FY 2025 FOIA Appeal Summaries
Mayor’s Office of Legal Counsel

2024-204 Arnheim: The appeal challenged the response of DCHA to a request for data related to
one and two-bedroom housing units currently leased under the HCVP program. DCHA denied the
request pursuant to D.C. Code § 2-534(a)(2) as disclosure would constitute an unwarranted
invasion of personal privacy, and D.C. Code §2-534(a)(6), which exempts from disclosure
information specifically exempted by statute. The appeal was denied pursuant to D.C. Code §2-
534(a)(2) and D.C. Code §2-534(a)(6) in consideration of the sensitivity of the information
requested.

2024-205 Gathright: The appeal challenged the response of OUC to a request for reports and
memos that documented computer aided dispatching outages or other technology issues that had
an impact on access. OUC had denied the request pursuant to D.C. Code § 2-534(a)(1), which
exempts from disclosure trade secrets and commercial or financial information obtained outside
of the government to the extent it would result in substantial harm to the competitive position of
the person from whom the information was obtained. However, OUC did not explain the
applicability of the exemption to the records it identified as being responsive to the request. The
appeal was granted, and the matter was remanded to OUC to provide a clarified response letter.

2024-206 Gathright: The appeal challenged the response of OUC to a request for quality
assurance evaluations and reports. OUC had denied the request pursuant to D.C. Code § 2-
534(a)(1), which exempts from disclosure trade secrets and commercial or financial information
obtained outside of the government to the extent it would result in substantial harm to the
competitive position of the person from whom the information was obtained. However, OUC did
not explain the applicability of the exemption to the records it identified as being responsive to the
request. The appeal was granted, and the matter was remanded to OUC to provide a clarified
response letter.

2024-207 Gathright: The appeal challenged FEMS’ failure to respond to a request for
communication tracking forms related to specific incidents. The appeal was granted and the matter
was remanded back to FEMS to disclose any non-exempt records as soon as practicable.

2024-209 Gathright: The appeal challenged the response of OUC to a request for emails of
specific employees. OUC had denied the request pursuant to D.C. Code § 2-534(a)(4) and D.C.
Code § 2-534(a)(2) but did not explain the applicability of the exemptions to the records it
identified as being responsive to the request. The appeal was granted, and the matter was remanded
to OUC to provide a clarified response letter.

2024-210 Twaronite: The appeal challenged DPW’s failure to respond to a request for citations
resulting from a specific notice. The appeal was dismissed as moot after DPW issued a response.



2024-211 Twaronite: The appeal challenged DPW’s failure to respond to a request for a specific
citation. The appeal was dismissed as moot after DPW issued a response.

2024-212 Fortier: The appeal challenged the response of DMPED to a request for records related
to a study commissioned by the new sports group within DMPED to look at financial models that
have been used to construct stadiums in other cities and to develop a model that could work for
the District. DMPED had provided responsive documents and withheld others in their entirety
pursuant to D.C. Code §§ 2-534(a)(1), (a)(4) and (a)(e). The appeal was denied as the withheld
records consisted of a report from a consultant that was procured to assist DMPED and the District
in making decisions related to potentially bringing the Washington Commanders back to D.C. with
a new stadium possibly at the RFK site.

2025-001 Dungca: The appeal challenged the response of DBH to a request for the agency’s
budget “asks” for FY2023 and FY2024. DBH had denied the request pursuant to D.C. Code §
2-534(a)(4), the deliberative process privilege. The decision of DBH was affirmed because the
requested records consisted of pre-decisional recommendations exempt from disclosure under the
deliberative process privilege.

2025-002 White: The appeal challenged DCHA’s failure to respond to a request for records related
to the hiring and staffing of DCHA Call Center employees and the “Average Speed of Answer
(ASA).” The appeal was dismissed as moot after DCHA issued a response.

2025-003 Thompson: The appeal challenged DCHA’s failure to respond to a request for reports,
analyses, and memos created after February 7, 2024 regarding how rent reasonableness reviews
have affected approved voucher payment rates. The appeal was granted and the matter was
remanded back to DCHA to disclose any non-exempt records as soon as practicable.

2025-004 Hagi: The appeal challenged the response of MPD to a request for a copy of an arrest
warrant for a specific individual. MPD had denied the request pursuant to D.C. Code § 2-534(a)(2)
and (a)(3)(C) as the release would constitute an unwarranted invasion of personal privacy. On
appeal, MPD also asserted the records were exempt from disclosure under D.C. Code §
2-534(a)(3)(A)(1) due to an ongoing criminal investigation. The decision of MPD was aftirmed
pursuant to D.C. Code § 2-534(a)(3)(A)(i) based on its representation that the requested records
are part of an ongoing investigation.

2025-005 Bornstein: The appeal challenged the response of OIG to a request for records related
to the review of job candidates and the selection of the final candidate. OIG had denied the request
pursuant to D.C. Code § 2-534(a)(4), the deliberative process privilege, and D.C. Code §
2-534(a)(2), the personal privacy exemption. The appeal was denied because the requested records
consisted of pre-decisional interview notes and other documents considered in the hiring process,
exempt from disclosure under the deliberative process privilege, and because the privacy interest
of candidates, none of which were successful, was not outweighed by the public interest in
disclosure.



2025-006 Clop: The appeal challenged the response of OIG to a request for records related to a
specific position, the review of job candidates and the ranking of candidates. OIG provided the
successful candidate’s resume with redactions but withheld other records under D.C. Code §
2-534(a)(2), the personal privacy exemption, and D.C. Code § 2-534(a)(4), the deliberative process
privilege. The appeal was denied because disclosure of the requested records would constitute an
unwarranted invasion of personal privacy and the withheld records were pre-decisional and
deliberative.

2025-007 Clop: The appeal challenged the response of OIG to a request for a copy of an unsigned
non-disclosure agreement and related documents. OIG provided the unsigned agreement and
emails it redacted pursuant to D.C. Code § 2-534(a)(2), the personal privacy exemption, and (a)(4),
the deliberative process privilege. The appeal challenged the adequacy of the search performed by
OIG and the enforceability of the requested non-disclosure agreement. The appeal was dismissed
as moot following OIG’s disclosure of records post-appeal. It was noted that MOLC does not have
jurisdiction to address the enforceability of the non-disclosure agreement because that is a concern
unrelated to DC FOIA.

2025-008 Trombly: The appeal challenged the response of MPD to a request for video footage
related to an assault. MPD initially provided redacted video, which the requester asserted was
incomplete and excessively blurred. MPD produced additional surveillance footage but maintained
other footage was exempt from disclosure under D.C. Code § 2-534(a)(2), (2)(2A) and (a)(3)(C),
due to privacy concerns. The decision of MPD was aftirmed and the appeal was dismissed pursuant
to D.C. Code § 2-534(a)(3)(C), because the disclosure of the records would constitute an
unwarranted invasion of personal privacy that was not outweighed by the public interest in
disclosure.

2025-009 Parker: The appeal challenged the response of OUC to a request for recordings of calls
for service related to a specific incident report. OUC stated it was unable to locate any responsive
records because 311 calls are only retained for 90 days. However, OUC did not address other
documents related to the referenced incident including but not limited to 911 calls. The matter was
remanded back to OUC to revisit its search and disclose any non-exempt records as soon as
practicable.

2025-010 Mcmullen: The appeal challenged MPD’s failure to respond to a request for records
related to an incident in the area of a specific address. The appeal was considered moot after MPD
represented that it issued a response.

2025-011 Bellin: The appeal challenged the response of DHCF to a request for records related to
the calculation of pre-existing medical expenses for individual Medicaid applicants. DHCF
provided documents containing general guidance but explained it does not maintain records
containing individual calculations. The requester challenged the adequacy of DHCF’s search. The
appeal was denied based on the finding that DHCF conducted an adequate search.



2025-012 Schumer: The appeal challenged the response of MPD to a request for records related
to Shotspotter sensors. MPD initially directed the requester to its website containing Shotspotter
data and the requester stated that it did not contain all of the information requested. The appeal
was dismissed as moot after MPD conducted an additional search and updated its response.

2025-013 Weiner: The appeal challenged the response of MPD to a request for traffic crash reports
for every fatal vehicular crash in 2024. MPD initially denied the request, stating it would require
research. On appeal, MPD updated its response by directing the requester to its website containing
traffic crash data. The appeal was considered moot after MPD updated its response.

2025-014 Ellefson: The appeal challenged the response of MPD to a request for a dataset of all
approved applications from officers to the Off-Duty Work Detail Department for outside
employment, and payroll records from employers of authorized off-duty police officers. MPD had
provided records with redactions pursuant to D.C. Code § 2-534(a)(2) and (a)(3)(C) because
without a privacy waiver or authorization a release of such information would constitute a clearly
unwarranted invasion of personal privacy. The decision of MPD was affirmed and the appeal was
dismissed pursuant to D.C. Code § 2-534(a)(2) because the privacy interest of the named officers
was not outweighed by the public interest in disclosure.

2025-015 Greenberg: The appeal challenged the response of MPD to a request for records related
to an MPD officer and his work with the Junior Police and Citizens Corps, Inc. MPD had stated
that it was unable to locate any responsive documents, and the requester challenged the adequacy
of the search. The appeal was denied based on the finding that MPD conducted an adequate search.

2025-016 Watkins: The appeal challenged the response of MPD to a request for body-worn
camera footage related to a specific incident. MPD denied the request pursuant to D.C. Code §
2-534(a)(2A), (a)(2), (a)(3)(A)(1), and (a)(3)(C), because a release of the footage would constitute
an unwarranted invasion of personal privacy and interfere with an open investigation. The decision
of MPD was affirmed and the appeal was dismissed based on MPD’s representation that the
requested records are part of an ongoing investigation.

2025-017 Lightfoot: The appeal challenged the response of MPD to a request for records related
to a specific incident. MPD denied the request pursuant to D.C. Code § 2-534(a)(2),(a)(3)(C) and
(a)(3)(A)(1), because a release of the records would constitute an unwarranted invasion of personal
privacy and interfere with an open investigation. The decision of MPD was affirmed and the appeal
was dismissed pursuant to D.C. Code § 2-534(a)(3)(C) because the privacy interest of individuals
named in the records was not outweighed by the public interest in disclosure.

2025-018 Lawrence: The appeal challenged the response of DDOT to a request for the text of
specific regulations. DDOT referred the requester to publicly available websites containing the
regulations, and the requester appealed the adequacy of the response. The decision of DDOT was
affirmed and the appeal was dismissed because agencies are not obligated to reproduce records
that are publicly available via website or register.



2025-019 Dungca: The appeal challenged the response of CFSA to a request for a specific
proposal signed by the directors of CFSA, DYRS, and DBH, and correspondence related to the
proposal. DBH denied the request pursuant to D.C. Code § 2-534(a)(4), the deliberative process
privilege. On appeal, the requester challenged the applicability of D.C. Code § 2-534(a)(4) and the
adequacy of the search performed by CFSA. The decision of CFSA was affirmed, in part, because
the requested records consisted of pre-decisional deliberations prior to making a final
determination. The appeal was granted, in part, and the matter was remanded back to CFSA to
conduct a new search or clarify the search it performed.

2025-020 Danielson: The appeal challenged DLCP’s failure to respond to a request for records
related to Industrial Trade Steam Engineer license holders. The appeal was dismissed as moot after
DLCP issued a response.

2025-022 Ryals: The appeal challenged the response of DOC to a request for records regarding
medical emergency statistics. DOC provided records that it redacted D.C. Code § 2-534(a)(2), the
personal privacy exemption, and stated it was unable to locate any other records. The appeal was
dismissed as moot after DOC identified and produced additional records.

2025-023 Clopper: The appeal challenged the response of DCRB to a request for records and
recommendations related to DCRB’s investment in the Pain Schwartz Food Chain Fund VI.
DCRB referred the requester to publicly accessible data and denied the remainder of the request
pursuant to D.C. Code § 2-534(a)(1), which exempts from disclosure trade secrets and commercial
or financial information obtained outside of the government, to the extent it would result in
substantial harm to the competitive position of the person from whom the information was
obtained, and D.C. Code § 2-534(a)(4), the deliberative process privilege. The appeal was denied
because the records contained commercially sensitive data and recommendations made by staff
prior to making a final decision.

2025-024 Brunson: The appeal challenged the response of MPD to a request for body-worn
camera footage related to a specific incident. MPD had denied the request pursuant to D.C. Code
§ 2-534(a)(2) and (a)(3)(C) as the release would constitute an unwarranted invasion of personal
privacy. The decision of MPD was affirmed and the appeal was dismissed because the privacy
rights of the individuals in the footage were not outweighed by the public interest in disclosure.

2025-025 Moeser: The appeal challenged the response of OSA to a request for emails between
specific District Government employees and the Vice President of the Washington Commanders.
OSA responded by providing responsive records and withholding other records pursuant to D.C.
Code § 2-534(a)(4) & (e). The appeal was granted and the matter was remanded back to OSA to
further explain the applicability of D.C. Code § 2-534(a)(4) & (e).

2025-026 Stone: The appeal challenged FEMS’ failure to respond to a request for records related
to the inspection of a specific facility. The appeal was dismissed as moot after FEMS issued a
response.



2025-027 Barry H. Helfand, P.A.: The appeal challenged the response of MPD to a request for
records related to a motor vehicle collision. MPD denied the request pursuant to D.C. Code § 2-
534(a)(2),(a)(3)(A)(1) and (a)(3)(C). The appeal was denied based on MPD’s representation that
the requested records are part of an ongoing investigation, a finding that MPD conducted an
adequate search, and a finding that the privacy rights of the individuals in the records were not
outweighed by the public interest in disclosure.

2025-028 Hinton: The appeal challenged the response of OUC to a request for records related to
calls made to DBH or MPD on a specific date. OUC had denied the request pursuant to D.C. Code
§ 2-534(a)(2) because the release would constitute an unwarranted invasion of personal privacy.
The decision of OUC was affirmed and the appeal was dismissed because the public interest in
disclosure did not outweigh the associated privacy interest.

2025-030 Thompson: The appeal challenged DCHA’s failure to respond to a request for invoices,
receipts and other records of payments made to Ethel DC, LLC and/or Hill East Parcel F, LLC.
The appeal was granted and the matter was remanded back to DCHA to disclose any non-exempt
records as soon as practicable.

2025-031 Howell: The appeal challenged the response of FEMS to a request for records related to
Cadet Class 1-23. The requester stated that FEMS had closed the request without providing a
response letter. The appeal was granted and the matter was remanded back to FEMS to provide the
requester with a response letter that conforms to the requirements of D.C. Code § 2-533(a).

2025-032 Bergman: The appeal challenged OCFO’s failure to respond to a request for records
related to unclaimed funds. The appeal was dismissed as moot after OCFO issued a response.

2025-033 Douglas: The appeal challenged MPD’s failure to respond to a request for various
records related to the participation of MPD personnel in trips or activity located in Israel and
sponsored by U.S. organizations (e.g., the Anti-Defamation League or Jewish Institute for National
Security Affairs) or the Israeli government since August 17, 2023. The appeal was dismissed as
moot following the confirmation of a response by MPD.

2025-034 de Windt: The appeal challenged the response of MPD to a request for records related
to a specific incident. MPD denied the request asserting the records are exempt from disclosure
pursuant to D.C. Code § 2-534(a)(2) and (a)(3)(c), in the absence of an authorization and/or signed
waiver from the third-party individuals, as its disclosure would constitute an unwarranted invasion
of personal privacy. The decision of MPD was affirmed and the appeal was dismissed because the
public interest in disclosure did not outweigh the associated privacy interest.

2025-035 Hinton: The appeal challenged the response of OUC to a request for records related to
calls made to DBH or MPD on a specific date. OUC denied the request pursuant to D.C. Code §
2-534(a)(2) because the release would constitute an unwarranted invasion of personal privacy. The
decision of OUC was affirmed and the appeal was dismissed because the public interest in
disclosure did not outweigh the associated privacy interest.



2025-036 Dungca: The appeal challenged the response of DYRS to a request for records related
to youths awaiting placement. DYRS had denied the request pursuant to D.C. Code § 2-534(a)(4)
and (a)(6). The decision of DYRS was affirmed and the appeal was dismissed because the
responsive records contained pre-decisional and deliberative information used in making a final
decision on the placement of youth under the supervision, custody and care of DYRS.

2025-037 Dungca: The appeal challenged the response of DBH to a request for emails from the
DBH Director that contained certain terms. DBH had denied the request pursuant to D.C. Code §
2-534(a)(4). The decision of DBH was affirmed, and the appeal was dismissed because the
responsive records contained pre-decisional and deliberative discussion between the Director and
other individuals.

2025-038 Burns: The appeal challenged the response of MPD to a request for records related to a
specific incident. MPD had denied the request after the requester failed to provide government-
issued identification within 5 business dates. The appeal was dismissed as moot because after MPD
received identification it provided responsive records.

2025-039 Twaronite: The appeal challenged the response of MPD to a request for records related
to a specific accident report. MPD had denied the request, in part, pursuant to D.C. Code § 2-
534(a)(2), (a)(3)(c) and (a)(3)(A)(1). The decision of MPD was affirmed based on its representation
that the requested records are part of an ongoing investigation and the release would interfere with
a law enforcement proceeding.

2025-040 Burns: The appeal challenged the response of OUC to a request for a specific 911 call.
OUC had denied the request pursuant to D.C. Code § 2-534(a)(2) because the release would
constitute an unwarranted invasion of personal privacy. The appeal was granted, and the matter
was remanded back to OUC to resolve an ambiguity as to whether the requester was the caller.

2025-041 Farrell: The appeal challenged DPR’s failure to respond to a request for records related
to the purchase, inventory and service of foosball tables. The appeal was dismissed as moot after
DPR issued a response.

2025-042 Matheson: The appeal challenged MPD’s failure to respond to a request for records
related to a 2003 homicide of an individual. The appeal was granted and the matter was remanded
back to MPD to disclose any non-exempt records as soon as practicable.

2025-043 Weiner: The appeal challenged the response of MPD to a request for traffic crash reports
for fatal crashes in 2024. MPD had denied the request, in part, pursuant to D.C. Code § 2-534(a)(6)
because the records were exempt from disclosure by statute (D.C. Code § 50-1401.01b prohibits
the release of personal information related to accident reports). The appeal was granted and the
matter was remanded back to MPD to consider the feasibility of redacting the requested documents
with respect to personal information as defined by D.C. Code § 50-1401.01b.



2025-044 Moreira: The appeal challenged MPD’s failure to respond to a request for records
related to a specific incident. The appeal was dismissed as moot after MPD provided redacted
body-worn camera footage.

2025-045 Lewis: The appeal challenged the response of DDOT to a request for records related to
a specific accident, the policies and procedures of DDOT and the ownership of specific traffic
cameras. DDOT provided responsive records and referred the requester to a website, the
Department of the Interior and the responses provided to other requests. The appeal was denied
based on the finding DDOT conducted an adequate search and made an appropriate referral.

2025-046 Lewis: The appeal challenged the response of OUC to a request for records related to a
specific automobile accident. OUC had referred the requester to the District’s FOIA Center and
denied the request, in part pursuant to D.C. Code § 2-534(a)(2), because the release would
constitute an unwarranted invasion of personal privacy. The appeal was denied because OUC
conducted an adequate search, the referral was appropriate and the public interest in disclosure did
not outweigh the associated privacy interest.

2025-047 Lewis: The appeal challenged the response of DDOT to a request for traffic violations
involving two vehicles and emails between the requester and a DDOT employee. DDOT had
provided records identified as being responsive to the request that were redacted pursuant to D.C.
Code § 2-534(a)(2), because the release would constitute an unwarranted invasion of personal
privacy. DDOT withheld other records pursuant to D.C. Code § 2-534(a)(6), which exempts from
disclosure information specifically exempted by statute. The appeal was denied because DDOT
conducted an adequate search and D.C. Code § 50-1401.01b(b) provides for the withholding of
certain motor vehicle records.

2025-048 Butcher: The appeal challenged the response of MPD to a request for records related to
a guilty plea of an individual in 2016. MPD had provided responsive records and redacted or
withheld others in their entirety pursuant to D.C. Code § 2-534(a)(2) and (a)(3)(C), because the
release would constitute an unwarranted invasion of personal privacy. The decision of MPD was
affirmed pursuant to D.C. Code § 2-534(a)(3)(C), because the disclosure of the records would
constitute an unwarranted invasion of personal privacy that was not outweighed by the public
interest in disclosure.

2025-049 Lefrancois: The appeal challenged the response of DDOT to a request for agreements
between DDOT and the U.S. Government. DDOT had withheld the records identified as being
responsive to the request pursuant to D.C. Code § 2-534(a)(4), the attorney-client privilege. The
appeal was granted and the matter was remanded back to DDOT to explain the cited exemption,
cite to another exemption or produce the requested records.

2025-050 Adams: The appeal challenged the response of MPD to a request for records related to
a homicide. MPD had provided records that it redacted pursuant to D.C. Code § 2-534(a)(2) and
(a)(3)(C), as the release of such information would constitute an unwarranted invasion of personal
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privacy. The decision of MPD was affirmed based on the finding that it conducted an adequate
search and the public interest in disclosure did not outweigh the associated privacy interest.

2025-052 Clop: The appeal challenged the response of OIG to a request for records related to OIG
policies, standard operating procedures, regulations, guidance, and other documents used in the
handling and adjudication of a specific investigation. OIG had provided responsive documents,
and the requester challenged the adequacy of the search. The appeal was granted and the matter
was remanded back to OIG to revisit its search for responsive records and issue an updated
response.

2025-053 DeWitt: The appeal challenged the response of MPD to a request for body-worn camera
footage related to a motor vehicle accident. MPD had denied the request pursuant to D.C. Code §
2-534(a)(2), (a)(2A),(a)(3)(A)(i) and (a)(3)(C). The appeal was dismissed as moot after MPD
indicated it was no longer denying the request.

2025-054 Kinnett: The appeal challenged the response of DCPS to a request for records related
to the time, attendance and paid time off requests of DCPS staff for a specific time period. DCPS
had denied the request pursuant to D.C. Code § 2-534(a)(2), as disclosure would constitute an
unwarranted invasion of personal privacy, and D.C. Code § 2-534(a)(6), which exempts from
disclosure information specifically exempted by statute. The decision of DCPS was affirmed
pursuant to D.C. Code § 2-534(a)(6) and 6-B DCMR § 3113.14 which prohibits the disclosure of
District employee leave records.

2025-055 Kumru: The appeal challenged the response of OUC to a request for 911 calls,
transcripts and dispatch logs related to a specific incident. OUC had stated it did not have any
transcripts and denied the remainder of the request without citing an exemption. The appeal was
granted and the matter was remanded back to OUC to provide a clarified response letter.

2025-056 Clop: The appeal challenged the response of DOES to a request for records related to a
claim. DOES had denied the request pursuant to D.C. Code §2-534(a)(6), which exempts from
disclosure information specifically exempted by statute. The appeal was denied pursuant to Federal
and District prohibitions on the disclosure of information related to the receipt of public benefits.

2025-057 Maxfield: The appeal challenged MPD’s failure to respond to a request for records
related to a homicide. The appeal was granted and the matter was remanded back to MPD to
disclose any non-exempt records as soon as practicable.

2025-058 Galiba: The appeal challenged the response of DYRS to a request for records related to
individuals awaiting placement. DYRS denied the request pursuant to D.C. Code § 2-534(a)(4),
the deliberative process privilege, and D.C. Code §2-534(a)(6), which exempts from disclosure
information specifically exempted by statute. The decision of DYRS was affirmed pursuant to
D.C. Code § 2-534(a)(4) because the requested records are utilized as part of the process in making
a final decision on the placement of youth under the supervision, custody and care of DYRS.



2025-059 Bowser: The appeal challenged the response of DOES to a request for records related
to apprenticeship training courses. DOES had provided responsive records, but the requester
asserted the response was deficient in that it did not provide the documents requested. The appeal
was dismissed as moot after DOES advised the requester it would provide additional records.

2025-060 Jett: The appeal challenged the response of MPD to a request for records related to the
threat of a senator. MPD had denied the request pursuant to D.C. Code § 2-534(a)(2) and (a)(3)(C)
because without a privacy waiver or authorization a release of such information would constitute
a clearly unwarranted invasion of personal privacy. The decision of MPD was affirmed because
the public interest in disclosure did not outweigh the associated privacy interest.

2025-061 Lee: The appeal challenged the response of DCHR to a request for emails related to a
request to terminate an employee. DCHR had denied the request pursuant to D.C. Code §
2-534(a)(4), the deliberative process privilege. The decision of DCHR was affirmed based on the
representation the requested emails were pre-decisional and deliberative.

2025-062 Araya: The appeal challenged DC Health’s failure to respond to a request for records
related to a proposed final decision. The appeal was granted and the matter was remanded back to
DC Health to disclose any non-exempt records as soon as practicable.

2025-063 Araya: The appeal challenged DC Health’s failure to respond to a request for records
related to a proposed final decision. The appeal was granted and the matter was remanded back to
DC Health to disclose any non-exempt records as soon as practicable.

2025-064 Ryals: The appeal challenged the response of MPD to a request for body-worn camera
footage related to a specific incident. MPD had denied the request pursuant to D.C. Code § 2-
534(a)(2) and (a)(3)(C) because without a privacy waiver or authorization a release of such
information would constitute a clearly unwarranted invasion of personal privacy. The decision of
MPD was affirmed pursuant to D.C. Code § 2-534(a)(3)(C) because the public interest in
disclosure did not outweigh the associated privacy interest.

2025-065 Chrencik: The appeal challenged the response of OIG to a request for records related
to an investigation. OIG had denied the request pursuant to D.C. Code §2-534(a)(6), which
exempts from disclosure information specifically exempted by statute. The decision of OIG was
affirmed pursuant to D.C. Code §2-534(a)(6).

2025-066 Yolles: The appeal challenged the response of MPD to a request for body-worn camera
footage and records related to a motor vehicle collision. The appeal was denied, in part, as the
requester failed to include a determination letter. The appeal was granted, in part, and the matter
was remanded back to MPD to address a request for officer notes and issue a determination letter
that complies with D.C. Code § 2-533(a).

2025-068 Weekes: The appeal challenged the response of MPD to a request for reports filed by
the requester. MPD had provided responsive records that it had redacted pursuant to D.C. Code §
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2-534(a)(2) and (a)(3)(C), as a release of such information would constitute a clearly unwarranted
invasion of personal privacy. The decision of MPD was affirmed pursuant to D.C. Code § 2-
534(a)(3)(C) because the public interest in disclosure did not outweigh the associated privacy
interest.

2025-069 Emig: The appeal challenged the response of MPD to a request for a reconstruction
report and videos related to a specific incident. MPD had denied the request pursuant to D.C. Code
§§ 2-534(a)(2), (a)(2A), (a)(3)(A)(1) and (a)(3)(C). The appeal was granted and the matter was
remanded back to MPD to address D.C. Code § 2-534 (a)(3)(A)(i) and the requester’s assertion
that there is no longer a pending investigation.

2025-070 Maxfield: The appeal challenged the response of MPD to a request for records related
to a homicide. MPD had provided responsive records that it had redacted pursuant to D.C. Code §
2-534(a)(2), (a)(3)(C) and (a)(6). The appeal was denied, in part pursuant to D.C. Code § 2-
534(a)(2) and (a)(3)(C), because the public interest in disclosure did not outweigh the associated
privacy interest. The appeal was granted, in part, and the matter was remanded back to MPD to 1)
revisit its search for the referenced documents; 2) provide a copy of any additional non-exempt
records identified, and 3) issue an updated determination letter that includes a detailed description
of the search performed and the applicability of D.C. Code § 2-534(a)(6).

2025-071 Shapiro: The appeal challenged the response of HSEMA to a request for records related
to DC FEMS Intelligence Size-Ups. HSEMA had responded to the request by stating it did not
have any responsive documents, and the requester challenged the adequacy of the search. The
appeal was denied based on the finding that HSEMA conducted an adequate search.

2025-072 Evans: The appeal challenged the response of DHCD to a request for records related to
the Home Purchase Assistance Program. DHCD had dismissed the request after it asked for
clarification from the requester but did not receive a response. The appeal was denied as DHCD’s
dismissal was appropriate.

2025-073 Meredith: The appeal challenged OHR’s failure to respond to a request for records
related to a specific case. The appeal was dismissed as moot after OHR provided a copy of its
determination letter.

2025-074 Mayer: The appeal challenged the response of DMPED to a request for records related
to the Chevy Chase Civic Core. DMPED had denied the request and withheld the responsive
documents pursuant to D.C. Code § 2-534(a)(1), which exempts from disclosure trade secrets and
commercial or financial information obtained from outside the government, to the extent that
disclosure would result in a competitive disadvantage. The appeal was denied pursuant to D.C.
Code § 2-534(a)(1) because the records contained commercially sensitive data obtained from
outside of the government.
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2025-075 Bowser: The appeal challenged the response of DOES to a request for records related
to the First Source program. The appeal was dismissed as moot after DOES agreed to provide
documents on a rolling basis.

2025-076 Williams: The appeal challenged the response of OCTO to a request for records related
to the location of the federal seat of government. OCTO had stated it did not have any responsive
records and referred the requester to publicly available datasets. The appeal was denied as OCTO
properly responded to the request.

2025-077 Levin: The appeal challenged the response of OIG to a request for records related to
complaint made about an individual. OIG had denied the request pursuant to D.C. Code § 2-
534(a)(3)(A)(i), which exempts from disclosure investigatory records pertaining to ongoing
criminal and administrative matters because premature public disclosure would interfere with
pending or prospective enforcement proceedings. The appeal was denied based on OIG’s
representation there is an ongoing investigation and the disclosure of records would interfere with
that investigation.

2025-078 Hall: The appeal challenged the response of DPR to a request for records related to a
DPR account holder. DPR had stated it did not have any responsive records and if there were they
could not be released as the requester is not the account holder. The appeal was denied based on
the finding that DPR conducted an adequate search.

2025-079 Wilkerson: The appeal challenged the response of MPD to a request for body-worn
camera footage related to a specific incident. MPD had provided responsive body-worn camera
footage but redacted portions of the audio and video pursuant to D.C. Code § 2-534(a)(2), (a)(2A)
and (a)(3)(c), as the release would constitute an unwarranted invasion of personal privacy. The
appeal was considered moot after MPD revisited the request and agreed to provide additional
body-worn camera footage.

2025-080 Thompson: The appeal challenged DHS’ failure to respond to a request for invoices,
contracts, grants and records of payment for housing people at a specific address. The appeal was
dismissed as moot after DHS issued a response

2025-081 Freeman: The appeal challenged the response of MPD to a request for records related
to a homicide. MPD had denied the request pursuant to D.C. Code §§ 2-534 (a)(3)(A)(1), (a)(3)(B),
(a)(2), (a)(3)(c) and (a)(6). The decision of MPD was affirmed and the appeal was dismissed
pursuant to D.C. Code § 2-534(a)(6) as law enforcement records and files concerning a child are
not open to the public except in limited circumstances.

2025-082 Clop: The appeal challenged the response of OIG to a request for records related to
employment verification. OIG had stated it was unable to locate any responsive records, and the
requester challenged the adequacy of the search. The appeal was denied based on the finding that
OIG conducted an adequate search.
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2025-083 Schupp: The appeal challenged the response of DISB to a request for records related a
company’s most recent annual report filed pursuant to D.C. Code § 31-3931.13. DISB had denied
the request pursuant to D.C. Code § 2-534(a)(1), which exempts from disclosure trade secrets and
commercial or financial information obtained outside of the government, to the extent it would
result in substantial harm to the competitive position of the person from whom the information
was obtained. The appeal was denied pursuant to D.C. Code § 2-534(a)(1) because the records
contained commercially sensitive data obtained from outside of the government.

2025-084 Yassin: The appeal challenged the response of HSEMA to a request for camera footage
taken at a specific time and location. HSEMA had stated it was unable to locate any responsive
footage at the requested time due to a malfunction with cameras not transmitting footage to the
archival server. The appeal was denied as an agency is only required to disclose records under its
control at the time of request.

2025-085 Rosenfeld: The appeal challenged the response of OUC to a request for a log or other
records tracking 911 calls. OUC had stated it did not have any responsive records, and the requester
challenged the adequacy of the search. The appeal was dismissed in consideration of the request
and OUC’s response.

2025-086 Backoulas-Tello: The appeal challenged the response of OUC to a request for 911 calls
and records related to a specific incident. OUC had denied the request pursuant to D.C. Code §
2-534(a)(2) as the release would constitute an unwarranted invasion of personal privacy. OUC
further advised the requester that it does not have any 911 transcripts, and it does not release
dispatch communications because they are not call or incident specific. The decision of OUC was
affirmed and the appeal was dismissed pursuant to D.C. Code § 2-534(a)(2) because the public
interest in disclosure did not outweigh the associated privacy interest.. OUC’s decision to withhold
the dispatch communications was also affirmed as redaction would result in a record with little
informational value.

2025-087 Miller: The appeal challenged the response of MPD to a request for records related to a
motor vehicle collision. MPD had provided responsive records it redacted pursuant to D.C. Code
§ 2-534(a)(2), because the release would constitute an unwarranted invasion of personal privacy.
The requester challenged the adequacy of MPD’s search. The appeal was granted and the matter
was remanded back to MPD 1) revisit the search conducted; 2) disclose any non-exempt records
identified as soon as practicable; and 3) issue an updated determination detailing any exemptions
relied upon and the search performed.

2025-088 Araya: The appeal challenged the response of DC Health to records related to the board
of medicine and physician licensing. DC Health had provided responsive records and withheld
others pursuant to D.C. Code § 2-534(a)(4), the deliberative process privilege. The appeal was
denied because DC Health conducted an adequate search and the withheld documents contained
pre-decisional and deliberative discussions of the board.
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2025-089 Fludd: The appeal challenged the response of DFHV to a request for records related to
complaints filed about an individual. DFHV had provided responsive documents, and the requester
challenged the adequacy of the search. The appeal was denied based on the finding that DFHV
conducted an adequate search.

2025-090 Gilbert: The appeal challenged the response of OUC to a request for records related to
the collision of a plane and a helicopter at the DCA airport. OUC had denied the request pursuant
to D.C. Code § 2-534(a)(2), (a)(3)(A)(1), (a)(3)(B) and (a)(3)(C), because a release of the footage
would constitute an unwarranted invasion of personal privacy and interfere with an open
investigation. The decision of OUC was aftfirmed based on its representation that the requested
records are part of an ongoing investigation.

2025-091 Terry: The appeal challenged the response of OCTO to a request for data used in
tracking snowplows in the District. OCTO had responded to the request by stating it did not have
any responsive records and it is unable to account for data that appears on a third-party website.
The appeal was denied because OCTO does not maintain the subject website and is unable to
discern what data was used to populate it.

2025-092 Fludd: The appeal challenged the response of DLCP to a request for records related to
a termination letter. DLCP had provided responsive records and withheld others, in part or whole,
pursuant to D.C. Code § 2-534(a)(4) and (a)(3)(E). The appeal was denied because the withheld
documents were pre-decisional and deliberative. D.C. Code § 2-534(a)(3)(a)(i) served as an
additional basis for withholding as the records sought were part of an open investigation.

2025-093 Shapiro: The appeal challenged the response of HSEMA to a request for any and all
“WRTAC DC FEMS Intelligence Size-Up’s” during a certain time period. HSEMA had denied the
request as a duplicate. The appeal was denied based on the finding that HSEMA conducted an
adequate search and does not maintain the type of records requested.

2025-094 Larson: The appeal challenged MPD’s failure to respond to a request for records related
to the administration of the MPD Facebook page. The appeal was dismissed as moot after MPD
issued a response.

2025-095 Backoulas-Tello: The appeal challenged the response of MPD to a request for records
related to the death of an individual. MPD had denied the request pursuant to D.C. Code §
2-534(a)(2A), (a)(2), (a)(3)(A)(1), and (a)(3)(C), because a release of the footage would constitute
an unwarranted invasion of personal privacy and interfere with an open investigation. The appeal
was granted and the matter was remanded back to MPD for clarification as to the status of any
ongoing investigation.

2025-096 Oliver-Peters: The appeal challenged the response of MPD to a request for body-worn
camera footage related to a specific incident. MPD had denied the request pursuant to D.C. Code
§ 2-534(a)(2A), (a)(2), (a)(3)(A)(1), and (a)(3)(C), because a release of the footage would
constitute an unwarranted invasion of personal privacy and interfere with an open investigation.
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The decision of MPD was affirmed based on its representation that the requested records are part
of an ongoing criminal proceeding

2025-097 Hermann: The appeal challenged the response of MPD to a request for body-worn
camera footage related to a specific incident. MPD had denied the request pursuant to D.C. Code
§ 2-534(a)(2A), (a)(2), (A)(3)(A)(1), and (a)(3)(C), because a release of the footage would
constitute an unwarranted invasion of personal privacy and interfere with an open investigation.
The decision of MPD was aftirmed pursuant to D.C. Code § 2-534(a)(3)(C), because the disclosure
of the records would constitute an unwarranted invasion of personal privacy that was not
outweighed by the public interest in disclosure.

2025-098 Thompson: The appeal challenged DCHA’s failure to respond to a request for a current
roster of employees. The appeal was dismissed as moot after DCHA issued a response.

2025-099 Levin: The appeal challenged the response of OTA to a request for records related to the
agency’s communications with an individual. OTA had denied the request, while declining to
confirm or deny whether any communications occurred, pursuant to D.C. Code § 2-534(a)(2) and
(e). The appeal was denied pursuant to D.C. Code § 2-534(a)(2), because the disclosure of the
records would constitute a clearly unwarranted invasion of personal privacy that was not
outweighed by the public interest in disclosure.

2025-100 Moorhouse: The appeal challenged OCP’s failure to respond to a request for records
related to a bid submission. The appeal was dismissed as moot after OCP issued a response.

2025-101 Bowser: The appeal challenged MPD’s failure to respond to a request for body-worn
camera footage related to a specific incident. The appeal was dismissed as moot after a review of
the District’s FOIA-tracking portal indicated the request was sent to a vendor for processing.

2025-102 Brudy-Everett: The appeal challenged DMV’s failure to respond to a request for
records related to the issuance of tickets by specific stop sign enforcement cameras. The appeal
was dismissed as moot after DMV issued a response.

2025-103 Davis: The appeal challenged the response of OUC to a request for records related to
calls for police service at specific addresses. OUC had provided responsive records it redacted
pursuant to D.C. Code § 2-534(a)(2) as the release would constitute an unwarranted invasion of
personal privacy and the requester challenged the adequacy of the search. The appeal was granted
and the matter was remanded back to OUC to revisit the search it conducted and to disclose any
non-exempt records identified as soon as practicable.

2025-104 Mason: The appeal challenged the response of MPD to a request for body-worn camera
footage related to a specific incident. MPD had denied the request pursuant to D.C. Code § 2-
534(a)(2), (a)(2A) and (a)(3)(c), as the release would constitute an unwarranted invasion of
personal privacy. The appeal was denied pursuant to D.C. Code § 2-534(a)(2), because the
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disclosure of the records would constitute a clearly unwarranted invasion of personal privacy that
was not outweighed by the public interest in disclosure.

2025-105 Yolles: The appeal challenged the response of MPD to a request for records and body-
worn camera footage related to a specific incident. MPD had provided responsive records and
withheld others pursuant to D.C. Code § 2-534(a)(2) and (a)(3)(c), as the release would constitute
an unwarranted invasion of personal privacy. The appeal was denied pursuant to D.C. Code §
2-534(a)(2), because the disclosure of the records would constitute a clearly unwarranted invasion
of personal privacy that was not outweighed by the public interest in disclosure.

2025-106 Burdick: The appeal challenged the response of OPC to a request for records related to
a specific complaint. OPC provided responsive records and withheld others pursuant to D.C. Code
§ 2-534(a)(2), (a)(3)(c), (a)(3)(E) and (a)(6). The appeal was denied because OPC conducted an
adequate search and the withheld documents contained pre-decisional and deliberative
discussions.

2025-107 Schumer: The appeal challenged the response of MPD to a request for records related
to criminal offenses. MPD had responded to the request by providing an internet link to publicly
available information and the requester stated that it did not contain all of the requested
information. The appeal was granted and the matter was remanded back to MPD to revisit the
search it conducted and to disclose any non-exempt records identified as soon as practicable.

2025-108 Hermann: The appeal challenged the response of MPD to a request for records related
to administrative and or disciplinary reports and findings regarding a specific incident. MPD
denied the request pursuant to D.C. Code § 2-534(a)(2) and (a)(3)(c), as the release would
constitute an unwarranted invasion of personal privacy. The decision of MPD was affirmed and
the appeal was dismissed pursuant to D.C. Code § 2-534(a)(3)(c), because the disclosure of the
records would constitute an unwarranted invasion of personal privacy that was not outweighed by
the public interest in disclosure.

2025-109 Simon: The appeal challenged DCHA’s failure to respond to a request for records related
to a rent reasonableness determination for a specific property. The appeal was dismissed as moot
after DCHA issued a response.

2025-110 Simon: The appeal challenged DCHA’s failure to respond to a request for records related
to a rent reasonableness determination for a specific property. The appeal was dismissed as moot
after DCHA issued a response

2025-111 Simon: The appeal challenged DCHA’s failure to respond to a request for records related
to a rent reasonableness determination for a specific property. The appeal was dismissed as moot
after DCHA issued a response

16



2025-112 Simon: The appeal challenged DCHA'’s failure to respond to a request for records related
to a rent reasonableness determination for a specific property. The appeal was dismissed as moot
after DCHA issued a response

2025-113 Simon: The appeal challenged DCHA'’s failure to respond to a request for records related
to a rent reasonableness determination for a specific property. The appeal was dismissed as moot
after DCHA issued a response

2025-114 Simon: The appeal challenged DCHA’s failure to respond to a request for records related
to a rent reasonableness determination for a specific property. The appeal was dismissed as moot
after DCHA issued a response

2025-115 Simon: The appeal challenged DCHA’s failure to respond to a request for records related
to a rent reasonableness determination for a specific property. The appeal was dismissed as moot
after DCHA issued a response

2025-116 Simon: The appeal challenged DCHA’s failure to respond to a request for records related
to a rent reasonableness determination for a specific property. The appeal was dismissed as moot
after DCHA issued a response

2025-117 Simon: The appeal challenged DCHA’s failure to respond to a request for records related
to a rent reasonableness determination for a specific property. The appeal was dismissed as moot
after DCHA issued a response

2025-118 Thompson: The appeal challenged MPD’s failure to respond to a request for records
related to the tracking of police vehicles. The appeal was granted and the matter was remanded to
MPD to disclose any non-exempt records as soon as practicable.

2025-119 Santos: The appeal challenged the response of OSSE to a request for records related to
the handling of a complaint. OSSE had responded to the request and stated it did not have any
responsive records. The appeal was denied as OSSE responded appropriately in consideration of
the request.

2025-120 Maxfield: The appeal challenged the response of MPD to a request for records related
to specific individual including but not limited to records related to specified D.C. Superior Court
cases. MPD had responded by advising the requester that it is not the custodian of D.C. Superior
Court cases. The requester challenged the adequacy of the search. The appeal was granted and the
matter was remanded back to MPD to conduct a search for the requested records, to disclose any
non-exempt records identified as soon as practicable, and to issue an updated determination letter
in compliance with D.C. Code § 2-533.

2025-121 McRae: The appeal challenged the response of HSEMA to a request for CCTV footage
at a specific time and location. HSEMA had responded to the request by providing the requester
with an internet link to access the footage. The appeal was denied based on the finding that
HSEMA conducted an adequate search.
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2025-122 Burdick: The appeal challenged the response of OPC to a request for email
communications related to a specific complaint. OPC had provided responsive records but
withheld others pursuant to D.C. Code § 2-534(a)(3)(E), (a)(4) and (a)(6)(B). The appeal was
denied pursuant to D.C. Code § 2-534(a)(4) based on the finding that the withheld documents
contained pre-decisional and deliberative discussions about the handling of several complaints.

2025-123 Maxfield: The appeal challenged the response of OCME to a request for records related

to a homicide. OCME had denied the request pursuant to D.C. Code § 2-534(a)(2), (a)(4) and
(a)(6). The requester also challenged the adequacy of OCME’s search. The appeal was denied
based on the finding that OCME conducted an adequate search, and pursuant to D.C. Code §
2-534(2), because the disclosure of the records would constitute an unwarranted invasion of
personal privacy that was not outweighed by the public interest in disclosure.

2025-124 Thompson: The appeal challenged the response of OCTO to a request for data related
to the District’s Sex Offender Registry. OCTO had responded by advising the requester MPD is
the owner of the sex offender registry dataset and it does not have any responsive records. The
appeal was denied based on the finding that OCTO appropriately responded to the request.

2025-125 Police News: The appeal challenged the response of MPD to a request for records related
to the theft of a vehicle. MPD had provided responsive records, produced additional records with
redactions, and withheld other records in full, pursuant to D.C. Code § 2-534(a)(2) and (a)(3)(C)
because the release would constitute an unwarranted invasion of personal privacy. The decision of
MPD was affirmed and the appeal was dismissed pursuant to D.C. Code § 2-534(a)(2) and
(a)(3)(C), because the disclosure of the records would constitute an unwarranted invasion of
personal privacy that was not outweighed by the public interest in disclosure.

2025-126 Clayton: The appeal challenged the response of MPD to a request for body-worn camera
footage related to a specific incident. MPD had denied the request pursuant to D.C. Code §
2-534(a)(2) and (a)(3)(C) as the release would constitute an unwarranted invasion of personal
privacy. The appeal was denied because the privacy rights of the individuals in the footage were
not outweighed by the public interest in disclosure.

2025-127 Maxfield: The appeal challenged the response of MPD to a request for records related
to criminal cases brought against a specific individual. MPD had provided responsive records,
produced additional records with redactions, and withheld other records in full, pursuant to D.C.
Code § 2-534(a)(2) and (a)(3)(C) because the release would constitute an unwarranted invasion of
personal privacy. The requester stated that additional records exist but were not provided. The
appeal was granted and the matter was remanded back to MPD to 1) revisit the search conducted;
2) disclose any non-exempt records identified as soon as practicable; and 3) issue an updated
determination detailing any exemptions relied upon and the search performed.

2025-128 Kronthal: The appeal challenged the response of MPD to a request for body-worn
camera footage related to an automobile collision. MPD had advised the requester it was unable
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to locate any body-worn camera footage containing images of the requester’s client. The decision
of MPD was affirmed and the appeal was denied pursuant to D.C. Code § 2-534(a)(2) and (a)(3)(C)
because the privacy rights of the individuals in the footage were not outweighed by the public
interest in disclosure.

2025-129 Scott: The appeal challenged ANC 7C’s failure to respond to a request for records
related to meeting notifications. The appeal was granted and the matter was remanded back to
ANC 7C and OANC to disclose any non-exempt records as soon as practicable.

2025-131 Mulhauser: The appeal challenged the response of DMPED to a request for a report
examining the financing of a new sports stadium. DMPED had denied the request pursuant to D.C.
Code § 2-534(a)(1), (a)(4) and (a)(e). The appeal was denied as the withheld records consisted of
a report from a consultant that was procured to assist DMPED and the District in making decisions
related to potentially bringing the Washington Commanders back to D.C. with a new stadium
possibly at the RFK site.

2025-132 Maxfield: The appeal challenged the response of DFS to a request for records related to
a homicide. DFS had responded to the request by stating it did not have any responsive records.
The appeal was granted and the matter was remanded back to DFS to conduct a search for the
requested records, to disclose any non-exempt records identified as soon as practicable, and to
issue an updated determination letter in compliance with D.C. Code § 2-533.

2025-133 Maxfield: The appeal challenged the response of DFS to a request for records related to
a homicide. DFS had responded to the request stating it did not have any responsive records. The
appeal was granted and the matter was remanded back to DFS to conduct a search for the requested
records, to disclose any non-exempt records identified as soon as practicable, and to issue an
updated determination letter in compliance with D.C. Code § 2-533.

2025-134 Maxfield: The appeal challenged the response of DFS to a request for records related to
a homicide. DFS had denied the request stating it did not have any responsive records. The appeal
was granted and the matter was remanded back to DFS to conduct a search for the requested
records, to disclose any non-exempt records identified as soon as practicable, and to issue an
updated determination letter in compliance with D.C. Code § 2-533.

2025-135 Pauling: The appeal challenged the response of ORM to a request for records related to
a workers’ compensation claim. ORM had provided responsive records, produced additional
records with redactions, and withheld other records in full, pursuant to D.C. Code § 2-534(a)(2)
and (a)(4). The appeal was denied pursuant to D.C. Code § 2-534(a)(2), because the privacy rights
of the individuals in the footage were not outweighed by the public interest in disclosure, and D.C.
Code § 2-534(a)(4), because the withheld documents were pre-decisional and deliberative.

2025-136 Maxfield: The appeal challenged MPD’s failure to respond to a request for records
related to criminal cases brought against an individual. The appeal was granted and the matter was
remanded to MPD to disclose any non-exempt records as soon as practicable.
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2025-137 Fisher: The appeal challenged FEMS’ failure to respond to a request for records related
to a fire at a specific address. The appeal was dismissed as moot after FEMS issued a response.

2025-138 Thompson: The appeal challenged the response of DCHA to a request for the deposition
testimony related to a specific case. DCHA had denied the request pursuant to D.C. Code § 2-
534(a)(4), the attorney work-product privilege, and D.C. Code § 2-534(a)(2) to the extent the
release would constitute an unwarranted invasion of personal privacy. The appeal was considered
moot after DCHA agreed to provide segregable portions of the requested documents.

2025-139 Clayton: The appeal challenged the response of EOM to a request for emails received
from a specific email address. EOM had responded to the request and advised the requester is was
unable to identify any responsive documents. The appeal was denied based on the finding EOM
conducted an adequate search.

2025-140 Dixon: The appeal challenged DMV’s failure to respond to a request for records related
to a specific notice of infraction. The appeal was dismissed as moot after DMV issued a response.

2025-141 Leslie: The appeal challenged FEMS’ failure to respond to a request for records related
to claims filed by employees. The appeal was dismissed as moot after FEMS issued a response.

2025-142 Oliver: The appeal challenged the response of OCFO to a request for a listing of specific
nonprofit organizations that have received grants. OCFO had advised the requester that it does not
maintain lists that categorize grant recipients by for-profit and non-profit status. The appeal was
denied given OCFQO’s explanation that it does not maintain the type of records requested.

2025-143 Clayton: The appeal challenged the response of EOM to a request for specific email
communications. EOM had provided responsive records, and the requester challenged the
adequacy of the search. The appeal was denied based on the finding that EOM conducted an
adequate search.

2025-144 Clayton: The appeal challenged the response of EOM to a request for specific email
communications. EOM had provided responsive records, and the requester challenged the
adequacy of the search. The appeal was denied based on the finding that EOM conducted an
adequate search.

2025-145 Oberg: The appeal challenged MPD’s failure to respond to a request for specific email
communications. The appeal was granted and the matter was remanded to MPD to disclose any
non-exempt records as soon as practicable.

2025-146 Oberg: The appeal challenged FEMS’ failure to respond to a request for inspection
records and email communications with a specific domain name. The appeal was granted and the
matter was remanded to FEMS to disclose any non-exempt records as soon as practicable.

2025-147 Mulhauser: The appeal challenged the response of OCTO to a request for tracking
records created or maintained in the GovQA database. OCTO had responded to the request and
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advised the requester it did not have any responsive records. The appeal was granted and the matter
was remanded to OCTO to: 1) revisit the search conducted; 2) disclose any non-exempt records
identified as soon as practicable; and 3) issue an updated determination detailing the exemptions
relied upon, if any, and detailing the search performed.

2025-149 Jablow: The appeal challenged the response of FEMS to a request for D.C. Fire and
EMS calls for service on a specific block at a specific date and time. FEMS responded to the
request and advised the requester that it did not have any responsive records. The appeal was
denied based on the finding that FEMS conducted an adequate search.

2025-150 Abdelhady: The appeal challenged the response of MPD to a request for body-worn
camera footage related to a specific incident. MPD had responded to the request by providing
responsive footage it redacted pursuant to D.C. Code § 2-534(a)(2), (a)(2A) and (a)(3)(C). The
decision of MPD was affirmed pursuant to D.C. Code § 2-534(a)(3)(C) because the public interest
in disclosure did not outweigh the associated privacy interest. Following the review of additional
issues presented by the requester, FOIA Appeal Decision 2025-150R was issued, and the matter
was remanded back to MPD to: 1) revisit the audio redactions made to the previously provided
footage; 2) provide the full audio of any MPD officer contained in the footage absent an inability
to do so; or 3) cite to another applicable exemption or basis for withholding the audio of any MPD
officer.

2025-151 Zorpette: The appeal challenged the response of DMHHS to a request for the names,
records and recommendations of work group participants tasked with addressing service and
accountability issues. DMHHS had provided responsive records and withheld others pursuant to
D.C. Code § 2-534(a)(4), the deliberative process privilege. The appeal was granted and the matter
was remanded back to DMMHS to: 1) revisit the search it conducted; 2) consider the feasibility of
disclosing any segregable portion of the documents identified as being responsive to the request
for the “recommendations of”” the working group by-way-of redaction, or whether doing so would
lead to a document having little to no informational value; and 3) address the request for
“documents and information” relating to the working group, outside of those containing
recommendations, by citing an applicable exemption or producing the same.

2025-152 Gee: The appeal challenged the response of MPD to a request for data contained in the
D.C. Sex Offender Registry. MPD had responded to the request by providing the requester with an
internet link to a website where the information was publicly accessible. The decision of MPD was
affirmed and the appeal was dismissed as an agency does not have an obligation to provide records
that are publicly accessible via website or register.

2025-154 Guzman Camacho: The appeal challenged the response of MPD to a request for body-
worn camera footage related to a specific incident. MPD had provided footage it redacted pursuant
to D.C. Code § 2-534(a)(2) and (a)(3)(C) as the release would constitute an unwarranted invasion
of personal privacy. The decision of MPD was affirmed because the privacy rights of the
individuals in the footage were not outweighed by the public interest in disclosure.
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2025-155 Coffy: The appeal challenged the response of FEMS to a request for a specific fire
report. FEMS had provided responsive records that it redacted pursuant to D.C. Code § 2-534(a)(2)
which exempts from disclosure information of a personal nature that would constitute a clearly
unwarranted invasion of personal privacy and the requester challenged the adequacy of the search.
The appeal was denied based on the finding FEMS conducted an adequate search.

2025-156 Plaink: The appeal challenged the response of MPD to a request for records related to
the investigation of an individual. MPD denied the request pursuant to D.C. Code § 2-534(a)(2),
(a)(3)(C) and (a)(3)(a)(i), because a release of the records would constitute an unwarranted
invasion of personal privacy and interfere with an open investigation. The decision of MPD was
affirmed and the appeal was dismissed based on MPD’s representation that the requested records
are part of an ongoing investigation.

2025-157 Murry: The appeal challenged the response of MPD to a request for records and video
footage related to a specific incident. MPD had denied the request pursuant to D.C. Code § 2-
534(a)(2), (a)(2A) and (a)(3)(c), as the release would constitute an unwarranted invasion of
personal privacy. The appeal was denied pursuant to D.C. Code § 2-534(a)(3)(c), because the
disclosure of the records would constitute an unwarranted invasion of personal privacy that was
not outweighed by the public interest in disclosure.

2025-158 Hermann: The appeal challenged the response of MPD to a request for a copy of a
specific warrant application. MPD had denied the request pursuant to D.C. Code § 2-534(a)(2),
(a)(2A), (a)(3)(c) and (a)(3)(a)(i). The decision of MPD was affirmed and the appeal was dismissed
pursuant to D.C. Code § 2-534(a)(3)(c), because the disclosure of the records would constitute an
unwarranted invasion of personal privacy that was not outweighed by the public interest in
disclosure.

2025-159 Brudy-Everett: The appeal challenged DMV’s failure to respond to a request for
records related to the issuance of tickets issued by stop sign enforcement cameras. The appeal was
dismissed as moot after DMV issued a response.

2025-161 DeYoung: The appeal challenged the response of DC Health to a request for records
related to a dog. DC Health had responded to the request by advising the requester it was unable
to locate any responsive records. The appeal was granted and the matter was remanded to DC
Health to: 1) revisit the search it conducted; 2) disclose any non-exempt records identified as soon
as practicable; and 3) issue an updated determination detailing the exemptions relied upon, if any,
and the search performed.

2025-162 Behrens: The appeal challenged OUC’s failure to respond to a request for specific 911
audio recordings. The appeal was dismissed as moot after OUC issued a response.

2025-163 Franklin: The appeal challenged OUC’s failure to respond to a request for records
related to an incident involving road debris. The appeal was dismissed as moot after OUC issued
a response.
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2025-164 Canedo: The appeal challenged the response of DCPS to a request for records related
to teacher course assignments. DCPS had provided responsive records, but the requester
challenged the adequacy of the search. The appeal was denied based on the finding that DCPS
conducted an adequate search.

2025-165 George: The appeal challenged the response of MPD to a request for body-worn camera
footage from officers responding to a specific incident. MPD had denied the request pursuant to
D.C. Code § 2-534(2A)(A) because the footage was taken inside a personal residence. The decision
of MPD was affirmed because D.C. Code § 2-534(a)(2A)(A) does not contain an exception
premised on the requester being the homeowner or a resident of the home.

2025-166 Thompson: The appeal challenged OUC'’s failure to respond to a request for records
related to the tracking of police vehicles. The appeal was dismissed as moot after OUC issued a
response.

2025-167 Jennings: The appeal challenged MPD’s failure to respond to a request for records
related to the requester and a specific case number. The appeal was granted and the matter was
remanded to MPD to disclose any non-exempt records as soon as practicable.

2025-168 Douglas: The appeal challenged MPD’s failure to respond to a request for records
related to police training, seminars, trips or other activities involving the state of Israel. The appeal
was dismissed as moot after MPD issued a response.

2025-169 McRae: The appeal challenged the response of DDOT to a request for records related
to a traffic camera located at a specific location. DDOT had responded to the request by advising
the requester it was unable to locate any responsive records. The appeal was denied based on the
finding DDOT conducted an adequate search.

2025-170 Hendrix: The appeal challenged OUC’s failure to respond to a request for a specific 911
call. The appeal was dismissed as moot after OUC issued a response.

2025-171 Eckholt: The appeal challenged the response of MPD to a request for records related to
specific incident reports. MPD had denied the request pursuant to D.C. Code § 2-534(a)(2A),
(a)(2), (a)(3)(A)(1), and (a)(3)(C). The decision of MPD was affirmed and the appeal was dismissed
based on its representation that the requested records are part of an ongoing investigation.

2025-172 Canedo: The appeal challenged the response of DCPS to a request for emails containing
a specific name. DCPS had provided responsive records and withheld others pursuant to pursuant
to D.C. Code § 2-534(a)(2) which exempts from disclosure information of a personal nature that
would constitute a clearly unwarranted invasion of personal privacy. The appeal was dismissed as
moot after DCPS issued a supplemental response.

2025-173 Walker: The appeal challenged the response of DGS to a request for records related to
the requester’s employment and job performance while assigned to DPW. DGS had provided
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responsive records and advised the requester it was unable to locate other records. The appeal was
denied based on the finding DGS conducted an adequate search.

2025-174 Taitz: The appeal challenged the response of DDOT to a request for records related to
bus shelter advertisements. DDOT had responded to the request by providing responsive records.
The appeal was dismissed as moot after DDOT issued a supplemental response containing
additional records.

2025-175 CRU LexisNexis: The appeal challenged the response of DC Health to a request for
records related to a dog bite. DC Health had responded to the request by closing it as a duplicate
request. The appeal was granted and the matter was remanded back to DC Health to provide the
requested records or issue a response that complies with D.C. Code § 2-533(a).

2025-176 Pinegar: The appeal challenged OUC’s failure to respond to a request for records related
to a specific incident and communications containing certain names and terms. The appeal was
dismissed as moot after OUC issued a response.

2025-177 Andrews: The appeal challenged the response of MPD to a request for records related
to a specific incident. MPD had responded to the request by referring the requester to OUC to
obtain a citizen complaint number so the requester could then make a PD-251 request. The appeal
was granted and the matter was remanded to MPD to conduct a search and disclose any non-
exempt records as soon as practicable.

2025-178 Maltz: The appeal challenged the response of DCPS to a request for CCTV footage
related to a specific incident. DCPS had denied the request pursuant to D.C. Code § 2-534(a)(2)
because the release would constitute a clearly unwarranted invasion of personal privacy. The
decision of DCPS was affirmed and the appeal was dismissed because the public interest in
disclosure did not outweigh the associated privacy interest.

2025-179 Gatling: The appeal challenged OUC’s failure to respond to a request for reports or
complaints related to a specific address. The appeal was dismissed as moot after OUC issued a
response.

2025-180 Valentin: The appeal challenged the response of MPD to a request for body-worn
camera footage related to a specific incident. MPD had denied the request pursuant to D.C. Code
§ 2-534(a)(2) and (a)(3)(C) as the release would constitute an unwarranted invasion of personal
privacy. The appeal was denied because the privacy rights of the individuals in the footage were
not outweighed by the public interest in disclosure.

2025-181 Doyle: The appeal challenged the response of EOM to a request for records related to
applicants to the Board of Social Work during a specific time period. EOM had denied the request
pursuant to D.C. Code § 2-534(a)(4), the deliberative process privilege. The appeal was granted
and the matter was remanded to EOM to: 1) identify any responsive documents; and 2) produce
these records or cite to an applicable exemption to disclosure.
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2025-182 Lewyn: The appeal challenged the response of BEGA to a request for records related to
unclaimed property. BEGA had responded to the request by referring the requester to OCFO. The
appeal was denied based on the finding that BEGA properly responded to the request.

2025-183 Doyle: The appeal challenged the response of DC Health to a request for records related
to social workers that failed an ASWB exam. DC Health had responded to the request by advising
the requester it was unable to locate any responsive records. The appeal was granted and the matter
was remanded to DC Health to: 1) revisit the search it conducted; 2) disclose any non-exempt
records identified as soon as practicable; and 3) issue an updated determination that includes an
explanation of the search performed.

2025-184 Sellars: The appeal challenged the response of MPD to a request for exhibits presented
at a criminal trial. MPD had denied the request pursuant to D.C. Code § 2-534(a)(2A), (a)(2) and
(a)(3)(C). On appeal, MPD also denied the request pursuant to D.C. Code § (a)(3)(A)(i). The
appeal was denied pursuant to D.C. Code § (a)(3)(A)(1) because the release of the requested records
would interfere with a law enforcement proceeding.

2025-185 Doyle: The appeal challenged the response of DC Health to a request for records related
to social workers that failed an ASWB exam. DC Health had responded to the request by advising
the requester it was unable to locate any responsive records. The appeal was granted and the matter
was remanded back to DC Health to: 1) revisit the search it conducted; 2) disclose any non-exempt
records identified as soon as practicable; and 3) issue an updated determination that includes an
explanation of the search conducted.

2025-187 Bell: The appeal challenged MPD’s failure to respond to a request for records related to
a specific incident. The appeal was granted and the matter was remanded to MPD to disclose any
non-exempt records as soon as practicable.

2025-188 Bell: The appeal challenged FEMS’ failure to respond to a request for records related to
a specific incident. The appeal was dismissed as moot after FEMS issued a response.

2025-189 Bell: The appeal challenged FEMS’ failure to respond to a request for records related to
a specific incident. The appeal was dismissed as moot after FEMS issued a response.

2025-190 DeWitt: The appeal challenged the response of MPD to a request for records related to
a motor vehicle collision. MPD provided responsive records that it redacted pursuant to D.C. Code
§ 2-534(a)(2),(a)(2A), and (a)(3)(C). The appeal was denied pursuant to D.C. Code § 2-
534(a)(3)(C) because the disclosure of the records would constitute an unwarranted invasion of
personal privacy that was not outweighed by the public interest in disclosure.

2025-191 Galasso: The appeal challenged the response of MPD to a request for records related to
the requester and a minor child. MPD had provided responsive records and withheld other
information pursuant to D.C. Code § 2-534(a)(2) and (a)(3)(C). The requester challenged the
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adequacy of the search. The appeal was denied based on the finding that MPD conducted an
adequate search.

2025-192 Galasso: The appeal challenged MPD’s failure to respond to a request for records related
to the requester and MPD activities. The appeal was granted and the matter was remanded to MPD
to disclose any non-exempt records as soon as practicable.

2025-193 Galasso: The appeal challenged MPD’s failure to respond to a request for body-worn
camera footage related to the requester and MPD activities. The appeal was granted and the matter
was remanded to MPD to disclose any non-exempt records as soon as practicable.

2025-194 Galasso: The appeal challenged the response of MPD to a request for records related to
specific phone calls. MPD had referred the request to OUC and opened a new request after the
requester clarified the original submission. The appeal was dismissed as moot because the
underlying request, as clarified, remained open under a new request number.

2025-195 Galasso: The appeal challenged MPD’s failure to respond to a request for records related
to specific phone calls. The appeal was granted and the matter was remanded to MPD to promptly
any non-exempt records as soon as practicable.

2025-196 Galasso: The appeal challenged the response of DHS to a request for records related to
the requester. DHS had responded by providing an unredacted copy of the requester’s case file and
the requester challenged the adequacy of the search. The appeal was denied based on the finding
that DHS conducted an adequate search.

2025-197 Galasso: The appeal challenged the response of DMV to a request for records related to
the requester’s DMV file. DMV had responded by providing records it identified as being
responsive to the request. The appeal was dismissed as moot after DMV revisited its search and
provided additional records.

2025-198 Galasso: The appeal challenged OS’ failure to respond to a request for records related
to Metrobus and Metrorail activity. The appeal was dismissed as moot after OS issued a response.

2025-199 Wong: The appeal challenged MPD’s failure to respond to a request for records related
to MPD’s Department's Gang Intelligence and Tracking System. The appeal was granted and the
matter was remanded to MPD to disclose any non-exempt records as soon as practicable.

2025-200 Twaronite: The appeal challenged DOEE’s failure to respond to a request for records
related to a specific mail tracking number. The appeal was dismissed as moot after DOEE issued
a response.

2025-201 Mataj: The appeal challenged MPD’s failure to respond to a request for records
referencing a specific individual or court case. The appeal was dismissed as moot after MPD issued
a response.
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2025-202 Fasching: The appeal challenged the response of MPD to a request for records related
to a particular incident. MPD closed the request as a duplicate of a prior request. In consideration
of differences between the requests, the appeal was granted and the matter was remanded to MPD
to provide the records requested or issue a response that complies with D.C. Code § 2-533(a).

2025-203 Pinegar: The appeal challenged the response of OUC to a request for calls and records
related to an alleged incident involving the requester. OUC had provided redacted records and
withheld others in their entirety pursuant to D.C. Code § 2-534(a)(2). The decision of OUC was
affirmed, in part, based on the finding that it conducted an adequate search and pursuant to D.C.
Code § 2-534(a)(2), because the privacy rights of the individuals in the records were not
outweighed by the public interest in disclosure. The appeal was granted, in part, and the matter
was remanded to OUC to provide a copy of a document missing certain columns of information,
cite to an exemption precluding the disclosure of that information or provide an explanation as to
the document and missing columns.

2025-204 Mataj: The appeal challenged the response of MPD to a request for records referencing
a specific individual or court case. MPD had stated it was unable to locate any responsive records,
and the requester challenged the adequacy of the search. The appeal was denied because the
requester did not provide any evidence suggesting responsive records exist.

2025-205 Montgomery: The appeal challenged the response of OIG to a request for written
testimony of the Inspector General to the Committee on Executive Administration and Labor. OIG
had responded to the request by providing the requester with a web link where the records were
publicly accessible and the requester challenged the adequacy of the search. The appeal was denied
based on the finding that OIG conducted an adequate search.

2025-206 Olmstead: The appeal challenged the response of PSC to a request for emails, meeting
transcripts and meeting titles between specific individuals about the requester. PSC had provided
responsive records and withheld others pursuant to pursuant to D.C. Code § 2-534(a)(2) and (a)(4).
The appeal was denied pursuant to D.C. Code § 2-534(a)(2), because the privacy rights of the
individuals in the records were not outweighed by the public interest in disclosure, and D.C. Code
§ 2-534(a)(4), because they contained deliberations about a personnel matter.

2025-207 Ose-Afiana: The appeal challenged the response of DLCP to a request for records
related to a specific business registration. DLCP had responded to the request by providing
responsive records and asserting it does not have access to surveillance videos for private
establishments or the duty to answer questions. The requester asserted that certain records were
missing. The appeal was denied based on the finding that DLCP properly responded to the request
and because DLCP offered to engage in an ongoing dialogue as to how to clarify the request.

2025-208 Long: The appeal challenged the response of DCPS to a request for records showing
how a particular individual wrote. DCPS provided over 300 pages of records, and the requester
challenged the adequacy of the search. DCPS subsequently provided exact page numbers on which
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to find the requested material. The appeal was denied based on the finding that DCPS conducted
an adequate search.

2025-209 Cox: The appeal challenged the response of OCFO to a request for records related to
the unauthorized withdrawal of funds from a personal bank account by OAG. OCFO had denied
the request because it did not maintain the type of records sought and referred the requester to
OAG. The appeal was denied in consideration of OCFO’s explanation as to where the records
could be located and its referral to OAG.

2025-210 Adeshina: The appeal challenged MPD’s failure to respond to a request for records
related to an assault that occurred between 1972 and 1975. The appeal was granted and the matter
was remanded to MPD to disclose any non-exempt records as soon as practicable.

2025-211 Twaronite: The appeal challenged the response of DOEE to a request for records related
to a specific mail tracking number. DOEE had stated it was unable to locate any responsive records,
and the requester challenged the adequacy of the search. The appeal was dismissed as moot after
DOEE located and provided responsive records.

2025-212 Sellars: This appeal was filed in response to FOIA Appeal Decision 2025-184, which
affirmed MPD’s denial of a request for specific criminal trial exhibits pursuant to D.C. Code §
(a)(3)(A)(1) because the release of the requested records would interfere with a law enforcement
proceeding. In FOIA Appeal Decision 2025-184, the requester was invited to refile their appeal
because MPD did not initially cite D.C. Code § (a)(3)(A)(1) in its original denial. The appeal was
denied because: 1) the requester did not establish the records were publicly available; 2) this Office
does not have jurisdiction to address the requester’s contention as to the public’s right to access
trial materials under the Sixth Amendment; 3) even assuming some level of disclosure has
occurred, the release of these records could interfere with an enforcement proceeding, which
includes appellate review; and 4) D.C. Code § 2-534(a)(3)(a)(i) does not incorporate a balancing
test.

2025-213 Hardy: The appeal challenged MPD’s failure to respond to a request for emails related
to a particular public records request. The appeal was granted and the matter was remanded to
MPD to disclose any non-exempt records as soon as practicable.

2025-214 Hardy: The appeal challenged MPD’s failure to respond to a request for records relating
to MPD’s “ability to enforce laws against sex work in the District of Columbia.” The appeal was
granted and the matter was remanded to MPD to disclose any non-exempt records as soon as
practicable.

2025-215 Koprowski: The appeal challenged the response of MPD to a request for records related
to the use of facial recognition technology. MPD had responded to the request by stating it was
unable to locate any responsive records and the requester challenged the adequacy of the search.
The appeal was denied because MPD did not retain the requested records as they were outside of
MPD’s retention schedule.
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2015-216 Gatling: The appeal challenged the response of OUC to a request for reports and
complaints related to an address during a specific time period. OUC had responded to the request
by providing responsive records and the requester challenged the adequacy of the search. The
appeal was granted and the matter was remanded back to OUC to revisit the search it conduced
and to disclose any non-exempt records as soon as practicable.

2025-217 Eckford: The appeal challenged the response of MPD to a request for body-worn
camera footage related to the arrest of an individual. There was an ambiguity the record on whether
or not MPD had provided the requester with the body-worn camera footage or issued a written
denial. The appeal was granted and the matter was remanded back to MPD to provide the requested
footage, explain what information is needed to obtain the footage, or issue a written denial in
response to the request, if not already done.

2025-218 Tefera: The appeal challenged the response of HSEMA to a request for camera footage
taken at a specific time and location. HSEMA had stated it was unable to locate any responsive
footage because there is no camera at the requested location. The appeal was dismissed as an
agency is only required to disclose records under its control at the time of request.

2025-219 Jones: The appeal challenged the response of BEGA to a multi-part request for records
related to a specific case. BEGA had advised the requester that it did not have any responsive
records for part of the request and denied other parts pursuant to D.C. Code § 2-534(a)(3), (a)(4)
and (a)(6). BEGA had also provided the requester with a web link to obtain publicly available
records (financial disclosure statements, prior negotiated dispositions and orders covering outside
activity violations). The appeal was denied based on the finding that BEGA conducted an adequate
search, pursuant to D.C. Code § 2-534(a)(4) because the records sought were pre-decisional and
deliberative, and pursuant to D.C. Code § 2-534 (a)(3)(A)(i) given BEGA’s representation that a
release of the records would interfere with a law enforcement proceeding.

2025-220 A: The appeal challenged the response of MPD to a request for body-worn camera
footage related to a specific incident. MPD had denied the request pursuant to D.C. Code § 2-
534(a)(2) and (a)(3)(C) because without a privacy waiver or authorization a release of such
information would constitute a clearly unwarranted invasion of personal privacy. The decision of
MPD was affirmed pursuant to D.C. Code § 2-534(a)(3)(C) because the public interest in
disclosure did not outweigh the associated privacy interest.

2025-221 A: The appeal challenged the response of MPD to a request for body-worn camera
footage related to a specific incident. MPD had denied the request pursuant to D.C. Code § 2-
534(a)(2) and (a)(3)(C) because without a privacy waiver or authorization a release of such
information would constitute a clearly unwarranted invasion of personal privacy. The decision of
MPD was affirmed pursuant to D.C. Code § 2-534(a)(3)(C) because the public interest in
disclosure did not outweigh the associated privacy interest.
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2025-222 Ribel: The appeal challenged the response of DDOT to a request for various records
related to The Boring Company and Hyperloop. DDOT had stated it did not have any responsive
records, and the requester provided evidence suggesting that responsive records do exist. The
appeal was granted and the matter was remanded to DDOT to revisit the search it conducted, to
disclose any non-exempt records identified as soon as practicable, and to issue an updated
determination letter in compliance with D.C. Code § 2-533 that also details the search performed.

2025-223 Oberg: The appeal challenged the response of OCTO to a request for emails between
individuals containing certain keywords. OCTO had responded to the request by referring the
requester to MPD. The appeal was denied as Mayor’s Order 2008-88 directs OCTO to refer DC
FOIA requests for emails to the FOIA Officer of the agency that is the subject of the request

2025-224 Roller: The appeal challenged the response of FEMS to a request for records related to
finalized plans of the D.C. Fire Marshal’s Office for a specific event. FEMS had denied the request
pursuant to D.C. Code § 2-534(A)(E) because disclosure of the records would reveal investigative
techniques and procedures not generally known outside of the government. The appeal was granted
and the matter was remanded to FEMS to reevaluate the withheld records, disclose any nonexempt
portions of the responsive records and issue an updated response letter identifying any exemptions
relied upon.

2025-225 Brink: The appeal challenged the response of MPD to a request for records related to
an arrest. MPD had provided responsive records but withheld portions pursuant to D.C. Code §
2-534(a)(2), (a)(3)(C) and (a)(4). The requester challenged the redactions and the adequacy of the
search. The appeal was denied based on the finding that MPD conducted and adequate search and
pursuant to D.C. Code § 2-534(a)(3)(C) because the public interest in disclosure did not outweigh
the associated privacy interest.

2025-226 Brink: The appeal challenged the response of MPD to a request for records related to
an arrest. MPD had provided responsive records but withheld portions pursuant to D.C. Code § 2-
534(a)(2), (a)(3)(C), (a)(4) and (a)(3)(E). The requester challenged the redactions and the adequacy
of the search. The appeal was denied, in part, pursuant to D.C. Code § 2-534(a)(3)(C) because the
public interest in disclosure did not outweigh the associated privacy interest. The appeal was
granted, in part, and the matter was remanded back to MPD to revisit the search it conducted and
to disclose any additional non-exempt records identified as soon as practicable.

2025-227 Brink: The appeal challenged MPD’s failure to respond to a request for body-worn
camera footage related to a specific incident. The appeal was granted and the matter was remanded
to MPD to disclose any non-exempt records as soon as practicable.

2025-228 Skeen: The appeal challenged the response of MPD to a request for various records
related to a specific court case. MPD denied the request pursuant to D.C. Code § 2-534(a)(3)(A)(1),
(a)(3)(B) and (a)(3)(C). The decision of MPD was affirmed based on its representation that the
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requested records are part of an ongoing investigation and the release would interfere with a law
enforcement proceeding.

2025-229 Andrews: The appeal challenged the response of OUC to a request for a specific 911
call. OUC denied the request pursuant to D.C. Code § 2-534(a)(2) because the release would
constitute an unwarranted invasion of personal privacy. The decision of OUC was affirmed
because the public interest in disclosure did not outweigh the associated privacy interest.

2025-230 Douglas: The appeal challenged OSSE’s failure to respond to a request for records
related to the Middle East and other specific topics. OSSE responded to the appeal by stating it
never received the request. The appeal was granted and the matter was remanded back to OSSE to
conduct a search for responsive records, provide any non-exempt records it identified and issue a
determination letter in compliance with D.C. Code § 2-533(a).

2025-231 Robinson: The appeal challenged the response of OUC to two requests for specific 911
calls. OUC denied the requests pursuant to D.C. Code § 2-534(a)(2) because the release would
constitute an unwarranted invasion of personal privacy. The decision of OUC was affirmed
because the public interest in disclosure did not outweigh the associated privacy interest.

2025-232 Robinson: The appeal challenged the response of MPD to a request for records related
to two separate incidents at the requester’s home. MPD had responded to one of the requests by
providing responsive records that it redacted pursuant to D.C. Code § 2-534(a)(2) and (a)(3)(C).
MPD had closed the other request as a duplicate. The appeal was denied, in part, pursuant to D.C.
Code § 2-534(a)(3)(C) because the public interest in disclosure did not outweigh the associated
privacy interest. The appeal was granted, in part, and the matter was remanded back to MPD to
revisit the search it conducted and to disclose any additional non-exempt records identified as soon
as practicable.

2025-233 Gopal: The appeal challenged the response of MPD to a request for records related to
the investigation of a specific central complaint number. MPD had provided responsive records
and withheld others pursuant to D.C. Code § 2-534(a)(2), (a)(3)(C), (a)(2A)(B) and (a)(3)(D). The
appeal was denied based on the finding MPD conducted an adequate search and pursuant to D.C.
Code § 2-534(a)(3)(C) because the public interest in disclosure did not outweigh the associated
privacy interest.

2025-234 Balachandar: The appeal challenged the response of MPD to a request for police injury
reports created on a specific date. MPD denied the request pursuant to D.C. Code § 2-534(a)(2)
and (a)(3)(C) as the release would constitute an unwarranted invasion of personal privacy. The
decision of MPD was affirmed because the privacy rights of the individuals in the records were
not outweighed by the public interest in disclosure.

2025-235 Montgomery: The appeal challenged the response of MPD to a request for records
related to specific individuals. MPD had responded to the request by referring the requester to
OIG. The appeal was denied given an ambiguity in the request.
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2025-236 Austermuhle: The appeal challenged EOM’s failure to respond to a request for records
related to President Trump's D.C. Safe and Beautiful Task Force. The appeal was dismissed as
moot after EOM issued a response.

2025-237 Andrews: The appeal challenged MPD’s failure to respond to a request for body-worn
camera footage related to a specific incident. The appeal was granted and the matter was remanded
back to MPD to disclose any non-exempt records as soon as practicable.

2025-238 Hall: The appeal challenged the response of DPR to a request for records related to the
requester’s child. DPR denied the request pursuant to D.C. Code § 2-534(a)(2) as the release would
constitute an unwarranted invasion of personal privacy. The appeal was denied because individuals
have a privacy interest in the information contained in their DPR accounts that was not outweighed
by the public interest in disclosure.

2025-239 A: The appeal challenged the response of MPD to a request for body-worn camera
footage related to a specific incident. MPD had denied the request pursuant to D.C. Code § 2-
534(a)(2) and (a)(3)(C) because without a privacy waiver or authorization a release of such
information would constitute a clearly unwarranted invasion of personal privacy. The decision of
MPD was affirmed pursuant to D.C. Code § 2-534(a)(3)(C) because the public interest in
disclosure did not outweigh the associated privacy interest.

2025-240 Porter: The appeal challenged the response of DDOT to a request for “all public
comments related to NOI# 25-160-CPD (removal of two-way protected bike lane on the north side
of Arizona Avenue NW between Loughboro Road NW and MacArthur Boulevard NW, and
installation of 5-foot-wide unprotected standard bike lane in both north and south directions on
Arizona Avenue NW.” DDOT had provided responsive records and the requester challenged the
adequacy of the search. The appeal was dismissed as moot after DDOT provided additional
responsive records.

2025-241 A: The appeal challenged the response of MPD to a request for body-worn camera
footage related to a specific incident. MPD had responded to the request by asking for
identification and authority to receive the requested records. The appeal was denied as there was
no evidence the requester ever responded to MPD’s request.

2025-242 Haskins: The appeal challenged the response of OUC to a request for 911
calls/transcripts related a specific incident. OUC had denied the request pursuant to D.C. Code §
2-534(a)(2) because the release would constitute an unwarranted invasion of personal privacy. The
decision of OUC was affirmed because the public interest in disclosure did not outweigh the
associated privacy interest.

2025-243 Heimert: The appeal challenged the response of DDOT to a request for ““[a]ll
communications, documents, records of conversations, and other information relating to the
protected bicycle lanes on Arizona Ave., N.W., including with respect to changes to the design of
those lanes or their removal.” DDOT had provided approximately 553 pages of responsive records
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and the requester challenged the adequacy of the search. The appeal was dismissed as moot after
DDOT provided an additional 247 pages of responsive records.

2025-244 Thompson: The appeal challenged DCHA’s failure to respond to a request for copies of
depositions given by DCHA officials as part of a specific Superior Court case. The appeal was
granted and the matter was remanded to DCHA to provide the requester with a response that
complies with D.C. Code § 2-533(a).

2025-245 McVicker: The appeal challenged DC Health’s failure to respond to a request for
various information related to COVID-19/ SAR-CoV-2. The appeal was granted and the matter
was remanded back to DC Health to disclose any non-exempt records as soon as practicable.

2025-246 Long: The appeal challenged the response of OUC to a request for records related to an
address during a specific time period. OUC had denied the request pursuant to D.C. Code §
2-534(a)(2) as the release would constitute an unwarranted invasion of personal privacy. In
response to the appeal, OUC stated the requested records were also exempt from disclosure
pursuant to D.C. Code § 2-534 (a)(3)(A)(1), (a)(3)(B) and (a)(3)(C). The appeal was denied
pursuant to D.C. Code § 2-534(a)(2) because the privacy rights of the individuals in the records
were not outweighed by the public interest in disclosure, and (a)(3)(a)(i) because the release of the
requested records would interfere with a law enforcement proceeding.

2025-247 Key: The appeal challenged the response of MPD to a request for disciplinary actions,
complaints, investigations and adverse findings involving an officer. MPD had denied the request
pursuant to D.C. Code § 2-534(a)(2) and (a)(3)(C) as the release of the records, if any, would
constitute an unwarranted invasion of personal privacy. The decision of MPD was affirmed
because the officer’s privacy interest was not outweighed by the public interest in disclosure.

2025-248 Elton: The appeal challenged DDOT’s failure to respond to a request for video footage
of a particular motor vehicle collision. DDOT had provided a response letter explaining the agency
did not have responsive records because its CCTV cameras are for monitoring only and do not
store footage, but the requester asserted they never received a response letter. The appeal was
dismissed as moot on confirmation that DDOT provided a response.

2025-249 Thompson: The appeal challenged the response of DCHA to a request for emails
between a specific individual and a specific email domain. DCHA had provided redacted records,
and withheld others in their entirety, pursuant to D.C. Code § 2-534(a)(1), which exempts from
disclosure trade secrets and commercial or financial information obtained from outside the
government, to the extent that disclosure would result in substantial harm to the competitive
position of the person from whom the information was obtained. The requester asserted that some
of the withheld email attachments did not originate from outside the government. The appeal was
denied based on the finding that the withheld attachments contain extensive financial information
obtained from outside the government and the release of this information would cause substantial
competitive harm.
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2025-250 Robinson: The appeal challenged MPD’s failure to respond to a request for body-worn
camera footage related to a specific incident. MPD had initially responded to the request by
dismissing it as a duplicate. The appeal was dismissed as moot following a review of the District’s
FOIA tracking portal which indicated that MPD had provided the requester with access to redacted
body-worn camera footage.

2025-251 Roach: The appeal challenged the response of DDOT to a request for various records
regarding the installation of Residential Permit Parking signage on the 2000 block of 13th Street
SE. DDOT had stated that it did not have any responsive records, “however, a manager within the
division that is responsible for these installations, the Curbside Management Division, has
responded that based on his research, it appears that the signage was installed between 2015-2016.”
The requester challenged the adequacy of DDOT’s search. The appeal was denied based on the
finding that DDOT conducted an adequate search.

2025-252 Long: The appeal challenged the response of MPD to a request for body-worn camera
footage related to a specific incident. MPD had denied the request pursuant to D.C. Code §
2-534(a)(2A), (a)(2), (a)(3)(A)(1), and (a)(3)(C), because a release of the footage would constitute
an unwarranted invasion of personal privacy and interfere with an open investigation. The decision
of MPD was affirmed based on its representation that the requested records are part of an ongoing
investigation.

2025-253 Bey: The appeal challenged the response of FEMS to a request for records related to a
specific incident number. FEMS had provided an incident report with redactions pursuant to D.C.
Code § 2-534(a)(2), as the release of the records, if any, would constitute an unwarranted invasion
of personal privacy. The decision of FEMS was affirmed and the appeal was dismissed because
the public interest in disclosure did not outweigh the associated privacy interest.

2025-254 Santos: The appeal challenged OSSE’s failure to respond to a request for various records
relating to a specific complaint. The appeal was dismissed as moot after OSSE provided a
response.

2025-256 Twaronite: The appeal challenged MPD’s failure to respond to a request for
“[d]ocuments related to subsequent identification, including license plate or vehicle information
(such as WALES search hits), and any referrals to potentially charge” for a specific incident. The
appeal was dismissed as moot after MPD provided a response.

2025-257 Taplin: The appeal challenged the response of DHS to a request for records related to
unspent federal TANF funds. DHS had responded to the request by referring the requester to
OCFO. The appeal was denied as DHS explained another agency maintained the records and it
referred the requester to that agency.

2025-258 Mott: The appeal challenged the response of MPD to a request for records related to a
specific incident. MPD had denied the request pursuant to D.C. Code § 2-534(a)(2A), (a)(2),
(a)(3)(A)(i), and (a)(3)(C), because a release of the records would constitute an unwarranted
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invasion of personal privacy and interfere with an open investigation. The appeal was denied based
on MPD’s representation that the requested records are part of an ongoing investigation.

2025-259 Baptiste: The appeal challenged the response of MPD to a request for records related to
a criminal case and a civil protection order. MPD had provided responsive records it redacted
pursuant to D.C. Code § 2-534(a)(2) as the release would constitute an unwarranted invasion of
personal privacy. The requester challenged the adequacy of MPD’s search. The appeal was
dismissed based on the finding that MPD conducted an adequate search.

2025-260 Veile: The appeal challenged the response of MPD to a request for body-worn camera
footage related to a specific incident. MPD had denied the request pursuant to D.C. Code §
2-534(a)(2) and (a)(3)(C) as the release would constitute an unwarranted invasion of personal
privacy. The appeal was denied pursuant to D.C. Code § 2-534(a)(3)(C) because the privacy rights
of the individuals depicted in the footage were not outweighed by the public interest in disclosure.

2025-261 Santos: The appeal challenged the response of OSSE to a request for records related to
a complaint filed about a learning center. OSSE had provided responsive records, and redacted or
withheld others in their entirety, pursuant to D.C. Code § 2-534(a)(2) as the release would
constitute a clearly unwarranted invasion of personal privacy. The appeal was granted and the
matter was remanded back to OSSE to release an incident report and supporting documents subject
to the redaction of personal identifying information or cite to another exemption justifying the
withholding of the documents, in-part or whole.

2025-262 Sparks: The appeal challenged the response of DCRB to the request of another
individual. The appeal was denied in the absence of authorization from the original requester to
file the appeal.

2025-263 Jones: The appeal challenged the response of DOES to a request for a database of all
the workers’ compensation claims filed with the agency during a specific time period. DOES had
responded to the request by providing a chart of claims filed and the requester challenged the
completeness of the data provided. The appeal was granted and the matter was remanded back to
DOES to address an ambiguity as to the records provided.

2025-264 Douglas: The appeal challenged DCPS’ failure to respond to a request for records related
to the Middle East and other specific topics. The appeal was dismissed as moot after DCPS issued
a response.

2025-265 Nelson: The appeal challenged the response of DOC to a request for records related to
a specific incident at the D.C. Central Detention Facility. For a portion of the request, DOC had
advised the requester it was unable to locate any responsive records. DOC had denied the
remainder of the request pursuant to D.C. Code § 2-534(a)(2) and (a)(3)(C) as the release would
constitute an unwarranted invasion of personal privacy. On appeal, DOC stated it had identified
responsive video footage, but it was being withheld pursuant to D.C. Code § 2-534(a)(3)(A)(1),
which exempts from disclosure investigatory records that are compiled for law enforcement
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purposes where disclosure would interfere with an enforcement proceeding. The appeal was denied
based on the finding DOC that conducted an adequate search and because the requested
surveillance footage was part of an ongoing investigation by being conducted by USAO and
federal DHS.

2025-266 Jones: The appeal challenged the response of DOC to a request for records related to
arrest book data. DOC had responded to the request by forwarding it to MPD because it sought
arrest records and the requester challenged the adequacy of DOC’s search. The appeal was denied
based on the finding that DOC conducted an adequate search and appropriately referred the request
to MPD.

2025-267 Jones: The appeal challenged the response of MPD to a request for records related to
arrest book data. MPD had responded to the request by directing the requester to information
publicly available online. In response to the appeal, MPD explained the online data is published
annually in January and prior to that time the unpublished data is exempt from disclosure pursuant
to D.C. Code § 2-534(a)(4), the deliberative process privilege. The appeal was tentatively denied
pursuant to D.C. Code § 2-534(a)(4) given MPD’s representation the requested data is currently in
draft form and is undergoing finalization. The requester was offered the opportunity to refile the
appeal to address MPD’s supplemental response.

2025-268 Kron: The appeal challenged the response of DOEE to a request for records related to
the application for an air quality permit at a specific address. DOEE had denied the request
pursuant to D.C. Code § 2-534(a)(4), the deliberative process privilege, but later corrected this
response to add D.C. Code § 2-534(a)(1), which exempts from disclosure trade secrets and
commercial or financial information obtained outside of the government, to the extent it would
result in substantial harm to the competitive position of the person from whom the information
was obtained. The appeal was denied because the records contained commercially sensitive data
and recommendations made by staff prior to making a final decision.

2025-269 Scott: The appeal challenged ANC 7C’s failure to respond to a request for monthly bank
statements from the ANC 7C account for the last 24 months. The appeal was dismissed as moot
after OANC issued a response on behalf of ANC 7C.

2025-270 Ricker: The appeal challenged the response of OCFO to a request for records related to
unclaimed property. OCFO had denied the request pursuant to D.C. Code § 2-534(a)(2) and (a)(6).
The appeal was denied pursuant to D.C. Code § 2-534(6) because the requested information is
exempt from disclosure by statute (D.C. Code § 41-155.03).

2025-271 Franco: The appeal challenged the response of DDOT to a request for the maintenance
records of a specific speed camera. DDOT had responded to the request by providing responsive
records. The requester challenged the adequacy of the search. The appeal was denied based on the
finding that DDOT conducted an adequate search.
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2025-272 Santos: The appeal challenged the response of MPD to a request for a specific police
report. MPD had provided responsive records but withheld others pursuant to D.C. Code §
2-534(a)(3)(B), (a)(2), (a)(3)(C),(a)(3)(A)(1) and (a)(6). The appeal was denied based on MPD’s
representation there is a pending law enforcement proceeding and a release of the records would
interfere with that proceeding.

2025-274 Silverman: The appeal challenged the response of MPD to a request for various logs,
reports, policies and agreements. MPD had denied the request, asserting it was unreasonably
burdensome. In response to the appeal, MPD issued an updated response and stated, for a portion
of the request, it was unable to locate any responsive records. The appeal was granted and the
requester was invited to submit a clarified request to MPD.

2025-275 Mirabel: The appeal challenged the response of ABCA to a request for various records
related to a property at a specific address. ABCA had stated that it was unable to locate any
responsive records and the requester challenged the adequacy of ABCA’s search. The appeal was
denied based on the finding that ABCA conducted an adequate search.

2025-276 Turner: The appeal challenged the response of OUC to a request for records associated
with 911 calls made on a specific date involving a particular individual. OUC had denied the
request pursuant to D.C. Code § 2-534(a)(2) because the release would constitute an unwarranted
invasion of personal privacy. The decision of OUC was affirmed because the public interest in
disclosure did not outweigh the associated privacy interest.

2025-278 Clemans: The appeal challenged the response of OUC to a request for a specific 911
call. OUC had denied the request pursuant to D.C. Code § 2-534(a)(2) because the release would
constitute an unwarranted invasion of personal privacy. In response to the appeal, OUC also
asserted the requested records were exempt from disclosure pursuant to D.C. Code § 2-
534(a)(3)(A)(1), (a)(3)(B) and (a)(3)(C). The decision of OUC was affirmed and the appeal was
dismissed because the public interest in disclosure did not outweigh the associated privacy interest.

2025-279 Mallory: The appeal challenged DHS’ failure to respond to a request for records related
to the requester. The appeal was deemed moot after DHS said it would begin processing the request
and provide a response within applicable statutory timeframes.

2025-280 Keer: The appeal challenged DC Health’s failure to respond to a request for records
related to a complaint the requester filed. The appeal was granted and the matter was remanded to
DC Health to disclose any non-exempt records as soon as practicable.

2025-282 Spear: The appeal challenged OCP’s failure to respond to a request for records related
to a specific solicitation. The appeal was dismissed as moot after OCP issued a response.
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FOIA APPEAL & Last Name of FOIA Agency Decision Date

WORKFLOW NUMBER Appellant

MLC2024-204 Arnheim DCHA 10/15/2024
MLC2024-205 Gathright oucC 10/7/2024
MLC2024-206 Gathright oucC 10/7/2024
MLC2024-207 Gathright FEMS 10/15/2024
MLC2024-209 Gathright oucC 10/15/2024
MLC2024-210 Twaronite DPW 10/7/2024
MLC2024-211 Twaronite DPW 10/7/2024
MLC2024-212 Fortier DMPED 10/15/2024
MLC2025-001 Dungca DBH 10/22/2024
MLC2025-002 White DCHA 10/22/2024
MLC2025-003 Thompson DCHA 10/22/2024
MLC2025-004 Hagi MPD 10/22/2024
MLC2025-005 Bornstein 0OIG 11/12/2024
MLC2025-006 Clop OIG 11/12/2024
MLC2025-007 Clop 0olG 11/12/2024
MLC2025-008 Trombly MPD 10/23/2024
MLC2025-009 Parker oucC 10/23/2024
MLC2025-010 Mcmullen MPD 10/23/2024
MLC2025-011 Bellin DHCF 10/23/2024
MLC2025-012 Schumer MPD 11/4/2024
MLC2025-013 Weiner MPD 11/12/2024
MLC2025-014 Ellefson MPD 11/4/2024
MLC2025-015 Greenberg MPD 11/4/2024
MLC2025-016 Watkins MPD 11/4/2024
MLC2025-017 Lightfoot MPD 11/12/2024
MLC2025-018 Lawrence DDOT 11/12/2024
MLC2025-019 Dungca CFSA 11/12/2024
MLC2025-020 Danielson DLCP 11/12/2024
MLC2025-021 Bellin DHS 11/12/2024
MLC2025-022 Ryals DOC 11/18/2024
MLC2025-023 Clopper DCRB 11/18/2024;12/3/2024
MLC2025-024 Brunson MPD 11/12/2024
MLC2025-025 Moeser OSA 11/18/2024
MLC2025-026 Stone FEMS 11/12/2024
MLC2025-027 Barry H. Helfand, P.A. MPD 11/27/2024
MLC2025-028 Hinton oucC 11/18/2024
MLC2025-030 Thompson DCHA 11/18/2024
MLC2025-031 Howell FEMS 11/18/2024
MLC2025-032 Bergman OCFO 11/18/2024
MLC2025-033 Douglas MPD 11/18/2024
MLC2025-034 de Windt MPD 11/27/2024




MLC2025-035 Hinton oucC 11/27/2024
MLC2025-036 Dungca DYRS 11/27/2024
MLC2025-037 Dungca DBH 12/9/2024
MLC2025-038 Burns MPD 11/27/2024
MLC2025-039 Twaronite MPD 11/27/2024
MLC2025-040 Burns oucC 12/9/2024
MLC2025-041 Farrell DPR 12/9/2024
MLC2025-042 Matheson MPD 11/27/2024
MLC2025-043 Weiner MPD 12/16/2024
MLC2025-044 Moreira MPD 12/16/2024
MLC2025-045 Lewis DDOT 12/16/2024
MLC2025-046 Lewis oucC 12/23/2024
MLC2025-047 Lewis DDOT 12/31/2024
MLC2025-048 Butcher MPD 1/16/2025
MLC2025-049 Lefrancois DDOT 12/16/2024
MLC2025-050 Adams MPD 1/16/2025
MLC2025-052 Clop 0OIG 12/31/2024
MLC2025-053 DeWitt MPD 1/16/2025
MLC2025-054 Kinnett DCPS 1/27/2025
MLC2025-055 Kumru oucC 1/3/2025
MLC2025-056 Clop DOES 1/27/2025
MLC2025-057 Maxfield MPD 1/3/2025
MLC2025-058 Galiba DYRS 1/16/2025
MLC2025-059 Bowser DOES 1/22/2025
MLC2025-060 Jett MPD 1/22/2025
MLC2025-061 Lee DCHR 2/3/2025
MLC2025-062 Araya DC Health 1/27/2025
MLC2025-063 Araya DC Health 1/27/2025
MLC2025-064 Ryals MPD 2/3/2025
MLC2025-065 Chrencik 0OlG 2/11/2025
MLC2025-066 Yolles MPD 2/12/2025
MLC2025-068 Weekes MPD 2/11/2025
MLC2025-069 Emig MPD 2/19/2025
MLC2025-070 Maxfield MPD 2/24/2025
MLC2025-071 Shapiro HSEMA 2/11/2025
MLC2025-072 Evans DHCD 2/19/2025
MLC2025-073 Meredith OHR 2/24/2025
MLC2025-074 Mayer DMPED 2/24/2025
MLC2025-075 Bowser DOES 2/19/2025
MLC2025-076 Williams OCTO 2/24/2025
MLC2025-077 Levin 0OIG 3/4/2025
MLC2025-078 Hall DPR 2/24/2025
MLC2025-079 Wilkerson MPD 3/4/2025
MLC2025-080 Thompson DHS 2/24/2025




MLC2025-081 Freeman MPD 3/4/2025
MLC2025-082 Clop 0olG 3/10/2025
MLC2025-083 Schupp DISB 3/10/2025
MLC2025-084 Yassin HSEMA 3/4/2025
MLC2025-085 Rosenfeld ouc 3/14/2025
MLC2025-086 Backoulas-Tello oucC 3/10/2025
MLC2025-087 Miller MPD 3/10/2025
MLC2025-088 Araya DC Health 3/14/2025
MLC2025-089 Fludd DFHV 3/14/2025
MLC2025-090 Gilbert oucC 3/28/2025
MLC2025-091 Terry OCTO 3/28/2025
MLC2025-092 Fludd DLCP 3/31/2025
MLC2025-093 Shapiro HSEMA 3/14/2025
MLC2025-094 Larson MPD 3/14/2025
MLC2025-095 Backoulas-Tello MPD 3/28/2025
MLC2025-096 Oilver-Peters MPD 3/28/2025
MLC2025-097 Hermann MPD 3/31/2025
MLC2025-098 Thompson DCHA 3/14/2025
MLC2025-099 Levin OTA 3/31/2025
MLC2025-100 Moorhouse OCP 3/14/2025
MLC2025-101 Bowser MPD 3/31/2025
MLC2025-102 Brudy-Everett DMV 3/31/2025
MLC2025-103 Davis oucC 4/7/2025
MLC2025-104 Mason MPD 4/7/2025
MLC2025-105 Yolles MPD 4/7/2025
MLC2025-106 Burdick OPC 4/7/2025
MLC2025-107 Schumer MPD 4/7/2025
MLC2025-108 Hermann MPD 4/22/2025
MLC2025-109 Simon DCHA 4/7/2025
MLC2025-110 Simon DCHA 4/7/2025
MLC2025-111 Simon DCHA 4/7/2025
MLC2025-112 Simon DCHA 4/7/2025
MLC2025-113 Simon DCHA 4/7/2025
MLC2025-114 Simon DCHA 4/7/2025
MLC2025-115 Simon DCHA 4/7/2025
MLC2025-116 Simon DCHA 4/7/2025
MLC2025-117 Simon DCHA 4/7/2025
MLC2025-118 Thompson MPD 4/7/2025
MLC2025-119 Santos OSSE 4/14/2025
MLC2025-120 Maxfield MPD 4/14/2025
MLC2025-121 McRae HSEMA 4/14/2025
MLC2025-122 Burdick OPC 4/29/2025
MLC2025-123 Maxfield OCME 4/29/2025
MLC2025-124 Thompson OCTO 4/22/2025




MLC2025-125 Police News MPD 5/5/2025
MLC2025-126 Clayton MPD 5/5/2025
MLC2025-127 Maxfield MPD 5/15/2025
MLC2025-128 Kronthal MPD 5/15/2025
MLC2025-129 Scott ANC 7C 5/5/2025
MLC2025-131 Mulhauser DMPED 5/5/2025
MLC2025-132 Maxfield DFS 5/15/2025
MLC2025-133 Maxfield DFS 5/15/2025
MLC2025-134 Maxfield DFS 5/15/2025
MLC2025-135 Pauling ORM 5/30/2025
MLC2025-136 Maxfield MPD 5/5/2025
MLC2025-137 Fisher FEMS 5/5/2025
MLC2025-138 Thompson DCHA 5/29/2025
MLC2025-139 Clayton EOM 5/29/2025
MLC2025-140 Dixon DMV 5/29/2025
MLC2025-141 Leslie FEMS 5/29/2025
MLC2025-142 Oliver OCFO 5/29/2025
MLC2025-143 Clayton EOM 5/30/2025
MLC2025-144 Clayton EOM 5/30/2025
MLC2025-145 Oberg MPD 5/30/2025
MLC2025-146 Oberg FEMS 5/30/2025
MLC2025-147 Mulhauser OCTO 6/2/2025
MLC2025-149 Jablow FEMS 5/30/2025
MLC2025-150 Abdelhady MPD 6/2/2025
MLC2025-151 Zorpette DMHHS 6/9/2025
MLC2025-152 Gee MPD 6/9/2025
MLC2025-154 Guzman Camacho MPD 6/9/2025
MLC2025-155 Coffy FEMS 6/9/2025
MLC2025-156 Plaink MPD 6/16/2025
MLC2025-157 Murry MPD 6/23/2025
MLC2025-158 Hermann MPD 6/23/2025
MLC2025-159 Brudy-Everett DMV 6/9/2025
MLC2025-161 DeYoung DC Health 6/16/2025
MLC2025-162 Behrens oucC 6/16/2025
MLC2025-163 Franklin oucC 6/16/2025
MLC2025-164 Canedo DCPS 6/16/2025
MLC2025-165 George MPD 6/23/2025
MLC2025-166 Thompson oucC 6/23/2025
MLC2025-167 lennings MPD 6/16/2025
MLC2025-168 Douglas MPD 6/23/2025
MLC2025-169 McRae DDOT 6/23/2025
MLC2025-170 Hendrix oucC 6/23/2025
MLC2025-171 Eckholt MPD 6/23/2025
MLC2025-172 Canedo DCPS 6/30/2025




MLC2025-173 Walker DGS 6/30/2025
MLC2025-174 Taitz DDOT 6/30/2025
MLC2025-175 CRU LexisNexis DC Health 6/30/2025
MLC2025-176 Pinegar oucC 6/30/2025
MLC2025-177 Andrews MPD 6/27/2025
MLC2025-178 Maltz DCPS 7/7/2025
MLC2025-179 Gatling oucC 7/7/2025
MLC2025-180 Valentin MPD 7/14/2025
MLC2025-181 Doyle EOM 7/7/2025
MLC2025-182 Lewyn BEGA 7/7/2025
MLC2025-183 Doyle DC Health 7/7/2025
MLC2025-184 Sellars MPD 7/7/2025
MLC2025-185 Doyle DC Health 7/7/2025
MLC2025-187 Bell MPD 6/30/2025
MLC2025-188 Bell FEMS 6/30/2025
MLC2025-189 Bell FEMS 7/14/2025
MLC2025-190 DeWitt MPD 7/22/2025
MLC2025-191 Galasso MPD 7/30/2025
MLC2025-192 Galasso MPD 7/8/2025
MLC2025-193 Galasso MPD 7/8/2025
MLC2025-194 Galasso MPD 7/30/2025
MLC2025-195 Galasso MPD 7/8/2025
MLC2025-196 Galasso DHS 7/30/2025
MLC2025-197 Galasso DMV 7/22/2025
MLC2025-198 Galasso 0sS 7/14/2025
MLC2025-199 Wong MPD 7/14/2025
MLC2025-200 Twaronite DOEE 7/14/2025
MLC2025-201 Mataj MPD 7/14/2025
MLC2025-202 Fasching MPD 7/22/2025
MLC2025-203 Pinegar oucC 7/22/2025
MLC2025-204 Mataj MPD 7/22/2025
MLC2025-205 Montgomery 0OlG 7/22/2025
MLC2025-206 Olmstead PSC 7/30/2025
MLC2025-207 Ose-Afiana DLCP 7/30/2025
MLC2025-208 Long DCPS 7/30/2025
MLC2025-209 Cox OCFO 8/4/2025
MLC2025-210 Adeshina MPD 7/30/2025
MLC2025-211 Twaronite DOEE 8/4/2025
MLC2025-212 Sellars MPD 8/4/2025
MLC2025-213 Hardy MPD 7/30/2025
MLC2025-214 Hardy MPD 7/30/2025
MLC2025-215 Koprowski MPD 8/4/2025
MLC2025-216 Gatling oucC 8/4/2025
MLC2025-217 Eckford MPD 8/12/2025




MLC2025-218 Tefera HSEMA 8/12/2025
MLC2025-219 Jones BEGA 8/12/2025
MLC2025-220 A MPD 8/12/2025
MLC2025-221 A MPD 8/12/2025
MLC2025-222 Ribel DDOT 8/26/2025
MLC2025-223 Oberg OCTO 8/12/2025
MLC2025-224 Roller FEMS 8/26/2025
MLC2025-225 Brink MPD 8/26/2025
MLC2025-226 Brink MPD 8/26/2025
MLC2025-227 Brink MPD 8/12/2025
MLC2025-228 Skeen MPD 9/2/2025
MLC2025-229 Andrews oucC 8/12/2025
MLC2025-230 Douglas OSSE 8/26/2025
MLC2025-231 Robinson oucC 8/12/2025
MLC2025-232 Robinson MPD 8/26/2025
MLC2025-233 Gopal MPD 9/9/2025
MLC2025-234 Balachandar MPD 9/2/2025
MLC2025-235 Montgomery MPD 9/2/2025
MLC2025-236 Austermuhle EOM 8/12/2025
MLC2025-237 Andrews MPD 8/26/2025
MLC2025-238 Hall DPR 9/2/2025
MLC2025-239 A MPD 9/2/2025
MLC2025-240 Porter DDOT 9/2/2025
MLC2025-241 A MPD 9/2/2025
MLC2025-242 Haskins oucC 9/2/2025
MLC2025-243 Heimert DDOT 9/9/2025
MLC2025-244 Thompson DCHA 9/9/2025
MLC2025-245 McVicker DC Health 9/2/2025
MLC2025-246 Long oucC 9/9/2025
MLC2025-247 Key MPD 9/16/2025
MLC2025-248 Elton DDOT 9/9/2025
MLC2025-249 Thompson DCHA 9/16/2025
MLC2025-250 Robinson MPD 9/9/2025
MLC2025-251 Roach DDOT 9/9/2025
MLC2025-252 Long MPD 9/16/2025
MLC2025-253 Bey FEMS 9/22/2025
MLC2025-254 Santos OSSE 9/2/2025
MLC2025-256 Twaronite MPD 9/9/2025
MLC2025-257 Taplin DHS 9/16/2025
MLC2025-258 Mott MPD 9/16/2025
MLC2025-259 Baptiste MPD 9/22/2025
MLC2025-260 Veile MPD 9/5/2025
MLC2025-261 Santos OSEE 9/22/2025
MLC2025-262 Sparks DCRB 9/26/2025




MLC2025-263 Jones DOES 9/16/2025
MLC2025-264 Douglas DCPS 9/16/2025
MLC2025-265 Nelson DOC 9/22/2025
MLC2025-266 Jones DOC 9/22/2025
MLC2025-267 Jones MPD 9/22/2025
MLC2025-268 Kron DOEE 9/26/2025
MLC2025-269 Scott ANC7C 9/22/2025
MLC2025-270 Ricker OCFO 9/26/2025
MLC2025-271 Franco DDOT 9/22/2025
MLC2025-272 Santos MPD 9/26/2025
MLC2025-273 Rainey MPD 10/6/2025
MLC2025-274 Silverman MPD 9/26/2025
MLC2025-275 Mirabel ABCA 9/26/2025
MLC2025-276 Turner oucC 9/26/2025
MLC2025-278 Clemans ouc 9/26/2025
MLC2025-279 Mallory DHS 9/26/2025
MLC2025-280 Keer DC Health 9/26/2025
MLC2025-282 Spear OCP 9/26/2025
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