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Riders’ Advisory Council 

September 2, 2009 

 

I. Call to Order/Introductions:  
Ms. Zinkl called the September meeting of the Metro Riders’ Advisory Council to order at 6:33 
p.m.  She noted that there were a large number of visitors to the meeting and suggested that 
members of the Council introduce themselves.  

   
Members of the Council introduced themselves and shared information about the Metro services 
that they use, the jurisdiction that they represent on the Council and other information related to 
their service as R.A.C. members.  
 
The following members were present at the September 2, 2009 Riders’ Advisory Council 
meeting:  
 
Diana Zinkl, Chair, District of Columbia 
David Alpert , District of Columbia 
Kelsi Bracmort, 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 
Dharm Guruswamy, At-Large  
Susan Holland, Prince George’s County 
Pat Sheehan, At-Large/Accessibility Advisory Committee Chair 
Carl Seip, At-Large  
Evelyn Tomaszewski, Fairfax County 
Carol Walker, District of Columbia 
Lillian White, City of Alexandria 

 

*  ‐ The arrival times for members who joined the meeting after the initial introductions are noted 
in the minutes. 
 
There were no members of the Council absent from its September meeting. 
 
Ms. Zinkl also noted that the Council’s meetings were governed by Robert’s Rules of Order and 
that speakers would only have the floor if they were recognized by the Chair or if they were listed 
on the agenda. She also noted that the Council’s monthly meetings are primarily run for the 

These minutes were approved by the Council on October 7, 2009. 
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benefit of the public and that the Council has a website that can be found through the Metro 
homepage.  
 

 

II. Public Comment:  
Ms. Zinkl then asked if there were any members of the public who wished to make comments.  
The following individuals made comments:  
 
Linda Martin:  
Ms. Martin noted that she was a District of Columbia resident and came to the Council to discuss 
the changes to the NH-1 bus route which was recently modified. Ms. Martin said that she 
represented the approximately 1300 workers at the Gaylord National hotel and that many of those 
workers would offer testimony at the Council meeting. She noted that these were primarily low-
wage workers who were affected by the change to the NH-1 route and would like to talk about 
restoring stability to these workers’ commutes.  

 
John Boardman:  
Mr. Boardman said that he appreciated the opportunity to address the Council and provided 
details about the routing and schedule changes to the NH-1 that became effective in early August. 
He noted that the new route bypasses neighborhoods and now operates along I-495. He also noted 
that the revised route begins operation later on weekend mornings, meaning that workers can no 
longer arrive at work until 8:15 a.m. on Saturdays, which is too late for workers whose shifts 
begin at 8 a.m.  He said that the union wanted the route to return to its previous route and time.  
 
Mr. Boardman added that the union had conducted a survey of sixty workers at the Gaylord 
National Hotel which showed that workers were faced with an average of an extra $18/week in 
commute costs because of the change, as they are now required to take longer trips on the rail 
system or make transfers between the rail system and the bus.  Mr. Boardman said that the change 
has also added significantly to employees’ commute times.  He asked for the Council’s assistance 
in restoring the NH-1 route to its previous configuration.  
 
Dr. Bracmort arrived at 6:49 p.m.  
 
Louis Marshall:  
Mr. Marshall told the Council that he is an employee at the Gaylord National hotel and lives in 
Oxon Hill and used to be able to ride the bus to work. He testified that, since the route was 
changed, he has to walk to work along Indian Head Highway to make it to his job on time on 
Saturdays and Sundays.  He said that his commute used to take him about 15-20 minutes on the 
bus and now takes him anywhere from an hour and forty-five minutes to two hours and, if he 
chooses to take transit, is much more complicated, requiring two bus rides and one Metrorail trip.   
 
 
 



 

3 

 

Francis Silloh:  
Mr. Silloh told the Council that because of the change, the cost of his commute has risen from 
approximately $30/month to $200/month.  
 
In response to a question from Ms. Holland, Mr. Boardman said that the changes to the route 
became effective on August 2nd.  
 
Stephanie Wingfield: 
Ms. Wingfield testified that the cost of her commute has risen from $2.50/day to $8/day or 
requires her to ride four buses each way to work. She added that the increased time now required 
for her commute has caused issues with childcare as well.  
 
Jen Shykula:  
Ms. Shykula said that she worked for Local 25 and has seen the effect of the route changes on 
workers at the Gaylord. She explained that the NH-1 route was launched to help get community 
members to work at National Harbor and to get visitor to the resort. She added that she didn’t 
know why the changes were implemented. She noted that the change affected workers across 
National Harbor, not just those who work at the Gaylord.  She added that the hotel has asserted 
that the new route is more convenient and safer, though she said that she isn’t sure that she agreed 
with this assertion, since the Branch Avenue Metrorail station is often deserted, meaning that 
riders are required to wait for the bus alone.  
 
Joy McFarlane:  
Ms. McFarlane said that she lives in the District of Columbia and now has to leave her house by 6 
a.m. to get to work by 8 a.m. She added that her daily commute cost has risen from $9 to $12. She 
told members of the Council that because of the change to the NH-1 route she can’t pick her son 
up from school as easily as she could previously.  
 
Ms. Zinkl noted that the Council is composed of volunteers that serve as an advisory body to the 
Metro Board and that Metro staff and the Board of Directors have decision-making authority. She 
also told those who testified that they also had the opportunity to provide comment directly to the 
Board of Directors at its monthly meetings and that its next meeting was scheduled for September 
24th.  She said that the Council will pass on the group’s concerns to the Board of Directors.   
 
Mr. DeBernardo said that he remembered the issue of the NH-1 reroute coming up at the public 
hearings that Metro held in the spring. He said that a members of the public said that the request 
for the change came from the Gaylord Corportation. He said that that the Gaylord was more 
concerned about tourists rather than its employees.  
 
Mr. Seip said that, if it were the will of the Council, he would be willing to draft a letter to the 
Board or to the General Manager asking for an inquiry into the changes that were made to the 
NH-1 route. 
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Dr. Conn said that she lives near the National Harbor and thinks that the bus route should serve 
neighborhoods and that she would be willing to assist in solving this issue.  
 
Mr. Alpert said that he was disappointed that Metro made this change and noted that this route 
was included as part of Metro’s “Priority Corridor Network” at the request of the State of 
Maryland. He added that there is some involvement in this issue by Maryland state officials and 
urged those who had commented to raise this issue with state elected officials as well as elected 
officials from Prince George’s County.  
 
Ms. Everline suggested that the Council also inquire about the public outreach and involvement 
that occurred as part of the changes to the NH-1 route.  
 
Ms. Zinkl discussed the structure of the Board of Directors and explained that the Maryland 
members are appointed by the Governor of the State of Maryland.  She added that Board 
members can be reached by email at boardofdirectors@wmata.com and that many Board 
members are elected officials in their jurisdictions, and can be contacted through their elected 
offices.  
 
Ms. Walker asked the group if the Gaylord provided any kind of transit benefits to its employees. 
They responded that the Gaylord did not provide transit benefits to its employees.  
 

III. Approval of Agenda:  
 Mr. Guruswamy moved approval of the agenda as presented. This motion was seconded by 

Mr.Seip.  Without objection, the agenda was approved as presented.  
 
IV. Reports:  
 

A. Report by the Chair:  
Ms. Zinkl noted that the amendments to the Metro Compact were signed by President Obama 
in mid-August and are now effective.  

 
She also told the Council that she had a meeting with Metro General Manager John Catoe to 
discuss Council issues and how the group can move forward.  She said that she talked with 
Mr. Catoe about policy issues including the closure of the Blue and Yellow lines over the 
upcoming weekend and the Council’s concerns about Metro’s communications to its 
customers about this work.  She said that she and Mr. Catoe also talked about how to get a 
little more publicity for the Council.  
 
She said that she felt that the meeting with Mr. Catoe was very positive. She added that he is 
aware that the Council would receive an update on Metro’s Capital Plan at tonight’s meeting.  
 
Ms. Zinkl added that she and Mr. Catoe discussed Council members receiving updates on  
Metro’s “Top 10” customer complaints, with Mr. Catoe saying that was possible.  
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B. Report by Accessibility Advisory Committee:  

Ms. Holland reported that the Dick Heddinger Accessible Transportation Award  will be 
presented on October 22nd at 5:30 p.m. in the WMATA Meeting Room. She said that the 
A.A.C. will send out an invitation to members of the Council at a later time, but if members 
wanted to mark their calendars now, they could do so, and encouraged members to attend, if 
they were able.   
 
She also told the Council that the MetroAccess office has moved from Silver Spring to 
Hyattsville. Ms. Holland noted that its new location is on Bel Crest Belcrest Road, near the 
Prince George’s Plaza Metrorail station.  

 
Mr. Sheehan told the Council that the upcoming A.A.C. meeting scheduled for September 
14th will include a discussion with Metro General Manager John Catoe concerning the 
Committee’s annual work plan and to discuss with the General Manager the items that the 
A.A.C. considers are important.  Mr. Sheehan added that in his communications with Mr. 
Catoe he tried to stress the good working relationship that exists between the R.A.C. and the 
A.A.C.  He told members that once the A.A.C. receives information on specific items that the 
General Manager wants it to work on over the coming year. Mr. Sheehan said that he looked 
forward to reporting that information to the R.A.C. at its next meeting.  
 
Mr. Sheehan also noted that the A.A.C. has welcomed several new members over the past 
few months and would be receiving reports on bus, rail and MetroAccess to bring these new 
members up to speed. He added that future reports to the A.A.C. will include the same level 
of detail as reports to the Board of Directors and that he looked forward to sharing those 
reports with the R.A.C.  

 
C. Report by the Governance Working Group:  

Ms. Zinkl then moved on to the Report by the Governance Working Group. She noted that 
the Council had considered some of its proposals at its August meeting and then turned the 
floor over Ms. Walker and Mr. Alpert to provide the report and discuss the group’s 
recommendations.  
 
Ms. Walker moved to refer the recommendations of the Governance Working Group to the 
Office of General Counsel.  She said that Mr. Alpert would answer any questions on the 
recommendations. This motion was seconded by Mr. Seip. 

 
Ms. Walker then turned the floor over to Mr. Alpert to explain the proposed changes to 
members of the Council. Mr. Alpert said that because people had raised concerns at the 
previous meeting about specific language that was proposed as part of the revisions to the 
bylaws, the working group instead developed general recommendations.  He explained that if 
the R.A.C. approved the changes to the bylaws in principle, Metro’s Office of General 
Counsel could develop specific proposed language.   
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Mr. Alpert then went through the changes to the Council’s bylaws that had been proposed by 
the working group.  
 
He explained that the first proposed change was to add language to the Council’s goals to 
promote public participation by riders in the decision-making processes at Metro and to 
promote transparency necessary for the public to have meaningful participation in that 
process.  He noted that this change was approved by the Council at its August meeting but 
that he was including it in that evening’s discussion for purposes of completeness.  

 
Mr. Alpert said that the second proposed change had also been approved by the Council at its 
August meeting.  He explained that it broadened the criteria that Metro’s Board should 
consider when appointing members to the Council.   
 
He then went over the third recommendation, which related to the frequency of Council 
meetings. Mr. Alpert explained that the working group was not recommending that the 
Council hold additional meetings, but, instead was recommending that the language in the 
bylaws be changed to allow for additional meetings if the Council desires to do so at some 
later point in time.  

 
Mr. Alpert then covered the next recommendation, which proposed changes to the criteria for 
removing a member from the Council. He explained that if the Council chose to have 
additional meetings every month, the bylaws would need to change to keep the criteria for 
removing a member similar to what exists currently. He noted that the first part of the 
recommendation would relate the number of meetings that a member would need to miss to 
be eligible to be removed from the Council to the frequency of meetings. Mr. Alpert also 
noted that the revised bylaws would remove the distinction between “excused” and 
“unexcused” absences, to reflect the Council's current practice. He said that the Council 
would have flexibility when looking at a members’ absences if it were considering removing 
a member of the Council for poor attendance.       
 
 
He then explained the next part of the recommendation which would allow for Board-
initiated termination of membership. He noted that under this scenario, one of the Board 
members from the jurisdiction of the member potentially being removed would need to vote 
in support of that action for it to become effective.   

 
Next, Mr. Alpert discussed the working group’s recommendations regarding the eligibility for 
Council chair. He explained that the recommendations would provide for a greater role for 
the Council’s vice-chairs, which would ease some of the burden on the chair.  He added that 
another of the working group’s recommendations was to enlarge the number of Council 
officers to four – three vice-chairs and one chair.  Mr. Alpert explained that a vice-chair 
would be elected from each jurisdiction and the chair could be elected without regard to 
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jurisdiction of residence.  He noted that, under this proposal, the chair would not be eligible 
to hold the office for more than one consecutive year.   

 
Mr. Alpert continued his explanation of the recommendations concerning eligibility for 
Council officers.  He said that the proposed recommendations would allow for At-Large 
members to serve as officers representing their jurisdictions of residence, something that is 
not specifically allowed presently.  He also explained that the proposed recommendations 
would allow for the A.A.C. Chairman who serves on the Council to serve as one of the 
jurisdictional vice-chairs, but would restrict him or her from serving as the Council chair.  He 
noted that this was recommended by Mr. Sheehan.  
 
Mr. Alpert said that the Council’s current bylaws only call for elections annually and do not 
specify when those elections should be held. He explained that the recommended revisions to 
the bylaws would call for elections to be held at the Council’s first meeting of the year, unless 
postponed by a two-thirds vote.  
 
Mr. Alpert explained the working group’s proposal concerning subcommittees and working 
groups. He outlined the recommendation, which would open membership on any 
subcommittee or working group to any member of the Council. He further explained that the 
Chair would appoint a convener of the working group when it was established, and then 
working group members would select a chair from among themselves. He also noted that the 
working groups would expire annually and need to be reconstituted when the Council 
changed its leadership.  

 
Lastly, Mr. Alpert mentioned the proposed technical amendments to the Council’s bylaws, 
which would address grammatical errors and standardize language and terms throughout the 
document. He reminded members that they had approved those technical amendments at the 
Council’s August meeting.  

 
Ms. Zinkl noted that the Council’s vote that evening would be only to send these principles to 
Office of General Counsel for their help in drafting language. She then opened the floor for 
questions.  

 
Ms. White raised a question about the new proposed attendance policy. Mr. Alpert clarified 
that the change recommended would make a Council member eligible for removal if they 
hadn’t attended any regular Council meetings for three months, which was similar to the 
current rules, but would accommodate an increase in the frequency of Council meetings.  
 
Ms. White also asked about participation in Council committees and working groups by non-
members and noted that this had been allowed previously.  Ms. Walker noted that the bylaws 
only referred to working groups made up of R.A.C. members. Mr. Alpert clarified that 
membership on working groups would be open to all members of the Council and members 
would not need to be specifically appointed to a working group.  
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Ms. Holland asked how the issue of giving the Board of Directors authority to remove 
Council members initially came about.  Mr. Alpert said that he wasn’t aware of how this 
issue was first raised. Ms. Walker said that if the Board has the authority to appoint members 
to the Council, it should also have the authority to remove them. There was further discussion 
about this proposed recommendation.    
 
Ms. Holland noted that the members of the Accessibility Advisory Committee are appointed 
by the General Manager while the members of the Riders’ Advisory Council are appointed by 
the Board of Directors and suggested that this might be a reason for the chair of the A.A.C. 
not to be eligible to chair the R.A.C.  

 
Ms. Tomaszewski said that she thought it might be a good idea to allow the chair of the 
Council to serve more than one term, especially if the group were in the middle of an issue 
and needed consistent leadership. She said that the Council always has the option to limit a 
chair’s term by not voting to re-elect him or her.  
 
Ms. Zinkl said that she felt that there is value in having chairs rotate on a regular basis to help 
develop leadership within the group. She said that she would be willing to amend her position 
on this issue though she would like the Council to have some type of “term limits” on 
chairman. It was suggested that the Council ask Metro’s Office of General Counsel to give its 
opinion on such a restriction.  

 
Mr. Alpert noted that the bylaws currently restrict a member from being chair for more than 
three terms total. He added, that because the chair currently rotates among jurisdictions, these 
terms cannot be consecutive.  

 
Mr. DeGraff noted that the recommended changes would allow for a chair to serve the 
following year as a vice-chair. 
 
Mr. Seip suggested sending both recommendations to the Office of General Counsel to 
develop language for two options – one which would allow the chair to serve for up to three 
consecutive terms and the other option which would not allow for reelection of the chair.  
After discussion, Ms. Walker indicated that she would accept this as a revision to her original 
motion. Mr. Alpert suggested that the Council also ask Metro’s legal staff for language 
concerning the status of the A.A.C. chair. Ms. Walker indicated that she would also accept 
this revision to her original motion.  

 
 After additional discussion, the Council voted to end debate on the recommendations of the 

Governance Working Group.  
 
 The Council then voted unanimously on Ms. Walker’s motion, as revised, to send the 

recommendations on the Council’s bylaws to Metro’s Office of General Counsel and ask it to 
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draft proposed revised bylaws language for the Council to vote on at a subsequent meeting. 
(16-0-0).  

 
 
VI. New Business:  

A. Metro’s Capital Planning Process:  
Ms. Zinkl introduced Nat Bottigheimer, Metro’s Assistant General Manager for Planning and 
Development and Patricia Hendren from Metro’s Office of Capital Planning to provide a 
presentation on Metro’s capital planning process.  
 
Ms. Holland left the meeting at 7:42 p.m.  
 
Mr. Bottigheimer’s and Dr. Hendren’s presentation provided a definition of capital needs, 
gave an overview of Metro’s capital needs and the process it has used to prioritize its capital 
needs over the next ten years.  He also reviewed the factors that affect the FY2011 – FY2020 
capital needs and the changes in the development of the Authority’s Capital Needs Inventory 
(CNI) from previous iterations of Metro’s capital plan.  Mr. Bottigheimer also noted that the 
CNI did not include system expansion projects, such as new rail lines.  
 
Dr. Hendren gave an overview of the process Metro used for prioritizing its capital needs as 
part of the CNI. Mr. Bottigheimer provided additional detail about the prioritization process 
and Dr. Hendren added information about how Metro developed a process that would address 
various funding scenarios for the capital program.   
 
Dr. Hendren also described the process that Metro used to prioritize projects funded through 
the federal economic stimulus program. She explained that Metro received $202 million from 
the stimulus program and has also applied for competitive grants from the federal 
government.  
 
Lastly, Dr. Hendren and Mr. Bottigheimer described the next steps in the development of 
Metro’s FY2011 – FY2020 Capital Plan.  
 
Following Dr. Hendren’s and Mr. Bottigheimer’s presentation, Ms. Zinkl opened the floor to 
questions.   
 
Ms. Zinkl noted that Metro anticipates approximately $11 billion in capital needs over the 
next ten years and asked for a breakdown between the various modes (rail, bus and 
MetroAccess).  Dr. Hendren responded that approximately 65% of the need is for Metrorail, 
largely due to the costs associated with railcar replacement, while 26% of the capital need is 
for Metrobus and approximately 2% is for MetroAccess. She explained that the remaining 
7% is for projects that serve all modes, such as information technology upgrades.  In response 
to a question from Ms. Zinkl, Ms. Hendren said that Metro’s FY2010 capital budget is 
approximately $600 million.  
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Ms. Hendren noted that Metro has historically received approximately $500 million per year 
in capital funding from both federal and local sources and that the money available as part of 
the dedicated funding bill approved by Congress would provide an additional $300 million 
annually - $150 million from the federal government and $150 million from the three 
jurisdictions.    
 
Mr. Bottigheimer noted that there would be two reports available in October for Council 
members to review:  

1. Metro’s Capital Plan; and 
2. Metro’s annual spending plan for the FY2011-2020 Capital Plan.  

 
Ms. White asked about the funding levels contained in Metro’s current plan.  Mr. 
Bottigheimer noted that Metro’s FY2005-FY2010 capital plan was about $3 billion and that 
over the past ten years, Metro has spent approximately $500 million per year on capital 
improvements. Ms. Hendren explained that, to keep up with Metro’s projected needs over the 
next ten years, Metro will need to essentially double its level of annual capital spending.   Ms. 
White noted the need for additional station upkeep and maintenance.  
 
Mr. Guruswamy said that he is glad that Metro is communicating the consequences of not 
fully funding its capital needs.  He added that it is important for Metro to prioritize its needs 
and to communicate those needs to its riders.  He also asked that Metro put information about 
its proposed capital plan on the internet.  
 
Mr. Bottigheimer noted that Metro had previously had this information for its current capital 
plan and that additional information about the proposed FY2011 – FY2020 capital plan will 
be posted later in the fall after it is presented to the Board of Directors.   He said that he 
agreed with Mr. Guruswamy’s point about providing more information on its capital needs 
and that Metro needs to show these proposed projects item-by-item to help the public fully 
understand the Metro’s needs.  
 
Mr. Guruswamy suggested that Metro needs to have a comprehensive asset management 
system to provide a full accounting of all of its assets and their condition.  He gave the 
example of station platforms and their condition.  
 
Mr. Sheehan said that he was glad that MetroAccess was funded as part of the proposed 
capital plan, though he is concerned that Metro is not able to predict where its MetroAccess 
riders will be coming from in the future.  He said that Metro needs to look at what will be 
driving MetroAccess costs over the coming years.  Mr. Bottigheimer responded that Metro 
can affect the future growth of MetroAccess services by making improvements to the fixed-
route system that would make it more accessible.  
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Dr. Conn noted that she was concerned that, because of budget pressures, that the states 
wouldn’t be able to match federal contributions to the capital program, and asked whether 
Metro would ask riders for additional money to make up for the shortfall if that became the 
case.  She also her concerns with the size of the capital budget, especially given that it would 
double Metro’s annual capital spending.  Mr. Bottigheimer responded that the amount that 
Metro has spent as part its current capital plan does not fully address its capital needs, and 
that the $11 billion is a listing of needs.  
 
Dr. Hendren gave an overview of the bus rehabilitation program and how it extends the life of 
a bus. She noted that, despite rehabilitation, at some point, assets such as railcars and buses 
will still need to be replaced. She also clarified that passenger fares are not used to support 
the capital budget.  
 
Ms. Zinkl asked for a copy of Metro’s FY2010 approved capital budget.  She thanked Mr. 
Bottigheimer and Ms. Hendren for their presentation.  
 

B. Federal Representation on the Metro Board:  
Ms. Zinkl introduced this item and said that she was looking for approval from the Council to 
send a letter to the Acting Administrator of the General Services Administration (GSA) 
providing the Council’s thoughts on the GSA’s appointment of federal members to the Metro 
Board of Directors. She provided some background on the dedicated funding legislation that 
was signed by President Obama on August 19th. She added that the legislation would provide 
for new federal seats on the Board and noted that there was no language in the legislation or 
Compact Amendments that created these seats on the Board that spelled out reporting 
requirements or the reporting relationship for these new members.  Ms. Zinkl said that since 
the R.A.C. was created to have a voice in Metro’s governance, it should provide input on the 
appointment of these new members.  
 
Ms. Zinkl said that the letter, as proposed, laid out some of the responsibilities that the new 
members would face once appointed and also provided input on how these new members 
could interface with the public.  

 
Ms. Zinkl moved that the Council adopt the letter as presented. This motion was seconded by 
Mr. Sheehan. 

 
Dr. Conn said that she thought that all of the newly-appointed federal members should be 
Metro riders. Mr. DeGraff noted that the law, as passed, says that one voting member should 
be a regular Metro rider. Ms. Zinkl said that she would be willing to accept that change to the 
letter. Mr. Sheehan asked that the letter request that at least one member be personally 
familiar with systems used by the disabled. Ms. Daniels seconded this request.   

 
Dr. Bracmort noted that copies of this letter should also be sent to the Metro Board of 
Directors and to the General Manager.   
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Mr. Sheehan, in his position as A.A.C. chair, added the Accessibility Advisory Committee’s 
concurrence to this letter.  

 
Dr. Conn asked whether there were any union restrictions that might prohibit government 
employees from being appointed to the Board. Mr. Sheehan said that as a federal employee 
he wasn’t aware of any such restrictions. 

 
Mr. DeBernardo noted that the letter requests that at least two of the new appointees be 
“regular riders” and asked whether there was a set definition for what constitutes a “regular 
rider.” Ms. Zinkl provided her definition but added that there wasn’t anything in the statute 
that specifically defined what constituted a regular rider.  

 
Ms. Walker said that she is opposed to sending the letter. She explained that she didn’t think 
that commenting on federal appointees to the Board was part of the Council’s “core business. 
She noted that it is her opinion that these appointments are going to be “semi-political” and 
that the Council shouldn’t comment on them.  
 
Mr. Sheehan responded that while commenting on these appointments may not be part of the 
Council’s “core mission,” he would still like the R.A.C. be able to send this letter, as it may 
have a positive impact on the appointment of these new members. He added that he didn’t 
want the Council to miss its opportunity to weigh in on this subject.  Ms. Zinkl added that she 
understood the distinction between the Council’s core mission. 

 
Dr. Bracmort said that she initially had reservations about supporting this action, but that the 
letter would provide something for decision-makers to consider when appointing members to 
the Metro Board and in that respect, it could have a positive effect.  
 
Mr. DeGraff said that he had a question about the reporting requirements for federal 
appointees that are outlined in the letter. He asked why it would be required to have the 
federal Board members’ reports be made available at area libraries.  Ms. Zinkl responded that 
libraries, especially after September 11th, have been among the most accessible public 
buildings and have largely stuck to a policy of not requiring visitors to show identification or 
to go through any other security procedures. She added that she would be willing to make the 
requirements more general if that was the will of the Council.  

  
Ms. Tomaszewski suggested that language be inserted in the letter to provide information on 
the Council and its role. Ms. Zinkl responded that she would make this change to the letter.  

 
Mr. Seip moved to end discussion on this topic.  This motion seconded by Ms. White.  The 
Council voted unanimously to end its discussion on this topic.  
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Dr. Conn asked if there were any term limits on these new members. Ms. Zinkl said that there 
was nothing in the legislation that provided term limits for these new members. There was 
further discussion about possible limits on the new Board members’ terms.  

 
Ms. Zinkl then called for a vote on her motion, which would send the letter that had been 
circulated among members of the Council to the Acting Administrator of the General 
Services Administration, incorporating the changes discussed at the meeting. These changes 
would note the concurrence of the Accessibility Advisory Committee with the letter and 
provide the recipient with information about the Council.  
 
In favor: Ms. Zinkl, Mr. Alpert, Dr. Bracmort, Dr. Conn, Ms. Daniels, Mr. DeBernardo, Mr. 
DeGraff, Mr. Sheehan, Ms. Tomaszewski, Ms. White 
Opposed: Ms. Everline, Mr. Farrell, Mr. Guruswamy, Mr. Seip, Ms. Walker 
Abstentions: none 
 
This motion passed (10-5-0). 
 

C.  Additional New Business:  
 Mr. Seip moved that the Council approve the letter he had previously circulated concerning 

Metro’s communications related to the planned Labor Day shutdown. He explained that the 
letter asks Metro to explain its communication processes, its plan for communicating future 
shutdowns to riders and any factors that would prevent it from providing more timely 
notification to riders of these kinds of closures.  Mr. Alpert seconded this motion.  

 
Ms. Zinkl asked that the letter be amended to include a language concerning planned bus 
detours or other service disruptions. Mr. Sheehan also asked that the letter also include 
MetroAccess disruptions in the letter.  Mr. Seip responded that he would consent to adding in 
language on both Metrobus and MetroAccess. He added that in order to move this item 
forward, he wouldn’t accept any further changes to this letter as part of this discussion.  
 
Dr. Conn noted that Metro had announced this work earlier in August. Mr. Seip responded 
that Metro’s earlier announcement was at the end of a list of planned August trackwork and 
still only gave riders 30 days notice of this closure.  

 
Ms. White noted that Metro has to do this work and doesn’t really have any other options. 
Mr. Seip responded that the Council’s concern is not about Metro doing the work, but rather 
about its communications processes.  
 
Ms. Zinkl said that this letter is a first step in a discussion with Metro about improving its 
communications procedures.  

 
The Council then voted to end debate on this issue. Everyone on the Council voted to end 
discussion on this matter with the exception of Dr.Conn. Discussion on the letter was ended.  
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 Ms. Zinkl then called for a vote on sending the letter.  

 
In favor: Ms. Zinkl, Mr. Alpert, Dr. Bracmort, Mr. DeBernardo, Mr. DeGraff, Ms. Everline, 
Mr. Guruswamy, Mr. Sheehan, Mr. Seip, Ms. Tomaszewski, Ms. Walker 
Opposed:   
Abstentions: Dr. Conn, Ms. Daniels, Mr. Farrell, Ms. White 
 
This motion passed (11-0-4).   
 
Ms. Zinkl noted that members’ agenda packets included information on potential upcoming 
agenda items, some of which had been addressed by the Council.  
 
Mr. DeBernardo asked if the Council would be taking any action on the NH-1 issue that was 
raised during the public comment period earlier in the meeting.  
 
Ms. Everline moved that Mr. Seip draft a letter for the Council to review and approve at its 
next meeting that asked for background information on this service change and for 
information on how Metro solicited community input as part of its decision-making process. 
This motion was seconded by Ms. Walker. Mr. Sheehan noted that the Council can simply 
ask for a report from Metro at its next meeting on this issue. Ms. Everline said that she would 
accept the idea of a receiving a report on this issue at the Council’s next meeting.  
Ms. Zinkl raised the idea of having a special Council meeting to address this issue.   
 
Ms. Tomaszewski said that she appreciated that members of the public came to testify about 
this issue and that the Council should absolutely take some kind of action in response to their 
testimony. She added, however, that she is concerned  that there may be other communities or 
individuals in similar situations that the Council is unaware of because they did not come out 
to speak to them and wanted to know how the Council could address those situations.  
 
Dr. Conn said that she agreed that this subject merited a special meeting. She noted that the 
Council may need to get Maryland state officials involved as well. Mr. DeBernardo said that 
he agreed with the idea of a special meeting and that such a meeting would provide the 
Council to strategize on its course of action.  
 
Ms. Everline withdrew her motion. 
 
Mr. Alpert said that he suspected that the change was directed by the State of Maryland and 
that having a meeting with Metro staff would not fully address this issue. Ms. Zinkl said that 
she understood Mr. Alpert’s point and that she also thought that Maryland officials would 
need to be involved. She added that the Council needed to first work through the process with 
Metro.  
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Members of the Council discussed possible next steps on this issue. Dr. Bracmort said that 
she is willing to work with the individuals who came to testify especially to get the 
perspective of individuals from Wards 7 and 8 in the District.  Ms. Zinkl said that she would 
appreciate additional input at this meeting.  
 
The Council agreed to hold a special meeting on the subject of the reroute of the NH-1 on or 
after September 22nd.  
 
 

VII. Adjournment:  
  Without objection, Ms. Zinkl adjourned the meeting at 9:00 p.m.  
  
 


