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Timestamp Agenda Items 

0:00:00 Call to Order 

0:00:00 Approval of Agenda 

0:02:08 Police Report 

0:10:00 Old Business 

0:10:00 ●​ Follow-Up Briefing on the DC Bill B26-0058, Recycling Refund and 
Litter Reduction Amendment Act of 2025. 

0:31:52 New Business 

0:33:23 ●​ Briefing on the Current Washington Gas Proposal, "District SAFE" 

1:28:40 ●​ Briefing from Brian Joyner, Superintendent of Rock Creek Park, 
National Park Service 

1:50:49 Updates and Information 

 Open Forum (Not Discussed) 

1:56:10 Administrative Matters 

 

Call to Order [0:00:00] 

Approval of Agenda [0:06:48] 
 
Turmail: Hello, everyone. Welcome to the ANC 3B February meeting. We're gonna I think give 
it a couple seconds here for folks to finish logging in, and then we'll get started. So hang tight. If 
you're here for the ANC meeting you're in the right spot. If you weren't here for the ANC 
meeting, give it a try, you might enjoy it. 
 
Lane: Looks like everybody has joined, except one is still trying. 
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Turmail: Gotcha. 
 
Lane: But he's not on for a while. 
 
Turmail: All right. Well, we're gonna go ahead and get started. We're a minute into game time 
already. Evening, everyone. It's Brian Turmail with ANC 3B. I think the first thing we need to do 
before we even get started is Melissa circulated an agenda for this meeting seven days in 
advance, and then recirculated it again. And I'd like to make a motion that we approve the 
agenda so we can get started with the meeting. 
 
Lavezzo: Second. 
 
Turmail: I see some seconds. All in favor? 
 
Rodriguez: Aye. 
 
Turmail: Anyone who's against the agenda? I guess it doesn't have to follow the agenda, but 
we're going to try and follow the agenda. So why don't we go ahead and get started. The first 
thing we're going to do is we're going to have Lieutenant Johnson on. Lieutenant, you've got the 
conch. Oh, and by the way, before I get-- Forgive me for interrupting. Before I get started, just a 
kind of reminder, if you're not one of the presenters and you're not one of the commissioners 
just, you know, if you don't mind shutting the camera off, and putting it on mute. And then we'll 
have an opportunity at all the different parts for folks to contribute. And then we'd love to see 
your face and love to hear your voice. With that, we're gonna hand things over to Lieutenant 
Johnson. 
 

Police Report [0:02:08] 
 
Johnson: Hello, everyone. Good evening, it's Lieutenant Johnson from PSA 204, Second 
District. I have the ANC 3B crime stats for this month. This month only had nine crimes to report. 
One crime was we had an unarmed carjacking, which took place in the 3800 block of Davis 
Place Northwest. The victim was an 84-year-old female. She was attacked by a 50-year-old 
male who forced her to the ground, took her keys, and took her vehicle. Fortunately, she wasn't 
hurt. She had minor injuries. 
 
Speaker: His name was Sprig Harwood. And he-- 
 
Johnson: Hello? 
 
Turmail: Let me just remind folks, if you're not on, to make sure you hit mute just so that we can 
hear the lieutenant. Pretty please. Go ahead, Lieutenant. 
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Johnson: Sorry about that. We did recover her vehicle the next day, but she only sustained 
minor injuries. She refused treatment on the scene. And, again, she was 84 years old, but she 
did survive the attack. Other than that we had eight thefts, mostly retail thefts. We only had like 
one package theft from the 2200 block of Observatory Place. But in reference to the retail thefts, 
it took place at the Trader Joe's, the Ace Hardware, and the CVS, in reference to the thefts. 
Also, we have an upcoming community walk that's going to take place on February 26, 2025, at 
6:30 p.m., ordinary time. And it's going to take place at 2601 Connecticut Avenue, in that 
Woodley Park area. I'll put it in the chat to remind everybody before I get off this chat. Other 
than that, any questions about anything going on in ANC 3B? 
 
Turmail: Just a quick question. The alleged, I don't know what the right phrase is, let's just call 
them alleged perpetrators of the carjacking, and then the eight thefts you mentioned, how many 
of them have been arrested? Or found, or caught, or arrested? 
 
Johnson: We had one arrest. 
 
Turmail: For? 
 
Johnson: For the theft. The carjacking guy is still outstanding, but we did have some good 
witnesses, and have some good leads. 
 
Turmail: The theft was associated with which of the robberies? Do you remember? 
 
Johnson: The theft was from the Good Guys. It was the Good Guys nightclub. They had a theft 
of services. The guy didn't want to pay his bill. He was locked up on the scene by the officers. 
 
Turmail: Gotcha. 
 
Johnson: Good guys. 
 
Turmail: Before we open up, I just have one more question, and then we'll open up to my fellow 
commissioners, and then the community. I think we've all heard and read about-- I don't want to 
get you in the hot seat, but we've all heard and read about changes in the Assistant US 
Attorney's Office. Have you guys seen any changes in terms of the level of cooperation and 
support you're getting from the Assistant US Attorney's Office in terms of following through and 
prosecuting folks that you have arrested? 
 
Johnson: That's still kind of new. I haven't seen anything yet, but I did hear something about 
some new crime bill coming from the president's office. Haven't seen it yet. We're anxious to see 
how that's going to look, so we're all standing-- 
 
Turmail: Yeah, I believe it's the executive order that allegedly is coming on Friday? 
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Johnson: Yes, we're waiting to see what that's about. Hopefully some tough crime bills on-- 
 
Turmail: It'll be interesting, I'm sure. 
 
Johnson: Yeah. 
 
Turmail: Gotcha. Well, let me open up to my fellow commissioners, and I'll try and avoid any 
more pontification. 
 
Lavezzo: Just a quick question for you, Lieutenant. Who does parking enforcement fall under? 
 
Johnson: DPW. For the most part, yes. 
 
Lavezzo: DPW? Okay. 
 
Johnson: We do it, we can enforce private property if someone's blocking your driveway. 
Something like that, we come out and write a ticket, and get it towed for you. 
 
Lavezzo: All right. Thanks very much. 
 
Johnson: Yeah, private property and, you know, blocking alleys and driveways for emergency 
parking enforcement. 
 
Turmail: Questions from other commissioners? Oh, Richard, you had your hand up. How so 
polite. 
 
Pollock: I'm so polite, what can I say? Lieutenant, concerning the arrest that was made, can 
you tell us anything about whether the person had a criminal record, previous arrests? And also, 
are they still in prison, or in detention, or have they been released? And if so, do we know 
whether he's been released on bail, or his own personal recognizance? 
 
Johnson: In reference to this theft arrest, we don't give a whole lot of details about arrested 
persons. But this guy, he was released. He was just charged with theft two. And unless you 
have more than I think two now, they release you. And he didn't have more than two, so he was 
released the same day, on a citation release. That means you're released the same day, you go 
to court another day to see the judge for another court date. 
 
Pollock: We don't know anything about the other acts of crime that he had? We don't know 
what his record was? You said that he had less than two, but did he have two? Do we know? 
 
Johnson: I don't know at this time. I'm not sure. But I don't think he had an extensive record. 
This guy, he was an intoxicated person who just refused to pay his bill. 
 
Lane: He was charged with theft two, not that he had two thefts. 
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Pollock: Okay, it was theft. 
 
Johnson: Yeah, his charge was theft two. 
 
Pollock: Got it. Okay. I have one other question. Several members of my condominium have 
told me, and actually told our security committee, and I think I emailed you about this, they've 
seen a few people who are the same people who appear to be loitering close to our building. 
And they are senior citizens, they're a little worried. What should they do if they see, repeatedly, 
people who are sort of, I don't know whether they're casing the place, or they're just hanging 
out, loitering, or whatever. Should they take pictures? Should they send them to you at the 
police department? What should they do, if anything? 
 
Johnson: Well, just call 911. If you see anybody suspicious, give us a description to the 
dispatcher, and describe the suspicious behavior, and we'll come out and we'll engage them. 
But do you have video, or surveillance cameras in your complex? 
 
Pollock: Yes, we do. 
 
Johnson: Yeah, so if you capture any video, we always need that. That's always helpful. You 
can send that to me. 
 
Polock: Right. One other question that we can do after this meeting. I know, and I think we've 
talked about it, but I know that there is a program where our video system can be hooked up to 
the police department. So I'd like to talk to you after this meeting about that program, and how 
our condominium might be able to participate in it. 
 
Johnson: Yeah, that's with the Real Time Crime Center? 
 
Pollock: That's right. 
 
Johnson: I can have someone from our outreach team contact you. It's on the MPD website, 
how you can contact them and get your camera hooked up. But I'll have an officer contact you. 
 
Pollock: Perfect. Thank you 
 
Turmail: Any other questions from commissioners? All right. We'll open up if anyone from the 
community has a question for Lieutenant Johnson, feel free to raise your hand and we'll call on 
you. Certainly want to make sure everyone's got a chance to ask the lieutenant some questions. 
 
Lane: I don't see any. 
 
Turmail: Okay. That felt like a long time for me. I don't do well with silences, so I'm gonna say 
that we gave everyone a chance. Lieutenant, I hope all of your folks stay safe and healthy. And 
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if there's anything you need from us, let us know. 
 
Johnson: All right, thank you. Everybody have a good night. Be safe. 
 
Turmail: All right, appreciate the time. Thank you. 
 
 

Old Business [0:10:00] 
Follow-Up Briefing on the DC Bill B26-0058, Recycling Refund and 
Litter Reduction Amendment Act of 2025. [0:10:00] 
 
Turmail: All right, next up. Paula, I think I saw you. Hi, Paula. Paula, it's Hirschoff? You correct 
me if I've got that wrong. 
 
Hirschoff: No, that's correct. 
 
Turmail: Gotcha. You're with the League of Women Voters, and you're here to speak to us 
about an issue that, as I understand it, I wasn't on the prior ANC commission, but that the prior 
commission had heard about, which is the DC Bill B20-- Who numbers these things? B26-0058, 
the Recycling Refund and Litter Reduction Amendment Act of 2025. So with that, Paula, I'm 
going to hand the floor over to you. And apparently you've got an update for us, and we'd love to 
hear about it, please. 
 
Hirschoff: Well, thank you. Good evening. Thank you for this opportunity to tell you more about 
the bottle bill. My name is Paula Hirschoff, and I live in ANC 3B. I'm speaking as a 
representative of the League of Women Voters of DC. The League is one of 25 community and 
environmental groups in the 3RC for DC Coalition. 3RC stands for Return, Refund, Recycle 
Coalition. This coalition is asking the ANCs to pass resolutions, either to support passage of the 
bottle bill, or to urge the city council to hold hearings on the bill so that constituents can get their 
questions answered. So far 11 ANCs have passed resolutions, with a variety of wording. For 
example, one ANC endorsed the council to not only introduce a strong bottle bill, but also to 
hold a hearing on the bill with robust community engagement. Well, as you probably know, the 
bill was introduced on January 15th by Councilmember Nadeau and ten other councilmembers. 
It's been referred to the Committee on Economic and Business Development under Chair 
McDuffy, which has until July 14th to hold hearings. The council goes on recess from July 15th 
to September 15th, and when they return, the Transportation and Environment Committee, 
under Chair Charles Allen, will have a chance to hold hearings. And I can put the links to the 
coalition website and the legislation itself in the chat. But I'd like to review the bill very briefly. 
The bill places a refundable 10-cent deposit on beverage containers sold in DC. A reverse 
vending machine would take the bottle, read the code to confirm a DC purchase, and give a 
receipt that can be redeemed at the cash register. The containers then go on to recycling 
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centers. The cost of the DC government is expected to be minimal, except for some staff time. 
Beverage distributors pay to establish a nonprofit that plans and implements the program. The 
bill has major advantages. First, it would clean up the city. At present, only 25% of bottles and 
cans sold here are recycled. The rest go to landfills and incinerators, parks, waterways, and 
neighborhoods. But ten states have bottle bills that incentivize people to collect and redeem 
containers. After passing bottle bills, these states reduce their litter by 70 or 80%. Michigan and 
Oregon now recycle 90% of their containers. It would also reduce the rat problem, since rats 
love to lick the sweet residue left in containers along the roads and parks. Second, the bill 
promotes environmental justice. Bottles and cans disproportionately pollute neighborhoods that 
already bear environmental burdens. Much of DC's container litter lies in Wards 5, 7, and 8, 
along the Anacostia River. When I hiked those trails with a group called Ward 8 Woods, I saw 
piles of plastic bottles that get dumped there. Third, the bill is good for the climate. If we recycle 
more, we reduce the energy needed to manufacture new containers, thus reducing greenhouse 
gas emissions. More recycling also reduces emissions from landfills and incinerators. Fourth, 
the bill creates green jobs for DC residents. Individuals and groups go around picking up 
containers to recycle. Jobs are also created for sorting and transporting cans and bottles. This 
kind of pollution is relatively new. Decades ago, when drinks were sold in glass bottles, 
corporations operated their own deposit return programs. Older DC residents can recall 
returning Coke bottles when they were kids. But in the '60s production of single use plastic 
ballooned, putting an end to those deposit programs. Pollution then proliferated, creating the 
massive litter problem that we have today. It's time we brought back bottle deposits, and it's time 
we cleaned up our city. Thank you. 
 
Turmail: Thank you. Thank you, Paula, for sharing that information. Was that all? I hope I didn't 
just cut you off. 
 
Hirschoff: No, that's all, and I can take questions. But I could take them also by email. And I do 
have one other person from the, or two other people from the coalition here that might help me 
answer questions if you have some. 
 
Turmail: Gotcha. I just have two quick questions, and then I'll hand it over to my fellow 
commissioners. I see that Gupi has a question. You said that, and I think it was 25%. You said 
that only 25% of cans or containers are currently recycled? What is the source of that data? I 
have to admit that that's shockingly low. 
 
Hirschoff: It is. I don't have that. 
 
Turmail: Is it surveys, or is someone actually studying like the trash cans versus recycling bins? 
 
Hirschoff: The coalition has done a lot of research. And, you know, they--I'm sure they have 
good sources. And I don't have them off the top of my head, but I could send them to you if 
you'd like. 
 
Turmail: Just curious. And forgive me for putting you on the spot. And then the last question I 
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had is, what conversations has the coalition had with particularly I'm thinking about like the 
Glover Park Markets of the world with smaller retailers. I figure Safeway and Giant can fend for 
themselves, but the smaller retailers, are there concerns about, "Geez, if we're going to make 
each purchase, you know, a 12-pack--" Is it 10 cents a bottle you said, or 5 cents? 
 
Hirschoff: That's right. 
 
Turmail: 10 cents. If we're going to make a 12-pack a buck-twenty more expensive, is that 
going to shift someone's puring habits across the line into Maryland or Virginia? Particularly if 
you're in those sort of environmentally sensitive areas like Ward 8 which is, you know, a hop, 
skip, and a throw away from Prince George's County. I just, I worry that we've lost a lot of 
businesses already. What impact will this have on businesses? Have you guys had any of those 
conversations? 
 
Hirschoff: There has been research on whether it raises the price, and it does not. Interesting. 
Massachusetts Department of Energy is one research area that came out with a report. They 
studied four states, two that have bottle bills, and two that do not. And they discovered that the 
prices do not go up in the bottle bill states. And, in fact, sometimes they, well, they stay pretty 
steady in the supermarkets and chain stores. 
 
Turmail: Gotcha. I wonder if the economics are the same in, we're not actually a city-state, but 
the equivalent of a city-state, where we've got so much retail on the edge. But that being said, I 
know that Gupi you had a question, your hand raised. But it seems to have disappeared. 
 
Howie: You asked the question about what our current recycling rate is, and where they got that 
information from. 
 
Turmail: Oh, wow, all right. There you go. Richard, you've got a question?  
 
Pollock: Yeah, I have a couple of questions. First of all, who will buy the reverse vending 
machines under the legislation? 
 
Hirschoff: My understanding is that there is a nonprofit that will be set up to implement the 
program, and carry it out. And that this would be paid for by the corporations, the beverage 
corporations. 
 
Pollock: And the corporations will maintain these machines as well? 
 
Hirschoff: Yes. 
 
Pollock: And will there be any burden on-- 
 
Hirschoff: Well, the nonprofit that the corporations set up, yes. 
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Pollock: Right. And will there be any responsibility by the stores themselves concerning 
maintenance of these reverse vending machines? 
 
Hirschoff: I don't think so. I think that will be up to the nonprofit, yeah.  
 
Pollock: So according to the councilwoman who sponsored it, I talked to her. She said each 
year there are 337 million plastic bottles that are produced. So does anybody have any idea 
how many of these machines are going to be needed in the city? 
 
Hirschoff: No, I don't think they know yet. I think as the program is implemented we're going to 
have to work that out. 
 
Pollock: And those, by way, are just plastic? They're not metal or-- It's a huge thing now. If 
you're a low-income family, head of family, and you have 30, 40, 50 bottles a week, you're going 
to have to bring them back in order to get your 10 cents a piece, is that correct? 
 
Hirschoff: Yes. 
 
Pollock: And it's stated in the bill that they think there's a 90% redemption rate that's going to 
happen. And what basis is that number? Do you know? 
 
Hirschoff: I'm sorry, I don't know exactly how that would be worked out. But again, I can get you 
that answer. 
 
Pollock: In December, the Consumer Recycling Institute -- which by the way, is in favor of 
recycling, it's a nonprofit -- they reported in December that in Massachusetts the redemption 
rate has dropped by 21%. From 57% redemption rate to 21%. In Michigan they found an 18% 
drop, and in Iowa another 18%. All of them are far below the 90%. So is it possible that we're 
really being unrealistic about the participation or the redemption rate that advocates are in favor 
of? 
 
Hirschoff: I hadn't heard those figures. I wonder if it's because of-- I assume they have 10% 
deposits on their containers. I know that the legislation in DC allows for an increase in the 
deposit. If 10 cents is not enough, it could go up. 
 
Pollock: It's supposed to go up over a period of time, every-- Five cents per bottle once it's 
established, I think after two years. But I guess, has there been any kind of sense about the 
impact on low-income families? 
 
Hirschoff: Well, it's going to be another source of income for them is what I understand. 
 
Pollock: Well, they're going to get their money back. They're going to get their 10 cents back. 
But if they cannot bring 30, 40 bottles a week, will this be an economic hardship on low-income 
families? 
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Hirschoff: I think they're going to have to set up the collection, bottle collection or can collection 
centers, in the right neighborhoods. You know, and have many of them, because ease of return 
is a key factor in the bill. So that will certainly be considered as a major issue. 
 
Pollock: And I guess my final question is how about senior citizens who may not be able to, you 
know, return 30, 40 bottles at a time. What kind of burden is that going to have on them? 
 
Hirschoff: Yeah, these are good questions, and I'll try to find some more answers for you. 
 
Pollock: I'm totally in favor of the concept. I'm 100% in favor of it. I just am concerned about the 
practical issues. That's what my concerns are.  
 
Hirschoff: Thanks. 
 
Turmail: Great, thank you, Richard. Oh, Judy, you wanted to say something? Are you on mute? 
I'm assuming, Judy, you're with-- 
 
Smith: Yes, I just wanted to say that number of bottles which you suggested might be returned, 
one of the big advantages is to cut down on the number of bottles and cans that anyone buys. 
Because we all know that we can drink water, we don't need to buy it in a bottle. And sugar 
sodas are not good for the health of our children, nor our senior citizens. And so I don't think 
you're going to have that huge number of bottles and cans to return. 
 
Turmail: Gotcha. Full disclosure, you caught me in one of the rare moments where I don't have 
a Coke Zero in my hand. But that being said, I'm a bad person. Are there questions from other 
commissioners? 
 
Rodriguez: Yeah, I do have a quick question. With the 10 cents, is that pretty much-- The states 
you just mentioned, is that across the board? Every state is doing the 10-cent program? Or are 
some doing the 5-cent program? I was wondering what the majority of the states are choosing. 
And then a second question after that one. 
 
Hirschoff: I think most of them have 10 cents now. I think they started out with 5 cents. But I 
don't know for sure whether any have gone above that.  
 
Smith: Well, what they have found is that 10 cents, if it's less than that, people don't bother to 
return them. And so research has been done on the best amount, and 10 cents is what they 
have said is a good way to go. 
 
Rodriguez: And then also, these redemption centers or vending machines, do they do a cash 
redemption? Or is it a store credit depending on the location of these machines? 
 
Hirschoff: It's a receipt that you get from the reverse vending machine. And you can then take it 
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to the cash register for a reimbursement in cash or credit. 
 
Rodriguez: Okay, and just with some of my constituents in my SMD, I've had maybe 20% I've 
gotten some feedback from. It seems to be pretty neutral so far. There is a small amount of 
people that did mention about going out of state for their purchases. So it seems pretty neutral 
across the board, with a very few of them mentioning that out-of-state choice. 
 
Smith: One thing to note is that Maryland does have a similar bill that's up for consideration 
right now. I don't know about Virginia, but I know that Maryland is considering the same thing, a 
bottle bill. 
 
Hirschoff: But only bottles or cans purchased in DC can be redeemed here.  
 
Smith: Right. 
 
Rodriguez: Perfect. 
 
Turmail: Questions? Were you all done, Rob? Sorry. A question from other commissioners? 
 
Howie: How will they make sure bottles-- 
 
Turmail: Gupi, I think we lost your headphone connection. Your sound just went out. 
 
Howie: I was wondering how will they figure out where the bottle or can was purchased to begin 
with? 
 
Hirschoff: There's a code on the side of the container that the machine will read. 
 
Smith: And one other bit of information which concerned me was what about milk? And milk is 
exempt. I discovered that, so you don't have to worry about paying a deposit on your milk 
bottles or cans. 
 
Turmail: Gotcha. 
 
Rodriguez: Is there any concern about container hygiene upon return? 
 
Hirschoff: They do want the containers clean, but they will have to be cleaned again at the 
recycling centers. 
 
Rodriguez: All right. Thank you. 
 
Turmail: Any other commissioners with questions? 
 
Pollock: There is a concern among the manufacturers of these machines that they're urging 
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people to clean the bottles beforehand, because if they don't they can muck up the machine. So 
there has to be a high percentage of compliance of people cleaning the bottles before they 
redeem them in the machines. And there have been several serious models that have 
malfunctioned and caused a lot of headaches in a couple places. Including, and this is not the 
United States, but in Ireland the program is in big trouble because the technology is not working 
properly. But that doesn't mean that machines that we'll be purchasing will have problems. 
 
Turmail: Sorry, didn't mean to sound-- Let's see. Let's open up to questions from the 
community. Anyone have questions for Paula or Judy? I assume you're with them, or just very 
informed? But does anyone have questions-- 
 
Smith: I'm also in the League of Women Voters, but I'm not in your ANC.  
 
Turmail: That's all right, Judy. We're still glad to have you. Thank you. Holly, do you have a 
question? 
 
Pollinger: Yes, thank you. I am also in this coalition. I'm with Climate Reality, the DC chapter. 
And I just read, and I wondered what the answer to this is, in The Guardian, the Coca-Cola 
company just said that if the steel tariffs go through, that they're going to start making more 
Cokes in plastic bottles rather than in cans to be recycled. So this bill, I just thought of this, this 
bill is going to get ahead of that, if it in fact happens. So this is another reason to really support 
this bill and have it go through quickly. 
 
Hirschoff: They could go back to glass, you know. 
 
Pollinger: Yes, I'm hoping. Although, I think that's expensive. I'm not sure what the relationship 
is. Anyway, it's a terrific bill. I hope you all do support it. It's clearly time. I didn't even-- I mean, I 
remember going and collecting bottles and getting a milkshake, it was so exciting. But I know 
that isn't what's happening here. 
 
Turmail: There you go. Suddenly I have a craving for a milkshake. But thank you, Holly. 
 
Pollinger: Just one more thing I want to mention. 
 
Turmail: Yes, please. 
 
Pollinger: I don't think Paula, I don't know whether Paula mentioned it, but there are also 
people who go around collecting these plastic bottles, clearly. And they are not their own. 
They're the ones that are, you know, thrown in the river and thrown on the sides of the banks. 
And there are hundreds of thousands of plastic bottles collected by people who want to get this 
return. And that right there is an extraordinary reason for the bill. 
 
Turmail: Gotcha. Any other comments or questions from the community? 
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Pollock: Oh, I have a question. I assume that the main recycling program will continue, is that 
correct? I mean, we're not going to get rid of that?  
 
Hirschoff: As far as we know, yes, definitely. It's such a small percentage, though, of what we 
put into those recycling cans that actually gets recycled. That's what's so depressing. 
 
Turmail: All right, well, thank you so much for giving us the time to share some information. I 
think that-- I don't want to speak for the other fellow commissioners, but at least I think we'd 
probably want to just confer offline, and figure it out, now that we've got the information. And if 
you have some additional things that you can send us, Paula or Judy, wonderful. That would be 
greatly appreciated. Then we can figure out how and if we want to proceed. And if 
commissioners feel different right now, speak up. I don't want to, I don't want to get in trouble, 
any more than normal. Wonderful. Thank you for being with us. You're welcome to hang out and 
listen to the rest of the meeting. And if you disappear, we will not hold that against you, I 
promise. You might have other things to do this evening as well. 
 

New Business [0:31:52] 
 
Turmail: Richard, I'm going to let you introduce our next guest, please.  
 
Pollock: Well, I think that we're honored to have with us the superintendent for Rock Creek 
Park, and also Glover Archbold Park, Bryan Joyner. He just joined as the superintendent in 
October, so he's sort of a newbie to a certain extent. But he has been with the Park Service for 
20 years. And he has had-- He's a DC native. He lives in the city with his family, and we know 
it's a heavy responsibility, but also I know that he's very excited about this new position. So I 
want to welcome the superintendent for Rock Creek Park, Mr. Joyner. 
 
Lane: Richard, do you know what he signed in as? 
 
Pollock: I do not. I assume that he-- He said he would be here at 7:30. 
 
Lane: I don't see anybody with his name. 
 
Pollock: We can continue with other speakers. 
 
Turmail: Tell you what, why don't we-- Let's give the superintendent, if he's not on, and I don't 
want-- I'll speak slowly in case he's on and just trying to activate his phone or his mute button. 
But assuming he's not yet with us, why don't we-- I would just suggest we go to the next item on 
the agenda, which is the the conversation about the The Washington Gas District SAFE 
proposal, and then we'll circle back to the superintendent, because I think all of us would love to 
hear from the superintendent if he remains available. If that's all right with everyone else? 
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Briefing on the Current Washington Gas Proposal, “District SAFE”  
[0:33:23] 
 
Turmail: Great, all right. And then that being said, we've got I think what I assume will be a 
robust conversation from a variety of representatives on a Washington Gas proposal called 
District SAFE. And what I'd like to do, if it's all right with everyone, is actually I'd like to invite 
some of the colleagues from Washington Gas to kind of explain the proposal. And then we have 
a representative from the Office of the People's Counsel to share with us their viewpoint. And 
then we've got Anne. I'm already-- 
 
Lane: deBuys. 
 
Turmail: deBuys? 
 
deBuys: Thank you, yes, deBuys. 
 
Turmail: Oh my gosh, I took a lucky guess. Here as well to speak about it. But maybe first I 
think it would be helpful, at least for me, since I wasn't on the last commission I think that heard 
about it, to understand what is this proposal. And then I think we'd love to hear some of the 
pros. And I'm gonna assume that we're gonna hear some of the cons. So with that we've got 
Brandon Todd, Alex Howard, Opeoluwa Olawale, and apologies, I think from Washington Gas. 
And again, for any of you whose names I butchered, apologies. 
 
Todd: Well, good evening, everyone. My name is Brandon Todd. And I am vice president of 
Government Affairs, Policy, and Advocacy for Washington Gas and Light. And it's an honor to 
be here to join ANC 3B for your monthly meeting. And now I've had the opportunity to attend 
hundreds of ANC meetings in my day dating back to my time as a staffer at the DC Council, and 
as my time as Ward 4 councilmember. So, Commissioners, thank you for the volunteer work 
that you do on behalf of all of us in the District. And also thank you, neighbors, for being here. 
I'm joined tonight by my colleagues. Monica West, who leads our community engagement team. 
Alex Howard, who leads our DC public policy work, and is your neighbor in Glover Park. And 
then Opeoluwa Olawale who's from our strategy team. So tonight we at Washington Gas are 
here to discuss our commitment to safety and reliability as we work together to ensure a safe 
energy future for the District. Specifically, we want to focus on our District SAFE program, which 
is a proactive safety initiative to modernize aging natural gas infrastructure in the District of 
Columbia. Safety is our top priority at Washington Gas, and District SAFE is designed to replace 
the oldest, most leak-prone pipes before they become a safety concern. This program is not 
unique to the District. It aligns with a nationwide safety push launched by the US Department of 
Transportation's Pipeline and Hazardous Materials Safety Administration, also known as 
PHMSA. In 2011 under President Obama, PHMSA urged utilities across the country to replace 
aging infrastructure like cast iron, wrought iron, bare steel, and other outdated materials that 
pose significant safety risks. The District responded in 2014 and began its own accelerated 
replacement program. District SAFE, if approved by the commission as proposed by 
Washington Gas, would be a three-year investment focused solely on replacing the most at-risk 
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infrastructure to ensure safe and reliable service to existing gas customers. In some cases this 
infrastructure can be as old as 60 years old, certainly past its highest and best use. District 
SAFE would allow us to replace the most at-risk pipe with a new plastic pipe that is much more 
durable, and that does not corrode. This program does not expand gas service or add new 
customers. It is about replacing pipes that are past their useful life. We are using 
industry-leading, risk assessment tools mandated by the US Department of Transportation, like 
the JANA Lighthouse model, to prioritize work where it is needed most. Again, focusing on the 
most at-risk pipes first. This approach reduces the potential for leaks, and lowers greenhouse 
gas emissions, aligning with our City's climate goals. Safety for us is not optional. It is our 
obligation, and replacing high-risk pipes is what keeps our neighborhoods and neighbors safe. 
Again, finally, this program is not about expanding gas service. It is about ensuring our existing 
infrastructure is safe and reliable for us neighbors who rely on it today. And we here at 
Washington Gas are fully committed to an open dialogue and working alongside this 
commission and community leaders and neighbors. I thank you for your time, and we're here to 
listen and to answer any questions that you may have. 
 
Turmail: I've got to admit, I've been tempted to call you Councilmember Todd like five times, 
and I've tried to avoid that. But anyway, thank you. I don't know if your colleagues have 
something. If not, I think in the interest of time what I'd like to do is just ask the, oh gosh, I'm 
really going to-- I'm gonna bat like zero on names tonight, but Ade from the Office of the 
People's Counsel to kind of share her point of view, or the People's Counsel's point of view. And 
then Anne to hear them. And then we can open up for questions from everyone, if everyone's 
okay with that. Just, I think, we'll get through the presentations. And then if I butchered your 
name, I'm so sorry. But from the People's Counsel, is it Ade? How close, or how far off did I get 
on the name? 
 
Adeniyi: You are almost 100%. That was great. Thank you, Brian.  
 
Turmail: Please, go ahead. Sorry. Tell us how we pronounce your name right. I appreciate your 
very tactful answer there, but how do we say your name? 
 
Adeniyi: It is Ade Adeniyi. 
 
Turmail: All right, there you go. Small victories. Please, go ahead. I'm sorry, the floor is yours. 
 
Adeniyi: All right, great. Thank you for having me. I will be sharing my screen, so that you could 
see this. Okay. 
 
Turmail: We can see it. 
 
Adeniyi: Yep, I just need to put this in a slideshow mode all right. I will touch briefly on what the 
pipe replacement program, of what Washington Gas is, and what it has been. And then I will 
delve briefly into OPC's observations. 
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Turmail: You know, before we begin, if I may. For the uninitiated, just tell us real quick who the 
Office of the People's Counsel is so that people know and have some context, and then get right 
into your presentation, please. 
 
Adeniyi: Sure thing. The Office of the People's Counsel is the statutory representative of every 
District resident and ratepayer before the Public Service Commission, which the commission 
has the authority to regulate the utilities within the District to ensure just and reasonable rates, 
amongst other goals. 
 
Turmail: Great, thank you. Sorry to interrupt. 
 
Adeniyi: No problem. In 2014 the Project Pipes program was approved by the Public Service 
Commission for essentially two purposes. First, to speedily replace pipe infrastructure that had 
the highest risk and leak rates. And second, to supplement Washington Gas's mandatory leak 
management operations. Over the next ten years from that point, there were several problems 
with Washington Gas's execution of the pipe replacement program. There was a consistent 
under replacement of problem pipes. There was significant overrun with costs, non-compliance 
issues with leak reduction that was ordered by the commission, and so forth. And so fast 
forward ten years later, last year in order number 22003, when Washington Gas applied to the 
commission for approval of its Pipes 3 program, the Office of the People's Counsel asked that 
that program be dismissed and that-- The application, rather, be dismissed, and that the 
commission investigate how Washington Gas is operating its pipe replacement program, and 
the commission agreed, dismissed Pipes 3, and directed Washington Gas to submit a strategic 
pipe replacement plan. Strategic meaning it was supposed to focus only on pipes that were, in 
fact, highest risk and highest leak pipes. When Washington Gas submitted its proposal, the pipe 
replacement proposal that it renamed as District SAFE, the Office of the People's Counsel has 
taken the position that that application fails to comply with order number 22003. We believe the 
plan is unsafe for the District of Columbia and its residents. And we asked the PSC to dismiss 
the application in a joint motion that was filed last month. Essentially, Washington Gas is asking 
for almost a quarter billion dollars to replace 12.4 miles of mains and its services. The challenge 
with that is, number one, that plan has zero compliance with the more than 49 safety and 
efficiency directives that the Public Service Commission issued in order number 22003. For 
example, and probably the most outstanding non-compliance is that instead of submitting a plan 
that focuses on strategic pipe replacement, the company submitted a plan to replace more than 
400 miles of pipes, notwithstanding that the District is in the middle of an ongoing energy 
transition. In addition to that, WGL's currently proposed plan has a 43% higher cost. And that is 
tied to a proposal to replace 30% less pipes than the current program that I noted earlier has 
been plagued with several problems. So essentially the company submitted a business-as-usual 
plan, but even a more robust-business-as usual plan, if you will. I will note that, as the utility 
noted, that it is attempting to eliminate cast iron and other vintage material from its system at its 
current pace, meaning under the current Pipes Project that was approved until later this quarter. 
The company will finish eliminating cast iron by 2094. At the newly proposed pace it's unclear if 
or when Washington Gas will finish doing the eliminations. And I think it is critical to note at this 
point that Washington Gas has a statutory responsibility. The utility is obligated to maintain safe 
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and reliable pipes and service, regardless of whether or not there is an accelerated program to 
supplement its regular program. The utility, Washington Gas, is obligated to maintain safe and 
reliable pipes and services, regardless of whether there is a surcharge for it to accelerate 
recovery of the cost that it spends on these plans. The commission has already found that to be 
so. And this here, my last slide is a reminder that January 9th, OPC filed a motion to dismiss 
WGL's current application. And two days ago the Council of the District of Columbia filed a letter 
signed by eight of its members urging the PSC to dismiss the application. OPC urges you as 
well to email and call the commission to share your views. We're open to answer any questions 
that you may have. Thank you. 
 
Turmail: Wonderful. And as I mentioned, we'll take questions after we hear from all of our 
presenters, but thank you very much. I appreciate the information. And then, Anne, did you want 
to-- I think you wanted to chime in. Anne, you're representing the Chesapeake Climate Action 
Network. 
 
deBuys: I am. Thank you, Chair Turmail. I would like to share my screen also. 
 
Turmail: That's fine with us. 
 
deBuys: Okay, I have not done this in a while. Can you tell me what to do? 
 
Lane: There should be something that says share down on the bottom. 
 
deBuys: Oh, there it is now. Okay. And I am looking for my-- I'm looking for my program here in 
the share. Okay, this is open. Come on. Okay, I apologize. Let me see if I can get this to go. 
There it is. Thank you. Okay. Thank you.  
 
Turmail: We can see the slides. It's loading now. Okay, there we go. 
 
deBuys: Okay. So this is a pretty dramatic stop sign here. The title of the presentation. District 
of Columbia's gas system is old. The pipes are leaking methane, and we know that. Washington 
Gas will agree. As OPC, as Ade just said, Washington Gas is statutorily obligated to keep the 
gas system safe. That is the law, no matter what programs or replacement programs they 
operate. But continuing to invest in gas will keep the District locked into fossil fuel use 
indefinitely, and that's a direct contradiction to DC's climate commitments. There are two 
pipeline programs, and I need to make this really clear, especially to the people who were the 
ANC commissioners and neighbors who were not on the last presentation on Project Pipes 3. 
There's a regular repair program, it's part of the maintenance program that addresses actively 
leaking pipes and emergency leaks. There is the accelerated replacement program that is 
different, and that is Project Pipes. That's replacing based on probability that a pipe might leak 
in the future. The most dangerous gas leaks have not been adequately addressed. Our coalition 
is in support of eliminating gas leaks. We are in support of safety, in order to have a safe gas 
delivery system, but we are not in support of the accelerated replacement program. So if you 
look at your gas bill, if you're a gas customer you will see the surcharge line item, Project Pipes 
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adjustment, it's euphemistically called. The total cost of the 40-year program could amount to 
$12 billion, including rate of return and other expenses besides infrastructure. What's wrong with 
this program? Burning natural gas releases toxins like carbon dioxide, nitrogen dioxide, 
particulates, benzene, formaldehyde, other toxic materials that damage indoor air quality. They 
increase risk of asthma. We know childhood asthma in the District has a very, very high rate. 
Cardiovascular illnesses, and others. The massive cost of the project will increase over time the 
amount people have to pay on their gas bills. Infrastructure costs will drive rising gas bills. This 
is going to disproportionately impact low-income customers. In terms of climate, we know 
gas-powered appliances release carbon dioxide, and leaked methane gas is actually worse than 
coal. Leaked methane gas is 84 times more powerful at warming the atmosphere than carbon 
dioxide. Leaked methane. Methane is the primary ingredient in what the industry calls natural 
gas. So in June, as Ade said, the Public Service Commission rejected Project Pipes 3 due to 
concerns about leak management and cost effectiveness. This decision was actually influenced 
by opposition from councilmembers who also wrote a letter on February 7th, a year ago, 
advising against Project Pipes 3. Advocates, concerned citizens, and also resolutions from 
ANCs that were cited by one of the commissioners as having an influence. Washington Gas has 
filed an application for District SAFE, it's renamed Project Pipes, as Ade said. They are also 
requesting an extension of Project Pipes 2, which is the current program. They originally 
requested an extension till December 31st of this year. That was denied. The extension now 
goes till April 30th. As Ade said, another 215 million is requested for District SAFE, this new 
application. That's about $434 per customer per year if we count 165,000 Washington Gas 
customers in the District. This represents no long-term planning for the future of clean energy in 
DC. There is a customer safe pilot program that's part of the District SAFE application. I can 
answer questions about that. Also, Washington Gas can answer questions. So we're saying the 
PSC must not approve District SAFE. And you all can read this slide. The PSC needs to 
develop a plan for the gas and electric utilities to transition to zero carbon renewable energy. 
And if that happens, that means strategically downsizing the gas system. That means less gas 
throughput. And these pipes, this infrastructure that's being laid, is going to be obsolete. That's a 
stranded asset. DC is already on a path to electrify. We know that. Our coalition helped pass the 
Healthy Homes Act, which is a program to provide free electric home retrofits to low and 
moderate income families. The overall goal is 30,000 families over time. There are several 
programs already going in the District under the DOEE and DCSEU retrofit programs. Our 
coalition includes these members and more. And again, the PSC has indicated ANC resolutions 
impact decisions. So we're asking ANC 3B to pass a resolution, and the resolution basically 
says, "Support clean energy in DC through a well-managed transition away from fossil fuel 
projects." The testimony of the Rewiring America witness in formal case 1179, which is District 
SAFE, maintains that a well-managed transition is the most cost effective, the least expensive 
way to manage our clean energy transition. That means strategically decommissioning the gas 
system, coordinated with electrification and geothermal energy. I'm happy to answer any 
questions. 
 
Turmail: Gotcha. Thank you. I appreciate hearing from all three groups. I just have one, in the 
interest of time, I've got a bunch of questions, but I'd rather hear my commissioners ask 
questions. This is one question. Anne, it was based on something you said, and it was a 
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concern about the fact that the latest proposal would increase the price of natural gas delivery to 
households, particularly lower-income households. Wouldn't we want the price of gas-- If we're 
trying to transition and encourage people away from fossil fuels, why wouldn't we want the cost 
of fossil fuels to be more expensive?  
 
deBuys: Well, because it's an energy burden to people who cannot pay their gas bill easily. 
That's why. Maybe it's not a concern for you and me to have, you know, have our gas bill go up 
by $15 or $20, but it might be a real concern for someone in Ward 7 or 8. 
 
Turmail: I guess wouldn't that encourage them to switch to less-expensive clean energy? 
 
deBuys: Only if they can afford to. That's the whole problem. Because as the gas bills go up, 
and the wealthy people say, "Oh, I'm not going to tolerate this. I'm going to electrify my home." 
And they do, because they can afford it. Then the less wealthy, the lower and middle income 
families, are left holding the bag for the total cost. Ade will tell you, Office of People's Counsel, 
the ratepayer advocate will tell you this is true. 
 
Turmail: Interesting. Okay, great. Like I said, I'll open up to my fellow commissioners. Thank 
you, by the way, Anne, for the answer. 
 
Rodriguez: I think I have a few questions for Mr. Todd. Let's see. First of all, are executive 
salaries or shareholder dividends, are they increasing while customers are paying for this 
project? 
 
Todd: Not to my knowledge. 
 
Rodriguez: Okay. And then why should the customers bear the cost of Washington Gas's 
infrastructure upgrades, when the company's already profitable? 
 
Todd: So the first, I'll just start by saying I heard a number of things that I would like to have the 
opportunity to address. The number one focus for District SAFE and Pipes 1 and Pipes 2 is 
safety. President Obama's administration had the call to action a decade ago because of the 
aging infrastructure. Right now in the District we have a significant amount of cast iron and 
wrought iron facilities that we need, we must repair. I'm sorry, not repair, we must replace for the 
safety and well being of the District of Columbia. So that is our number one focus with this 
program. I think I heard that bills would increase by $434 per year because of the District SAFE 
program. What our numbers show, and what we've sent to the commission, is that they will 
increase by about $9 per month by the end of 2028, so I'm not sure where the 434 number 
comes from. So that will be $9 a month by 2028, not immediately. One thing we are going to do 
in the 2025 project list is, as we develop our project list using federally mandated technology to 
help us identify the most at-risk and leak-prone pipe, we will be notifying customers, Washington 
Gas customers, District residents, that we will replace services in their neighborhood. And they 
would have the opportunity to opt out of service if they want to electrify. The company is not 
aware of any funding stream or plans for the District to fully electrify and move away from 
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natural gas. And so it is our responsibility, today and tomorrow, to make sure that the 
infrastructure that we have in the District is safe and reliable for DC residents. 
 
Turmail: Do you have more questions, Rob? 
 
Rodriguez: Yeah, because what some of the other presenters said, that there's more 
widespread pipeline replacement rather than targeted repairs. So what justifies that widespread 
replacement, rather than the targeted repairs? 
 
Todd: Absolutely. So PHMSA, which is the federal government's administration for hazardous 
pipeline administration, have been very clear that a repair versus replace model on the type of 
infrastructure that needs to be replaced in DC, and in Maryland, and in Virginia, is not a 
workable solution. Because if there is a leak and you repair it, you're just repairing the leak. You 
aren't repairing the corroded pipeline. You aren't repairing the entirety of the aged infrastructure. 
So what it would require is if we go to a repair model on the most aged and vintage 
infrastructure, you may have to go right back to that same exact main maybe, you know, 60 to 
80 feet away. When it is much less expensive, much more safe, for the system to replace the 
most aged infrastructure. Some of the cast iron infrastructure is nearing a century old. And as 
we continue to develop the city as our energy demands continue to grow, we have to replace 
that infrastructure and the federal government has not, not even with the Biden Administration, 
who's been very pro-electrification, they have not pulled back on the government's call to action 
to replace this exact infrastructure that we have in DC. 
 
Rodriguez: What was Washington Gas's net profit for 2024? 
 
Todd: I'm happy to get that information to the commission. I don't have that at the ready at the 
moment. 
 
Rodriguez: I think that'd be very useful. 
 
Turmail: Any other questions, Rob? Right, awesome. Other commissioners, questions? 
 
Pollock: Yes, Mr. Todd, why do you believe that the People's Counsel has decided to reject 
your proposal? 
 
Todd: Well, they've stated a number of-- I think you heard from our friends at the People's 
Counsel, they state larger bills. Which, I don't agree with the number that was provided, 
because that's not what our data shows. What we know, regardless of the People's Counsel, 
regardless of CCAN, we have a duty to DC residents, and to our city, to maintain a safe and 
reliable system. 
 
Pollock: So the $215 million, is that an active figure, or is that no longer a realistic figure? 
 
Todd: The 215 million is just the figure that we've proposed to the commission to invest in. The 
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commission will look at the work that we've done over the last ten years. They will look at our 
current proposal, and they will make a determination on how much investment they will allow us 
to make. And they weigh a number of factors. They weigh where they know the most at-risk 
infrastructure is. They weigh, of course, customer bills. They weigh policy initiatives. Quite 
frankly, I don't think we've ever been into the DC commission and received the full amount of an 
ask. But our job is to look at the entirety of the system and put our best foot forward. I will also 
note that the commission has the full right, once District SAFE is approved at whatever amount 
the commission approves it for. If they approve it for the 215 million, if they approve it for less, 
we are still required by District law and by commission rules and regulations, to present them 
with a project list each year outlining our most at-risk infrastructure based on a federally 
mandated tool, the JANA tool that I described earlier. And they will say, "Yes, this is prudent." 
Or, "This isn't prudent." So even once the program is approved, the commission each year of 
the program has the authority, and they do, to approve the plans that we submit to them. 
 
Pollock: And the 215 million, is that going to be just from ratepayers? Or is the City going to be 
putting up a certain percentage of that funding? 
 
Todd: The District currently doesn't put up a certain percentage of the funding. I know that there 
was discussion around the Healthy Homes bill, and it's being funded largely with federal dollars 
that don't appear they will be flowing into the District this year, or in perhaps the next couple of 
years. And this is why with this program we focused on the absolute most at-risk infrastructure. 
 
Pollock: They also said -- that is, the People's Counsel -- that there was a proposed 43% 
increase in expenses. And that rather than 12.4 miles, it would be less than that. It would be 
about, by my math, about eight miles. What is the truth here? 
 
Todd: Our goal is to replace the 12.4 that we're proposing. The commission could say that they 
could approve us to do less. One thing we always work very diligently at is cost management. 
We are working with our partners at DDOT right now. There are a number of work rule 
restrictions that currently exist in the District of Columbia, and we're trying to work with DDOT, 
because if we had a little bit more time to do a little bit more work, we could save significant 
amounts of time that we're in neighborhoods. And we could also realize significant cost savings, 
so we're working with our partners at the Department of Transportation to see if there are, when 
appropriate, are ways that we can save time and do a little bit more work during the workday so 
that we're able to save District residents and consumers money. 
 
Pollock: Thank you, Mr. Todd. 
 
Turmail: All right. Gupi, I know you had your hand up. You had some questions? 
 
Howie: Hi, yeah. I just, my main question is maybe I just need clarification. So Washington Gas 
is already charging a line item fee to customers for Project Pipes, correct? 
 
Todd: That's correct. 
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Howie: And Washington Gas is also going to ask DC government for 200 and some million 
dollars for Project Pipes? 
 
Todd: No, so the $215 million over the three years, again, that has not been approved. That is 
what we've asked for. The commission may say we can only invest 100 million over three years, 
or they can say-- 
 
Howie: Why are you-- Then why are you charging customers a Project Pipes fee if you're also 
going to be asking the DC government for money? 
 
Todd: We're not asking the government for money. We're asking the government for approval to 
spend the money. The Public Service Commission would allow us the ability, or not, to spend 
the money. 
 
Howie: So you're charging a fee to raise money for something you don't know if you can 
actually spend the money on for? 
 
Howie: So the fee that you currently see on your bill, which I believe was shown as a pipes 
surcharge or pipes adjustment, is for funding that we already had approval to spend, and that 
we have spent, or that we are actively spending today. Because we're still in our Pipes 2 
program. 
 
Howie: Okay. 
 
Turmail: Anne, you wanted to add a comment on, or help answer the question? 
 
deBuys: Yes, I'm just adding on, Brandon Todd, to your statement. You talk about spending. 
The money that you're spending is all ratepayer dollars, right? So you're asking for permission 
to spend ratepayer dollars. That's what you're asking for. 
 
Todd: Correct, yes. 
 
Turmail: Gupi, did you have other questions? Oh, I'm sorry. Ade, you had something you 
wanted to add? 
 
Howie:At the moment, I'm good. Sorry. 
 
Adeniyi: Yes, I do. I just wanted to reiterate this fact.  
 
Turmail: Please. 
 
Adeniyi: The utility has a statutory duty. It is obligated to maintain safe and reliable pipes and 
service, regardless of an accelerated pipe program, regardless of a surcharge. Number two, 
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everything that Mr. Todd has eloquently said tonight, the company has said for the past ten 
years. Nonetheless, the cost of Project Pipes has continued to increase. It's the most expensive 
in the region. The efficiency of Project Pipes has continued to decrease. And so we urge this 
commission to send a resolution to the commission expressing your view on what you think the 
commission should do on a request that ignores order number 22003, which was very, very 
clear in saying there is a new normal in the District that is embracing the energy transition. 
Order number 22003 was very clear. The new normal in the District requires Washington Gas to 
submit a program that would target only the leakiest, riskiest pipes. What the company has done 
is to say, "We don't care. We have submitted a request to replace over 400 miles of pipe." We 
hope that this ANC will send in a resolution that reflects your views, and hopefully aligns with 
ours. Thank you. 
 
Turmail: Thank you. I have-- Wait, are there other questions from the other commissioners? I'm 
sorry, I don't want to get in trouble. Rob, you had a question? Yes. 
 
Rodriguez: Just looked up online too, now. We don't have the actual report for the full year 
profit for Washington Gas, you know, and also the parent company, Alta. But it did show that 
their filings for the third quarter ending in September 30th, 2024, Washington Gas had a 
reported net income of $116 million. So that's also confusing why they're making so much 
money and requesting so much to be spent from the District government, along with that line 
item. 
 
Turmail: I'm not sure if that was a question or you just wanted to share that information, but 
maybe I'll hand it over to Richard. 
 
Rodriguez: That's just information. 
 
Turmail: Yep, thank you, Rob, by the way. Richard, you had a question? Your hand's up. You're 
on mute. Someone's got to do it every meeting. 
 
Pollock: Sorry. 
 
Turmail: It's okay. 
 
Pollock: The People's Counsel, Mr. Todd, has just said that something around 400 miles versus 
12 miles, and if you want our people to go and underwrite or subsidize that. How do you 
respond to her? And I would be, if the People's Counsel wants to respond, I would be 
interested, too. 
 
Todd: So I think, and I believe she's referring to the cast iron infrastructure that we have in the 
District that needs to be replaced. The exact infrastructure that PHMSA and the Department of 
Transportation is requiring the District, Maryland, Virginia, all 50 states replace this 
infrastructure. Because it has reached its useful life cycle. I would also note that there are 
currently 41 states and the District that have replacement programs just like this currently 
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operating. And the reason that the federal government had the call to action asking states to 
allow utilities to do this work is because they recognized that it needs to be done quickly to 
make sure that cities are safe. And municipalities and states are safe, not just cities. 
 
Pollock: Are you saying she's wrong by saying that you're asking the District to underwrite 
hundreds of miles versus 12.4 miles? 
 
Todd: Well, we are asking the District to-- She's saying that we have, and again, she may want 
to clarify her statement. What I'm saying is that we currently have around 398 miles of cast iron 
pipe in our City's infrastructure that we would like to replace. 
 
Pollock: Nationally, you're talking about? Or regionally? 
 
Todd: No, that's District, within DC, the District proper. The District of Columbia. Our proposal 
right now is for just under 13 miles of replacement. 
 
Adeniyi: Perhaps I could shed some light on that. 
 
Turmail: Please. 
 
Adeniyi: So, since Project Pipes began in 2014, the company started the program by saying, 
"We want to replace over 400 miles of pipe. And we will do it in X number of miles per X number 
of years." So if there's a three-year approval to run the program, the utility would say, "We're 
going to replace," for example, "20 miles in those three years." Washington Gas has 
consistently failed to live up to its proposed numbers as approved by the commission, and has 
consistently spent more. So the commission, when it rejected Pipes 3 last summer, said, "Go 
create a plan that's strategic, that doesn't focus on replacing all 400 miles plus of vintage pipes 
that you have. Just focus on the leakiest and riskiest." But the company came back and said, 
"We still want to replace all 400 miles of pipe." As a matter of fact, in the application that was 
filed in September, there was an expansion of the pipes, and mains, and services that the 
company wants to replace. So 12.1 miles is the first iteration for the next 2 years and 10 
months. So, it's not actually up to 3 years, it's for 2 years and 10 months we're going to replace 
12 miles, so claims Washington Gas, at a 43% higher cost. And, by the way, that's also 30% 
less than the pace that we have been coming up at. That's what that means.  
 
Turmail: Just in the interest, because we do have one other guest who has also joined us, just I 
have one last question, then we're going to open up to the community. I see that Carol's written 
some questions. And I'm going to ask each of you to answer this, each of the three groups. 
Hypothetical, Washington Gas District SAFE proposal gets rejected. What happens to ensure 
the safety? How do we make sure that, whether we want it or not, the gas that's running under 
our streets and into our homes is delivered safely? What happens? And I suspect I'm gonna get 
three different answers. But I'd love to hear them. And then I'll open up to the community. 
 
Todd: I guess I can start. We don't expect that the commission will soundly reject Project Pipes, 
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because they are responsible for ensuring that the District's pipelines are safe, and secure, and 
reliable. And they have a statutory requirement to ensure that we have the ability to do that, and 
to operate these types of programs. The District of Columbia is given an opportunity to have that 
ability by the federal government, as are all states, so I don't expect that the PSC will completely 
reject the program. They may not grant us the $215 million that we would like to invest in the 
infrastructure. They could alter the timeline. There are a number of things they could do. You 
know, the program has been set out before at five years. It's been set out at three years. And so 
we went in with a three-year proposal for this program. 
 
Turmail: Anne, you want to go next? Looks like you've got your hand up. I'm inferring you want 
to go next. 
 
deBuys: Thank you, yes. There is an option to eliminate Project Pipes, or District SAFE, as the 
new application calls it, and simply run DIMP, which is the Distribution Integrity Management 
Program. That's the regular replacement and repair program. That was what was going on 
before there was ever any Project Pipes, and that could happen again. And once again, as Ade 
has said, I think twice now, Washington Gas itself has the obligation to maintain a safe and 
reliable distribution system. Whether there's Project Pipes or there's not, they had that obligation 
before Project Pipes existed, and they would have it again without Project Pipes. 
 
Adeniyi: And I think I will take third place on this. 
 
Turmail: Go for it. 
 
Adeniyi: So when PHMSA issued its directives, of the 50 states in the union Washington Gas 
has the largest remaining amount of vintage pipes. The DC PSC, like other PSCs across the 
country, started an accelerated pipe program. But in the District of Columbia the utility failed to 
accomplish accelerated pipe replacement. That's the first point. And the second point is this. By 
its own congressional charter, Washington Gas and Light has a duty to maintain safe and 
reliable gas systems. The company is not entitled to an accelerated program, and it is most 
certainly not entitled to accelerated recovery via a line item of those costs. The commission has 
already said that. And we expect that with sufficient communal opposition to the company 
wanting to continue doing business as usual despite the realities on the ground, we expect that 
with ANCs chiming in via resolutions and so forth, that the commission will in fact take a 
decision that's in the best interest of District residents. Because the program that has been 
established over ten years ago, the utility Washington Gas has failed to do what it set out what it 
was instructed to do. 
 
Turmail: Thank you. Just, again, I apologize. This is a fantastic conversation and we could 
probably spend and should spend much more time on it, but let me just ask if there are any 
questions from the community? I know, Carol, that you've been engaging in a dialogue. 
 
Pollock: Mr. Chairman, I'd like to make a request to Anne. I'd like to see projections of real 
electrical generation that could replace natural gas in the District of Columbia. So I don't want 
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you to go and respond to me now, but if your organization could provide that information. Not 
theoretical, but real, electrical or renewable energy options that we know that there are 
proposals before either the city council, the Public Service Commission, et cetera. 
 
deBuys: Yes, I can get that information from the Department of Energy and Environment, and 
from Rewiring America, Commissioner Pollock. And I will get that to you. 
 
Pollock: For DC. 
 
deBuys: Yes. Specifically for DC, yes. 
 
Todd: Could I just add a point to-- 
 
Turmail: Go for it. 
 
Todd: So before I joined the call I looked at the generation mix for energy from PJM, which is 
the regional transmission organization that provides energy to the District, Maryland, and 11 
other states. At 4 o'clock today, natural gas was powering 40% of the generation mix. Nuclear, 
35%. Coal, 15%. Hydrogen, 5%. Wind, 3%. And solar, 2%. And it's 36 degrees. It's not a truly 
cold day. And so this is the grid, when we talk about increasing the burden on, we are increasing 
the burden into a grid that would use potentially more coal, which certainly isn't a fuel that we 
want to use if we are trying to reach certain goals. So I just thought I would just share that 
information for the-- 
 
Turmail: It would be good to see some of those energy projections, since you hear so much 
about the constraints on the electrical grid. Especially with the explosion of data centers in 
Ashburn. I see a whole bunch of hands up, which is great. But, Holly, in the spirit of asking 
questions from the community, Holly, you had your hand up. And I presume you have a 
question. 
 
Pollinger: Just a quick note. I've been studying-- I've been starting to study different gas utilities 
across the country. I know that there are several problems with gas companies having to 
transition to clean energy, and essentially putting themselves almost out of business. And it's a 
problem, but there must be models in the rest of the country that are transitioning out of gas in 
an informed, and ordinary, and human manner. You know what I'm trying to say. That there must 
be a good model out there for doing this. And it doesn't sound like we have that model, and we 
certainly haven't talked about other states that have a good model for doing this. So it seems to 
me that we could look at other states and see how are they doing this? How are they 
transitioning away? That was just a comment.  
 
Turmail: Thank you. 
 
deBuys: I would also like to respond to that very quickly, if I could. 
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Turmail: Go for it. 
 
deBuys: Yeah, for instance in Massachusetts there are several pilot projects decommissioning 
gas systems, in coordination with geothermal, networked geothermal systems. The most 
advanced is in Framingham, Massachusetts. And I can get you some information, Holly, about 
that project, and others like it. Those are fairly new, but they are a frontier for gas utilities, gas 
distribution companies. Because the transferable skill set means the employees, the workers in 
those gas companies, will have work. It's the same pipe resin. It's a different-sized pipe, but the 
skills are the same. And Washington Gas has geothermal in their climate business plan, but we 
do not see that they intend to pursue that. Thank you.  
 
Turmail: Thank you. All right, I got one more hand up, and then we're going to move on to the 
next agenda item. 
 
Olawale: Opeoluwa. 
 
Turmail: Yes, thank you, please. 
 
Olawale: Thank you. My name, again, is Opeoluwa Olawale. I am Dr. Opeoluwa Olawale. I am 
Lead Strategist for Critical Energy Transitions with Washington Gas. I wanted to sort of make 
some final comments, if I may, to sort of speak to some of the issues that were mentioned. First, 
District SAFE does not slow down the District's transition to clean energy. In fact, that concern is 
thoroughly misplaced because we're thinking the targets for clean energy within the District will 
actually be progressed towards by consumers, and so WGL cannot force customers to buy gas, 
to buy its gas. In fact, one of the programs within the District SAFE, as targeted and strategic, is 
customer choice, actually allowing customers to make a decision whether they want to continue 
to use the gas service that is already placed as highest risk. Another thing that is also very 
important is that we should not focus on an accelerated pipe replacement program as a 
program to promote electrification, even though we already have found ways to incorporate that 
into the program as is. Another thing about the fact that the District SAFE program being 
targeted is that out of 1,200-plus miles in the District, rightfully so, over 400 miles thereabout, 
almost, are high risk, highest risk. And then for the next three years, we're focusing on only less 
than, you saw the numbers, 12 miles. For the next three years, this is a program for the next 
three years that is focusing on 12 miles. It couldn't be more targeted than that. And these are 
high-risk, low probability, high consequence events that it's a safety priority. And we want to 
make sure that this commission sees that, notes that, and we're trying to keep buildings from 
exploding. And we do have a lot of-- We, in fact, in our rebuttal testimony, we were able to get 
experts who looked at the ability of these non-pipe alternatives, and how electrification, what 
that might look like in the District, including looking at feasibility. And the cost differential, how 
that differs from continued, to look at the next three years and making sure that we keep our 
system safe for our customers, and for those who are within our jurisdiction. So we would like 
that this commission actually look into ways to supporting this program as we have proposed. 
And feel free to ask us questions, respond to questions, and things like that. Thank you. 
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Turmail: Gotcha. I appreciate it. And I know there are more hands up, but in the interest of 
time-- And I do see some of the suggestions online about looking at this issue again in a future 
meeting, which is something that my fellow commissioners and I will certainly discuss. If there's 
a way to make that work, absolutely. So I just want to say I'm sorry that I have to cut this 
conversation off, but we do have more on the agenda, and we're two minutes away from going 
into overtime already. Yeah, two minutes away. I can't read the clock without my glasses on. So 
I just want to say thank you to all of our guests from the People's Counsel, from the 
Chesapeake Coalition, from the Washington Gas. I appreciate you guys spending a Thursday 
evening with us virtually, and I appreciate all the great questions and comments. And I'll just 
personally say I'm sorry that we put this on the agenda when we already had a full agenda, 
because we could probably, it probably merits more time. So we'll look at whether we can get 
this on an additional schedule. But I appreciate all of you sharing with us, and I'm sure there'll be 
more to come on this. 
 
Todd: Thank you all for having us. 
 
deBuys: Thanks. 
 
Adeniyi: Appreciate it. Have a good evening. 
 
Turmail: Absolutely. Of course. Thank you guys for being with us. 
 
Olawale: Thank you so much. 
 

Briefing from Brian Joyner, Superintendent of Rock Creek Park, 
National Park Service [1:28:40] 
 
Turmail: Richard, why don't you go ahead. You've already introduced the superintendent, but I'll 
let you tee up this conversation, please. 
 
Pollock: Oh, we want to welcome the superintendent, Mr. Joyner, to the ANC meeting. He 
started as a superintendent for Rock Creek and for Glover Park, or Glover Archbold Parks, in 
October. So we're very happy that he's able to join us and answer our questions. You're just 
starting, I know you've been the deputy director, but I want to congratulate you, and I want you 
to, if you have a couple of opening comments, please state them. And otherwise I know some of 
my fellow commissioners have questions. 
 
Joyner: Thank you very much for allowing me to join you all this evening. I apologize for 
running late getting on the call. I was supposed to be out on the eastern shore this evening and 
had to come back home. That meant that I was on the road and betwixt and between, so 
apologies about that. I know there are a lot of questions. I know it's late in the evening. I'll spare 
the preamble, and we'll go straight to the AMA. 
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Turmail: Got it. Okay. Richard, did you have questions to introduce? Did you want to start with 
any questions you might have? 
 
Pollock: I only have one question, and that is about the property that's at 42nd Street and New 
Mexico Avenue. There is, as you may know, a vegetable garden there. And I understand that 
there's some concern as to whether or not the city or the park is responsible for maintaining the 
grassy areas all around that. Do you happen to have that information, sir? 
 
Joyner: I don't, but I'll find out for you. 
 
Lavezzo: I can comment on that. I'm a member of the garden. The garden maintains the grass 
within the community garden itself, including adjacent to 42nd Street. They have a riding lawn 
mower and push lawn mowers. As for the grass that borders New Mexico that's outside of the 
community garden, I think that DC takes care of that, but I'm not 100% sure. 
 
Turmail: Superintendent, by the way, thank you. I hope you didn't come back from the eastern 
shore just for us, by the way.  
 
Joyner: Oh, no. 
 
Turmail: That would be devastating to me if we cut into some kind of family time for you or 
anything. 
 
Joyner: No, no, no, no. I was out there, it was actually a work-related thing, though I do love 
Cambridge. So it was, you know, like, "Darn it, I gotta go out here to do some work out here for 
a couple of days." 
 
Turmail: There you go. Anyway, just a couple quick questions. First one, over the last couple 
years, and it tends to vary by type of year, but at some point the Park Service stops mowing the 
grass on the parkland that it's responsible for. In particular, I'm thinking the National Park 
Service land that's down 37th, right by Whitehaven, which is like where the Burleith Citizens 
Association does their community celebration. And then the parkland that's just south of that 
church on that little triangle at Wisconsin, and I think that's 35th or 34th. 
 
Howie: Whitehaven Parkway and 35th. 
 
Lane: 35th. 
 
Turmail: Thank you, Gupi, yes. And when I've spoken to your predecessors before they've 
always said, "We've had a problem with our mowing contract." At one point last year I even saw 
DC DPW remediation crew, which they usually use for abandoned houses mowing the grass at 
that facility, at that park at 37th and Whitehaven. I guess my question would be, what are we 
gonna do to make sure we don't screw up, or mess up the mowing contract in the future? 
Because that's certainly– I think everyone comes to our part of town and says, "Oh, my gosh, 
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DC can't even mow its own grass," and it's actually the National Park Service. 
 
Joyner: Fair question. Long story short, the issues with the mowing contract have been myriad 
for the last couple of years. First was we didn't get it in time, then the next was it got kicked out 
by legal because it was some misunderstanding with whatever was in the contract. And then 
last year we thought we had an extension with the mower who we had picked up late the 
previous year. And that extension did not go through. So quite frankly, it's a comedy of errors 
that I am not very proud of. We have, you know, we spent a fair amount of time, actually this late 
summer and fall, working with the team over at the National Mall, and their contracting team. 
They redid all of our maps, they redid all of our scopes of work. We are confident that we're 
going to get our mowing contract. It should be out, I believe it's going out on the street this 
coming week. We feel confident that when we get our morning contract we'll have a regular 
mowing contract. It'll be a one plus four, so we'll have a five-year option on that, and what we 
won't be doing is scrambling in June and July to try to figure out how to get this done. As we get 
closer and closer to the days, it's usually around the first week or so in April when we start doing 
mowing, so we may have our team go out and do some, do that first cut while we're getting that 
contract situated. But we've already had people out, potential contractors, come out and take a 
look at the space, check out the acreage. I think we're going to be in good shape. 
 
Turmail: I'll keep my fingers crossed for you, Superintendent. And if there's anything we can do 
to help, obviously please don't hesitate to ask. One other question, and it's a naive question, 
because I'm asking this fully uninformed. Just what is the process for coordinating with DC, the 
DC Health officials, the Mayor's Office, in terms of addressing the homeless communities? I 
mean, clearly the city has been working really hard, and it's a very difficult and we know 
challenging issue to get folks under a roof where we all know that it's safer for them, healthier 
for them, and safer for communities, and healthier for communities. I think the layperson, 
uninformed -- and I'll put myself in that category, full disclosure -- sees every time the District 
sort of works with a sort of encampment to get folks housed, all of a sudden the number of tents 
on National Park land increases. What's the coordination process, if you could, just kind of walk 
us through what the coordination process is, and maybe dispel any notion that like, you guys 
aren't working together. 
 
Joyner: We actually work a great deal together. So over the last several years, through COVID 
and through the latter stages of the Biden Administration, there was a great focus on not 
criminalizing homelessness, and focusing on how do we get more people off of the street and 
into homes. Now, one, the National Park Service is not a social service organization, right? But 
in regard to wanting to help support those efforts, Park Service put together a protocol where we 
work with the District, and that timeline that initially was a much longer timeline, like more than 
30 days notice if we were going to close one of the encampments, usually there had to be like 
an uptick in either violent crime, or robberies, or drug use, and things of that nature. And we 
were asked, quite frequently, while the District was gearing up, you may remember that they 
went through this process of really hiring staff to be able to work with the unsheltered 
community, to get them into housing. They asked us to hold off, to not move people. So we did. 
So in that time frame over the course of a couple of years, eventually shrank down to a point 
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where back in last spring, actually in May, we were basically at a point where if there was an 
encampment, we worked with the District, put up a notice, gave 14 days. That gave them a time 
to bring in social services to work with them. There are third-party operators who traffic in the 
unsheltered space like Miriam's Kitchen, Georgetown Ministries, and the like. We work with 
them. So let's say, Brian, there was three tents that showed up in your backyard. All right, and 
somehow or another they were on Park Service land. What we would do is the first thing we 
would do is we would call the city, and we would call Miriam's Kitchen, who's a provider through 
most of Northwest. They will go out and make contact. We would find out whether or not they 
were already in the system for housing. If they weren't in the system, how long it was going to 
be. And then a lot of times it would be can we leave this person in situ while we get them 
through the process? And up until probably like, like I said, last spring, early summer, we 
worked with the City and we worked with Miriam's and those groups to try to hold people there 
as long as possible. The City started messaging to us last year that they had the capacity and 
they had the beds to be able to accommodate moving people more rapidly, so we shrunk our 
time frame down. So we don't just, you know, there's a regulation, 36 CFR 7.96, subsection 3 I 
believe it is, that talks about no camping on federal land in the District, right? So that is our 
trigger. Park police will go and contact people, and usually give them 48 hours. If we know 
there's someone, like again, if we know there's someone that the City's working with, we will try 
to be as flexible as possible. You know, our goal ultimately, though, is to have the park land free 
for all of the public to use. So we've had a really good relationship with the Deputy Mayor's 
Office, the Deputy Mayor for Health and Human Services Office, and their team. They've been 
very understanding, and because of that we tend to give a fair amount of flexibility. But we are 
working with those, we are working with those entities on a regular basis. We don't go closing 
encampments unless we've talked to them. 
 
Turmail: Gotcha. I think that's-- Thank you, I just wanted to make sure that everyone 
understood the level of coordination between the Park Service and the District. I mean, this 
commission has long held, I think it's safe to say at the risk of speaking for other folks, that but 
for the grace of God any of us go in terms of being homeless, and we just want to make sure 
that everyone is given-- That we are making sure that we're taking care of our most vulnerable 
population, and put them in a place that is healthiest and safest for them and the community. 
So, that's a great answer. Thank you, Superintendent Joyner. That exhausts my list of 
questions. I'm going to hand it over to my colleagues, who I'm sure have questions. I don't want 
to monopolize. I talk too much, so I want to try and limit that. 
 
Joyner: Good, no worries. 
 
Turmail: Fellow Commissioners? Questions for the Superintendent? 
 
Rodriguez: I think he answered my question, so I'm good. 
 
Turmail: All right, well how about that? Oh, while I've got you. All right, I wasn't going to ask any 
more questions, but like mowing, snow shoveling? Are you guys responsible for shoveling like 
the sidewalks on National Park land? And how's that going? And we've had for the first time in 
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six years an above-average snow winter. 
 
Joyner: Yeah, I think we did much better this week. One of the things we realized was that 
because we haven't had regular snow regularly, we went out to go, you know, during that storm 
in January, we went out to go remove snow. And whereas the plowing on the roads we did a 
great job on, we were on it immediately, that got cleared up. Frankly, the equipment that we 
were supposed to be using for the sidewalks and things of that nature just wasn't cutting it. So 
we've got a couple of new pieces of equipment that went out this week. I have to this point not 
heard any complaints about the sidewalks. You know, it helped that it was a little bit warmer. I've 
asked my team to prioritize. We have, so we have a snow plan. And there's usually what 
happens in the first eight hours, what happens in the next 12 hours, and then what happens 
over the course of the next couple of days if there's enough snow. Pedestrian walkways and 
things like that, particularly in heavily trafficked areas, tend to be high priority. Then when we get 
into areas where we don't have as much traffic, they may be on day two, possibly on day three. I 
know there's always questions about the multi-use trails. We traditionally have not cleared 
those. I've started asking my team, at least do the initial treatment so that when we do have to 
eventually come back and get to them, it's not a sheet of ice anymore. 
 
Turmail: Gotcha. I think I've prompted a question, or Richard thought of a question, and then 
we'll open it up to the community if none of the other commissioners have a question. And by 
way, thank you, Superintendent. We really do appreciate you being here with us. 
 
Joyner: Oh, no worries. No worries. 
 
Pollock: Well, first I want to thank the superintendent for responding to my request about that 
one stretch of sidewalk, and we worked together very nicely. Could you explain to us, what is 
going to happen with the Rock Creek Horse Farm? Are you looking for another company to take 
over? Are you cancelling this company? What about the horses? Because there's a number of 
different charges that these horses are being moved, there are no more horses, the 
maintenance is terrible right now. What do you have to tell us about where you're going, what's 
going on? 
 
Joyner: So GSI is the concessioner there. They took over this, their most recent contract 
started in 2019. And frankly, they never recovered from COVID. They lost all of their therapeutic 
riding instructors. They lost a lot of business that way, and the Horse Center has never had a 
very wide margin of profit. We actually reduced the amount of money that they were supposed 
to send back to the Park Service so that they could have an operating margin to be able to do 
work, and they just never recovered. So their request, they made a request to us a couple of 
years ago, two years ago, about possibly getting out of the concession agreement. We said at 
that time that we would be willing to consider, only once we had either another concessioner on, 
or lease in place. They set what they thought was a realistic deadline. We recognized as we 
started to go through the process that there were levels above us who had to approve of this. It 
wasn't the sort of thing that I as a superintendent could just say, "Okay, we're done here." Or 
even the regional director, it has to go up to the associate director for business services to be 
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reviewed. There's a whole financial review process you go through, and then at that point they 
will either amend the contract for you to be let out early, or cancel the contract, or say, "Sorry, 
you signed the deal. You gotta suck it up." So we are in that process. But GSI, having set this 
deadline of March 31st that they wanted to be out of the contract, was trying to hold to that. And 
we have had multiple conversations in the interim. We've actually had a couple of individuals or 
organizations, rather, that have expressed interest in the Horse Center. We've asked GSI to, 
one, continue all of the lessons, continue what they're doing. Do not remove any more horses at 
this time. I think two horses have gone. No more horses being removed at this time while we 
work through this process. We believe that we will be in a position in the next 60 to 90 days to 
have a new operator in there in some capacity, maybe just to take over the duration of the lease, 
of the concession contract. Perhaps we're looking at someone who's going to be there longer 
term. But our goal is to make sure there's no lapse of service. GSI understands this. They 
understand that we're working to try to mitigate this. Frankly, GSI has cited significant losses 
that they've taken on managing the Horse Center. Now, a contract is a contract, a deal is a deal. 
But with the concessions contract and concessions law, there needs to be a reasonable 
expectation of being able to make some sort of profit, and they have not. So that's where they 
are. They now understand where we are in regard to what we need them to do to stay in situ 
while we try to work through finding, frankly, a better operator. 
 
Pollock: Thank you. 
 
Turmail: I did it, too. I'm on mute. Any other questions from commissioners? All right, I think, 
Carol, you had your hand up. You had a question for the superintendent? 
 
Vilseck: I do, sir. Thank you. As far as the GSI contract, are they wanting out on March 31st 
because that's the end of their option year? Or what is their contract, and have you picked it up 
for April 1st, if that's when they're trying to depart? 
 
Joyner: They are not leaving on March 31st. That was a time frame they had initially set, that 
they had put out that they were looking to set to get out of the contract when we started 
negotiating with them a couple of years ago. But they're not leaving anytime soon. We are in 
agreement that they will be there while we work to look at other options for long-term viability of 
the Horse Center. 
 
Vilseck: Understood, thank you. And then as far as the mowing goes, it is quite, you know, the 
quality-of-life issue when you're walking through the fields that are like two feet high. It is kind of 
disappointing that there isn't any communication. I mean, I'm really happy that you shared with 
us the issues that you've had with the vendors in the past few years. But I guess, is the 
solicitation on the street right now for a new vendor? Or how does that work? Do you expect the 
lawns to be maintained, or the fields to be maintained at nine inches or a foot? Or do they just 
have to come by once every two weeks? Because, you know, months go by and you just don't 
see anyone.  
 
Joyner: Yes, I realize that the last couple years have been really tough. The contract normally 
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specifies mowing the whole park every two weeks. So that means they're usually moving, that's 
3,000 acres. So that means they're moving along the parkway, into neighborhoods. Along, you 
know, over near Fort Bayer, along the Circle Forts, and things of that nature. The contractors do, 
generally speaking, a much better job. There are just more of them than we have on staff, 
because we have been contracting this out for a number of years, snafus aside. We just don't 
have 25 people who all they do is mowing. So that has been part of the problem when we have 
had these issues with the contract. But the idea is that, not that it sits at a foot tall. It's usually 
somewhere between two and three inches. It's supposed to be mowed every other week across 
the whole of the reservations that the Park Service controls, sorry, Rock Creek controls. 
 
Vilseck: Okay, are these firm, fixed-price contracts? So they get paid whether or not the 
deliverables are provided to the District? 
 
Joyner: We have on more than one occasion not paid when contractors have not done the 
work. 
 
Vilseck: Okay. Okay, great. All right, well, thank you for that. We certainly hope it'll get picked 
up this year. All right, thank you sir. Have a good night. 
 
Joyner: From your mouth to God's ears. 
 
Vilseck: Exactly. 
 
Turmail: Thank you, Carol. Any other questions for the superintendent? Well, Superintendent, 
you've been a trooper for hanging on in a long conversation before this, and for spending time 
with us. We do appreciate it. I will say that if there is anything that this commission can do to be 
of assistance to, you know, the whole Rock Creek unit, please don't hesitate to ask. You know, 
we're I think all very lucky to be surrounded by so much National Park land, and so we all 
obviously have a lot of observations and opinions. But at the same time, anything we can do to 
help make those facilities as user friendly as possible, or as well maintained as possible, don't 
hesitate to ask, please. 
 
Joyner: Absolutely, absolutely. And thank you, one, for having me on. I made the commitment 
to Richard that I would do this more regularly. And, you know, I've seen a couple of familiar 
faces on the Zoom. 
 
Turmail: We can have you back at the end of summer to flex about how great the lawn mowing 
went, how about that? 
 
Joyner: That would be great. That would be great. 
 
Turmail: There you go. We look forward to having that. 
 
Joyner: All right. 
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Turmail: Thank you, Superintendent. 
 
Joyner: You're very welcome. Have a good evening, everyone.  
 
Commissioner: Thanks for your time. 
 
Joyner: Bye. 
 

Updates And Information [1:50:49] 
 
Turmail: All right, guys, hang with us. We've got a few other things on the agenda, and then 
we'll wrap up. Any updates or information from fellow commissioners that they wanted to share 
this evening? Going once-- Rob, go ahead, sorry. 
 
Rodriguez: I can just do a quick update real fast. I just did a quick meeting this past week with 
my SMD and got some feedback for the Washington Gas, the bottle proposal, and just some 
general issues in the neighborhood. And it was very minor issues in my SMD. It was mostly like 
a traffic light that was turned-- College kids were hitting the light and turning the wrong direction. 
We got that repaired. A small leak on New Mexico right in front of the business district in Sutton 
Towers, Sutton Place. We got an inspector assigned to that, so that's in the works. And then 
meeting with the Mayor's Office, Kendall, she is currently scheduling with DDOT to send out a 
representative to have Kendall, the DDOT rep, and myself walk the New Mexico area in front of 
the business district by the school for any possible traffic-calming measures. So I'll let you know 
how that goes in the future. 
 
Turmail: Wonderful. Which does remind me, if anyone has a Christmas tree -- I call it Christmas 
tree because they're Christmas trees -- a Christmas tree that has not been picked up, it looks 
like they've gotten most of them. It looks like a couple had made their way during the month of 
January off of the curbs in front of residential areas. But if anyone has a Christmas tree that 
hasn't been picked up, let me know and I will reach out to the Mayor's Office and make sure 
they get them collected. They did do a better job this week. 
 
Howie: There was one on Stoddert. 
 
Turmail: I'm sorry, Gupi, go ahead. 
 
Howie: There's one on Stoddert field. 
 
Turmail: Yeah, I saw that one. 
 
Lane: There's some in the tree boxes on Davis behind Stoddert too. 
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Vilseck: And there are a bunch on Garfield. 
 
Turmail: Okay, all right. Great. And folks, I will ping the Mayor's Office, and if anyone else has a 
specific location, feel free to email it to me, or reach out to me. 
 
Vilseck: Well, just randomly -- this is Carol Vilseck -- just randomly, can I share that trees that 
are just thrown in the tree box, the city won't pick them up from the apartment buildings or the 
condos. So I think that's why they set out there a lot, and then people just put them in the trash 
for DPW to pick them up at 2:00 a.m. in the morning. So I think maybe--Yeah, I think it's also, 
yeah, people need to understand they can't put their, you know, leave the apartment building 
and put it out by the curb, because the city won't pick it up. 
 
Turmail: Yeah, no, the trees that I've seen in the neighborhood are clearly not where you would 
expect DC to pick them up. But we've got to do something with the trees, right? Something 
wiser than-- Anyways. Okay, any other updates? Sorry. 
 
Pollock: Yes, I have one update. A couple updates, actually. Owen Cox, who is with the 
Mayor's Office, and I did a walk through, not only of The Colonnade, but of Westchester, and of 
the Watson Place, and there were a couple of issues that he's going to take under 
consideration. We also, I filed a formal request for a traffic survey at 42nd and New Mexico, or 
Tunlaw, wherever you want to call it. And that has not been accepted. It's been processed, 
they've recognized it. And Christian, who is the DDOT person, is on parental leave, so we have 
someone who's substituting for him for a little while. And finally, I also had a walk through at 
Fulton and Tunlaw, which is an accident waiting to happen. Basically, if you're walking on that 
sidewalk there, and you're walking toward The Colonnade, there's no way for you to get-- As the 
Mayor's person said, this is a bridge too far, because you can't go straight, you can't go right, 
and you can't go left. You are just stuck, so you have to go back to 39th if you want to legally 
cross the street. Of course, everybody's like illegally doing it in front of traffic, and so we'll 
eventually get to that place, that problem. But that's my report from here. 
 
Turmail: Great. Thank you, Richard. I appreciate it. Anyone else? 
 
Lane: Yeah, we actually had two successes this month. We had two cars that had been 
abandoned and were out of state, one for at least two years, if not longer. Another probably a 
year. They were actually towed this week. 
 
Turmail: Rock on. 
 
Vilseck: Well done. Thank you. 
 
Turmail: There you go. 
 
Vilseck: Can I go back to the Tunlaw-Fulton fiasco? If there could be maybe blinking lights for 
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that? Because there are cars coming up and down New Mexico. And then down-- It's just such 
an unsafe, even without the crosswalk there, sir. You could maybe ask them for a blinking light. I 
think it would highlight an individual that's trying to get across. All right, thank you, sir. 
 

Open Forum 
 
Turmail: You got it. All right, open forum. Anyone from the community that has something they 
wanted to share? Speak now or I guess wait a month. 
 

Administrative Matters [1:56:10] 
 
Turmail: All right. Two pieces of administrative business, and then we can rock on. One, 
Melissa did a great job assembling the-- You did circulate the minutes, right, Melissa? We 
looked at them, everyone had a chance to review them. Everyone had a chance to provide 
edits. I just had a mind-- Forget more than I remember at this point. I'll make a motion that we 
approve the January 2025 minutes. 
 
Rodrigez: Second the motion. 
 
Turmail: All in favor, say aye. Anyone opposed, have a conversation with Melissa. And then, 
Kevin, do we have a first quarter FY25 report? 
 
Lavezzo: Sure do. Let me real quick start with the January financials. 
 
Turmail: Oh, please. 
 
Lavezzo: January was simple. We only paid out $45.39 in checks for communications items. 
We ended the month with $43,725.77 in our checking account. As for the -- and I have to say 
this very specifically to make sure OANC stays happy, the fiscal year 2025, quarter one, 
quarterly financial report -- we received an allotment of $4,175.21. We had disbursements of 
$1,711.47, with $1,533.63 being for communications and $77.83 for purchase of services. This 
means we started the quarter with $42,517.92. And we ended with $44,981.69. Are there any 
questions on the financial report? 
 
Turmail: I have one question, not really about this. This commission still is in the business of 
giving out grants to anything that it qualifies as appropriate? 
 
Lavezzo: Yep, absolutely. 
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Turmail: Obviously we've got some money in the piggy bank. 
 
Lavezzo: Yeah, oh yeah. We have a bunch of grant money to get out. So, you know, if people 
have community needs, the key is that it has to be a service that's not provided by the District of 
Columbia, and it has to directly benefit the neighborhood are the two big ones. If anyone has an 
idea for a grant, email me at 3D01@anc.dc.gov, and I'd be happy to pass on the forms from 
OANC that lay out the grants process. 
 
Rodriguez: And I just took the training too, so now I'm kind of getting into the SMD to kind of 
put it out there so people are aware that it's available, so maybe we can get some good 
feedback for them. 
 
Turmail: Wonderful. Thank you. 
 
Lavezzo: Kevin Lavezzo, this is Gupi Howie. Can you send me the information about that? I 
think we'd like to, I would recuse myself from the vote, but ask for Miracle in the Alley to get 
some money. 
 
Lavezzo: Absolutely, I'll send it on over. 
 
Pollock: And I'm gonna ask Kevin also if you can send the same to me. Watson and 
Westchester has an idea, and I'd like to work with you as to how we could process it, and 
whether it qualifies for a grant. 
 
Lavezzo: Sure. I'll send it over as well. 
 
Lane: And we actually really need to look at our grant guidelines, because right now we're 
capped at 2,500 per grant, per year, per organization. So we might want to reconsider that. 
 
Turmail: Gotcha. Holly, you had a question? I'm sorry, Kevin, forgive me for interrupting. 
 
Lavezzo: If we got a question, I will wait. 
 
Turmail: Okay. Holly, go ahead. You had your hand up, but you're on mute. We've all done it. 
 
Lane: Holly, you're on mute. 
 
Pollinger: Sorry, I just want to put in my bid to talk to you also about Glover Park Village. We're 
going to try again. 
 
Turmail: Oh, yeah. 
 
Pollinger: I'll just email you at-- You said your email was on the site, is it? 
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Lavezzo: Yes, and I'll pop it in the chat as well. 
 
Pollinger: Thank you. 
 
Turmail: We all aspire to be well-supported senior citizens. So I think we have a bias there. All 
right, with that I'll make a motion that we approve both the January report. I guess does it need 
to be approved? And the first quarter FY25 report, or however it's supposed to be called 
 
Lane: Only the quarterly report. 
 
Turmail: I have a motion to approve the quarterly report. 
 
Lane: Second. 
 
Turmail: All in favor? 
 
Commissioners: Aye. 
 
Turmail: Anyone opposed? Hopefully not. All right, this is my favorite motion. I've got to make a 
motion that we're gonna end tonight's meeting. 
 
Howie: Second. 
 
Turmail: Is there a second, or does someone want to keep going?  
 
Howie: Second. 
 
Turmail: All in favor, say aye. 
 
Commissioners: Aye. 
 
Turmail: Anyone who's opposed can linger. And that being said, everyone stay safe, stay warm. 
And it's Valentine's Day, frequent your Glover Park businesses and take someone out, or buy 
them flowers. 
 
Pollock: Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for doing a wonderful job tonight. Thank you. 
 
Turmail: Oh, oh. Blushing, blushing. Night, everyone. 
 
Rodriguez: Thanks, everyone. 
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