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Here is the section of the DC Code on disorderly
conduct, as you reguested.

I am not an attorney and can't give you legal
advice,

Good luck with your complaint,

In case of difficulty, please call us at (202) 457-0800.

Our FAX number is (202) 452-1868,
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DisTURBANGES OF THE Puziic Prace § 22-1121

1990, it was assigned Act No. 8-27% and trans- Qited in Campbell v. District of Columbia,
mitted to both Houses of Congrese for ite re-  App. D.C., 32 A.2d 394 (1843); United States v
view. Vaughn, 117 WLR 441 (Super. Ct. 19881

§ 22-1121. Disorderly conduct.

Whoever, with intent to proveke a breash of the peace, or under cireum-
stances such that a breach of the peace may be occasioned thereby: (1) acts in
such a manner as to annoy, digturh, interfere with, obstruct, or be offensive to
others; (2} congregates with others on a public strest and refuses to move on
when ordered by the police; (3) shouts or makes a noise either ocutside cr inside
a building during the nighttime to the annoyance or disturbance of any
considerable number of persons; (4} inferferes with any person in any place by
jostling against such person or unnecessarily crowding such person or by
placing a hand in the proximity of such person’s pocketbook, or handbag; or (5)
causes a disturbance in any streetcar, railroad car, omnibus, or other public
conveyance, by running through it, climbing through windows or upon the
seats, or otherwise annoying passengers or employees, shall be fined not more
than $250 or imprisoned not more than 90 days, or both. (June 29, 1953, 67
Stat. 98, ch. 159, § 211s; 1973 Ed., § 22-1121; May 21, 1864, D.C. Law 10-119,

§ 9(a), 41 DCR 1639.)

Crass references. — As w0 nrohibition of
defecement of public or private building or
property, see § 22-3112.1

At to prohibition of burning of ¢ross or other
religious aymbol, see § 22-3112.2.

As to prohibition of wearing of masks for
speacified purposes, see § 22-3112.3.

As to peoaltdes for violation of §§ 22-3112.%
to 22-3112.3, see § 22-3112.4.

Section references. — This section ig re-
forred to in § 22-109.

Bifect of ameondments. -~ 1.C. Law 10-118
subatituted “such person” for “him” in (4,

Legislative history of Law 10-118. — See
note to § 22-1102,

This section does not violats due pro-
cess clause of Fifth Amendment although (¢
does not require proof of a breach of peace
alament, this section doss 0o more than give
police the right, within reasonable limitations,
to keap the public zsidewalks frea of unneces-
gary opstructions and to prevent groups from
songregating in such a way that a breseh of
peace might resuls, Scott v. District of Colum-
bia, App. D.C., 184 A.2d 848 (1862},

Norunresssnably supprass free commu-
mication of views, — The police have a duty to
keep atrasts and sidewalks open for the move
ment of Sraffic; hence, the fallure-tomoveson
provigion of this ssction i3 a reascnable regula~
tion empawaring the polica to fulifill such a duty.
The prevision does no more than thar, but, in
appiving it, the police roust diract and control
demonstrators only to the extent sufficient to
protect legitimate 2tats interaste, such as, free
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cirewlation. of traffic and free access to puhlic
bulldings, In ordering cbstructive demongira-
tors to “mave on” the {nitial police objective
mugt pe meraly 10 clear passage, not to disperse
demonstrators or suppresa the free comzuuni-
cation of their views. Washington Mohilization
Cormam, v. Cullinene, 366 F2d 107 (D.C. Cir.
19770

This ssction must be strictly conatreed.
Caray v, District of Columbia, App. D.C., 102
A2d 814 (1984 Unitad States « Boits, 110
WLR 1257 (Super. Ct. 1982).

Breach of peace deemed element of of-
fense, — One of the elements of offense of
digorderly conduct is that the conduct must
occur with intent to provoke a breack of the
peace ar oceur under circumstances guch that a
breach of the peacs may be cccasionad thereby.
Digtriet of ColumYia v. Jordan, App. D.C., 2532
A.2d 288 (1967); Hawkins v. Unitad States,
App. D.C., 389 A.24 1806 (1979),

But specific intent not required. — Un-
der this section, cne lacking the intent to be
disorderly may nevertheless be guilty if hig
conducs is such that a breach of peace may be
sccasiotied theveby. Reckwell v, District of Co-
lumbia, App. D.C., 172 A.2¢ 549 (1961),

Nor proof of actuel or impending breach
of peace, — Proof of actual or impending
hreach of peace is not ragquired for conviction of
digorderly conduss. Seatt v. District of Coham-
bia, App. D.C., 184 A.2d 849 {1962); Stovall v.
United Siates App. DG, £02 A.2d 380 (1464).

Neither an actual breach of the peacs nor an
intept o provoke a braach of paace is an easern.
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tial element in the proof of disarderiy conduat:
it is sufficient that the alleged conduct be uader
circumstances such that a hreach of the peate
wight be occasioned tharehy, Rodgers v United
States, App. D.C., 290 A 2d 395 (19751 United
Statas v Bogts, 110 WLR 1957 (Super Tt
1982,

As long as the alleged offensive conduct rises
to vhe level that & hreach of the peacs might be

provoked by the canduct, it i8 prohibited by
mam’a Chermslal v. District of Columpia, App

605 Ad | 2 ?‘5 cert. danied, — LL5, -
1lb 8 ¢ 76, 133 L. Ed. 2d 38 (1995,

And emreme condust not necessary, —

This section i3 viclated when there is noisy,

riotous, or ‘nflammatory hehavier proveking 4

breach of peacs, but therz can be a violation of
thia section without sueh extreme nondust
Seost v, Dm ,mcL of Columbia, &pp. P.C.. 184
Ald 849 (1362,

Fixing ox\ws paats over puddie of urine
in hallway of partially aceupied building at 7
p.m. i8 an act sufficiently annoying aad sfen.
sive to uthers that might oecasion & viclation of
thix section, United States v Williams, 754 £.24
1001 (D.C. Cir. 1985,

Urination in sacluded spot not within
ambit of seqstion. — Urination in a secluded
gpoi in & perking lot at five o'cleck in the
morring does not fall within the ambit ¢f this
section, United States v, Batts, 110 WLER ;287
(Buper. Ct, 1982).

Although protested cpeech and actions
not vialative of seetion. = The defondant's
activitiea in sownterpicketing another organiza-
tion by caryying a sign demanding more police
prutality for “Reds” and dragging what pur
ported to be the flag of a foreign governmant an
the ground o front of a crowd, whith gave ro
open displaya of anger or threata of viglance,
was within the protestion of Firet Amendment
and did not conatitute disorderly conduct. Allen
v, Districe of Columbia, App, D.C., 187 A.2d 885
(1863).

This section is nat constitutionally an imper-
miseible prokibition of &n astavity protected by
the First Amendient. Rodgers v United
States, App. D.C., 250 A.2d 388 (1874,

Clause (4) provides notice to public and
standards for officials. - The statutory lan-
guage and history af clavee (4 of this gection

provida polential defendants with sufiicient no-
tice and police and courts with adeguate stan-
dards concerning what conduet is progeribed,
viz., touching a parson with intent to take that
parson's pcmkezbook or hendbay and contents,
Inve AR, App. D.C . 355 424 3311078

“Handbag” ang‘uug‘e prometas legisia-
tive purpose. - Ulawye (413 prohibition
agairst piacing a hand in the proximity of 2
pargon’s pockethook or handbag is conduct
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readily understeod and comports with the ao-
parent  legisintivs  intent o prevent
pickpocketing by means of physiceily touching
and ther staalthily snatching 8 purse or pock-
etbook from the vietim. In re AB., App. D.C,
395 A.2d 35 (1878).

And phrasa “ostling against” in oclause
(4) has eecablished objective meaning and
cortemplates a rough physical touching of 1
individual by anothar In re AB., App, 13.C , 588
A.2d 59 (1978;,

Peeping in acother’s window desmed
disorderly conduct, — Peeping in the win-
dow of an oceupied, lighted apartment ar 130
in the morning constituies “disorderly conduct”
within ¢hig breack of peace statuts penalizing
action mujmg 1o "disturb” or be “offensive” tu
others. Carsy v. District of Columbia, App. D .C,,
109 A20 314 119541 District of Columbia v.
Jerden, App. D.C., 282 A24 298 (1987,

Conviction: where dirsctive causes dis.
orderly condust. — The defendant in order-
ing his followers into a hostile audiance o stop
the hackling of & speech and the assault of 1
spectator ag a direst result of the defendant's
tommand te his followers, authorized a convie-
tion of ‘digorderly eonduct, Rockwell v. District
of Colnrnbia, App. D.C., 172 A.2d 549 (1861

Regulation of eondust of bus passen-
gers, — The Wasbington Metropolitan Ares
Transit Regulation Compact does not have the
authority to promuigate orders regulating the
conduct of bus passengers. District of Colvmbia
v Jones, App. LG, 28T 4.2d 816 (1972).

Evidence sw®elent to suppert comvic-
tion for disordarly conduct, — See Ssme v
Distict of Celumabia, App. D.C., 244 A.2d 478
(15881

Cited in Frend v. United Stacas, 100 F.2d4 €91
(D.C. Cir 1938), curt. denied, 306 U8, 640, 59
3, Ct. 488, 83 L. Ed. 1040 11839} Heilman w
Distriet of Columbia, App. D.C., 172 A.2d 141
(1261); Pirkney v United States, 363 F.2d 696
{D.C. Civ. 1 966 ; 'Ple) v. Distmet of Columbsa,

387 F.2d 216 (D.C. Cir. 1967); Smith w. District
of Columbia, 387 F2d 253 D.C. Cir. 1967}
Foster v United States, 290 A2d L7€ (1972);
Jonas v, Unitad Stares, App. D.C., 3"« A.2d 854
11977, District of Columbia v Tachudin, App.
D.C., 380 AZd QE‘E 12478 Gueary v. District of
Columbia. App. D.C, 408 A2d $87 (1979
Ballard v, United States, App. D.C.. 430 A.2d
483 (19810 Inre L M., App. D.C,, 432 A.24 692
(19811 Martia v Malbhoyt, 830 F.24 237 (D.D.C.
1887y ia ra ED.F. App. D.C, 578 A2d 1307
(19901 United States v. Ken;.edy 118 WLRATS
Supsr. St 1990 "éz\an v, District of Colum.
bia, App. D.C., 882 A2d 957 ‘199,,, United

States . Be’lam;_n ﬁpp. D.C., 619 A2d 515
1803
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