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OPINION AND ORDER

These four consol idated cases, which came on for t r ia l  on

February 4, 1993 involve the appeals of real  property tax

assessments for Tax Year 199O against apartment bui ldings olrned by

the fol lowing cooperat ive housing associat j -ons: Watergate South,

Inc-  (Waterga te  South) ,  Waterga te  West ,  Inc .  (Watergra te  West ) ,  1661

C r e s c e n t  P l a c e ,  N . W . ,  I n c .  ( C r e s c e n t  P l a c e ) ,  a n d  C l a r i d g e  H o u s e

C o o p e r a t i v e ,  I n c .  ( C l a r i d g e  H o u s e )  .

The Cour t  exerc ised ju r isd ic t ion  over  these appea ls  pursuant

t o  D . C .  C o d e  5  4 7 - 8 2 5 ( i )  a n d  S  4 7 - 3 3 0 3 .  B a s e d  o n  t h e  e v i d e n c e

presented  a t  t r ia l ,  and the  s t ipu la t ions  o f  the  par t ies ,  the  Cour t

makes the fol lowing Findings of Fact and Concl-usions of Law.

FINDINGS OF FACT

The Court has considered separately the facts as to each



cooperat ive and f inds as fol lows:

1. Claridqe House

As st ipulated by the

February  4 ,  1993)  t  the  Cour t

concernj-ng Lot 863 J-n Square A6,

Y e a r  1 9 9 0 :

par t j -es at  t r ia l  (  t r .  12-13 :

rnakes the f olIowi-ng f indings

owned by Claridge House, for Tax

Unit llix

S t r e e t ,  N . W .  9 5  e f f i c i e n c i e s
31 one bedrooms
12 Garage Parking

Spaces

Unit ltix
63  e f f i c ienc ies
148 one bedrooms
2 two bedrooms
59 Garage Parking

Spaces

A s s e s s m e n t :  L a n d  :  S 2  r O 4 3 , 2 3 7
I m p r o v e m e n t  :  S 5 , O 5 5 , 7 6 3
T o t a l  :  $ 7  , O 9 9  , O O O
T a x  :  g 1 0 0 , 8 5 4 . 6 0

Iot

863

Lot
9 3

Assessment :

Square Address

16 940 25 th

Square Address
1 6  9 5 0  2 5 t h  S t r e e t ,  N . W .

Land :
Improvement :
Total-
Tax :

$ 2 , 2 9 J . , 1 6 8
s 9  . r 4 3 . 8 3 2
$ 1 1 , 4 3 5 ,  O O O
$ 1 6 3  , 2 2 4 . 6 0 C l a s s  2

Clar idge House had appealed i ts proposed assessments to the

Board  o f  Equa l iza t j -on  and Rev iew fo r  Tax  Year  1990 and these

proposed assessments were sustaj-ned. Clar idge House then paid the

tax and t i rnely appealed to the Tax Divis ion.

2. Crescent Place

As st j -pu lated by the par t ies at  t r j -a l  ( t r .  14-15)  the

Court makes the fol lowing f indings concerning Lot 954 in Square



257L,  owned by  Crescent  P lace ,  fo r  Tax  Year  l_99O:

Scfuare Aildress Unit tlix

2 5 7 I  1 6 6 1 ,  C r e s c e n t  P f . ,  N . W .  4  e f f i c i e n c i e s
7 one bedrooms
28 two bedrooms
6 three bedrooms
11 four bedrooms

Assessment:

Lot

9 5 4

Land :
Improvenent :
Tota1 :
Tax :

Assessment :  Land :
Improvement :
Tota l  :
Tax :

Crescent Pl-ace had appealed i ts proposed

Board for Tax Year 199O and these proposed

sustained. Crescent Place then paid the tax and

the  Tax  D iv is ion .

$ 2  , 4 9 8 , 1 O O
s 4 , 6 0 9 . 6 0 5
$ 7  , 1 O 7  , 7 0 5
$ 7 8 , l _ 8 4 . 7 5 Class  1

assessments to the

assessments were

timely appealed to

3. Watergate South

The Court makes the fol lowing f indings concerning Lot 812

j-n Square 8, owned by Watergate South:

Lot Square Address Unit Mix

8 I 2  B  7 O O  N e w  H a m p s h i r e  A v e . ,  N . W  L 4  s t o r i e s  p l u s
penthouse

2  p a r k i n g
basements

111 one bedroorns
112 two bedrooms
18 three bedrooms
4 four bedrooms

$ 9  , 0  2 9  , 9 9 3
s95 , r24 , r50
$ 1 0 4  , 1 5 4 , I 4 3
$ 1 , O 3 5 , 8 8 7 . 4 0  C l a s s  1

watergate south appealed its proposed assessment to the Board

3



for Tax Year 1990 and the proposed assessment sras reduced from

$106 ,373 ,ooo  (w i th  597 ,343 ,oo7  a t t r i bu ted  to  the  bu i l d ing )  t o

$104 , ] -54 ,a43 .  wa te rga te - ' sou th  then  pa id  the  tax  and  t ime ly

appealed to  the Tax Div is ion.

Both parties stipulated at trial that the aggregate value of

Watergate South's proprietary J-eases and shares of stock, less one

percent for personal property, amounts to $68,981,345 for Tax year

1990 .

4 - Watergate West

The Court makes the followingr fj_ndings

in Square 8, owned by Watergiate West:

Lot Scfuare Address

BO9 8  27OO W.V i rg in ia  Ave .  ,  N .W

concerning Lot 809

Unit Itlix

62 parking spaces
60Z r iver  v iew
75 one bedrooms
46 two bedrooms
15 three bedroorns

A s s e s s m e n t :  L a n d  :  $ 6 , 4 3 8 , 1 - 2 8
I m p r o v e m e n t  :  5 4 3 , 6 9 0 , a 7 2
T o t a l  :  $ 5 O ,  I 2 9 , O O O
T a x :  $ 5 2 9 , 0 3 8 . 4 0 C l a s s  1

Watergate West appealed its proposed assessment to the

Board for  Tax Year  1990 and th is ,  proposed assessment  was susta j -ned.

Watergate West then paid the tax and t irnely appealed to the Tax

D iv i s i -on .

5. The method of assessment used by the Distr ict of Columbia

authorit ies for Tax Year 1990 was to aggregate the market value of



the units in each bui lding ( the value of proprietary leases and

stock shares) less a 1? deduct ion for personal property.

6. The pet i t ioners chal lenge this raethod of assessment

al leging that the correct nethod of assessing'cooperat ives for Tax

Year 199O was the discounted gross seI l  out mettrod prescr ibed for

Tax  Year  1991 and subsequent  tax  years  by  D.C.  I -aw 7-2O5,  47  D.C.

Code S 820.1 requir ing a 35 percent discount to the assessor 's sums

for Tax Year 1990 as hereinabove set forth.  Pet i t ioners assert

that this method should be appl ied to Tax Year 1990 assessnents

because under statute and regrulations the assessor is required to

rr .  .  .  take into account any factor which night have a bearing on

m a r k e t  v a l u e .  .  .  r r  4 7  D . C .  C o d e  g  8 2 0 ( a ) ,  a n d  t o  d e t e r m i n e  t h e

assessed va lue ,  r r . . .  bas [ed ]  on  the  most  cur ren t ,  accura te ,  and

conclusive evidence of market value avai lable at the t i rne the

a s s e s s e d  v a l u e  i s  d e t e r m i n e d . . . r r  9  D . C . M . R .  S  3 0 6 . 2 .  T h e

pet i t i -oners contend that the discounted gross seII  out method

requ i red  in  D.C.  Law 7-2O5 was ava i lab le  to  the  D j -s t r i c t ' s

assessors when the assessments for Tax Year 1990 were made and that

i t  was  the  bes t  method fo r  assess inq  coopera t ives .  There fore ,  the

assessors  were  regu i red  to  use  th is  method desp i te  the  fac t  tha t

D . C .  I . a w  7 - 2 0 5  d i d  n o t  b e c o m e  e f f e c t i v e  u n t i l  T a x  Y e a r  1 9 9 1 .

7.  This  Cour t  re jects  the posi t ion of  pet i t ioners set  for th

in  f ind ing #e above for  the fo l lowing reasons:

a)  D.C.  Law 7-205 by i ts  terms appl ies to  assessrnents



for  r r - . .  the tax year  beginning Ju ly  1,  1990 and for  eact r  tax year
t l r e rea f t e r - . . '  D .C .  Law  7_205 ,  S  421 (a ) ,  47  D .C .  Code  S  820 .1  (a ) ,

but there is nothing in the Act or in the committee Report showing

intent to trave the requirements contained therein applied

retroactively to the tax year beginning July L, 1989 (Tax year

1990)  which is  a t  issue in  these cases-

b) There is no excrusive mettrod of assessingr

cooperatives for real estate tax purposes. (see conclusions of raw

#5 #7). The method to be used i.s a regit imate matter of

legislative ctroice- rn the absence of statute the nethod to be

used in assessment is the province of the Mayor and her assessors,

47 D'c '  code S S 82o,  821 and such assessrnent  is  presumpt ive ly

correct .

c) The system chosen by the rnayor and her assessors for

Tax Year 1990 for taxing cooperatives was to use the market data

approach by referri-ng to sales of comparable cooperative apartment

units and to nurt ipry the square footage to arrive at the agqreqate

val-ue for a part icurar cooperative apartment house. The data used

was the informatj-on regarding sales of individual cooperative

apar tment  un i ts  in  the Dis t r ic t  o f  co lumbia ref lected in  the

Mul t ip le  L is t ing Serv ice and which were avai lab le for  the f i rs t

t ime in  the Tax year  1990 assessment .  No d iscount  was appr ied.

The reason given therefor was that the data in the urult iple

l is t ings showed no s ign i f icant  d i f ference between the sare pr ices

of comparabre cooperative and condominium apartment units.

d) The function of the court is not to make a choice



between the various methods for assessing cooperatives as did the

city Council  for Tax Year 1991- and succeeding tax years but rather

to determine from the evidence presented in ttrese cases whether ttre

petit ioners have been substantial ly overassessed for Tax year 1990.

e) There is no substantial testimony showing that in

this city there is such a great difference between the market value

of cooperatives and condominiurns of comparable l-ocation, size and.

fac i l i t ies as would just i fy  a  d iscount  of  3OB or  358 to  be used in

favor of the former. rn this respect the presumption of

correctness of the Tax year 1990 assessment has not been

overturned.

8-  rn  the foregoing a l l  o f  the pet i t ioners jo ined in  a

conmon theory opposinq the 1990 assessments treated above. One of

the petit ioners, watergate west, has addit ionar reasons for

opposing the 1990 assessment and the fol lowing f indings are j-n

respect  thereof .

a) Watergate West contests the computations made by the

assessors in respect of the aggregate value of the indlvidual units

and  co rnmon  a rea  sha res ,  $50  , L2g ,ooo  ( see  F ind ing  o f  Fac t  #6 ) .  r n

the course of  the instant  r i t igat ion the exper t  for  the

pe t i t i one rs ,  Mr .  w i l - l i am  S .  Ha rps ,  M .A . r . ,  c .R .E . ,  and  Mr .  He rman

Ricks for the Distri-ct of Columbia narrowed the f j-gures to

$43 ,630 ,64 r  (Mr .  Ha rps )  and  $45 ,260 ,000  (Mr .  R i cks ) ,  bo th  w i t hou t

the discount. The Court credits the computation of Mr. Ricks and

f inds the va lue of  watergate west  to  be $45,260,000 for  Tax year



1 9 9 0 .

b) Previously there had been a dispute in the assessrnent

Watergiate South. As sti-pulated the value without the discount

t h i s  p e t i t i o n e r  f o r  T a x  y e a r  1 9 9 0  i s  $ 6 8 , 9 8 1 , 3 4 s .  ( s e e  F i n d i n g

F a c t  # 3  )  .

c) Watergate West also asserts that the 199O assessment

strould be set aside in favor of the 1989 assessment. Since the

Court has found for the 1990 assessruent the argument in favor of

rejectingr the same j-s i tself rejected.

d) Watergate West also asserts that the assessor should

have fol lowed the replacement cost method for Tax Year l-990. The

Court rejects this argTument. The experts and authorit ies for al l

sides includi-ng those appearing for and cited by Watergate West are

of the settfed opinion that the replacement cost method is

inappropriate for other than relativery new buirdings. see,

Council  of the Distr ict of Colurnbia, Report of the Committee on

Finance and Revenue on Bil l  '1 -54a, ttCooperative Housingr Assessment

Procedure and Lower Income Homeownership Tax Abateurent and

rncen t i ves  Ac t  o f  1983  Amendmen t  Ac t  o f  1988 t t ,  a t  10 -11  (1988) . ;

Pe t i t i one rs '  Exh j -b i t  #3  (Appra i sa l  o f  Wa te rga te  Wes t  by  Wi l l i am S .

Harps ) ,  p .  7 ,  L2 - r3 i  Danner ,  coopera t i ve  Apar t rnen ts ,  51  The  Rear

Estate Appra iser  and Anaryst  47 (spr ing 1985) .  Fur thermore,  the

Court was not presented with suff icient testimony at tr ial such

that the replacement cost nethod could now be accurately applied to

watergate west. The petit ionerrs attempt to compensate for the

lack of evidence presented at tr ial by presenting the Court with

of

o f

o f



necessary data in Supplemental Subnission

West's Post-Trial- Memorandum of Law must

ever moved into evidence' 'at tr ial and

entertain new evidence presented by one

tr ia l  submiss ion.

2 attached to Watergate

fai l .  No such data was

the Court wil-I not now

party by way of a post

CONCLUSIONS OF I,AhI

1. The jurisdict j-onal prerequisites of 5 47-825 and 5 47-

3303 D.C.  Code having been sat is f ied (See Findings of  Fact  # f

through #4) ,  the Cour t  has jur isd ic t ion over  these appeals .

2. Of concern here are the permissible and appropriate

ruethods of evaluating cooperative properties for real- estate tax

assessment and review purposes. This is a subject of f irst

impress ion  i n  D .C .  j ud i c ia l  dec i s ions .

3. The cooperative housing associations in the instant cases

consist of corporations which hold t i t le to land improved by

mul-t j- family apartment buildings and whose stockholders occupy the

indiv iduaf  apar tment  un i ts  by v i r tue of  propr i -e tary  leases.  29

D.C.  Code S 1101.  Al though the corporat ions are the t i t le  ho lders

and taxpayers, the unit holders have most of the attr ibutes of

owners. Their interest in the property is considered personal and

not real- but they have the excl-usive personal r ight to occupy their

apartments. They pay no rent except as assessments for maintenance

q



of  co  unon areas  and taxes .  H icks  v .  B ig re low,  55  A.2d  924t  926

(D.C.  1947) .  In  the  case o f  rea l -  es t 'a te  taxes  the  un i t  ho l -der  i s

assessed by the corporat ion' for his proport ionate share thereof but

may take a deduction for the same in payment of income taxes. The

legal form of the cooperat ive has developed (circa L92O) long after

tradi t ional real  property tenures had crystal l ized and i t  f i ts

poorly,  i f  at  al l ,  into molds which the law uses in treat ing real

estate probJ-ens.

4. For example the cooperative does not readiJ-y accomrnodate

itself to the three methods which the 1aw prescribes in assessing

property for real estate tax purposes. The income approach is

inapposite because the owner receives no rent and is a non profit

corporation; the rnarket data approach is also unworkable because

while individual cooperative apartments are often sold, seldon, i f

ever, is a cooperati-ve apartment building seen on the narket; and

the cost depreciation method is not effective because the average

age of such insti tut ions causes the computations involved to becorue

speculative. Council  of the Dj-str ict of Colurnbia, Report of the

Commit tee on F inance and Revenue on Bi l l  7-548,  I 'Cooperat ive

Housing Assessment Procedure and Lower Income Homeownershi-p Tax

Abatement  and Incent ives Act  o f  1983 Amendment  Act  o f  1988rr ,  a t  10-

11 (1988) .  Recourse is  had therefor  to  ar t i f ic ia l -  methods of

app ra i sa l .

Such methods vary depending upon the way legislatures, orq

1 0



in the absence of statutes, assessing authorit ies, perceive the

nature of the cooperative. At one end of the spectrum the

cooperative unit holder may be seen as the olrrrer in substance of

his apartment with the corporation the hol-der of only formal, legal

t i t1e. The true unit of marketabil i ty is hence, I ike the

condominium, the apartment unit itself and the undivided share of

the conmon areas. In such perspective the problem of taxing the

parcel rather than the unit is accourplistred sinply be adding the

market values of the constituent units. At the other end concern

focuses upon the estimated market value of the parcel as an

hypothesj-zed vacant saleable piece of property. The latter

approach fol lowed. a more sophist icated assessment technique

developed in 1976 to aid entrepreneurs or underwrj-ters concerningl

sale or f inancing of newly erected or newly to be converted

condominium or cooperative apartment buildings. As explained in

the seminal  ar t ic le ,  Resident ia l -  Condominiums,  A Guide to  Analvs j -s

and Valuat ion by Rober t  w.  Dumbal l ,  Amer ican Inst i tu te of  ReaI

Estate Appraisers I976, the appraisal technj-que used was the

I 'Discounted Gross SeI l  Out  Approach.r r  This  involved est imat ing the

potent ia l  aggregate sa le pr ice of  the ind iv iduaf  un i ts  (  " re ta i l

va luerr )  and subtract ing theref rom the cost  o f  market ing p lus

prov is ion for  reasonable prof  i t  (  t 'wholesale va luerr )  .  Th is  approach

j-ncl-uded calculation of a reasonable t ime period to complete the

sal-es together with inclusion of charqes for maintenance and

f inancj-ng during such interval-. In between such methods are

var ious hybr id  forms.

l 1



6. The new theories created a f lurry of l i t igat ion in New

York state which then was the si tus of 952 of the nat ion,s

cooperat ives- 2 Rohan and Reskin, Cooperat j -ve Housinq Law and

P r a c t i c e  5  1 . o 2 ( 1 ) ,  a t  1 - 3 ,  f n . 1  ( 1 9 9 0 ) .  T h e  d i s c o u n t e d  q r o s s  s e l l

out method was rejected as too speculative when applied to occupied

condoniniuns, Bloom, Tax Valuation of Condornj-niums and

Cooperat ives: Fict ion v.  Real i tv,  11 ReaI Estate Law Journal 24O,

2 4 5  ( 1 9 8 3 )  ( c o r n m e n t l n g  o n  M a r k s  v .  P e l c h e r ,  3 9 2  N . Y . S . 2 d  5 3 6  ( S u p .

Ct .  1977) ,  bu t  qua l i f ied ly  approved fo r  coopera t ives  in  2OO

C o u n t r y  C l u b  A s s o c i a t e s  v .  B o a r d  o f  A s s e s s o r s ,  4 4 7 -  N . Y . S . 2 d  7 0 6

(App.  D iv .  1981) .  The fa t te r  dec is ion  however ,  w i th in  a  na t te r  o f

months, was in effect reversed by the state J-egislature which

adopted  a  new sec t ion  581 to  the  rea l  p roper ty  tax  law.  1981 N.Y.

L a w s ,  C h s .  I O 5 7 ,  1 0 5 8  ( e f f e c t i v e  D e c .  3 ,  1 9 8 1 ) .  T h e  n e w  p r o c e d u r e

returned the assessment approach to treatment of cooperat ives,

condomi-niums and rental  apartments on the same basis.  For the

history of this l i t igat ion see South Bav Devel-opment Corp. v.  Board

o f  A s s e s s o r s ,  4 8 9  N . Y . S . 2 d  7 6 2  ( A p p .  D i v .  1 9 8 5 ) ;  R o h a n  a n d  R e s k i n ,

s u p r a ,  S  1 5 . 0 4 ,  a t  L 5 - L 2 . 8  t o  L 5 - 2 3 ;  B l _ o o m ,  s u p r a .

7. Whereas New York then treats al- l  apartnent buildings

al ike (at  bot tom as renta l  establ ishments)  I l I ino is  t reats

condominiums and cooperative units occupied by owrrers as single

fam i l y  houses ,  Coun ty  Co l l ec to r  o f  Cook  Coun ty  v .  Hun t ,  483  N .E .2d

4L4  ( I11 .  App .  1985) ,  c i t i ng  P roper t y  Taxes  Revenue  Ac t  o f  1939 ,

I 2



I 11 .  Rev .  S ta t .  ch .  I 2O,  pa ra .  5O1c-1  (1983) ,  and  i n  the  D is t r i c t

of Columbia condominiun units have since their creation been

ind i v idua l l y  t axed .  45  D .C .  Code  S  1804 .  T t re  new D is t r i c t  o f

Co lumb i -a  s ta tu te ,  47  D .C .  Code  S  820 .1 ,  cove r inq  Tax  Year  1991  and

fol lowing years adopts the discounted gross sellout approach used

in 2Oo Countrv Club Associates, -E!!pre, but goes much further and

speci f ica l ly  quant i f ies the d iscount  (3OZ or  35?) .  I t  may be seen

therefore that in the states it is acceptabl-e variously to assess

the cooperative unit as though it were a rental apartment, a

condominium of identical faci l i t ies and location, a sinqle fanily

res idence of  ident j -ca l  market  va lue,  oy as in  the la test  D.C.

statute i t  nay be taxed at approximately 2/3 of that levied upon

condoniniun units or comparably priced single family houses. There

is hence at 1aw, absent a statute, Do exclusive method of

assessment  of  cooperat ives.

8. Without an effect ive statute the choice of method for Tax

Year  1990 was hence tha t  o f  the  Mayor  and her  assessors .  47  D-C.

Code S S 82O,  821- .  The method,  reached as  i t  was  fo r  the  f i rs t

t ime tha t  sa l -es  p r ices  or  l i s t ings  fo r  ind iv idua l  coopera t ive  un i ts

became ava i lab le ,  was  no t  unreasonab le  as  a  mat te r  o f  law.

9. The evidence presented does not show that the assessments

made wi thout  the 3o? or  35? d iscount  resul ted in  overassessment .

Court rejects the 1egal argurnents presented by

l - J
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petit ioner Watergate West and referred to  in  F ind ing of  Fact  #e.

11. The petit j-oners have not net their burden of showing that

the assessments for Tax Year 1990 are incorrect. Brisker v.

D i s t r i c t  o f  Co l -umb ia ,  510  A .2d  LO37  (D .C .  1986  )  .

ORDER

Upon the findings of fact and conclusions of law nade j-n the

case above and upon the pet i t ions and st ipulat ions f i led herein,

r t J L
and upon the evidence adduced at t r ia l ,  i t  is this 46 day of

M a y ,  1 9 9 3 ,  h e r e b y ,

1. ORDERED that the assessed value for the subject

propert ies for Tax Year l -99O is determined to be as fol lows:

W a t e r g a t e  W e s t :  $ 4 5 , 2 6 0 , O O O

W a t e r g a t e  S o u t h :  $ 6 8 , 9 8 1 , 3 4 5

C r e s c e n t  P 1 a c e :  5 7  , L O 7  , 7 O 5

C l a r i d g e  H o u s e 2  9 4 O  2 5 E } :  S t r e e t ,  N . W . :  5 7  , O 9 9 , 0 0 0

9 5 O  2 5 t h  S t r e e t ,  N . W . :  $ 1 1 , 4 3 5 , 0 0 0 ,

a n d  i t  i s

2. FURTHER ORDERED that

directed to modify the assessment

o f  $ 4 5 , 2 6 0 , O 0 0  f o r  W a t e r q a t e  W e s t

for Watergate South for Tax Year

3. FURTHER ORDERED that

p e t i t i o n e r s ,  w i t h  i n t e r e s t ,  t h e

respondent be and hereby is,

record  card  to  re f lec t  the  va lue

f o r  T a x  Y e a r  1 9 9 0  a n d  $ 6 8  , 9 8 I , 3 4 5

1 9 9 0 ;  a n d  i t  i s

respondent shalf  refund to

excess taxes which have been

1 A



unlawful ly col l -ected for Tax Year 1990

Watergate South; and i t  is

4. FURTHER ORDERED that respondent

f or ref und, wj-th interest f rorn ttre dates

for tlatergate West and Watergate South, no

from the date of this Order.

C .  W i l l i a r n  T a y l e r ,  E s { .
Kr is t ine  L .  Meyer ,  Esq.
Whiteford, Taylor & Preston
B 8 8  1 7 t h  S t r e e t ,  N . W .
S u i t e  4 O 0
W a s h i n g ' t o n ,  D . C .  2 O 0 0 6 - 3 9 3 9

F r e d e r i c  W .  S c h w a r t z ,  J r . ,  E s q .
S u i t e  4 0 1
1225 Connect icu t  Avenue,  N.W.
W a s h i n g t o n ,  D . C . 2 0 0 3 6

Richard  G.  Amato ,  Ese.
Assj-stant Corporat ion Counsef
Off ice of the Corporat i -on Counsel
5 1  N  S t r e e t ,  N . E .
W a s h i n g t o n ,  D . C .  2 O O O 2

for Watergiate West and

present a proposed order

of  f i l ing the pet i t ions,

Iater than f ive (5) days
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