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Riders’ Advisory Council  

August 5, 2009 

 

I. Call to Order:  
Ms. Zinkl called the August meeting of the Metro Riders’ Advisory Council to order at 
6:33 p.m.  
 
The following members were present:  
 
Diana Zinkl, Chairman 
David Alpert, District of Columbia 
Sharon Conn, Prince George’s County 
Patricia Daniels, District of Columbia 
Frank DeBernardo, Prince George’s County 
Kenneth DeGraff, District of Columbia 
Penny Everline, Arlington County 
Chris Farrell, Montgomery County 
Carl Seip, At-Large/District of Columbia 
Patrick Sheehan, At-Large/Accessibility Advisory Committee Chairman 
Carol Carter Walker, District of Columbia 
 
The following members of the Council were absent and had provided prior notification of 
their planned absence:  
Dharm Guruswamy, At-Large/Arlington County 
Susan Holland, Prince George’s County 
Lillian White, City of Alexandria  
 
The following members of the Council were not present at the meeting:  
Kelsi Bracmort, District of Columbia 
Evelyn Tomaszewski, Fairfax County 
 
Ms. Zinkl reminded members that the Council’s meetings were governed by Robert’s 
Rules of Order and noted that the meetings were run primarily for the benefit of the 
public at large.  
 
 
 
 

These minutes were approved by the Council on October 7, 2009. 
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II. Public Comment:  
 Ms. Zinkl asked if any members of the public wished to make comments. There were no 

comments from any members of the public.  
 
III. Approval of Agenda:  
 Ms. Zinkl then asked if anyone had any changes to the agenda. Without objection, the 

agenda was approved as presented.   
 
IV. Approval of July 1, 2009 Meeting Minutes: 

Ms. Zinkl then asked for approval of the July 1, 2009 meeting minutes. She noted that the 
minutes had been previously circulated and that comments or questions had been 
incorporated into the version of the minutes for approval.  
 
Mr. Alpert moved approval of the July 1, 2009 meeting minutes as presented.  This 
motion was seconded by Mr. Farrell. Without objection, the July 1, 2009 meeting 
minutes were approved as presented, Ms. Everline abstaining.  
 

V. Old Business:  
  

A. Discussion of Goals, Interests and Contribution  
Ms. Zinkl then moved on to the next item in the agenda which was a discussion of 
members’ goals for their tenure on the R.A.C. She noted that members had previously 
introduced themselves and provided details or where they live and how they use the 
Metro system. She explained that the goal for this discussion was to allow members 
to share the reasons why they applied to join the Council, to discuss the kinds off 
issues they are interested in working on during their tenure and to review the issues 
that they’ve worked on previously.  
 
Ms. Daniels told members of the group that she was from the District of Columbia 
and lived in the Adams Morgan neighborhood. She said that she wanted to represent 
senior citizens, especially those with invisible disabilities.  She said that she had been 
on the Council for over two years and was recently reappointed to her position.  
 
Dr. Conn said that she represented Prince George's County, but also the District of 
Columbia, as she rides the bus every day in the city.  She said that her primary 
concern with Metro's service involves Metrobus, specifically the lack of 
communication with riders, late buses and other service issues.  She noted that during 
her tenure she participated in Metro’s study of the 30s Line buses, attending meetings 
and suggesting changes. Dr. Conn said that this study resulted in significant changes 
to that service. She also told members that she also had concerns about unsafe 
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Metrobus stops and described her experience, prior to her joining the Council, of 
getting a stop at the corner of 15th and H Streets NW removed because it was unsafe.  
 
Mr. Seip told the Council that he had a general interest in transportation and 
transportation policy issues. He added that he wanted to represent university students 
as part of his duties on the Council and noted that there are ten universities within 
reach of the Metro system, so students make up a large percentage of the region’s 
population. He added that he is also interested in issues relating to both SmarTrip and 
Metrobus, especially concerning better integration of SmarTrip for bus riders.   
 
Mr. DeBernardo told members of the Council that he is transit-dependent and has 
been active in planning and transportation issues in Greenbelt, where he lives.  He 
said that as someone who commutes by bus, his main concern is about the frequency 
and level of bus service provided in Prince George’s County. He noted that many 
routes in Prince George’s County do not have Sunday service and others have only 
limited Saturday service or limited evening service, which makes many activities 
inaccessible to residents.  
 
Ms. Everline told the group that she had been involved with transportation issues 
through her participation on the Fairfax County Disability Services Board and her 
work with Easter Seals’ Project Action.  She added that she has lived in many 
different jurisdictions around the Washington region and has a good sense of the 
transit issues in those areas.  Ms. Everline said that as part her work with the R.A.C., 
she is interested in working with Metro on accessibility issues, Metro’s 
communications with customers and standards for Metro service. She noted that she 
has seen some improvement in Metro’s customer communications over time.  
 
Mr. Alpert related to members of the Council that he runs the Greater Greater 
Washington blog, which covers planning, development, transportation, parks, historic 
preservation and other related issues with a focus on how to improve the D.C. region.  
He added that last fall, he had organized riders around the issue of getting Metro to 
release its schedule information in a format that could be used by software 
developers. Mr. Alpert said that he is interested in working with Metro to make the 
system more efficient and to help buses move more quickly.  He told members that he 
is also interested in how Metro makes use of technology, such as NextBus and 
SmarTrip and how these systems will bring in riders who might not otherwise use 
transit.  
 
Mr. DeGraff said wanted to associate himself with previous members’ comments and 
added that he is interested in improving Metro’s communications with its customers. 
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He noted that customer communications are particularly underdone at Metro, 
especially with Metrobus customers.  
 
Mr. Farrell told members of the Council that he lives in Wheaton and uses both bus 
and rail as part of his daily commute.  He said that he has always been interested in 
transit and is hopeful that transit can play a role in changing the culture. Mr. Farrell 
added that he is interested in seeing improvement in the Metro system by developing 
it as a single system, incorporating both bus and rail. He said that he would like to see 
Metro develop transit service in the region to such a point that households could 
reduce their automobile ownership.  
 
Ms. Walker introduced herself as a District of Columbia member on the Council and 
said that she used both Metrobus and Metrorail and was also a Zipcar user.  She said 
she agreed with Mr. Farrell that there needs to be a reduction in household 
automobile ownership.  She told the Council that she is interested in ensuring that 
Metro provides strong, unified mass transit at the lowest possible cost, both as a 
taxpayer and D.C. resident. Ms. Walker added that as part of her participation with 
the R.A.C., she is interested in safety, communications and customer service, along 
with having an interest in the Council’s governance.  

 
Mr. Sheehan noted that he is the chairman of Metro’s Accessibility Advisory 
Committee (A.A.C.) and, as such, acts as a bridge between the R.A.C. and the A.A.C. 
to inform each committee what the other is working on.  He explained that the A.A.C. 
works to ensure that Metro builds accessibility into all of its systems, and that the he 
wants to work to inform the AAC and R.A.C. about accessibility issues. He noted that 
the R.A.C. and A.A.C. perform complementary functions in terms of advising Metro.  
 
Ms. Zinkl told members of the Council that she had been on the R.A.C. for about a 
year-and-a-half and has background experience working with environmental issues, 
which also provided her with experience regarding transportation issues. She said that 
that she holds both a Juris Doctorate and a Master’s degree in City and Regional 
Planning. She explained that she first heard about the Riders’ Advisory Council when 
it was formed in 2005 and applied some time later.  
 
Ms. Zinkl said that she lives in Northeast D.C. and is transit-dependent by choice, 
using both Metrobus and Metrorail, though she supplements her transit use with 
occasional Zipcar or rental car use. She added that she is a fan of SmarTrip because 
of its role in integrating the bus and rail systems.  She said that she is supportive of all 
of the issues that have been previously mentioned and that her primary interest is to 
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ensure that people realize that Metro is a system that people depend on region-wide, 
at all times of day and all days of the week.  
 
Ms. Zinkl asked members if they wanted to add anything to this discussion. There 
was no further discussion on this topic.  

 
VI. New Business:  

A. Report by Chair:  
Ms. Zinkl told Council members that the House Oversight and Government Reform 
(OGR) Committee’s Subcommittee on the Postal Service, Federal Workforce and the 
District of Columbia held a hearing on July 14th on the recent Red Line accident and 
that she was asked to submit a statement for the record. She explained that she used 
the discussion of the accident from the previous month’s Council meeting and 
previous Council discussions on related topics to write her statement. She noted that a 
copy of the statement was provided in each member’s meeting packets.  Ms. Zinkl 
added that she attended the July 14th hearing and said that the staff coordinator will 
provide a full report on the hearing later in the meeting.  
 
Ms. Zinkl also told the Council that she met with Deputy Chief Lee from the Metro 
Transit Police Department (MTPD) to discuss safety issues and is hoping to have him 
come provide a presentation to the Council at a future meeting. She said that she 
thinks that it would be beneficial both for MTPD staff to get additional insight into 
riders’ concerns and also for Council members to hear about some of the issues that 
the MTPD deals with on a regular basis.  This concluded Ms. Zinkl’s report.  
 

B. Report on July 14th House Oversight Hearing:  
Mr. Pasek, the staff coordinator, provided a report on the July 14th hearing on the 
Red Line accident that was held by the House OGR Committee’s Subcommittee on 
the Postal Service, Federal Workforce and the District of Columbia. He noted that 
there were several members of the region’s Congressional delegation in attendance at 
the hearing, including Del. Eleanor Holmes Norton (D-DC), Congressman Gerry 
Connolly (D-VA), and Congressman Elijah Cummings (D-MD).  He noted that the 
hearing covered topics such as the steps that Metro is taking in response to the 
accident, the safety aspects of manual versus automatic train operations, and that a 
discussion took place focused on whether additional funding for Metro might have 
helped prevent the accident.   
 
Mr. Pasek said that there was also discussion about the responsibility for setting 
safety standards for transit operators and whether changes to the existing regulatory 
framework were necessary.  He explained that, under current practice, the Federal 
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Transit Administration (FTA) doesn’t actually set safety standards for transit 
operations, though Sen. Barbara Mikulski from Maryland has introduced a bill which 
would give the FTA that authority.  He added that there was also discussion between 
Del. Norton and National Transportation Safety Board (NTSB) Chairman Debbie 
Hersman about the NTSB’s previous recommendations to Metro and how those 
recommendations related to Metro’s available resources.  
 
Dr. Conn asked if there is no clear framework for existing safety standards, how the 
NTSB was able to take control of the accident investigation. Mr. Pasek replied that 
the NTSB’s role is clearly defined as an accident-investigating body. Ms. Zinkl added 
that any time there is a fatality, an NTSB investigation is triggered. Dr. Conn said that 
she wasn’t used to the NTSB taking over accident investigations like they had done 
with this particular investigation.  There was further discussion about the role of the 
FTA in setting safety standards for transit operators.  
 
Mr. Seip asked whether the chairman of the NTSB had been confirmed by the Senate, 
as she had only been acting in the position when the Red Line accident occurred. Mr. 
Pasek confirmed that she had, in fact, been confirmed as NTSB chairman by the 
Senate.  
 
Ms. Everline asked about the possible federal representation on Metro’s Board of 
Directors. Mr. Pasek explained that the version of the Metro dedicated funding that 
was passed adds four federal representatives to the Board, which would bring its total 
membership to 16. He said that one of the federal representatives would have to be a 
regular Metro rider. Ms. Zinkl asked Mr. Pasek to send around the legislation to 
members of the Council.  
 
Dr. Conn asked who, specifically, these federal representatives would be. Mr. Alpert 
noted that the federal representatives would be appointed by the General Services 
Administration (GSA), which is the agency that has responsibility for federal building 
and facilities. He said that this is recognition that a very high percentage of Metro’s 
riders are federal employees.  Mr. Pasek added that adding federal representatives to 
the Board is proposed because the federal government would be providing capital 
funding to Metro and therefore wanted a role in Metro’s decision-making process. 
Mr. Seip asked that Mr. Pasek send around any available information about this 
legislation to members of the Council.   Dr. Conn asked if these federal appointees 
were a new provision and whether that is related to federal funding. Mr. Pasek 
responded that the new seats on the Metro Board were directly related to the federal 
government providing capital funding for Metro.   
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Ms. Walker noted that the GSA has responsibility for making appointments to boards 
and commissions.  Mr. Alpert clarified that the legislation, as written, requires that 
the all of the jurisdictions agree to the federal representation on the Board and then, if 
Congress so chose, it could appropriate the capital funds for Metro. He noted that 
even if Congress did not follow through with the funding, either this year or in 
subsequent years, the federal representatives would remain on the Metro Board.  
 
 

C. Report by Accessibility Advisory Committee: 
Mr. Sheehan delivered the report from the Accessibility Advisory Committee. He told 
members that the A.A.C. has six new members and the Committee is working on 
bringing those new members up to speed.  He said that the Committee recently had a 
report from Ted Harris, the Assistant General Superintendant of Bus, regarding the 
accessibility features of Metrobus, including talking buses, and GPS features. He 
added that he has also received good reports on NextBus, particularly with regards to 
the system’s accessibility. Mr. Sheehan said that Metro has brought out 90 quality 
control inspectors to ensure the accuracy of the prediction information provided by 
the NextBus system.  
 
Mr. Sheehan said that, regarding MetroAccess, the system is receiving new vehicles 
and that there will be discussion in the near future about users’ eligibility for 
MetroAccess.  He added that MetroAccess seems to be in good shape despite rocky 
performance last month because of telecommunications issues. He said that the 
Committee is interested in the impending move of MetroAccess’ customer service 
office to Prince George’s County which happens next month. Mr. Sheehan said that 
the Committee is hopeful that the move will allow for improvements in service.  
 
Mr. Sheehan concluded by saying that the A.A.C. is working effectively and relayed 
an anecdote about how Committee members have worked with Metro staff to 
improve accessibility to the elevator at the Foggy Bottom-GWU station. 
 
Ms. Zinkl thanked Mr. Sheehan for his report and remarked that the information that 
he shared on NextBus was very interesting.  
 
She noted that the group was running ahead of the agenda, time-wise and asked 
members if they wanted to take a short break.  Members of the group elected to 
continue the meeting without a break.  
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D. Report by Governance Working Group:  
Ms. Zinkl then moved on to the report from the Governance Working Group. She 
explained that this group had been working on suggestions for changes both to the 
Council’s bylaws and to other procedures, though this evening’s discussion would 
focus primarily on bylaws changes.  
 
Ms. Zinkl explained the current process for amending the Council’s bylaws. She 
noted that the Metro Board would have final say on any changes or amendments to 
the bylaws. She also noted that any amendments or changes to the bylaws require 
two-thirds of the Council’s appointed members to vote in favor of the proposed 
changes. She explained that this was a higher standard than the regular requirements 
for the Council to approve resolutions or other matters.  Ms. Zinkl also told the 
Council that written and oral notice of the proposed bylaws changes has to be given at 
the meeting prior to the meeting at which the changes are voted on. She said that this 
means that the Council can approve changes to send to Metro’s Office of General 
Counsel (OGC), but any final approval to send the changes on to the Board would 
need to wait until next month’s meeting or a subsequent meeting.  
 
Ms. Zinkl then turned the floor over to Mr. Alpert. He said that the resolutions were 
set up as general “sense of the Council” resolutions and that approval of these 
resolutions wouldn’t be formal approval of the resolutions.  
 
Ms. Walker provided a brief history and overview of the Governance Working Group 
since its creation by the Council in June. She noted that there has been substantial 
input from several members of the Council on its recommendations.  
 
Ms. Walker explained that the product of the Working Group is a series of resolutions 
related to the bylaws. She suggested that the Council spend a few minutes on each of 
the resolutions to get a sense of the body and to take a vote, if possible.  
 
Ms. Zinkl said that she had some questions on the resolutions and noted that some of 
the resolutions were interrelated or conflicted with one another. She said that she 
agreed that walking through each of the resolutions one at a time made sense to her.  
 
Mr. Seip noted that the Working Group is looking to get concurrence from members 
of the Council for items that would then be put into a larger package of bylaws 
amendments that would be voted up-or-down by the entire group and would require a 
two-thirds vote at a subsequent meeting.  
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Mr. Sheehan asked whether it would be better to send the suggested language to 
Metro’s OGC and first and then for the Council to vote on suggested 
recommendations to send to the Board after it has been reviewed and approved by 
OGC. He said that he was concerned about the R.A.C. sending language to OGC that 
Counsel couldn’t subsequently support.  He suggested that after these changes are 
discussed, that there should be a motion to refer these changes to Counsel.  Ms. Zinkl 
said that she agreed with Mr. Sheehan’s suggestion and said that she felt that this was 
how the process would need to proceed.  
 
Mr. Sheehan noted that the R.A.C. didn’t have access to the OGC’s calendar, so it 
couldn’t necessarily set a timeline for when these proposed changes would be 
reviewed by Counsel.  
 
Ms. Zinkl said that she thought that it made the most sense to her to vote to refer 
these amendments to OGC individually and, ultimately, for the Council to vote to 
refer these proposed changes to the Board individually as well.  
 
Ms. Walker noted that Mr. Pasek had informally asked Counsel to review these 
changes prior to tonight’s meeting.  She noted that these proposed changes were sent 
out the previous Friday to allow for members to review them and the Working Group 
had proposed to go section by section to allow members to ask questions or make 
comments. She said that the group felt that the full Council needed to weigh in before 
sending anything to OGC for review, because if the Council didn’t agree on a 
proposed change, there was no point in having it reviewed by Counsel.  
 
Mr. Alpert said that he thought that everyone is in agreement on the process, and that 
these resolutions were more of a “sense of the R.A.C.” to refer these proposals to 
Counsel, and to instruct the Working Group to move forward with these changes, if 
so directed.  He said that he thought that the group should be able to discuss and vote 
on the proposals, and a vote at this point only means that the Council thinks that this 
is the right direction in which to go, but doesn’t necessarily mean that the Council 
supports a bylaw change.  
 
Ms. Zinkl said that she thought what Mr. Alpert proposed is a higher standard than 
she had anticipated for that evening’s vote, and said that she thought the votes at that 
meeting would simply send proposals to Metro staff for review. She said that she 
wasn’t comfortable with the idea of agreeing in principle that the proposed changes 
were something that the Council should later adopt. Mr. Alpert said that he thinks that 
she is in agreement with what he said – that a vote would not obligate the Council to 
make the changes, it only meant that the Council thinks that a proposed change is 
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worthwhile enough to take to the next step, which is for the change to be reviewed by 
General Counsel.  He added that he felt that the resolution as written is essentially a 
motion to refer to Counsel already.  
 
Mr. Alpert clarified that the resolutions were intended to ask the Board to take action 
once the Council had given its final approval to the changes. He noted that the 
resolutions ask the Board to plan to take action to amend the bylaws at a later date to 
ensure that they would  receive Board approval prior to the end of the year.  
 
Ms. Zinkl said that she interpreted the resolutions as draft resolutions to amend the 
Council’s bylaws. She said that, as described, these resolutions are actually referring 
the draft resolutions to be reviewed by Metro’s General Counsel and she feels that 
there is a substantive difference between these two actions.  She added that tonight’s 
action is a motion to refer to these resolutions to Counsel, rather than to vote to 
approve them.  
 
Dr. Conn said that if the last two “Resolved” clauses in each of the motions were 
removed, that would alleviate some of the concerns.  
 
Ms. Zinkl said that it may make more sense to change these motions to refer the 
proposed actions to Metro staff for review. She added that she had concerns about the 
Council taking actions to approve changes to the bylaws that she wasn’t prepared to 
approve and, under the Council’s bylaws amendment process, it cannot yet approve.  
 
Mr. Alpert said that he would be happy to change the motions before the Council into 
motions to refer the proposed changes to Metro’s legal staff for review. He said that 
he would like to get into a discussion of the substance of the proposed changes.  Mr. 
Sheehan said that if the Council only moves to refer at this point, it will have to 
discuss these issues again at its next meeting.  
 
Ms. Walker moved to strike the final two “Resolved” clauses in order to move the 
discussion forward.  Ms. Zinkl said that she also had concerns about the third-to-last 
“Resolved” clauses that stated that the Council would vote later on the proposed 
amendments as a single package.  Mr. DeGraff seconded Ms. Walker’s motion.  
 
Ms. Zinkl offered an amendment to Ms. Walker’s motion which would remove the 
third-to-last “Resolved” clause in all of the motions. This was seconded by Mr. 
Sheehan. Ms. Zinkl said that, as she read the third-to-last “Resolved” clause, it would 
require the Council to take its final vote on all of the proposed bylaws changes at a 
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subsequent meeting as a block, rather than voting on each proposed change 
individually.  
 
Ms. Walker said that she wanted to clarify that the language that stated the Council 
would vote on “a single package” of bylaws amendments meant that not that the 
Council would have to vote on all of the proposed changes as a block, but rather that 
the Council would send all of the proposed changes to the Board of Directors for 
action at one time, rather than in a piecemeal fashion.  Mr. Alpert suggested removing 
the phrase “as a single package” from the third-to-last “Resolved” clause.  He added 
that he wished Ms. Zinkl had raised her concerns about the wording of the resolutions 
earlier as that could have allowed the Council to have more time to discuss the 
substantive issues related to the proposed bylaws changes, rather than the approval 
process for the proposed changes.   
 
Ms. Zinkl asked for a second to Mr. Alpert’s amendment. Mr. Alpert noted that, 
under Robert’s Rules of Order, he could not offer a subsequent amendment to Ms. 
Zinkl’s amendment of Ms. Walker’s original motion and was only suggesting that 
Ms. Zinkl modify her amendment.  
 
Mr. Pasek suggested that the proposed changes should be included in the motions for 
each of the subsequent resolutions, but that the maker of each of the subsequent 
motion could introduce such language. 

  
Ms. Everline said that she wanted to get to a discussion of the substance of the 
proposed changes to the bylaws that were being brought forward.  
 
Ms. Zinkl said that there was a motion on the floor that required a vote and restated 
the substance of the motion – it would remove the last two “Resolved” clauses from 
each of the proposed motions before the Council and would change the wording of 
the third-to-last resolution to remove the phrases “as a single package” and “to the 
final package.” She noted that this would change the language on the first resolution 
proposed. Mr. Alpert noted that the first proposed resolution had not been introduced 
yet, and therefore, the Council’s vote on removing the language noted above would 
be a general motion.  In response to a question from Ms. Zinkl, Mr. Pasek said that 
the Council could pass such a motion.  
 
Ms. Walker moved to amend the language as previously noted on all of the five 
governance resolutions before the Council. Mr. Seip seconded this motion. Mr. Pasek 
noted that there was already a seconded motion on the floor, so Mr. Seip’s second 
was withdrawn.  
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Ms. Zinkl asked for further discussion on this issue. Seeing none, she called for a vote 
on Ms. Walker’s motion.  
 
In favor: Ms. Zinkl, Mr. Alpert, Dr. Conn, Ms. Daniels, Mr. DeBernardo, Mr. 

DeGraff, Ms. Everline, Mr. Farrell, Mr. Seip, Mr. Sheehan, Ms. Walker 
Opposed: None 
Abstentions: None 
 
This motion passed. (11-0-0). Subsequent motions on bylaws amendments would be 
modified in the manner approved above.  
 
Technical Amendments:  
Ms. Zinkl then asked Mr. Alpert to lead the discussion on the specific changes to the 
bylaws that the Governance Working Group was recommending.  Mr. Alpert said that 
he wanted to take five minutes for each of the specific recommendations to allow 
members to ask questions and to make comments. He explained that if, at the end of 
that discussion period, there was consensus among group members to vote to refer the 
matter to Metro’s legal counsel, the group could vote; if there was not consensus on 
the proposed change, the matter would go back to the working group for further 
refinement.  
 
Mr. Alpert then explained the first resolution, which would address grammatical 
errors in the existing bylaws and standardize terminology with current Metro usage.  
 
Mr. Alpert then moved that the Council approve the resolution (Attachment A), 
incorporating the changes from its earlier discussion, specifically deleting the third 
and fourth “Resolved” clauses and deleting the phrases “as a single package” and 
“from the final package” from the second “Resolved” clause. In response to a 
comment from Mr. Sheehan, Mr. Alpert clarified that this motion would refer the 
matter to Metro’s Office of General Counsel and would provide a sense that the 
Council supports subsequent changes to the bylaws as described in the resolution, but 
does not constitute an official approval of those changes.  Mr. Seip seconded this 
motion 
 
In favor: Ms. Zinkl, Mr. Alpert, Dr. Conn, Ms. Daniels, Mr. DeBernardo, Mr. 

DeGraff, Ms. Everline, Mr. Farrell, Mr. Seip, Mr. Sheehan, Ms. Walker 
Opposed: None 
Opposed: None 
Abstentions: None 
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This motion was approved (11-0-0).  
 
Membership Diversity:  
Ms. Zinkl then asked Mr. Alpert to discuss the next proposed resolution regarding 
membership diversity.  Mr. Alpert explained to the Council that its bylaws spell out 
criteria for selecting members to ensure that various Metro riders are represented. He 
added that it had been suggested that these criteria could be broader to encourage 
greater diversity on the Council.  He also noted that the bylaws as currently written 
specifically proscribe the usage patterns for members.  
 
Mr. Alpert moved the resolution as presented (Attachment B), with the changes to the 
third-to-last “Resolved” clause and the removal of the final to “Resolved” clauses as 
approved in earlier discussion.  Mr. Seip seconded this motion.  
 
Mr. Sheehan said that the liked that the language made the criteria for membership 
more general, which would allow more flexibility for the Board to appoint the most 
qualified individuals to the Council. Ms. Zinkl noted that she initially suggested these 
changes because she doesn’t know of any riders who use only one mode.  Ms. 
Daniels said that she agreed with this resolution.  
 
Dr. Conn suggested changing the language of the resolution from “Members should 
represent a cross-section…” to “Members shall represent a cross-section…”  Mr. 
Alpert agreed to accept this suggestion as part of his motion.   
 
Ms. Zinkl asked if there was any further discussion on this matter and called for a 
vote.  
 
 In favor: Ms. Zinkl, Mr. Alpert, Dr. Conn, Ms. Daniels, Mr. DeBernardo, Mr. 

DeGraff, Ms. Everline, Mr. Farrell, Mr. Seip, Mr. Sheehan, Ms. Walker 
Opposed: None 
Abstentions: None 
 
This motion was approved (11-0-0).  
 
Executive Committee:  
Mr. Alpert then explained the third proposed change to the bylaws, which would 
address the Council’s officers. He said that the current bylaws spell out day-to-day 
responsibilities for the chair, but the only responsibilities assigned to the vice chairs 
are to run meetings in the chair’s absence. He added that this division of 
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responsibilities puts a tremendous burden on the Council chair and that it would be 
beneficial to allow other individuals to take a leadership role in the Council.   
 
Mr. Alpert explained that the resolution presented (Attachment C) would create an 
executive committee that would allow for the vice chairs to take on greater leadership 
roles with the Council.  He added that each member of the Executive Committee 
would function as the primary liaison for Council members from his or her 
jurisdiction and all of the members of the Executive Committee would work with the 
staff coordinator to address issues and develop agenda items.  
 
Mr. Alpert moved the proposed resolution, incorporating the changes to the third-to-
last “Resolved” clause and the deletion of the final two “Resolved” clauses as 
discussed and voted on by the Council earlier in the meeting. Ms. Walker seconded 
this motion.  
 
Dr. Conn expressed her concern about the way the proposed bylaw language was 
written, specifically that it replaced the section in the existing bylaws that outlined the 
roles of the chair.  Ms. Zinkl said that she could see Dr. Conn’s concern. Dr. Conn 
added that her concern was with the proposed removal of the section in the bylaws 
that outlines the duties of the chair.  
 
Mr. Alpert suggested changes to the language to try and address some of Dr. Conn’s 
concerns.  Mr. DeGraff suggested that the Council should clearly identify what it 
wished to achieve with this proposed change and to let Metro’s Office of General 
Counsel address the specific bylaws language.  
 
Ms. Zinkl said that since this is the first time that the group has had the opportunity to 
discuss these proposed changes, it needs to ensure that everyone’s concerns are 
addressed as part of its discussion and asked that members keep the discussion 
respectful.  
 
Mr. Sheehan noted that he is a member the Council because he holds the 
chairmanship of the Accessibility Advisory Committee and said that he felt that, for 
this reason, his role on the R.A.C. should be somewhat limited. He said he didn’t see 
anything in the Council’s bylaws that would limit the A.A.C. chair to be chair of the 
R.A.C. and added that he didn’t think that would be a good idea.   
 
Ms. Zinkl said that she wasn’t sure that a three-person executive committee was 
necessary to improve the Council’s function and that she was actually concerned that 
the creation of an executive committee would discourage other members from taking 
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a more participatory role on the Council.  She said that this proposed change would 
impose a structure that is not necessary and that the bylaws may not be the best place 
to address the issue of the role of the vice chairs.  
 
Mr. Alpert said that he wanted to address some of the concerns that were raised.  He 
said that he would make sure that Metro’s Office of General Counsel specifically 
look into the issue that Dr. Conn raised about the language of the proposed change. 
He also noted, in response to Mr. Sheehan’s comment about the A.A.C. chair being 
elected as chair of the R.A.C.,  he didn’t want to specifically address that with these 
changes, which would give the Council greater flexibility in the future in deciding 
who it wanted as its chair.  He added that the R.A.C. would still have the opportunity 
not to vote for the A.A.C. representative for leadership position if members felt that 
was inappropriate.  In response to Ms. Zinkl’s comments, Mr. Alpert said that one of 
the thoughts behind proposed change was to raise the level of involvement expected 
of future candidates for vice chairs.  
 
Ms. Walker proposed that the Council discuss this matter further but that it refer this 
particular proposal back to the Governance Working Group to address all of the 
comments raised.   
 
Ms. Everline said that she wanted to commend the working group for its work on 
these issues. She added that she has had other commitments recently that she had not 
anticipated when she ran for the position of 2nd Vice Chair. Ms. Zinkl said that she 
thought Ms. Everline had been a very active and involved member of the Council and 
noted that she was the only Virginia member in attendance at that evening’s meeting.  
 
Ms. Everline noted that there may be issues with her employer if she took a greater 
role on the Council as her employer works on transportation issues. Ms. Zinkl noted 
that she had similar issues since she works for the Government Accountability Office, 
which audits recipients of federal funds, including Metro.  
 
Ms. Zinkl added that elections will be coming up soon and that members interested in 
running for an office on the Council should start giving more serious thought to 
whether or not they wanted to run.  
 
Mr. DeBernardo said that he understood Dr. Conn’s concerns about the wording of 
the proposed change and said that he agreed with Ms. Walker that this should be sent 
back to the working group. He said that he felt that the changes as proposed may be 
seen as too radical a change to the bylaws.  He also noted that he has seen the benefits 
of shared leadership as part of his work with nonprofits. Ms. Zinkl asked that if Mr. 
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DeBernardo had any journal articles or other information on this topic, that he share it 
with the group. He said that his information was anecdotal and based only on his 
experience.  
 
Ms. Zinkl noted that it was 8:20 p.m. and said that she had also hoped to discuss 
future agenda items as part of this meeting. She asked whether members had any 
further points they wanted to raise on this issue.  
 
Ms. Walker moved that this item be referred back to the Governance Working Group.  
Mr. Alpert said that he wanted to clarify that, even if enacted, any of the changes 
proposed wouldn’t take effect until 2010 and therefore wouldn’t have an impact on 
current Council officers.  
 
Mr. Sheehan noted that, as A.A.C. chair, he reports to the General Manager, and if an 
A.A.C. chair were elected as chair of the R.A.C. as well, he or she would report to the 
Board of Directors.  He added that this could create a conflict of interest in which the 
individual who waschair of both groups could decide to take up a particular matter 
with the General Manager in his role as A.A.C. chair and, if he was dissatisfied with 
the General Manager’s response, then take up the matter with the Board of Directors, 
in his role as R.A.C. chair.  
 
Ms. Zinkl said that she also had some questions about the other two proposed 
resolutions. 
 
Ms. Walker moved to refer all of the pending resolutions back to the working group.  
 
Mr. Alpert said that he wanted to give a brief overview of the remaining two 
proposals, with the understanding that they would not be voted on at this evening’s 
meeting.  He discussed a proposal on that would allow a chair to serve more than one 
term 
 
Ms. Zinkl said that she appreciated the clarification on allowing At-Large members to 
serve as officers of the Council. She said that she didn’t agree with the 
recommendation to allow Council chairs to serve more than one consecutive term. 
She explained that she felt having a new chair of the group helped bring a fresh 
perspective to the Council and she liked the current structure by which the chair of 
the Council was from the same jurisdiction as the chair of Metro’s Board of 
Directors.  
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Dr. Conn asked about specific language relating to the change in eligibility for 
members to run for office. Mr. Alpert said that since the Council wasn’t going to vote 
on this proposal at this meeting, he just wanted to get people’s comments so that he 
could take them back to the working group. He added that while he understands that 
Ms. Zinkl didn’t agree with the proposed change to allow a chair to run for a second 
term, he thinks that this would allow for, but not require a chair to run again. Mr. Seip 
said that it would also allow for greater flexibility if there are a high number of 
vacancies from a particular jurisdiction.  
 
Mr. Sheehan asked about the effect of federal representation on this proposal. It was 
suggested that this be investigated when this is referred back to the working group.  
 
Mr. DeBernardo noted that, in his experience on the R.A.C., jurisdictional identities 
play a much smaller role on the Council than they do on the Board of Directors.  Ms. 
Everline noted that she agreed and said that this may be because members of the 
Council, unlike many members of the Board, aren’t elected officials and don’t have 
specific jurisdictional constituencies.  
 
Ms. Daniels said that if there are vacancies on the Council, there are individuals that 
would be interested in filling those positions. Ms. Zinkl responded that if any 
members knew of individuals were interested in serving on the R.A.C., they should 
feel free to forward them information about how to apply.  She noted that the Council 
is transitioning to having a more fluid application process, rather than restricting 
applications to certain times during the year.  
 
Mr. Alpert asked for an informal show of hands to determine whether there was 
support on the Council for changing the eligibility requirements for Council chair, 
specifically allowing chairs to be re-elected and removing the annual jurisdictional 
rotation of the chairmanship.  
 
Election Mechanics:  
Mr. Alpert then explained the proposed resolution on Council elections. He said that 
it would specify the meeting at which elections should be held, the procedure for the 
Council to postpone elections, the procedures for run-off elections, if they become 
necessary, a process to remove an officer of the Council, if necessary.  
 
Mr. Sheehan asked if the proposal addressed election procedures, specifically whether 
the election would be conducted by secret ballot. In response to Mr. Alpert’s answer 
that the proposal does call for secret ballot elections, Mr. Sheehan noted that he and 
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other individuals with visual impairments would require assistance in voting through 
secret ballot.  
 
Dr. Conn asked if these provisions were new. Mr. Alpert explained that some of the 
specifics would be additions to the existing Council bylaws.  Ms. Zinkl said that some 
of these procedures may already be covered in Robert’s Rules of Order and may not 
need to be specifically listed in the bylaws.  
 

VII. New Business 
A. Discussion of Future Agenda Items  

Ms. Zinkl then shifted the discussion to possible future items for the Council’s 
agenda. She said that there are several items on which the Council has previously 
received presentations and may need an update. She cited the Red Line accident as an 
example and some of the operational and capital planning issues that may arise and 
require action.  
 
Mr. Sheehan said that he thought it would be helpful to address communications 
issues, but noted that he was told that Metro would not come and address the A.A.C. 
about specific issues related to the June 22nd accident.  
 
Ms. Zinkl said that she appreciated that Metro may not want to discuss the accident, 
but that the Council was well within its rights to ask for information and to make 
recommendations. She noted that the June accident was an event of great significance 
and the only way to solve problems was to talk about them.  
 
Ms. Zinkl added that she also wanted the Council to discuss the FY2011 budget 
process and how the R.A.C. would play a role in that process. She noted that there 
would be additional information following the Board’s meetings in September.  She 
said that she also wanted to get some follow-up on Metro’s Pedestrian and Bicycle 
Access Study.  Ms. Zinkl noted that there has been interest expressed in the Council 
developing its own outreach to let members of the public know about opportunities to 
raise issues with both the Council and the Board of Directors.  She added that, lastly, 
with federal appointees being added to the Metro Board of Directors, the Council 
should weigh in on this issue.  
 
Ms. Daniels noted that she had distributed information about Council meetings to 
members of the general public and that no one came. She said that people are hesitant 
to come to Council meetings because of the location.  
 



 

19 

 

Mr. Seip said that he’d like to learn more about how Metro deals with major 
shutdowns, both planned and unplanned.  He said that he would also like information 
about Metro’s advertising program.  He said that he would also like the Council to 
discuss better publicizing itself.  
 
Dr. Conn said that there needs to be information about transportation alternatives on 
Metro’s website in the event of service disruptions. She said that Metro will always 
get complaints during future disruptions if it doesn’t provide information on 
alternatives. Dr. Conn also voiced concerns about Metro’s communications during 
service disruptions or other events which necessitate detours.  She said that Metro 
needs to work on having an emergency evacuation plan that lists alternate routes.  
 
Ms. Daniels added that she had noticed a lack of communication between Metro and 
its riders and also noted that she had not seen street supervisors during her recent bus 
travels.  
 
Ms. Walker said that she wanted to know if Metro has a Continuation of Operations 
Plan. She noted that Metro did provide information about alternate routes after the 
Red Line accident, but not until several days after the accident. She said that Metro 
should have had this information available to riders immediately following the 
accident.  
 
Mr. Sheehan said that he would be interested in receiving an update on Metro’s 
responses to the various recommendations it has received from the National 
Transportation Safety Board.  Ms. Zinkl said that some of that information may be 
available in Congressional testimony.  
 
Mr. Farrell said that he wanted to receive more information about Metro’s planning 
for the future when the existing rail system reaches capacity.  He said that he would 
also like to see more discussion about the bus system and how it could make 
improvements.  
 
Mr. DeGraff said he would like Metro to provide additional information to let riders 
know about its already-existing services, especially bus routes, that they may not be 
familiar with. 
 
Mr. Alpert said that he wanted to echo many of the previous comments and added 
that he wanted additional information about bus service and how to speed up existing 
routes with priority treatments. He said that it would be important for the R.A.C. to 
emphasize the need for jurisdictions to make investments to help speed buses. Mr. 
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Alpert said that he was also interested in hearing more about how Metro uses 
technology, specifically SmarTrip and the planned upgrades to that system and as 
well as Metro’s release of data to third parties for development of applications. He 
said that he was also interested in having a discussion on federal representation on the 
Metro Board, as Ms. Zinkl had mentioned, and on future capacity, that Mr. Farrell 
had mentioned.  
 
Ms. Everline said that she didn’t have any new topics to add to the discussion, but 
suggested that the Council may want to have one “short-term” item and one “longer-
term” item on the agenda for each meeting.  
 
Mr. DeBernardo said that he is interested in receiving more information on bus 
service. He also cited the Council’s work on opposing last spring’s proposed service 
cuts. He noted that in the letter it sent to the Board, the Council suggested that Metro 
should look at the bus system not just in times of budget crises, but in rather in terms 
of a network.  
 
Dr. Conn said that the evening’s discussion made her realize that transit systems have 
significant financial needs and suggested that the federal government should provide 
additional funding for transit rather than subsidizing new car purchases. She said that 
this money could help certain jurisdictions that have difficulty in providing adequate 
transit service, especially during evenings and other off-peak times.  Ms. Zinkl 
suggested that maybe people could receive transit subsidy money for trading in their 
used cars, rather than receiving credit on a new car.  
 
Mr. Pasek noted that, since the R.A.C. functions as advisory to the Board of 
Directors, members may want to focus on advising the Board on issues that are more 
directly under the Board’s purview.  Dr. Conn said there is a need for additional 
transit funding and some of the stimulus money should be spent to improve 
transportation. Ms. Zinkl noted that Metro had recently received $150 million in 
capital funding from the federal government.  
 
Ms. Zinkl thanked everyone for coming to the meeting and said that if members 
wanted to work on any of the issues mentioned either in the meeting or previously, to 
please let her know.  

 
VIII. Adjournment 

Without objection, Ms. Zinkl adjourned the August meeting of the Riders’ Advisory 
Council at 9:03 p.m. 
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Attachment A 

 

WMATA Riders’ Advisory Council Resolution on Bylaws Technical Amendments 

 

Whereas, the current bylaws of the WMATA Riders’ Advisory Council were written several years ago 

during the formation of the RAC; and 

Whereas, the bylaws include some errors such as repeated items and grammatical inaccuracies; and 

Whereas, the bylaws make reference to the Elderly and Disabled Transportation Advisory Committee, 

which has changed its name to the Accessibility Advisory Committee; and 

Whereas, the bylaws are inconsistent in capitalization, hyphenation, and spacing for the term “bylaws”; 

therefore be it 

Resolved, that the Riders’ Advisory Council endorses the following proposed changes to the bylaws: 

 In Article II, Section A, remove the comma after “advise the WMATA Board.” 

 

 In Article II, Section B, remove the third bullet item, which duplicates the first. 

 

 Replace “Elderly and Disabled Committee (E &D Committee)” in Article II, Section C, and “Elderly 

and Disabled Transportation Advisory Committee” in Article III, Sections A, C(1)(c), and C(2) with 

“Accessibility Advisory Committee,” the current name of that committee.  

 

 In Article II, Section D, replace “consultation of the WMATA Board” with “consultation with the 

WMATA Board.” 

 

 In Article VI, Section D, remove the commas before and after “which require a formal vote.” 

 

 In Article VII, Section C, replace “committee” with “RAC.” 

 

 Correct the inconsistent hyphenation and capitalization of the word “bylaws” in the document 

by changing “BY‐LAWS” in the title of the document and the title of Article IX to “BYLAWS,” and 

replacing the word “Bylaws” in Article III, Section F, “by laws” in Article VI, Section A, “By‐Laws” 

in Article VI, Section D, and “by‐laws” in Article VII, Section C (2 mentions), Article VIII, Article IX 

(3 mentions), and Article X to “bylaws,” and “by‐law” in Article IX to “bylaw.” Also, correct the 

inconsistent usage on the Web site as well. 



 

22 

 

Resolved, that the Riders’ Advisory Council directs the Governance Working Group to consult the 

WMATA Office of the General Counsel on these proposed changes; and 

Resolved, that the Riders’ Advisory Council directs the Governance Working Group to add the proposed 

changes, following General Counsel review, to the final package of bylaws recommendations to be voted 

on later as a single package in compliance with the bylaw amendment procedure in Article IX; and 

Resolved, that these bylaw changes shall take effect upon approval by the WMATA Board of Directors; 

and 

 

Resolved, that the Riders’ Advisory Council requests that the WMATA Board of Directors plan to take 

action on the final bylaws package (once formally approved by the RAC) before the end of the calendar 

year 2009, and requests that the WMATA Board approve the proposed changes to go into effect on 

January 1, 2010. 
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Attachment B 

 

 

WMATA Riders’ Advisory Council Resolution on Membership Diversity 

 

Whereas, the WMATA Riders’ Advisory Council (RAC) strives to represent riders as broadly as possible; 

and 

 

Whereas, WMATA riders vary in age, race, gender, disability status, family commitments, commute 

patterns, use of the system for commuting and for other purposes, hours and days of the week, and 

more; and 

 

Whereas, the current bylaws dictate that members shall represent diverse ages, genders, races and 

disabilities, but do not mention other factors; and 

 

Whereas, the current bylaws dictate that two RAC members from each jurisdiction be “rail riders,” two 

“bus riders,” and two “paratransit riders, combination rail and bus riders, or other trip patterns,” but 

while many riders may use one mode more often than others, many do not solely use a single mode to 

the complete exclusion of all others; therefore be it 

 

Resolved, that the Riders’ Advisory Council endorses changing the bylaws to replace “ages, genders, 

races, and disabilities” in Article III, Section A with “ages, genders, races, disabilities, family 

commitments, commute patterns, non‐commute use, and hours and days of the week using the 

system”; and 

 

Resolved, that the Riders’ Advisory Council endorses removing the sentence, “To that end, each set of 

six jurisdictional members shall be spread among two (2) bus riders; two (2) rail riders; and two (2) 

paratransit, combination rail and bus riders, or other trip patterns,” and replacing it with, “Members 

should represent a cross‐section of bus, rail, paratransit and combined multimodal riders.”  

 

Resolved, that the Riders’ Advisory Council directs the Governance Working Group to consult the 

WMATA Office of the General Counsel on these proposed changes; and 

 

Resolved, that the Riders’ Advisory Council directs the Governance Working Group to add the proposed 

changes, following General Counsel review, to the final package of bylaws recommendations to be voted 

on later as a single package in compliance with the bylaw amendment procedure in Article IX; and 

 

Resolved, that these bylaw changes shall take effect upon approval by the WMATA Board of Directors; 

and 
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Resolved, that the Riders’ Advisory Council requests that the WMATA Board of Directors plan to take 

action on the final bylaws package (once formally approved by the RAC) before the end of the calendar 

year 2009, and requests that the WMATA Board approve the proposed changes to go into effect on 

January 1, 2010. 
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Attachment C  

 

 

WMATA Riders’ Advisory Council Resolution on the Executive Committee 

 

Whereas, the WMATA Riders’ Advisory Council (RAC) elects one Chair and two Vice‐Chairs each year, 

divided among the three jurisdictions; and 

 

Whereas, currently, all responsibilities fall primarily to the Chair, with the Vice‐Chairs solely serving to fill 

in for Chair when the Chair is unable to lead a meeting; and 

 

Whereas, serving as Chair is a very large responsibility which puts a heavy burden on the volunteer 

member of the Riders’ Advisory Council selected as Chair; and 

 

Whereas, many members of the RAC are unable to run for Chair due to the time commitment; and 

 

Whereas, having more members of the RAC taking active leadership roles will enable sharing the 

responsibilities and develop leaders who could become Chair in the future; and 

 

Whereas, since the WMATA Board contains members from the three jurisdictions, it could serve to 

strengthen the relationship with the Board to have members from each jurisdiction taking active 

leadership roles in the RAC; therefore be it 

 

Resolved, that the Riders’ Advisory Council recommends that, beginning with the election of new 

officers in 2010, the Chair and two Vice‐Chairs form an “Executive Committee,” with the Chair as head; 

and 

 

Resolved, that the Executive Committee shall collaborate to carry out the will of the full RAC by 

developing an agenda for monthly meetings and making decisions that must be made between regular 

meetings, with information about or ratification of those decisions provided to the full RAC at its next 

regular meeting. The Executive Committee shall strive for consensus in its decisions, but in the event 

that consensus cannot be reached, final decisions remain up to the Chair; and 

 

Resolved, that each member of the Executive Committee shall serve as the primary conduit for RAC 

members from his or her jurisdiction to participate in RAC decisionmaking between meetings. Each 

member of the Executive Committee shall periodically reach out to those members, collecting feedback 

and ideas for agenda items. All members are still free to communicate with any member of the 

Executive Committee if desired; and 
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Resolved, that the members of the Executive Committee shall also communicate regularly with the 

Board members from their jurisdiction, and work to grow the relationship between the RAC and those 

Board members; and 

 

Resolved, that the staff liaison shall include all members of the Executive Committee on email 

discussions about upcoming agenda items, WMATA issues, procedural questions, and other topics 

pertaining to RAC business; and 

 

Resolved, that the Executive Committee shall collaboratively prepare the RAC’s monthly report to the 

Board, reports to WMATA concerning the staff liaison as described in Article V, Section D of the bylaws, 

or any other official reports to the Board; and 

 

Resolved, that the Riders’ Advisory Council endorses replacing the entirety of Article V, Sections A and B, 

in the bylaws with the following text: 

 

A. EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE 
 

1. Composition 
The membership of the RAC will annually elect a Chair, a First Vice‐Chair, and a Second 
Vice‐Chair from the RAC membership. The Chair, First Vice‐Chair, and Second Vice‐
Chairs shall form the Executive Committee of the RAC, with the Chair as head. The 
Executive Committee shall strive for consensus in its decisions, but in the event that 
consensus cannot be reached, final decisions remain up to the Chair.  
 

2. Responsibilities 
The Executive Committee will develop an agenda, present reports to the WMATA Board 
of Directors, prepare and sign all letters, reports and other communications of the RAC. 
Additionally, members of the Executive Committee may discuss matters of interest 
directly with the Chair of the WMATA Board of Directors.  The Executive Committee may 
make necessary decisions between regular meetings, provided that information about 
those decisions shall be provided to the full RAC at its next regular meeting, and a vote 
taken to ratify those decisions if they require a vote of the RAC. 

 

3. Leadership and Succession 
The Chair shall lead and keep order at meetings of the RAC, and shall lead the Executive 
Committee. In the absence or inability of the Chair to serve, the First Vice‐Chair shall 
have all of the powers and shall perform all of the duties of the Chair. In the absence of 
both the Chair and the First Vice‐Chair, the Second Vice‐Chair shall have all of the 
powers and shall perform all of the duties of the Chair.  

 

Resolved, that the Riders’ Advisory Council endorses renaming Article VI, Section C of the bylaws from 

“Chair and Vice‐Chairs” to “Election of Officers.” 

 



 

27 

 

Resolved, that the Riders’ Advisory Council endorses replacing the text “the Chair or a designee” in 

Article VI, Section D of the bylaws with “a member of the Executive Committee or a designee”; and  

 

Resolved, that the Riders’ Advisory Council endorses replacing the text “Chair” (in two places) in Article 

VII, Section A, Paragraph 1 of the bylaws with “Executive Committee”; and 

 

Resolved, that the Riders’ Advisory Council directs the Governance Working Group to consult the 

WMATA Office of the General Counsel on the proposed bylaw changes; and 

 

Resolved, that the Riders’ Advisory Council directs the Governance Working Group to add the proposed 

bylaw changes, following General Counsel review, to the final package of bylaws recommendations to 

be voted on later as a single package in compliance with the bylaw amendment procedure in Article IX; 

and 

 

Resolved, that these bylaw changes shall take effect upon approval by the WMATA Board of Directors; 

and 

 

Resolved, that the Riders’ Advisory Council requests that the WMATA Board of Directors plan to take 

action on the final bylaws package (once formally approved by the RAC) before the end of the calendar 

year 2009, and requests that the WMATA Board approve the proposed changes to go into effect on 

January 1, 2010. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


