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independent agency, led by Executive Director Kristy Love as “CJCC-agency.”3    From my 
discussions with Director Love, the Council has not convened official meetings because it has not 
been able to assemble a quorum of members to conduct government business. According to the 
Council’s Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) that was executed on March 6, 2023, and 
remains in effect for five years (attached), two-thirds (2/3) of the Council must convene in order to 
hold meetings.4   The quorum required for the Council to convene is thirteen (13) members, 
according to the MOU.  

 
Instead of holding these meetings, CJCC-agency has convened meetings with 

representatives from the Council members’ offices. These closed monthly meetings have been for 
information sharing and general discussion of the issues informing criminal justice policy in the 
District, according to Director Love. The CJCC-agency closed monthly meetings are also chaired 
by the Deputy Mayor for Public Safety and Justice. The CJCC-agency also appears to have 
convened two public meetings in 2024, with the Executive Director and two representatives from 
members the Council’s offices.5 These meetings appear to be an attempt to convene in the manner 
contemplated by the Council’s MOU. 

 
The MOU requires that the Council convene monthly regular meetings.6 Ten of those 

meetings are closed to the public (“executive session”) and two of those meetings are open to the 
public.7 The meetings that are open to the public must be held in accord with the OMA per the 
MOU.8 The Council also agreed to hold two budget meetings and two community meetings, which 
are open to the public and must conform to the OMA.9 The Mayor of the District of Columbia is 
currently the only Council member who may designate an alternate to attend these meetings.10 
From the facts OOG has ascertained, the Council is not meeting. The CJCC-agency meetings 
cannot be deemed Council meetings under the MOU because the required thirteen members of the 
Council do not attend those meetings. Whether or not the CJCC-agency should continue to convene 
their meetings is a question of policy. But the Council cannot convene a meeting in the absence of 
a quorum per the terms of the MOU. 

 
Thus, the true issue with the CJCC (the Council) is not whether or not the body is subject 

to the OMA. Complying with the OMA is actually less burdensome than complying with the 
CJCC’s MOU. The true issue is that the CJCC is a vital part of District government’s criminal 
justice ecosystem that does not appear to be convening. To remedy the actual problem, CJCC’s 
Executive Director should work with the Mayor to recommend that the D.C. Council amend D.C. 
Official Code § 22-4233 to permit all of the CJCC members to appoint an alternate to attend the 
meetings required under the MOU and adjust the quorum required to convene a meeting. 
  

 
3 Members of CJCC are set forth in D.C. Official Code § 22-4233. 
4 Section E.6 of the MOU. 
5 https://cjcc.dc.gov/page/public-meetings 
6 Section E.1 of the MOU. 
7 Id. 
8 Id. 
9 Sections E.3 and E.4 of the MOU. 
10 Section E.8 of the MOU. 
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Sincerely,  

  

__________________________________   

Niquelle M. Allen   
Director of Open Government  
Board of Ethics and Government Accountability  
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government and the actions of those who represent them.4 To support this policy, the OMA 
provisions “shall be construed broadly to maximize public access to meetings.”5 After researching 
this matter I find that the CJCC is an independent agency which functions as an advisory body 
within the OMA definition of a public body and that the CJCC’s scope and purpose constitute 
public business under the OMA. Therefore, I conclude that meetings of the CJCC are subject to 
the OMA.  

 
This provisional Advisory Opinion sets forth the rationale for these findings below. It 

provides background on the CJCC, an analysis of the issue, and concludes with recommendations 
for OMA compliance. 
 
I. BACKGROUND 
 

The CJCC is an expansion of a December 10, 1996, Memorandum of Understanding 
(MOU) among the Mayor of the District of Columbia (the “Mayor”); the Council of the District 
of Columbia; the Chief Judge of the Superior Court of the District of Columbia; the United 
States Attorney for the District of Columbia; the Corporation Counsel of the District of 
Columbia (now the Office of the Attorney General for the District of Columbia); and the 
Financial Responsibility and Management Assistance Authority (Authority).6 These MOU 
Partners originally met to oversee a comprehensive reform of the Metropolitan Police 
Department (MPD).7 

In August 1997, the National Capital Revitalization and Self-Government Improvement 
Act of 1997 (Revitalization Act) was signed into law.8 The Revitalization Act authorized the 
federal government to assume responsibility for some of the District of Columbia’s criminal 
justice functions.9 The MOU partners began to informally expand their membership and agenda 
to address more comprehensive, systemwide criminal justice issues, including findings in the 
Revitalization Act.10   

On May 28, 1998, the Criminal Justice Coordinating Agreement Resolution of 1998 (PR 
12-832) was passed. The Resolution authorized the “coordination of the criminal justice system 
in the District of Columbia, with the Mayor of the District of Columbia, the Chief of the 
Metropolitan Police Department, the Chief Judge of the Superior Court of the District of 
Columbia, the United States Attorney for the District of Columbia, the Corporation Counsel of 
the District of Columbia, the Chief Management Officer, the Corrections Trustee of the District 
of Columbia, the Offender Supervision Trustee of the District of Columbia, and three members 

 
4 D.C. Official Code § 2-572. 
5 D.C. Official Code § 2-573. 
6 United States General Accounting Office (GAO) March 2001 Report “D.C. Criminal Justice System, Better 
Coordination Needed Among Participating Agencies” pg. 44;  report available at  
https://cjcc.dc.gov/sites/default/files/dc/sites/cjcc/publication/attachments/CJCC%20GAO%20Report.pdf  ; see also, 
Criminal Justice Coordinating Agreement Resolution of 1998 PR 12-832, 
https://www.dcwatch.com/archives/council12/12-832.html  
7 GAO March 2001 Report “D.C. Criminal Justice System, Better Coordination Needed Among Participating 
Agencies” pg. 44. 
8 https://cjcc.dc.gov/am/page/history-cjcc  
9 Id. 
10 GAO March 2001 Report “D.C. Criminal Justice System, Better Coordination Needed Among Participating 
Agencies” pg. 44; https://cjcc.dc.gov/am/page/history-cjcc 
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of the District of Columbia Financial Responsibility and Management Assistance Authority.”11 
The Resolution rescinded and replaced the original December 10, 1996 MOU.12 The CJCC 
continues to operate pursuant to a Memorandum of Understanding between its members, which 
is discussed further below. 

In 1999, Congress passed the District of Columbia Appropriations Act, 2000, which 
mandated that the U.S. Government Accountability Office (GAO) assess and report on the 
District of Columbia criminal justice system. The GAO released a report entitled DC Criminal 
Justice System, Better Coordination Needed Among Participating Agencies,13 which noted that 
the CJCC was the best forum for the District’s criminal justice agencies to identify and address 
public safety issues that involved multiple criminal justice agencies.14 In 2001, the GAO 
recommended that the CJCC be formally established as an independent agency.15 

Subsequently, in 2001, the D.C. Council enacted the Criminal Justice Coordinating 
Council for the District of Columbia Establishment Act of 2001 (D.C. Law 14-28; D.C. Official 
Code § 22-4231, et seq.), which established the CJCC as an independent agency within the 
District of Columbia.16 In 2002, Congress passed the Criminal Justice Coordinating Council 
Restructuring Act of 2002 (P.L. 107-180), which authorized the heads of federal agencies to 
participate as members of the CJCC. The Act also authorized federal funding to be appropriated 
to support CJCC operations.17  

 
In 2004, CJCC members voted to establish a co-chair, a federal or judicial CJCC member 

to serve along with the Mayor in furtherance of the agency’s mission.18 Currently, the Mayor and 
the United States Attorney for the District of Columbia are the co-chairs of the CJCC.  The 
CJCC Memorandum of Understanding (MOU)19 provides that “the Mayor may designate the 
Deputy Mayor for Public Safety and Justice as Chair Pro Tempore in the Mayor’s absence.”20 
The remaining CJCC members are (1) the Chairman of the Council of the District of Columbia; 
(2) the Chairperson of the Judiciary Committee, Council of the District of Columbia; (3) the 
Chief Judge of the Superior Court of the District of Columbia; (4) the Chief of the Metropolitan 
Police Department; (5) the Director of the Department of Corrections; (6) the Attorney General 
for the District of Columbia; (7) the Director of the Department of Youth Rehabilitation 
Services; (8) the Director of the Public Defender Service; (9) the Director of the Pretrial Services 
Agency; (10) the Director of Court Services and Offender Supervision Agency; (11) the Director 

 
11 History of the CJCC, found at https://cjcc.dc.gov/am/page/history-cjcc 
12 Criminal Justice Coordinating Agreement Resolution of 1998 PR 12-832, 
https://www.dcwatch.com/archives/council12/12-832.html 
13 https://cjcc.dc.gov/sites/default/files/dc/sites/cjcc/publication/attachments/CJCC%20GAO%20Report.pdf   
14 https://cjcc.dc.gov/am/page/history-cjcc 
15 Id. 
16 CJCC 2023 Annual Report, pg. 8; report available at 
https://cjcc.dc.gov/sites/default/files/dc/sites/cjcc/CJCC%202023%20Annual%20Report.pdf   
17 Id. 
18 https://cjcc.dc.gov/am/page/history-cjcc 
19 The Memorandum of Understanding is a document signed by the members of the CJCC which outlines the 
mission, legislative enactment, and organization of the council. It outlines the roles and responsibilities of the 
officers and executive director; membership and committees; and meetings. The MOU also provides for 
amendments to and review of the MOU by CJCC members at least once every five (5) years. A copy of the most 
recent MOU can be found at:  
https://cjcc.dc.gov/sites/default/files/dc/sites/cjcc/page_content/attachments/CJCC%20MOU_signed%203 -6-
23 0.pdf 
20 The Criminal Justice Council for the District of Columbia Memorandum of Understanding Section III (A)(1). 
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of the Federal Bureau of Prisons; (12) the Chair of the United States Parole Commission; (13) 
the United States Marshall, Superior Court of the District of Columbia; (14) the Executive 
Director of the Office of Victim Services and Justice Grants; (15) the Executive Director of the 
Office of Neighborhood Safety and Engagement; (16) the Director of the Office of Gun Violence 
Prevention; and (17) the Chairperson of the District of Columbia Sentencing Commission.21  
 

For the purposes of establishing a quorum, the CJCC MOU provides that “a quorum at a 
regular or special meeting shall consist of two thirds (2/3) of the CJCC members then holding 
office. For purposes of determining a quorum, only members identified in D.C. Official Code § 
22-4233 shall be counted.”22 I would note that, there are 19 members of the CJCC, so a quorum 
of two thirds of the members would be thirteen (13). In Fiscal Year 2024 (FY24), there was 
never a meeting in which the CJCC reached a quorum as defined in its MOU.23 The maximum 
number of members who attended a meeting in FY24 was eleven (11).24  

 
With respect to the structure of its meetings, the CJCC MOU states that “regular 

meetings of the CJCC shall be held each month at a date and time agreed to by a majority of the 
members. The meetings shall be convened as executive sessions. On a bi-annual basis, the 
meeting shall be open to the public.25 The MOU goes on to specifically discuss these bi-annual 
public meetings which it terms “Community Meetings.” The MOU states “the CJCC shall 
convene at least two (2) community meetings annually. The meetings shall be open to the public 
and notice of the meetings shall be provided to the public in conformance with [emphasis mine] 
D.C. Official Code § 2-571 et seq.26 The CJCC Director has stated that Community Meetings 
require more planning than regular meetings, as the CJCC’s federal participants have an internal 
process for preparing for participation in public meetings.27 

 
Additionally, the CJCC holds an annual strategic planning session where the CJCC 

members “participate and identify priority areas and set goals for the CJCC to implement 
throughout the year.”28 The MOU notes that “the session will be open to the public, in 
conformance with D.C. Official Code § 2-571 et seq., except that a portion or portions of the 
meeting may be closed to the public in circumstances described in D.C. Code § 2-575(b).”29 

 
The CJCC describes its mission as serving “…as a forum for identifying challenges and 

generating solutions to enhance public safety and fair administration of justice for District of 
Columbia residents, visitors, victims, and justice-involved individuals. The CJCC facilitates 
information sharing and collaboration, conducts research and analysis, and provides training and 
technical assistance on behalf of its District and federal member agencies.”30 

 
The District of Columbia Code outlines the following duties for the CJCC: 

 
21 D.C. Official Code § 22-4233; CJCC 2023 Annual Report, pg. 7. 
22 Id. at section III (E)(6).  
23 January 29, 2025, email correspondence with CJCC Executive Director Love. 
24 Id. 
25 The Criminal Justice Coordinating Council for the District of Columbia Memorandum of Understanding section 
III (E)(1).  
26 Id. at section III (E)(4). 
27 January 24, 2025, videoconference with CJCC Executive Director Kristy Love.  
28 Id. at section III (E)(3). 
29 Id. 
30 CJCC 2023 Annual Report, pg. 2.  
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(a) The Criminal Justice Coordinating Council shall:  

 
(1) Make recommendations concerning the coordination of the activities and the 

mobilization of the resources of the member agencies in improving public safety 
in, and the criminal justice system of, the District of Columbia; 
 

(2) Cooperate with and support the member agencies in carrying out the purposes of 
the CJCC; 
 

(3) Define and analyze issues and procedures in the criminal justice system, identify 
alternative solutions, and make recommendations for improvements and changes 
in the programs of the criminal justice system; 

 
(4) Receive information from, and give assistance to, other District of Columbia 

agencies concerned with, or affected by, issues of public safety and the criminal 
justice system; 

 
(5) Make recommendations regarding systematic operational and infrastructural 

matters as are believed necessary to improve public safety in the District of 
Columbia and federal criminal justice agencies; 

 
(6) Advise and work collaboratively with the Office of the Deputy Mayor for Public 

Safety and Justice, Justice Grants Administration in developing justice planning 
documents and allocating grant funds; 

 
(7) Select ex-officio members to participate in Criminal Justice Coordinating Council 

planning sessions and subcommittees as necessary to meet the organization’s 
goals;  

 
(8) Establish measurable goals and objectives for reform initiatives; and  

 
(9) Conduct research and analysis on matters affecting public safety and criminal 

justice, including research and analysis utilizing behavioral health, physical 
health, employment, and education data.31 

 
Next is a discussion of whether the CJCC is a public body that is subject to the 

requirements of the OMA.  
 

II. DISCUSSION  
 

Before turning to my analysis, there are two initial matters I will address. First, the 
Complaint provides examples of criminal justice coordinating councils in other jurisdictions that 
are statutorily required to adhere to their local open meetings laws.32 Additionally, the Complaint 
cites Standards for Councils, issued by the U.S. Department of Justice (DOJ), which state that 

 
31 D.C. Official Code § 22-4234; CJCC 2023 Annual Report, pg. 9. 
32 See , pp. 2-3. 
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“CJCC meetings are open to the public and allow time for public comment on the agenda.”33 
CJCC Executive Director Love reported that she is aware that CJCCs in other jurisdictions are 
subject to open meetings laws, and she is familiar with the standards and best practices for 
CJCCs recommended by DOJ.34 While the practices of other jurisdictions and the guidance 
provided by DOJ are informative, they are not dispositive to the question as it relates to the DC 
CJCC. As described above, the criminal justice system of the District of Columbia is a unique 
hybrid of local and federal administration, as reflected in the creation and composition of the 
CJCC. Therefore, my analysis relies on interpretation of the provisions of the OMA as it relates 
specifically to the CJCC.  

 Secondly, I note that CJCC receives some federal funding to support its operations.35 
CJCC Executive Director Love reports that approximately 55% of the CJCC’s 2025 budget 
comes from federal funding.36 As opposed to grants, these funds are appropriated directly from 
Congress.37 While the CJCC has reporting requirements to Congress (in addition to the Council 
of the District of Columbia)38, there is nothing in the record to indicate that the CJCC’s federal 
funding has any stipulations which would alter or affect its designation as an advisory body and 
independent agency of the Government of the District of Columbia as discussed below. 

A. The CJCC is a public body based on the plain meaning of the statute. 
 

The threshold question in determining whether a public body is subject to the OMA is 
whether the entity falls under the “public body” definition in the statute. The OMA defines a 
“public body” as “any government council, including the Council of the District of Columbia, 
board, commission, or similar entity, including a board of directors of an instrumentality, a board 
which supervises or controls an agency, or an advisory body that takes official action by the vote 
of its members convened for such purpose.”39  

 
The OMA also excludes particular bodies from its requirements, including a “District 

agency or instrumentality (other than the board which supervises or controls an agency or the 
board of directors of an instrumentality.).”40 

 
As noted above, the question of whether the CJCC is a public body, subject to the OMA, 

has arisen before. In September 2016, in response to a request from Mannone A. Butler, the 
former executive director of the CJCC, former OOG Director Traci Hughes issued the following 
advice on the subject:  

 

 
33 Id. See also, Standard 7.3 Thomas Eberly and Aimee Wickman, National Standards for Criminal Justice 
Coordinating Councils (U.S. Department of Justice, National Institute of Corrections, 2023), pp. 29-30. Available at: 
https://jmijustice.org/wp-content/uploads/2024/01/National-Standards-for-CJCCs.pdf  
34 January 24, 2025, videoconference with CJCC Executive Director Love. 
35 https://cfo.dc.gov/sites/default/files/dc/sites/ocfo/publication/attachments/fj0_cjcc_chapter_2025j.pdf   
36 January 24, 2025, videoconference with CJCC Executive Director Kristy Love. 
37 Id. 
38 D.C. Official Code § 22-4242. 
39 D.C. Official Code § 2-574(3). 
40 D.C. Official Code § 2-574(3)(A). 
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Please consider this email a formal reply to your inquiry regarding whether the 
Criminal Justice Coordinating Council (CJCC) may be considered a board or 
commission as contemplated by the Open Meetings Act (D.C. Official Code § 2-
571, et seq. (2016)). I have reviewed the enabling statute governing the CJCC, D.C. 
Official Code § 22-4231, et seq. (2016), and have determined that the CJCC is not 
a public body as defined by the Open Meetings Act (D.C. Official Code § 2-
574(3)(A)). On its face, the CJCC, would be an independent agency meeting the 
criteria of a board or commission of the District of Columbia as defined in D.C. 
Official Code § 1-603.01(13)). However, the CJCC, albeit not subject the 
administrative control of the Mayor, effectively acts as an agency, and not a board 
or commission (i.e. Public Body), as the CJCC has independent personnel 
authority. Public bodies which fall under the requirements of the OMA do not have 
separate personnel authority from the agency which governs them.41 
 
After reviewing the enabling statute governing the CJCC (D.C. Official Code § 22-4231, 

et seq. (2016)), the CJCC Memorandum of Understanding (MOU), and the relevant definitions in 
the D.C. Code, I have reached a different conclusion from former Director Hughes. District of 
Columbia Official Code § 22-4232 sets forth the establishment of the CJCC. It states that “there 
is established as an independent agency within the District of Columbia government the Criminal 
Justice Coordinating Council.” The term “independent agency” means any board or commission 
of the District of Columbia government not subject to the administrative control of the Mayor.42 
 

The crux of former director Hughes’ rationale for finding that the CJCC is not a public 
body is that it effectively acts as an agency.43 As stated above, the OMA explicitly excludes 
District agencies from the public body definition. As support for this contention, former Director 
Hughes noted that the CJCC has independent personnel authority and asserted that public bodies, 
which fall under the requirements of the OMA, do not have separate personnel authority from the 
agency which governs them. However, this assertion is not entirely accurate. For instance, the 
Board of Ethics and Government Accountability (BEGA) has independent personnel authority 
but is subject to the requirements of the OMA. BEGA as a board “supervises and controls” the 
agency of the same name, as well as “takes action by the vote of its members.”44 Therefore, I 
find that independent personnel authority, standing alone, is not dispositive to the question of 
whether an entity constitutes a public body.  

 
Moreover, the plain language of D.C. Official Code § 22-4232 distinctly establishes that 

the CJCC is an independent agency rather than an agency. Several independent agencies, 
including BEGA; the Board of Trustees of the University of the District of Columbia; the Board 
of Elections; and the Public Employee Relations Board, are subject to the provisions of the 
OMA. As former Director Hughes noted in her guidance, “on its face, the CJCC would be an 

 
41 September 13, 2016, Advice from former Director of Open Government, Traci Hughes. Available at 
https://www.open-dc.gov/CJCC_OMA_2016  
42 D.C. Official Code § 1-603.01(13). 
43 The term “agency” means any unit of the District of Columbia government required by law, by the Mayor of the 
District of Columbia, or by the Council of the District to administer any law, rule, or any regulation adopted under 
authority of law. The term “agency” shall also include any unit of the District of Columbia government created by 
the reorganization of 1 or more of the units of an agency and any unit of the District of Columbia government 
created or organized by the Council of the District of Columbia as an agency. The term “agency” shall not include 
the Council. (D.C. Official Code § 1-603.01(1)). 
44 D.C. Official Code § 2-574(3). 
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independent agency meeting the criteria of a board or commission of the District of Columbia as 
defined in D.C. Official Code § 1-603.01(13)).” As the CJCC’s enabling statute establishes that 
it is an independent agency, there is no basis to construe it as an agency defined in D.C. Official 
Code § 1-603.01(1). Furthermore, as the definition of an independent agency is any board or 
commission of the District of Columbia government not subject to the administrative control of 
the mayor45, it is reasonable to conclude that the CJCC is a public body as contemplated by the 
OMA.  

 
The CJCC’s status as an independent agency notwithstanding, it is also evident that it 

functions as “an advisory body that takes official action by vote of its members convened for 
such purpose.”46 By law, the CJCC makes policy recommendations in multiple areas.47 Its 
statutory duties also include specific reference to providing advice to the Office of the Deputy 
Mayor for Public Safety and Justice.48  

 
Thus, the plain meaning of CJCC’s enabling statute and the definition of independent 

agency leads to the conclusion that CJCC is a public body. The nature of its activities, discussed 
below, establish that this public body is subject to the OMA. 

 
B. The CJCC meets to discuss, recommend, and prepare reports for the Mayor and 

the Council of the District of Columbia and these gatherings constitute meetings 
under the OMA. 

 
The OMA looks to: the nature of a meeting, the presence of a quorum, and whether the 

public body is gathering to consider, conduct, or advise on public business, including gathering 
information, taking testimony, discussing, deliberating, recommending, and voting, regardless of 
whether held in person, by telephone, electronically, or by other means of communication.49 

 
In this instance, the purpose and scope of the CJCC are clear. It is to provide advice and 

make policy recommendations to the Mayor, the Council of the District of Columbia (Council), 
as well as to member agencies of the CJCC regarding public safety in the District. Additionally, 
the CJCC’s enabling statute specifically requires it to make reports on an annual basis on the 
status and progress of its goals and objectives.50 It is also worth noting that the CJCC maintains a 
policy division in furtherance of its mission.51  

 
These activities are most certainly public business under the OMA. Its purpose is to 

provide advice and make recommendations concerning public business related to public safety 
and the criminal justice system in the District of Columbia. The CJCC meets to consider, 
conduct and advise on the affairs of government that relate to public safety. When a public body 
meets to consider, conduct or advise on public business, the OMA provides the public with the 
right of advance notice so they may attend open sessions of public body meetings and access to 

 
45 D.C. Official Code § 1-603.01(13). 
46 D.C. Official Code § 2-574(3). 
47 D.C. Official Code §§ 22-4234(a)(1); 22-4234(a)(3); 22-4234(a)(5). 
48 D.C. Official Code § 22-4234(a)(6). 
49 D.C. Official Code § 2-574(1). 
50 D.C. Official Code § 22-4234(b). 
51 CJCC 2023 Annual Report, pg. 9. 
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meeting records.52 Given the District’s “public policy,”53 the statutory purview of the CJCC, and 
the impact of its recommendations on public safety and the criminal justice system in the 
District, I conclude that the CJCC functions as an advisory body, and is a public body as 
contemplated under the OMA. Therefore, its meetings are subject to the OMA. 

 
I would note that, as stated above, regular “meetings” of the CJCC occurred without a 

quorum throughout FY24. Under the OMA, one of the requirements for a meeting is the 
presence of a quorum.54 The absence of a quorum at meetings does not change my determination 
that CJCC is a public body subject to the OMA. Rather, it suggests that the CJCC has not met the 
requirements of its own MOU and may need to better differentiate between meetings and actions 
of the agency versus official meetings and actions taken by the CJCC itself, i.e. those statutorily 
defined members who constitute the council. Nonetheless, the provisions of the OMA apply to 
the CJCC, and a quorum is required whenever the CJCC gathers to consider, conduct, or advise 
on public business. 
 

C. The CJCC may convene in closed executive sessions where appropriate and done 
in accordance with applicable OMA exemptions and procedures.  

The CJCC currently conducts its regular meetings in executive session and these 
meetings are closed to the public. The Open Meetings Act does not turn a blind eye to the 
necessity of public bodies to be able to have frank and candid discussions in private. For that 
reason, the OMA shields from discussion in an open forum matters such as proprietary interests, 
contract negotiations, or matters that require confidentiality pursuant to law or court order.55 
Where applicable, the CJCC may continue to conduct its business in executive session, if it has a 
legitimate reason to do so, by appropriately utilizing the exemptions and following the 
procedures set forth in the OMA56. Additionally, the CJCC MOU already establishes procedures 
for holding its annual strategic planning session as well as public meetings in conformance with 
the provisions of the OMA.57 This suggests both a willingness and the ability to conduct business 
in accordance with the OMA for the greater purpose of providing transparency to the citizens of 
the District of Columbia with respect to the important area of public safety and criminal justice. 
Notwithstanding, the CJCC must conduct all its meetings in accordance with the OMA. 

 
III. CONCLUSION 

 

 Based on the foregoing, I find that the CJCC is an advisory body which falls within the 
OMA’s definition of a public body, and its scope and purpose constitute public business under 
the OMA. Therefore, the CJCC is a public body, and its meetings are subject to the OMA. My 

 
52 D.C. Official Code §§ 2-575; 2-576; 2-578. 
53 D.C. Official Code § 2-572. 
54 D.C. Official Code § 2-574 (1). 
55 D.C. Official Code § 2-575(b) establishes the categories of exemptions to the Open Meetings Act.    
56 D.C. Official Code § 2-575(b). 
57 See CJCC MOU section III (E)(3); section III (E)(4). 
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conclusion is subject to CJCC’s response, within 30 days of the issuance of this provisional 
Advisory Opinion.  

As previously stated, the practical impact of this provisional Advisory Opinion is that a 
majority of CJCC’s members must “meet in a public session” and “vote in favor of closure” 
(executive session) for any of the reasons set forth in D.C. Official Code § 2-575(b). CJCC’s 
presiding officer must also state the reason for closure and state the relevant code provisions that 
provide the justification for the executive session. CJCC must also provide “[a] copy of the roll 
call vote and the statement” in writing and make it publicly available.  

Further, to ensure future conformance with the OMA, the CJCC must designate a 
member or support staff representative who will serve as the administrative point of contact for 
OOG. The administrative point of contact, and those that the CJCC designates, must receive 
OMA training at the earliest date. Additionally, OOG may provide advice and guidance to the 
CJCC as to whether a particular subject matter may be exempted from discussion in a public 
meeting and the process for doing so, per the OMA.  

Sincerely, 

__________________________________ 

Niquelle M. Allen  
Director of Open Government 
Board of Ethics and Government Accountability 




