
We are emailing to provide a recap of our meeting on Friday, October 12 along 
with a list of follow-up requests. 

During our discussion on Friday we met with you, Endrea Frazier, DGS Chief of 
Staff, Donny Gonzalez, DGS Director of Facilities Management, and Eli 
Hoffman, DCPS Office Of Family and Public Engagement. Four of the seven 
schools PTA/PTOs cosponsoring the petition were represented by members at the 
meeting including Grace Hu from Amidon-Bowen, Hannah Donart, Amber Gove, 
Satu Haase-Webb, and Max Kieba from Maury, Zbigniew Grabowski from 
Payne, and Katherine Wilson from Van Ness Elementary. Councilmember 
Allen’s Chief of Staff, Laura Marks, and Ward 6 Board of Education 
Representative, Joe Weedon, were also in attendance.

At the meeting on 10/12/18 we discussed our rationale for revisions to the 
protocol and updated government staff on new filter technologies. I have attached 
the agenda with the full list of our requested revisions of the Water Filtration and 
Testing Protocol. (agenda is attached below this document) 

We also discussed more clearly defining the term “school leader” in the protocol 
since DCPS is interpreting this to mean someone from the central office, but as 
you stated it should be someone from the school who is responsible for 
identifying drinking water sources (ie principal, assistant principal, school 
facilities contact, WTU representative). 

In addition, we suggested more oversight to include parent observation of testing. 
Although you reiterated the DME’s reasons for not allowing parent observation, 
we disagree with your argument for the following reasons:

1. Licensure and certification- All contractors must be certified Water
Samplers by Maryland Department of Environment (DC does not provide such
licensure)

Response: There is no requirement to be certified or otherwise licensed to observe 
water testing. Indeed, the regulations already permit the school principal to be 
present. Like the principal, a parent representative would be there to observe.

2. Scheduling and equity for parents at all schools- Not all schools will
have a parent who is able to observe so early in the morning nor be there for the
entire time and the we must adhere to the strict schedule to ensure the testing of
over 5,000 water sources and 108 schools in three months (October-December)
takes place.

Response: Our request is only for the opportunity to be present.  There is no 
request for DGS, the contractor, or other entity to change the date or 
timing.  There is no request that a parent representative must be present. We 
would merely like you to notify us per the law when testing is taking place in 
order to allow for hands-off observation if we choose to do so. 



3. Security reasons- Water testing begins very early, often at 4AM (to 
ensure water sources have not been disturbed prior to testing). We do not have 
funding or capacity to have school security on at this time at school across the 
district, and the water sampler cannot be responsible for performing their duties 
and ensuring the safety and security of parents.  
 
Response: The request does not include additional security for the designated 
parent representative to be on site.  
 
We need to work together to keep our kids safe. Notification and observation -- 
nothing more, but nothing less -- would provide assurance that this publicly 
funded program intended to protect our children from lead exposure in their 
schools’ drinking water is meeting the criteria mandated by law.  
 
The major takeaways from our perspective are the following: 
1. DCPS, DGS, and the DME’s office need to be more solution oriented and 
provide more transparency and community engagement in the process 
2. DCPS and DGS should interpret the law to be more protective, not less; 
err on the side of caution. 
3. DC Government agencies including DCPS, DGS and the DME will stop 
misinforming the public on the science associated with low-dose exposures to 
lead including those concentrations below the 5ppb current action level. Right 
now the letter to parents and school community members states, “While the levels 
detected are below the Environmental Protection Agency’s actionable level of 20 
ppb, in an effort to exceed these standards, DC Government asserts that no level 
of lead above 5 ppb is safe for our students’ drinking water sources.” The AAP 
recommends a 1 ppb action level in schools and this should be explicitly stated in 
the letter to parents along with an explanation for the discrepancy in DC’s action 
level of 5 ppb. 
 
Below is our requested next steps and a summary of our meeting on 10/12/2018. 
We look forward to hearing from you. 
 
 
Follow up: 
• We are requesting to review the draft revised protocol and to meet again to 
discuss our edits with those writing the revisions before it is finalized.  
• Please provide a list of names of those drafting the revisions. 
• You will provide a breakdown of the budget for filtration and testing, but 
said that we needed to submit a FOIA request for record keeping 
• We would like to discuss the matter of parental oversight with your 
superiors  
• We would like to see the template letters used to communicate test results 
of 1) all samples <1ppb, 2) samples between 1ppb and 5 ppb and 3) 
samples >5ppb.  
• We are requesting that you follow up with your office and let us know 
who we can speak to about Education Specifications (ie. hand washing facilities 
in our children's cafeterias) as they pertain to our children’s specific schools. 



• You have stated that a public hearing to discuss revisions to the protocol
needs to go through Councilmember Cheh’s office.
o This is intended to encourage community engagement, transparency, and
trust in the regulatory process.
Summary of 10/12/2018 Meeting:
• Revisions are not complete and the DME doesn’t know yet when a draft
will be finished.

• POU filters

Rationale: 
o Filter technology has improved since the last feasibility study and we are
requesting a new feasibility study to include new technology that is consistently
achieving <1ppb lead concentrations (Elkay hydration stations, Brita and Pur
POU filters etc.).
o We are also looking for the cost-benefit analysis to include long term,
social costs from childhood lead exposure.
o Nancy Love at the University of Michigan is working on a Gray Matter
dual filtration system and has studied PUR and Brita POU filters, which are
consistently able to achieve below 1ppb lead concentrations.
o Brian Killian, DGS—completely lead free kitchen fixture that is plastic
lined, costs around $300 a piece (about the same as other fixtures). Can we use
these in bathrooms and replace in school kitchens? [link is here:
https://twitter.com/dcdgs/status/894938345763155968]

• More clearly defining a drinking water source to be more protective of
the most vulnerable populations. All sinks accessible to children ages 0-6 must
be filtered and then tested.

Rationale: 
o The bathroom sinks in the ECE classrooms are filtered and tested and
preschoolers are using these sinks as drinking water sources. However, these
young children are not isolated to their classrooms and use other bathroom sinks
that are not filtered or tested. It is not reasonable to expect that a preschooler will
use bathroom sinks in their classrooms as drinking water sources, but then follow
the do not drink decals and avoid consuming water from unfiltered and untested
sinks in other bathrooms.

• Hydration stations: We would like hydration stations with visible filter
detection lights installed in all schools.

Rationale: 
o Some hydration stations are consistently testing below the 1ppb AAP
recommended level.
o DGS needs to do some research on this and look at what other cities are
doing (Oakland, CA partnering with Brita etc.)

• Quarterly testing



 
Rationale:  
o Increased frequency of testing provides a better indication of filter 
effectiveness throughout the year. Filters are only exchanged annually and not 
based on flow rate. Without testing more frequently, there is no way to determine 
the safety of a drinking water source without a detection light based on usage or 
flow rate.  
o Less testing of hydration stations would be required due to detection light, 
and this cost saving measure would help offset costs of more testing of older 
fixtures. 
o Testing should be scheduled around annual DC Water and plumbing 
maintenance windows in order to monitor the impacts of potential lead 
disturbance in plumbing and service lines affecting the safety of drinking water 
sources. We should be sampling before, during, and after such system 
maintenance. 
 
• Testing on Mondays instead of the current practice of testing Tuesday-
Thursdays.  
 
Rationale:  
o Timing of testing is important and capturing highest risk periods in test 
results is more protective than testing later in the week when water has not been 
sitting stagnant over the weekend. 
 
• Monthly testing of facilities undergoing active construction while 
children are on site.  
 
Rationale:  
o There was agreement that more frequent testing in such instances is 
reasonable since construction can disturb lead in plumbing and service lines and 
saturate filters before anual replacement. Nate Morris informed me that DCPS did 
not plan on doing anymore water testing once construction begins at Maury’s 
swing space.  
 
• Update public record keeping of lead service lines and all internal lead 
plumbing on DCPS, DPR, and childcare facilities.  
 
Rationale:  
o DCPS and DGS could work with DC Water to update their interactive lead 
service line map. When modernizations take place internal plumbing should also 
be assessed so that these building are fully modernized and long term costs of 
filtering and testing are minimized. 
 
• Conduct environmental risk assessments before and during the 
renovation or construction of new public facilities and remediate any lead pipes 
found. If public side pipes contain lead, work with DC Water, DCPS, and DGS 
to replace both the public and private side.  
Rationale:  



o Example: Currently Maury’s Environmental Assessment conducted in 
January of 2018 does not assess lead plumbing or service lines. We’ve been told 
that the contractor is installing a new non-lead service line, but would like written 
confirmation that this new service line will feed into both the new and historic 
buildings. [link is here: 
https://drive.google.com/drive/folders/1sSSMksBiXUrIlZ9OOxoa1No3tF-
zXPDm] 
 
• Send letters to families and the affected community explicitly stating test 
results of all drinking water sources with detectable lead levels in the water 
below and above the 5 ppb threshold level.  
 
Rationale:  
o Right now DCPS is misinforming families and the community when a 
source tests between 1 and 5 ppb and is asserting without any scientific basis that 
any source ≤5 ppb is safe. You agreed that this language needs to change and that 
the discrepancy between DCPS’ 5ppb action level and the AAP recommended 
1ppb action level will be clearly stated in the letters communicating test results. 
You also agreed that the test results could be attached to the letter going out to the 
school community.  
 
• Revise the protocol to state the discrepancy between the AAP 1 ppb 
recommendation and DC’s action level of 5 ppb. You also agreed on this point. 
 
• Oversight mechanism 
      
o Definitions: 
      
§ Parent Representative: A parent on the LSAT of each school 
§ School Leader: The Principal, Assistant Principal, facilities point of 
contact in the school, or the Washington Teacher’s Union Representative on the 
LSAT Committee. No janitorial staff. No DCPS central office staff. 
§ Observing: No direction or questions would be given to the contractor, but 
whoever is observing can take notes and photograph/videotape. At a high level, an 
observer would be just that, observing. Any concerns would be addressed after the 
fact through DCPS. During observation the parent and school representative 
would:      
1) both be present 
2) would be educated on water testing protocol      
a. “Each filtered device will be tested using two (2) 250-milliliter non- preserved 
wide mouth polypropylene bottles which have been cleaned and acid washed for 
sample collection. The certified water sampler collects a sample from first 
stream/flow of water at each device, or “First draw.” After the first draw sample is 
collected, the tap remains discharging for a full 60 seconds. The certified water 
sampler then collects another sample, known as the “2nd Draw”. This 2nd draw 
sample aids in further identification of potential lead sources (DGS Water 
Filtration and Testing Protocol).”    



3) be given a checklist identical to the one the certified drinking water tester has 
of drinking water sources that school leaders (principal, vice principal, or 
designated staff member) has been given the authority to provide for testing 
4) just observe      
5) return checklist of sources documenting what was tested and check a box on 
whether it was in compliance or not. If not, provide details of why. 
 
• We asked you about general Education Specifications and who the 
appropriate point person would be to discuss such matters like providing 
children with a place to wash their hands in their school cafeterias. You said 
you didn’t know who we should contact. 
 
 



Agenda:  
Water Filtration and Testing Protocol Revisions 

Reeves Center, 2000 14th Street NW 
Potomac Conference Room, 8th Floor 

Call in # (515) 604-9970, Access code 463187 
October 12, 2018 

 

11:30-11:45: Introductions     

11:45-12:00 Process and timing for revisions to the protocol? Updates  

12:00-12:45  Revisions requested 

12:45-1:00  Next steps 

  



Water Filtration and Testing Protocol Suggested Revisions 
October 12, 2018 

Cosponsors of petition include Amidon-Bowen PTA, Capitol Hill Montessori at Logan  PTSO, 
CHPSPO, J.O. Wilson PTA, Maury Elementary School LSAT Committee, Maury PTA, Miner 
PTO, Payne PTA, and Van Ness PTA 

Proposed Water Filtration and Testing Revisions: 

1. Install filters at end-use points rather than internal to the drinking water fixture and 

replace as needed based on flow rate. [See Water Filtration and Testing Protocol, 

9/28/2017, section “Actionable Levels and Definitions,” fourth paragraph] 

2. In addition to “...all water fountains and water coolers and all sinks in break rooms, 

early childhood education (ECE) classrooms, and health suites in DCPS building and 

DPR recreation centers,” all sinks accessible to children ages 0-6 must be filtered and 

then tested. [4] [See Water Filtration and Testing Protocol, 9/28/2017, section 

“General and Reference Material,” third paragraph] 

3. Installation of hydration stations everywhere especially middle and high schools to 

distinguish between drinking and non-drinking water sources.  

4. Apply quarterly testing schedules, excluding hydration stations in all facilities 

covered under the law. [See Water Filtration and Testing Protocol, 9/28/2017, section 

“Water Sample Collection Plan,” 1. A.] 

5. Testing on Mondays to capture worst case-scenario to better protect children. 

6. Conduct monthly testing of facilities undergoing active construction while children 

are on site. [See Water Filtration and Testing Protocol, 9/28/2017, section “Water 

Sample Collection Plan,” 1. b.] 

7. Update public record keeping of lead service lines on DCPS, DPR, and childcare 

facilities. 

8. Conduct environmental risk assessments before and during the renovation or 

construction of new public facilities and remediate any lead pipes found. If public 

side pipes contain lead, work with DC Water, DCPS, and DGS to replace both the 

public and private side. 

9. Send letters to families and the affected community explicitly stating test results of all 

drinking water sources with detectable lead levels in the water below and above the 5 



ppb threshold level in accordance with the timeline set forth by the Childhood Lead 

Exposure Prevention Amendment Act of 2017. [See Water Filtration and Testing 

Protocol, 9/28/2017, section “Communication to DCPS Parents, Staff, and 

Stakeholders,” 8. C.] 

10. Revise the protocol to state the discrepancy between the AAP 1 ppb recommendation 

and DC’s action level of 5 ppb. 

11. Oversight mechanism and definitions 

Definitions: 
Parent Representative: A parent on the LSAT of each school 

School Leader:  The Principal, Assistant Principal, facilities point of contact in the 

school, or the Washington Teacher’s Union Representative on the LSAT Committee. No 

janitorial staff. No DCPS central office staff. 

Observing: No direction or questions would be given to the contractor, but whoever is 

observing can take notes and photograph/videotape. At a high level, an observer would 

be just that, observing. Any concerns would be addressed after the fact through DCPS.  

During observation the parent and school representative would:  

1) both be present 

2) would be educated on water testing protocol 

a. “Each filtered device will be tested using two (2) 250-milliliter non- 

preserved wide mouth polypropylene bottles which have been cleaned and 

acid washed for sample collection. The certified water sampler collects a 

sample from first stream/flow of water at each device, or “First draw.” After 

the first draw sample is collected, the tap remains discharging for a full 60 

seconds. The certified water sampler then collects another sample, known as 

the “2nd Draw”. This 2nd draw sample aids in further identification of 

potential lead sources (DGS Water Filtration and Testing Protocol).” 

3) be given a checklist identical to the one the certified drinking water tester has 

of drinking water sources that school leaders (principal, vice principal, or 

designated staff member) has been given the authority to provide for testing 

4) just observe 



5) return checklist of sources documenting what was tested and check a box on 

whether it was in compliance or not. If not, provide details of why. 

Requested next steps 

A. Review the revised protocol draft before it is finalized.   
B. Breakdown of the $40 million budget for filtration and testing 

C. A public hearing to discuss revisions to the protocol and the rationale for 

revisions made. This is intended to encourage community engagement, 

transparency, and trust in the regulatory process.  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