuestras oficinas de} Legal Aid 
Society (202-628-1161) o e Neighborhood Legal Services {(202-279-5100) para pedir ayuda o venga a la Oficina 5000 de! 500 
Indiana Avenue, N.W., para informarse sobre otros lugares donde puede pedirayuda al respecto. 

Vea al dorso ei original en ingls 
See reverse side for English original 
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SUPERIOR COURT OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
CIVIL DIVISION 

Civil Actions Branch 
500 Indiana Avenue, N.W., Suite 5000, Washington, D.C. 20001 

Telephone: (202) 879-1133 • Website: www.dccourts.gov 

KELVIN LARA et al 
Vs. C.A. No. 2020 CA 002648 B 

BOZZUTO BUILDING COMP ANY 
INITIAL ORDER AND ADDENDUM 

Pursuant to D.C. Code§ 11-906 and District of Columbia Superior Court Rule of Civil Procedure 
("Super. Ct. Civ. R.") 40-1, it is hereby ORDERED as follows: 

(1) Effective this date, this case has assigned to the individual calendar designated below. All future filings 
in this case shall bear the calendar number and the judge's name beneath the case number in the caption. On 
filing any motion or paper related thereto, one copy (for the judge) must be delivered to the Clerk along with the 
original. 

(2) Within 60 days of the filing of the complaint, plaintiff must file proof of serving on each defendant: 
copies of the summons, the complaint, and this Initial Order and Addendum. As to any defendant for whom 
such proof of service has not been filed, the Complaint will be dismissed without prejudice for want of 
prosecution unless the time for serving the defendant has been extended as provided in Super. Ct. Civ. R. 4(m). 

(3) Within 21 days of service as described above, except as otherwise noted in Super. Ct. Civ. R. 12, each 
defendant must respond to the complaint by filing an answer or other responsive pleading. As to the defendant 
who has failed to respond, a default and judgment will be entered unless the time to respond has been extended 
as provided in Super. Ct. Civ. R. 55(a). 

( 4) At the time and place noted below, all counsel and unrepresented parties shall appear before the 
assigned judge at an initial scheduling and settlement conference to discuss the possibilities of settlement and to 
establish a schedule for the completion of all proceedings, including, normally, either mediation, case evaluation, 
or arbitration. Counsel shall discuss with their clients prior to the conference whether the clients are agreeable to 
binding or non-binding arbitration. This order is the only notice that parties and counsel will receive 
concerning this Conference. 

(5) Upon advice that the date noted below is inconvenient for any party or counsel, the Quality Review 
Branch (202) 879-1750 may continue the Conference once, with the consent of all parties, to either of the two 
succeeding Fridays. Request must be made not less than seven business days before the scheduling conference 
date. 
No other continuance of the conference will be granted except upon motion for good cause shown. 

(6) Parties are responsible for obtaining and complying with all requirements of the General Order for Civil 
cases, each judge's Supplement to the General Order and the General Mediation Order. Copies of these orders 
are available in the Courtroom and on the Court's website http://www.dccourts.gov/. 

Chief Judge Robert E. Morin 

Case Assigned to: Judge HIRAM E PUIG-LUGO 
Date: June 1, 2020 
Initial Conference: 9:30 am, Friday, September 04, 2020 
Location: Courtroom 302 

500 Indiana Avenue N.W. 
WASHINGTON, DC 20001 
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ADDENDUM TO INITIAL ORDER AFFECTING 
ALL MEDICAL MALPRACTICE CASES 

In accordance with the Medical Malpractice Proceedings Act of 2006, D.C. Code§ 16-2801, 
et seq. (2007 Winter Supp.), "[a]fter an action is filed in the court against a healthcare provider 
alleging medical malpractice, the court shall require the parties to enter into mediation, without 
discovery or, if all parties agree[,] with only limited discovery that will not interfere with the 
completion of mediation within 30 days of the Initial Scheduling and Settlement Conference 
("ISSC"), prior to any further litigation in an effort to reach a settlement agreement. The early 
mediation schedule shall be included in the Scheduling Order following the ISSC. Unless all 
parties agree, the stay of discovery shall not be more than 30 days after the ISSC." 
D.C. Code§ 16-2821. 

To ensure compliance with this legislation, on or before the date of the ISSC, the Court will 
notify all attorneys and pro se parties of the date and time of the early mediation session and the 
name of the assigned mediator. Information about the early mediation date also is available over 
the internet at https://www:dccourts.gov/pa/. To facilitate this process, all counsel and pro se 
parties in every medical malpractice case are required to confer, jointly complete and sign an 
EARLY MEDIATION FORM, which must be filed no later than ten (10) calendar days prior to the 
ISSC. D.C. Code§ 16-2825 Two separate Early Mediation Forms are available. Both forms may be 
obtained at www.dccourts.gov/medmalmediation. One form is to be used for early mediation with a 
mediator from the multi-door medical malpractice mediator roster; the second form is to be used for 
early mediation with a private mediator. Both forms also are available in the Multi-Door Dispute 
Resolution Office, Suite 2900, 410 E Street, N.W. Plaintiffs counsel is responsible for eFiling the 
form and is required to e-mail a courtesy copy to earlymedmal@dcsc.gov. Pro se Plaintiffs who 
elect not to eFile may file by hand in the Multi-Door Dispute Resolution Office. 

A roster of medical malpractice mediators available through the Court's Multi-Door Dispute 
Resolution Division, with biographical information about each mediator, can be found at 
www.dccourts.gov/medmalmediation/mediatorprofiles. All individuals on the roster are judges or 
lawyers with at least 10 years of significant experience in medical malpractice litigation. 
D.C. Code§ 16-2823(a). If the parties cannot agree on a mediator, the Court will appoint one. 
D.C. Code§ 16-2823(b). 

The following persons are required by statute to attend personally the Early Mediation 
Conference: (1) all parties; (2) for parties that are not individuals, a representative with settlement 
authority; (3) in cases involving an insurance company, a representative of the company with 
settlement authority; and ( 4) attorneys representing each party with primary responsibility for the 
case. D.C. Code§ 16-2824. 

No later than ten (10) days after the early mediation session has terminated, Plaintiff must 
eFile with the Court a report prepared by the mediator, including a private mediator, regarding: 
(1) attendance; (2) whether a settlement was reached; or, (3) if a settlement was not reached, any 
agreements to narrow the scope of the dispute, limit discovery, facilitate future settlement, hold 
another mediation session, or otherwise reduce the cost and time of trial preparation. 
D.C. Code§ 16-2826. Any Plaintiff who is prose may elect to file the report by hand with the Civil 
Actions Branch. The forms to be used for early mediation reports are available at 
www.dccourts.gov/medmalmediation. 

Chief Judge Robert E. Morin 
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