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CITY OF TAKOMA PARK, MARYLAND

Regular Meeting of the Mayo c 1
July 11, 1988 £-and_Council

: a1 F 3 SENT
MavorﬁPrﬁfﬁem . w$,w}71PY OFrICIAE? PREJEWT; N
Me . tustachio City Adminizstrator Wilson
Louncilmember Douglas Asst. City Administrator Habada
Councilmember Elrich Deputy Ci%y C}er? Jéﬁéig A
Counc%lmembar Hamilton Cab]elﬂoordinétéé Sﬁiih"
Councilmember Leary Recreation Director Ziegler

Councilmember Martin
Councilmember Sharp
ABSENT: Mavor Del Giundics

The ngor and City Council convened at 8:05 P.M. on Monday, July 113
1888 in the Council Chamber at 7500 Maple Avenue, Takoma bérk, Mary:
land: Follewing the pledsge, the Minutes of the May 31 and June 6, 1988
Maetings were presented for approval. Councilmember Sharp moved'ap-
proval, collectively, duly seconded by Councilmember Sharp. The Min-
utes were approved by unanimous vote. ) N |

Councilmember Martin invited those present and the public at large to
the dedication of the new bridse built across Longbranch Creek oﬂ the
apcoming Saturday: she said following the ceremecny, there would be a
cleanup of the park and the stream valley.

ADRITIONAL AGENDA ITEMS:

Coverage of COG Board of Directors’ Mesting (Wilson)

Mayar Fro Tem d'Fustachio commented he would like to broaden the
discussion under agenda item #5 to include legislative initiatives the
Council might wish to broach directly with state legizlators vepresen-
ting the City.

CITIZENS’® COMMENTS: {not dirscted at itens for Council sction)
Robert Smith, Cable Coorvdinator: speaking as a private eltissn,
expressed thanks to the elected hody for its recent passage of the

[z
resolution opposing repeal of the astate ban on the zale of "Saturday
Night EBpecial” handguns.

v of Ms. Opal Daniels.

Councilmember Douglas moved passage of the resolution, duly seconded
by Councilmember Leary.

ITEMS FOR COUNCIL ACTION:
één Regolution Asking Park & Planning to Consider Dedicating Sheridan-

Henry Daniels, 19 Sherman Avenue: remarked the subject was still an
emotional one for him and the familv, however, they would be most
grateful for anything the elected bady could do to persuade the county

t+o5 dedicate the park in memory of Mrs. Daniels.

Daniels was a charter member of the Recreation Council, had workad
devotedly and tirelessly for development of the park, and those who
Inew her would slways think of it as the Opal Danlels Park. He
thanked the Council for thinking of asking that the park be dedicated
in her memory, and encouraged passage of ths resolution.

Ed Hutmire, Takoma Park_ _Recreation Counzil: commented that Mrs.

Rino Aldrighetti, 7213 Central Avepue. former Councllmeaber: alsc
thanked the Council for the rescluticn, and for reccognialing and
remembering thoze who had done good things for the Tity: h= said he
felt that to be a commendable practice.

Councilmember Douglas noted that nelghbors and family of Mrs. Danie

were circulating a petition for submission t6 the county asking that
the pari be dedicated in hsy memaory. My. d’Eustachlo commentad that

Mrs. Daniels had been well-known and well-liked in the Uity.

Former Councilmember Carl Tddings: said while Park & Flanning had not
always been respensive to such efforts, he felt it was impoertant that
the ity make them and was glad it was dolng s0. He commented that
Mrs. Daniels had lived near the site of the park for 40 years, and had
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always envisioned a park on that property. working strenucus 1y to sae
that use realized. He said he felt it was largely dus to Mrs. lDaniels
and her efforts that the park had become a reality, and it would be an
appropriate tribute to dedicata it in her memory.

The resclution was passed by unavnimous vote of those present (Counci |-
member Elrich temporarily akbisenty.

RESOLUTION_#18088-83

( ttachead)

Mr. Aldrighetti related that during ths latter part of his tenure on
the Council, a decizion was made to submit a request to the county to
rename the gymnasium at the formevy Silver 3pring Intermediate School
property in honor of Etta Davis, a longtime former resident. Be said
Mrs. Davis was very active in the fight for Block 6%, which Montgomery
College was proposing to acquire for expansion purposss. He said he
did not know whether a lettar ever went forward to the county on the
matter, however, no acticn had ever been taken. He asked that the
matter be locked into, and if the letter did go ocut, pursue the matter
with the county, or, alternatively, send a second letter., Additional-
1y, Mr. Aldrighettl referred to some park squirment removed by Prince
George’s County from a park at the bottom of Central Avenue scome time
age. He said that., dus to efforts Ly Mrs., Ziegler and anelghhors of
the park, the county had agreed t¢ replace the egquipment and had
allowed the intarested parties to shoosn soms pleces for installation,
which they had promised to lnstall in time for use the past spring.

He gaid that had not been done despite followar =fforts by Mrs, Zieg-
ler, the eguipment hsad aol even been crdered yet., and asked that the
Counclil talke steps to sxpedite the matter with the county., Following
brief dizscussion, Mayor Fro Tem d'Eustzchic said a rescolution addres-
sing the matter would be brought before the 1 oted body and then
forwarded to the appropriate county offleials. Mr. Aldrighetii raised
an additional issue that had zurfaced during hiz time on ths Council,
i.e., that of Prince Gernrge's residents of the ity heing given librs-
rv privileges at Montgomery Collegs aqual to those offered thes oiti-
zens who roaside in the Montgomery County portion of the city.,  He sald
to his kanowledgs that situation had not altered, ithers appsarsd to be
no legal hasis for it he sald he 4id net know that a formzl reguest
had been made of the college, however, asked that the situation be
looked into and if such a reguest had not been submitted, that it be
done. Mr. Wilsen affirmed that his office would look intoc Lhe situa-
tion.

2. Discugsion snd Resolution to Change Compomition of the Oyvpay Moth
Iagkicxce.

Councilmember Martin related that she had spceken with David Lanar, who
expressed willingness to replace her as Chair of the taskforce and
said he would be sclicliting more volunteers to serve on the commities
following his appointment. Mz, Martin moved appointment of Mr. Lanar,
duly seconded by Councilmember Douglasz; the motion carried by unani-
mous vots of those present (Counailmember Blrich temporarily absent).

ed}x

RESQLUTION #19#8-81
(attached}

3. Segond_Reading of Ordinance Recommending Four Percent Pay Scale
for Empl ; .
Councilmember Hamilton moved adoption, duly seconded by Councllmember
Douglas. The ordinance was adopted by roll call vote as followz: AYE:
Couricilmenbers d'EBustanhnic, Douglas, Bemilton, Martin and Sharp: HAY:
None; ABSTAINED: None; ABSENT: Councilmembers Elricoh and leary.

ORDINANCE #1288~-08
{attached)

4. Second Readins of an Qrdinance Recommending Four Percent Pav Plan
for Exequtive Staff,

Councilmember Hamilton moved adoption, duly seconded by Councllmember
Douglag. The ordinance was adopted by roll call vote as follows: AYE:

2

[N
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Councilimembers d’Bustachio. Douglas, Hamilion, Martin and Sharp; MAY.
None; ABSTAINED: None: ABSENT: Councilmembers BElrich and Leary.

LARDINAL

At the request of an unildentifi=sd menher of the
agenda items 7 and & were interchanged, so az to
Avenue update next.

5. Urdate on Carxcll Avenue Roadway.

Mr. Wilson referred to the 7/6/88 memocrandum on the subisct, and
related that staff had met with the WSSC snginesr to cocrdinate what
had tuarned out to he a miscoordinated project. He summarized what had
ocourred, said an official of WSEC huad acknowledged their poor hand-
ling of the situation, and related that detailed explanatory letters
had besen sant to WAH and the SDA church at Flower and Carrcll. He
noted the letters advised the hospital and chureh of what they could
do to bring thelr concerns to the attention of the appropriate per-
zons. Mr., Wilseon peointed cut that engineering work not yet concluded
would not intrude on the rough area hetwsasen Coentral and Garland Ave-
nues, 5o in his view, thare was noe excuse Tor WESC not proceeding with
smoothing the area cut., The Mavor Pro Tem noted he had letters for
signature addressed to WESC and appropriate county officisls about the
situaticon, and said the City would continue to do whatever was possi-
ble to exeril pressure for WSEC to remedy the condition of that porticn
of Carroll Avenue. Responding to inguirv from Councilmember Douglas,
Mr. Wilson explained that the excavation work being done on Carrcll
did not intrude onto road work the City had completed -- it was Jjust
o the fringe of it; he zaid the enginesr hoped she would noet Lave to
disturk the work already done. Responding to Councilmember Hartin, he
affirmed that the Insituform trucks seen at variocus locations and
times all over the city were relining water plpes, under subcontract
to WSSC: it was noted the valves had to be dug up because they could
not be lined. My, Douglas pointed out he had noticed WSBD was doing
their final patching on holes they dug up to repair water main breaks;
he asked whether a work schedule had been recsived from them. Mr.
Wilson responded in the negative, but said one could be requested. He
zaid it appears=d to be a rough rule of thumb with WE3C that they came
bhack 2-3 months after putting in a temporary pateh to put in the Tinal
patsh -~ scmetimes sooner depending upon weathsr and other factors.
Councilimenber Hamilton commented he would like to thank Dan Neal --
that he had talked to him about Sherman Avenue last weel, Mr. Neal had
called WSSC, and they had started work on that problem the currant
week and had gotten the sidewalk done. He saild apparently they some-
times respond to requests Lo addrssz problem arezs. My, d4’Euastachio
sommented on the multitude of problem areas in the city requiring
attention from WSEC, some of which had heen ongoing for a year. Mr.
Wilsen remarked he had noted earlier in the day a large pipe~laving
project beginning on Baltimore Avenne -- just in from Takoma Avenue
and going down the hill. He said there was z crew of 4-0 vahicles
therse working. Responding to Councilmember Martin, he explained that
while Pepco and the gas company come in and get a City permit when
they are going to be doing worlk in the city, WIBED iz nob required to
and does not -- they come and go and do thelr work asz thelr sohedule
allows. Mr. Wilson affirmed that the City conld reguest that WHSC
notify them when they were going to be deing longterm wark, however,
thers was no assurancs they would do so. based on pricr expearience.
Councilmember Learv raferred to z grass triangle that had been totally
destroyed by WSSC parking thelr vehiocles on it he satd he would
assume they would be responsible for rectifying such damage. Mr.
Wilson said they would have o be pressured to do ao, however, the
most effective time to do so was if they were caught jast when they
were finishing up on a project.

Carl Iddings, 7418_Carrell Avenue: suggested +hat the letter sent o
the hospital and church, which was mentioned earlier, also be seni to
relevant citizens’ associations to keep them advissd of what Was
happening. In addition, he said, the information should pe_publlshed
in the Mewsletter because the affectad roadway was very visible and

heavily used by city residenis.

Rino Aldrighetti, 7213 Central Avenue: remarked he would be interested
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?o know_costs incurred in work that WSSC did and then had to radao,
Inazmuch as taxpayers in the end pay for the extra costs one way o
another. He saild perhaps the letter under the Mavor's signatuwé could
make mention of that szubject. Mr. d’Fustachic commented that. based
on reactions to the subject he encouantered at a recent meeting with
County Executive Glendening and scme of his advisers, the county runs
into problems with WSSC similar to those experienced by Takona Park,

€. Discusaion of Parkineg Near Jequie Paxk,

Councilmember Douglas explained that the parking near the park was
zoned for residential use due to its proximity to the Metro, with
rarking meters on one side of Takoma Avenue which had been installed
by the City a few years ago to accommodate residents wishing to park
there to use the Metro system. He z2id a constituent had complained
to him because she had parkad temporarily to ragister her child in a
recreation program at the park and was ticketed within 5 minutes of
arriving. He said the police are vigilant about the parking, which is
to their credit, however, perhaps options for short term parking for
users of the park and those enrolled in programs in the park should be
examined.

Councilmember Leary said he had assked a number of residents about use
of the parking meters on Takoma, and all had advised him that they
were seldom used during the daytime hours -- which would he the time
that any problem would exist, because the permit parking was not in
force during evening hours, e there would be adeguate parking space
available then. He said so long as that was the casze, he would sme= ng
reason to think of altering the psrmit parking restriciions, which had
been in effect for about 11 years. He gaid he had not heard of many
such instances as Mr, Douglas had described, but was glsad that the
police had handled the unfortunate situation with the discretion that
was deserved. He said, however, that bazed on one such unfortunate
incident, he did not feel a change in the permit parking procedures
was necessitated. Former Councilmember ITddings commented he felt whai
had been described was a probilem, and said it was an issue that ought
not to he rejected ocutl of hand; he said the problem was not restricted
to that park only, that there was risk of being ticketed when parking
to make use of many other City parks as well. He =aid while thesre was
an incentive to use the parking meters in the Takoma Avenue situation,
one ought not te have to pay to park to use a City facility funded by
tax dollars, and also, there was a hazard in crossing that street with
small children in order to access the park. My, Tddings said he felt
the issue ocught to be examined, that the permit parking areas had been
deemed to be sacrosanct, however, they had actually served to create
two classes of residents -- those who resided within the designated
areas and were free to park there, and thosze who did not and would be
ticketed for doing so. He said that situation needed to be addressed,
and one option would be to consider what D.C. had dope, i.e., Lo limit
parking to 2 hours for thoss not residing in the permit parking area.
Mr. Iddings said that during his tenure on the Council, there were a
number of similar complaints received, particularly in connection with
Jeqguie Park. He urged that the eleched body set up a process for
addressing the guestion of how the City could provide its citisens
access to facilities in areas that had a genuine need for protection
from commater and college traffic.

Mayor Pro Tem d’RBustachio commented that while he did not Yhink the
$.25 parking meters were an exorbitant amount for citizsens to pay
while using the park facilities, he did concur that the location of
the metered parking across the street did present a substantial bar-
rier to use of the park, and that there was a serious hazard for
anyone trying to cross the streset with small children. He said,
howaver, that he had seriocus reservations about creating Z-hour park-
ing in the permit areas, precisely because he had looked at what D.C.
had deone, and felt the results were abominable -~ thal peocple rarked
there for -6 hours with no conseguences. fHe said he felt the enfor-
cement problems for the police department in auch 2-hour zones would
be massive. Mr. 4d'Bustachio said he felt there were other options
that could be examined, e.g., expanding the permit process 1O allow
city residents permits to park in areas other than that in which they
reside; he said he felt the problem that spawned the permit parking
restrictions initially was that of non-residents pariking in the city
for commuting purposes. He sald, howaver, that the program had heen
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effective and was not one with which he would wish to tawmper without
careful deliberation.

Mr. Aldrighetti remarlked that when the izsue of permit parking in
Takoma Park was first rajsead, it was the first time 1t had ceome ur in
the State of Maryland, and was before the Supreme Court had dealt with
the issue. He noted that the permit parking area in Ward 1 wasz the
first such area in the state, was initiated primarily because of
problems in that area generated by Montgomery College parking. He
s5aid one point that was specifically emphasized during those discus-
sions was that the residents of the area would not want city residents
of other neighborhoeds denied access to Facilities, =much as Jeguie
Park, dues to the parking restrictions. Mr. Aldrighetti sencouraged
that the issuance of tewporary pazses to residents allowing them to
prark within permit parking areas for specific purposss bhe examined.

Responding to inguiry from Mr. d°REustachic, Councilmember Leary said
the problem he anvizioned reszsidents of the permit parking area wonld
have with lssuance of 60-920 day parking passes would be that oity
residents wishing to commute on the Metro would clog the area. Mr.
d'Bustachic suggested that a specilal zone for ths temporary passes
npold he created, or shorter term passes could be issued, additionzi-
1y, he guestioned thes numberz of city residents whe would be parking
in North Takoma far the purposze referrad to.

Councilimember Douglas commented he would llke to initlate a process Lo
deal with the guestion, felt it should have publicity in the Newslebt-
ter, and said input should be scught from citizens of Rorth Tabkoma and
other areas of the city.

7. Discugaiop_ of Recommendations to MML for Legislative Agaenda.
Mayvor Pro Tem d’Eustachic noted a list of suggestions provided by
Mayor Del Giudice of lssuez that could be brought up before MML., He
commented he would have some mixed feelinss about bringing the gques-
tion of the Municipal Police Officers’ Retirement Program hefore MML,
because they appeared to briefly addreszs it somewhat grudgingly last
year, and there remained a need to cocordinate with a couple of other
municipalities to gather the strength needed to adequately support
legislation. He said he wholeheartedly supported the Joint Resolution
Creating a Legislative Taskforce., was astonished that MML did net pick
up that item last year because every municipality in the state was
affected and was getting the short end; he said it was his opinion
strong pressure should be exerted on this item. Councilmember Sharp
commented there had appeared to be disinterest among other municipali-
ties on the zubject; Mr. d'Eustachic remarked it might be a gquestion
of their not realizing oun which side their bread was butiered, that
perhaps they had thought they would benefit greatliy from municipal
revenue sharing.

My. d’Eustachio noted the opt out legislation for the State Real
Property Code, which would allow municipalities to opl out of that
provision of the State Code permitting landlords to carry LT NG Canie
eviations; given the number of tenants in the clty and the unfavorabla
impact that provision had had on them, he zald he fell that legisla-
tion was something Takoma Fark should strongly support. Responding to
Mr. Sharp, he said he did feel MML was an appropriate vehicle by which
t¢ approach this subject. Mr. Sharp commented that in the past, it
had been Baltimore City and the counties who were gilven the option of
opting out of certain state provisicons; he gz1id he was unaware of any
municipalities being given that option, which would be something of an
unusual step. Councilmember Douglas raised the question of how
landlerds would remove tenants from thelr rental property, should they
wish to occupy it themselves. During ensuing discussion, Mr. Wilson
aoted that a clause could be inserted in the lease making provision
that should the owner wish or n=sed to occupy his property, the tenant
would vacate in 30 days; were the properily sccupled on a month-to-
month basis, 30 days’ notice would be all that was regquired. Council-
member Hamilion polnted cut that the 60-day no cause evicticns had
heen badly misused by landlords for purposes of raising rents -- they
had been used te dislodge longterm tenants so that the rent on a unit
could be raised in excess of the limit imposed by the Rent Stabiliza-
tion Guidelines.

>
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Consensus of the Council was to support the Joint Resolutian for a
Taskforce te Examine Reimbursement for Tax Differentiasls to Munici-
palities and the Legislation to Allow Local Governments to Opt Out of
the No Cause Eviction Frovision of State Law, and to ask that they he
made MML legizlative priocorities.

Mayor Pro Tem d'Eustachic raised the question of legislation regarding
a ban on the disposal of plastic containers such as those used by fast
food establishmenis, e.g.., McDonald’s. Couwncilmember Douglas comment -
ed he fellt that to bs particularly important. Councilmember Sharp
commented there appeared to be a need to look at whether the City

wanted to approach certain issues through MML, or whether going direct-

ly to the state legislators representing Takoma Park would be most
productive. He szaid, for inztance, that the zubject at hand 4did neot
appear to bhe one particularly of municipal concern alene. In ths
course of ensuing discussion, Mr. d'BEustachio said the mo=zt appro-
priate approach would probably be to 1imit the number of i &3 whioh
the City took to MML, =o¢ therse would be a need to prioritize the
issues ralsed and decide which could be most effectively pursued
through that body and which would bast ba brought to the attention of
the legislative representatives directly.

Counailmemnber Sharp raised gquestions about difficulties encountered 1in
anforcement of Municipal Infractions, and referred to a memorandum on
the subject from Corporation Counsel 3ilber. He said the City of
Annapolis was proposing that they be enabled to fine code violators up
to $1,000 -- he said under civil violations, that fine amount would be
excessive, o they must be considering certain viclations to be crimi-
nal vioclatiens. He said there were a lot of issues related to Munici-
pal Infractions that require clarification, and some sort of reinfor-
cement statement from the state legislature might be of assistance.

Mr. d4’Eustachio concurred that lack of cleout for municipalities in the
area of Municipal Infractions was a major problem, and agreed that 1f
Mz. Silter’s memo suggested & concrete approach te the problem, then
it should be made a high pricrity. Mr. Wilson pointed out that MML
had, in the past, supported Municlipal Infracticns, and what was needsd
was simply to refine the state legislation so that it was more practi-
cal and workable.

Myr. d’Eustachic noted the Mayor bad suggested legislatbtion in connec-
tion with the ongoing drug war that would create special pevaltiass for
drug activity within certain proximities of schools and also whiech
would allow state and local governments to seize real propsrty. Hs
commented that the first, in 8ll due respect, would probably not be
constitutional, might involve unlawful discrimination. He referred to
a recent Washington Post article cautioning against overreaction to
the problem and infringement upon civil libkerties. He sald he did see
the second proposal concerning selzure of real property as a viable
option, felt it would be lepal and would provide a legitimate disin-
centive for otherwise rasponsible people who might consider becoming
involved in drug trade. He said, however, he was not sure that issioe
was most appropriately handled by MML inasmuch as it was a statewide
problem and should probably be approached on that level. Concerning
the 1,000 ft. proximity tco scheools set forth in the suggestion regard-
ing school zones, Councilmember Hamilton pointed out the legislation
was modeled on that passed by New Jersey in their Comprehensive Drug
Act Eeform: he elaborated on the intent of that legislation. He saild
he felt there was a real need for municipalities to become ilnvolved in
whatever way was possible on the local level, particularly in ways to
protect school children from exposurs Lo drugs and drug availability
cn their way to and frem scheol. Mr. d'Fustachio pointed cut thers
was a need to clearly and specifically tie the sancticns to school
children: he pointed out there were substantisl laws on the books
regarding that issue, and probably what was naaded was 5tvengthenipg
of those, making the penaltiess more severe. e sald, however, perhaps
that would be an iszue on whioch the City’z state legislators ahould
approached rather than MML.

Councilmember Martin commented she had spoken with Chief Fiﬁ@ur,ifa]t
the ity should press for a rebate from the state on state Q}&atwans‘
for moving violaticns isszued by city police officerﬁ( My, d'fTustachic
explained that while that seemead a gocd idea, the issue had,?e@“1‘
raised a number of tiwmes before and there was a major stunbiling block,
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i.e., that the money collected from those fines was used to finance
the state court system, and that body was very protective of their
budget. He said ons proposal that had heen made was that those fines
be raised and that half of the exceszg be rebated to the juriszdiction
%Ssuing the citation: however, the statse had arguments against that
idea.

Concerning lssues related to the Library vaised by Councilmember
Hamilton, Mr. d’Bustachio commented he felt that should be taken
directly to the state legislature. He said the City’s library was
esgsentially the only such facility in the state that 4id not receive
state funds; County Executive Glendening hasd stated he wonld most
willingly support state legislation to alter that situation, o,
alternatively, would support a change in the County Code that would
allow the City’=z library to bacome affiliated with the county library
svstem at the same time malntaining its independent status. That
would allow a pass-through of astate funds, amounting o a substantial
amount of money. Mr. Wilson said he would talk the situation over
with the Library Director, Ms. Arnold-Robbinsz, who would be knowladge-
able on the subject and also ask that Corporation Counsel research the
legality of such an approach at the state level, if it appeared feasi-
ble. Mr. d’Fustachio commanted leszz resistance would probably he
anceuntered by golng through one or other of the counties, rather than
the state.

Summarizing the discussion, Mavor Pro Tem d’Eustachioco said 1t would be
his suggestion that the elected body take as lsgislative initiatives
to MML the issues of strengthening Municipal Infraction laws, appoint-
ment of a taskforce to examine methods countiss ars using to reimburse
municipalities, the opt out legisliation from the no-cause sviction

provision of state law, and disposal of foam containers. He said the
other issues discussed, as well as Inification, could bs dealt with
through the City’s state legislature representatives. Counoilmember

Hamilton commented on having concerns with not addrezsing the drug
imsue, said he falt the City zhould take the lead on gome of the
important issues. Mr. d'Fustachioc commented his thinking wasz that
that particular issue would ke in the forefront with many jurisdic -
tiong, more so probably than the issue of disposgal of certain solid
wastes, e.g.. foam containers. Councilmember Sharp commented that the
igsues of rebates from the counties and Manicipal Infractions appeared
to be specifically municipal-related, the nthars were certainly of
interest but not as appropriate, perhaps. to address through MMLL

Councilmember Elrich commented on having been involved in lobbying for
the no-cause evioetion bill: he said some of the housing-related bills
were brought up by the Baltimore delegation year after year and don’t
even receive serious consideration -- anything pro-tenant was often
last on the agenda. He said he felt local support on that issue would
be vitally important.

Discussion reverted to the issue of drug-frees zones around schools;
Councilmembers Douglas and Martin expressed reservations about the way
the subject was addressed in the Mayor’s memcorandun of suggestions.
Tor purposes of clarification during ensuing dialogue, Mr. d’Eustachio
explained that the way the MML process worked was that & committee
rhose a Limited wumbar of issues Ffrom those submitted, generally about
5-6 issues, on which MML would foous during the coming legislative
yaar. He said hecause MML supported an issus did neot mean it wou}d
pass the legislature, and the fact that Takoema Park submitted an i =
as a legislative initiative did not mesan that MML would choose 11.35 &
priority. What the City submits to MML would only he re&omm&ndatnong
to that body for their legislative pricoritias for the coming vear. He
said that strategically it would aot be henaeficial to submit btoo many
items as priorities. Mr. Wilsor pointed out thst MML menevslly makes
its decisions based on majority self-intereszt; he saild, for instance,
that regarding the police retirement issuse. there were surprisingly
few municipalities in the reglon who were a part of that, so there was
1o majority vested interest; =zome cther iscues might suffer that same
fate in regard to MML.

Mayor Pro Tem d'Eustachie took a straw votle, resulting in & majority
decision that the issues of rebates from +he counties to manicipali-

ties. the strengthening of Municipal Infraction laws, and opting out
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of the state’s no-cause eviction provision would be submitted to MML
as the City’s recommendations for their legislative agenda. He said
it should be made clear that if the issues of disposal of foam con-

tainers and drug-free zones around schools were chosen as MML priori-

ties, the City would certainly not oppose, but would support, such
legislation.

Councilmember Sharp noted need for a letter from the Mayor to Congress-
man Hoyer’s office outlining an existing problem at Hillwood Manor and
requesting assistance and action. He said there was need also to
contact Senators Sarbanes’ and Mikulski’s offices regarding the matter.
Mr. d‘Eustachio volunteered he would contact Ms. Mikulski; he asked
that additional information on the situation be provided him. Re-
sponding to inquiry from Councilmember Martin, Mr. Wilson said follow-
up with Housing Director Weliss’ office would be accomplished the next
day regarding an opinion on the matter from Corporation Counsel.

9. epresentation at Meeting of COG Board of Directors.
Mr. WllSOﬂ pointed out he felt “items 4, 5 and 8 on the meeting agenda
might be of particular interest to the City. Councilmembers Douglas
and Elrich agreed to attend on behalf of the elected body.

Upon motion, duly seconded, the meeting adjourned at 10:15 p.m., to
reconvene in Regular Session at 8:00 p.m. on July 25, 1988.




Version Dated 6/27/88 (As Amended)
Introduced: 6/27/88
Enacted: July 11, 1988

Effective: July 1, 1988

ORDINANCE NO. 1988~ 28

Short Title: Pay scale for employees.

AN ORDINANCE TO:
(a) Amend the pay scale for employees for Fy 89, tied to the
peosition classification schedule as adopted by Ordinance No.

1986-53, as amended.

WHEREAS, the City Admjnistrator has made a careful study of cost-

of-living indicators in the Metropolitan Washington, D.C. area:

AND —

WHEREAS, based o¢n_ these indicators, a 4% cost-of=-living

adjustment is a reasocnable level to pQBVide to City emplovees:

AND

WHEREAS, the Citvy Administrator has recommended to the Mavyor &

Council a 4% cost-of-living adijustment, which the Mayor and

Council have agreed to; AND

WHEREAS, union representatives have faijiled to respond to the

City's attempts to negotiate on the wage opener in accordance

with the reguirements of Crdinance No. 1986-47, and uniohn

representatives have vet to conplete any agreement on a

negotiated wage opener.




BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF TAKOMA PARK, MARYLAND
THAT: -
THIS ORDINANCE amends the Code of the City of Takoma Park by

repealing Ordinance No. 1988-20 and reenacting with amendments as

noted; this reenacted ordinance to be effective July 1, 1988.
SECTION 1. PAY SCALE PLAN.

Ordinance No. [1987-32] 1988-20 is hereby [amended] repealed
and the following pay scale is adopted as the new Pay Scale Plan
for the City.

This Pay Scale Plan will become effective July 1, 1988, and will
remain'in effect until amended or repealed by the City Council.
The City Council has the power to amend or repeal this Pay Plan

and related laws, by ordinance, .at any time.

(a) city Administrator. The pay ségle for the City

Administrator is as follows:

STEP: A B c D E F
36,857 38,236 39,667 41,152 42,694 44,294
G H I J K

45,954 47,678 49,470 51,326 53,276
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(b) Recreatiop attendant. The pay scale for recreation

attendants is as follows:

STEP A B C - D E F
10,147 10,511 10,930 11,280 11,685 12,109
G H I J K
12,546 13,001 13,471 13,962 14,492

(c) Crossing guard. The pay scale for crossing guards is as
follows:

STEP: A B C

3,463 3,602 3,890

(d) All other employees. "The pay scale for all other
employees is as shown on the following 36 percent scale: (see

.
next page).

(e) Special rule for employees who are represented by a
certified employee organization.

All employees represented by a certified employee
organization will be paid according to the terms of the
collective bargaining agreement wage opener effective July 1,
1988, or as soon thereafter, when it is adopted pursuant to the
provisions in Article 2 of Chapter 8B of the City Code.

Until such adoption, all such employees will continue to be




paid according to the pay plan in effect as of July 1, 1987.

Adopted this 11th day of _ July , 1988 by rollcall vote

as follows:

AYES: d'Fustachio, Douglas, Hamilton, Martin, Sharp
NAYS: None
ABSTAIN: HNone

ABSENT: Elrich, leary

NOTE: Underlining indicates new language to be added. Brackets

[ ] indicate language to be deleted.



Introduced by: Councilmember Martin

RESCLUTICN #1988-61

Upon motion made by Councilmember Martin and duly seconded by Councilmember
Douglas, Mr. David Lanar was appointed to Chair the Gypsy Moth Taskforce,
established by Resclution #1987-72, on August 10, 1988. The motion was
carried by unanimous vote of all those present.

Dated this 11th day of July, 1988.



Introduced By: Councilmember Douglas

Resolution No. 1988 - 60

Resolution in Support of "“Opal A. Daniels Memorial Park"

WHEREAS

WHEREAS

WHEREAS

WHEREAS

WHEREAS

Opal Daniels was a charter member of the Takoma Park Recreation
Council; and

Opal Daniels served as the Takoma Park representative on the
Montgomery County Recreation Advisory Council; and

Opal Daniels worked tirelessly and unceasingly for more than
twenty years 10 promote recreational opportunities in and arcund
Takoma Park; and

Opal Daniels took a particular interest in establishing a county park
at the comer of Hancock and Sheridan Avenues in Takoma Park,
and through her efforts such a park has now been established; and

the neighbors of Opal Daniels have requested that the newly
established park be named and dedicated in her honor and have
circulated petitions in support of their proposal

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Mayor and Council of the City of

Takoma Park support and endorse the proposal to name the park at
Hancock and Sheridan Avenues as the "Opal A. Daniels Memorial
Park™ and to dedicate the park in honor of her contributions to the
Takoma Park community and, in particular, to the establishment of
the park; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Mayor and Council! direct that a copy of this

resolution be delivered to Mr. Donald K. Cochran, Director of Parks,
Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning Commission.

Adopted this _11th Day of July, 1988.
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July 20, 1988

TO : Distribution Noted Below:
VIA : James S. Wilson, Jr. %ﬁ%:;;strator
FROM : Paula S. Jewell Q)

Deputy City Clerk

SUBJECT: Summary Report from July 18, 1988 Special Session
and Worksession

SPECIAL SESSION - Resolution #1988-62 was adopted in Special
Session, appointing Claudine Schweber as a Landlord
Representative on COLTA, effective July 18, 1988.

WORKSESSION

[ 1 1. Montgomery County Municipal Drug Task Force -  MAYOR
DEL GIUDICE may present resolution approving City's
participation in Drug Task Force on July 25, 1988.

[ 1 2. Police Department Administrative Vehicles - Ordinance
authorizing purchase of administrative vehicle and

allowing conversion of existing administrative vehicle
to Criminal Investigation Division use scheduled for
single reading and adoption on July 25, 1988.

[ 1 3. Hampshire Towers - Update -~ DaN NEAL to clarify
eligibility of Hampshire Towers Tenants Organization to

participate in TAP program. DAN NEAL to respond to
Mayor and Council after meeting with Mike Haney.

[ 1 4. 3-Way Stop Sign at Frskine and_ 13th Place - Mayor and
Council consensus to consider posting 25 mph speed
limit on Erskine and Glenside Drive. CITY

ADMINISTRATOR WILSON to check cost of signage and
estimate on how many signs are needed looking at all
streets in Hampshire Gardens area. Ordinance placing
3-way stop sign scheduled for first reading on 7/25/88.

[ 1 5. Rovster Property - DAN NEAL to check on CDBG
eligibility of Hayward Avenue block (i.e., to use CDBG
funds to build Hayward Avenue to make it a standard
road. ASSISTANT CITY ADMINISTRATOR HABADA to ask
HENRY GILFORD to 1loock at alternatives for Hayward
Avenue that are less expensive (e.g., elimination of
curbs and gutters part of the way at the top of the
street). RICHARD ROBBINS to draft Resolution to
release $1,000 in escrow to Mr. Royster.

(Over)



[ ] 6.

f1 7.

t1 8.

£1 9.

[ ] 10.

Copies to:

City Refuse Collection - ASSISTANT CITY ADMINISTRATOR
HABADA to find out history of billing for commercial
trash pickup, amount of trash picked up, and frequency.
Mayor and Council consensus that City should no longer
pick up commercial trash and to look at the possibility
of allowing businesses to bring refuse to Public Works,
i.e., drop-off. City will notify current commercial
establishments we pickup from by letter of intent to
eliminate <cCity pickup from them but will continue
pickup until issue is resolved regarding drop-off of
commercial refuse. PUBLIC WORKS to examine issue of
allowing commercial refuse drop-off to Public Works and
come up with guidelines by September and teo continue to
allow current arrangement of pickup.

Cynthia Warner School Property Purchase - Resolution
supporting the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter day

Saints purchase of the property, will be on the 7/25/88
agenda for adoption. COUNCIIMEMBER DOUGLAS to work on
cover letter from MAYOR DEL GIUDICE to accompany
Resolution to County officials regarding Historic
significance of house on the site.

Montgomery County Council/Takoma Park Joint Meeting-

to be scheduled for Thursday, September 22. Follow up
by CITY ADMINISTRATOR.

Longbranch Park Resolution - Mayor and Council
Consensus to tentatively put Resolution on 7/25/88

agenda, requesting that MNCPPC follow through on its
commitment to replace the play equipment at the park as
soon as possible (unless equipment is ordered by
7/25/88).

Management/Senior Staff Pay Increases - ASSISTANT CITY
ADMINISTRATOR HABADA to draft resolution for 7/25/88

agenda, approving pay increases as recommended by City
Administrator for applicable Senior staff.

Mayor and Council

City Administrator Wilson

Assistant City Administrator Habada

Special Assistant to CA Robbins

Economic & Comm. Dev. (Neal, Ross)

Corporation Counsel

Public Works (Torres)

Police Depart. (Fisher, Wortman, Young, Clayton)
Housing Department

Recreation Department

Library

Accounting

Cable (Robert Smith)

Reid Baron (Newsletter -~ Information Only)
Admin. Staff (Mitchell, Weston, Rivers, Receptionist)



CITY OF TAKOMA PARK, MARYLAND

Reqular Meeting_of the Mayor and Council
t July 25, 1988

Vv

CITY OFFICIALS PRESENT:

Mayor~Del Giudice City Administrator Wilson

oun01}member d’Eustachio Asst. City Administrator Habada
Councilmember Douglas Deputy City Clerk Jewell
Councilmember Elrich Cable Coordinator Smith
Councilmember Hamilton Community Dev. Coordinator Schwartz
Councilmember Leary Div. of Ec. & Comm. Dev. Dir. Neal
Councilmember Martin Housing Services Director Weiss
Councilmember Sharp Police Chief Fisher

. . Recreation Director Ziegler

The Mayor and City Council convened at 8:00 P.M. on Monday, July 25,
1988 in the Council Chamber at 7500 Maple Avenue, Takoma Park, Maryland.
Following the pledge, the Minutes of the June 13 and 27 and July 11,
1988 Meetings were presented for approval. Councilmember Douglas
noted an incorrect spelling of Mike Graul’s name (6rex}) in the June
13 Minutes; Deputy City Clerk Jewell noted in those same Minutes that
an editorial amendment effected to Cavan Capps’s name on page 10 was
not correct -- that the name as initially spelled in the resolution
was proper. Additionally, Ms. Jewell noted in the July 11 Minutes,
Congresspan, Hoyer had been. incorrectly referred to as Senator Hoyer.
Councilmempbe?-. Sharp moved approval of the Minutes, as corrected,
collectlvely, duly seconded by Councilmember Hamllton. The Minutes
were approved by unanimous vote.

Mayor Del Giudice noted that original agenda item f£8 would be deleted
from the agenda; he said a letter had been received confirming that
equipment for Longbranch Park had been ordered.

ADDITIONAL AGENDA ITEMS: :

Resclution effecting appeintments of persons to work with City Admini-
strator to review applications for position of Director of Public
Works (Mayor)

Mayor Del Giudice referred to a Proclamation declaring August 6, 1988
as Steve Barber Day in Takoma Park, explaining that Mr. Barber had re-
sided in Takoma Park for most of his young life, had gone on to gain
some fame in major league baseball. He moved passage of the Proclama-
tion, duly seconded by Councilmember Hamilton, carried unanimously.

PROCTLAMATION
(attached)

The Mayor noted a Proclamation declaring August 9, 1988 "National
Night oOut" in the city, pointing out the program was initiated for the
purpose of taking a stand against crime in local communities; he moved
passage, duly seconded by Councilmember Sharp. Responding to Council-
member Martin, the Mayor affirmed that letters would be sent to citi-
zens’ associations encouraging participation, and an informational
article would be published in the Newsletter. Ms. Martin commented
that a Night oOut Block Party was held in her neighborhood a couple of
years ago and was enjoyed by all. The Proclamation was passed by
unanimous vote.

PROCLAMATION
(attached)

The Mayor noted that following adjournment of the current meetlng, the
elected body would recess for the month of August, to reconvene in
Regular Session on September 12. He related that there would be an
informal meeting with the City Administrator on August 1 to discuss
work plans, and a worksession on Tuesday, September 6. Mr. Wilson
pointed out that one of the items for discussion on September 6 would
likely be the Carroll Avenue Bridge.

Councilmember Martin noted there would be a meeting with WSSC on
August 23 to discuss rehabilitation of the Sligo Creek sewer system;
she said anyone living along the creek and interested in the situation
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should try to attend.

CITIZENS’ COMMENTS: (not directed at items for Council action)

Mike Alemar, Hodges Lane, Hodges Heights: explained that the backyard
of his property bordered the Jr. High School property, and said there
was an ongoing noise and disturbance problem at that facility. He
referred to an incident the prior Friday wherein a gun had been pulled,
and expressed serious ccncern that a way be found to contend with the
problems there. He said the ncise geces on day and night at the
facility, 7 days a week and until midnight. He said this was very
disturbing to the neighborhoed, such activities should not be occur-
ring in a residential area, and referred to a letter the citizens’
association had sent to the Mayor.

The Mayor related ‘that he and Councilmember Leary had met with Mr.
Alemar and others to discuss the situation, and would be writing to
the Community Use of Schools Program and the Montgomery County School
Board and asking that they consider certain contrels on the school use
and stricter observance of curfew hours, particularly on week nights,
when use of the schoeol is permissible until 11 p.m. (until 12 on
Friday and Saturday nights). Mr. Alemar suggested that a police
cfficer be posted on the premises when the school was in use to try to
control excessive late night noise such as hornblowing, loud talking,
etc. Councilmember Leary noted, for the.record, that in light of the
aforementioned- incident the prior Friday night, the Recreation Depart-
ment was cancelllng its plans for any further dances under its spon-
sorship at the facility.

Wayne_ Upton, 7600 Maple Avenue: ingquired when a status report would be
given on the Phaseback Law; the Mayor noted that item was on the
present meeting’s agenda. Mr. Upton said he had been told some time
ago that the Park Ritchie would be hooked up for cable TV by April; he
inguired what the present status of that situation was. Councilmember
Hamilton pointed out he had advised Mr. Upton last month that Park
Ritchie had signed an agreement with the cable company but had to set
up a construction date, and that was not within the City‘’s purview. He
suggested Mr. Upton check with the resident manager of the building.
Mr. Upton noted receipt of a letter from Ms. Morella’s office regard-
ing the Teresa Fisher Resolution the City passed some time ago. He
referred to the D.C. Residency Law, which he said he strongly opposed.
Regarding signage for the Siegler Property, about which Mr. Upton
inguired, the Mayor said he understood that the Friends of the Siegler
Property were looking into having signs made for posting on the
property. Councilmember Douglas commented that that group had been
charged by the elected body with formulating recommended plans for
treatment of the carriage house and the gardens, and they would be
presenting those at some future date.

A female tenant who failed to identify either herself or her building
spoke briefly concerning conditions in her building, recent problemns
with the gas service, and ongoing problems with leaking plumbing and
faulty repairs.

ITEMS FOR COUNCIIL ACTION:

1.  First_ Reading of_ an_Ordinance Authorizing_ Installation of a_3-way
Stop_Sign_at_the_Intersection of Erskine and 13th Place.

Councilmember Martin moved acceptance for First Reading, duly seconded
by Councilmember d‘’Eustachio, carried unanimously.

ORDINANCE £1988-
{attached)

2. Single Reading of an Ordinance Awarding Contract for the Construc-

tion_of Improvements_to_ Forest Park.

Councilmember d’Eustachio moved adoption of the ordinance, duly
seconded by Councilmember Hamilton. Mr. Wilson pointed out note
should be made of Section 4, noting that the City could not proceed
until receipt of Prince George’s County’s contract to support the
expenditure. The ordinance was adopted by roll call vote as follows:
AYE: Councilmembers d’Eustachio, Douglas, Elrich, Hamilton, Leary,
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Martin and Sharp; NAY: None; ABSTAINED: None.
ORDINANCE #1988-30

(attached)
3. First Readin Ordinance Di v sting Traffi
Committee a bllishi ts P aT ic & nsporta

Planning and Poll 1t

The Mayor remarked that some question had been raised concerning
whether or not to establish the committee by ordinance, noting that
the prior committee had been so established and an ordinance would be
needed repealing that prior ordinance before proceeding. He suggested
a simple ordinance be written repealing Ordinance #26-39, and that the
new committee be established by resolution. Councilmember d’Eustachio
commented his intention had been to move acceptance of the ordinance
at hand for First Reading and then subsequently move to amend by
striking all content other than Section 1; he moved acceptance for
First Reading, duly seconded by\Councilmember Douglas. Mr. d’Eusta-
chio moved to amend the ordinance by striking everything therein
following Section 1; the motion to amend was duly seconded by Council-
member Sharp, and carried by unanimous vote. The ordinance, as amend-
ed, was accepted for First Reading by unanimous vote. Consensus was
that a resolution establishing a new committee would be written and
presented for discussion at the September 6 worksession, with an
informational article to be published in the August Newsletter advis-
ing of thexlmpendlng forma+1on of a new committee and soliciting
members. '

s

ORDINANCE #1988~

(attached)

4. First Readl of an O nance_Ame ng the P onnel €1 ifi-
cation Ordinance.

Councilmember Sharp moved acceptance for First Reading, duly seconded
by Councilmember Hamilton. Councilmember d’Eustachioc noted lack of an
accompanyving fiscal impact note for the ordinance; Ms. Habada assured
one would be provided prior to Second Reading. Responding to inguiry,
she stated that a 4-member team performed the factoring for the 3
pesitions. Responding to inguiry from Councilmember Martin, Ms.
Habada explained that the female outreach worker had been classified
as an assistant to permit her supervision to be the responsibility of
the existing outreach worker rather than the Recreation Director. She
was uncertain whether or not the addition of supervisory responsibili-
ty to Mr. Avant’s position would alter the factoring, however, thought
it would be a minimal amount if so; she said he had previously super-
vised volunteers in his position, but not other City employees. The
Mayor asked that the job descriptions for both Outreach Worker and
Youth Outreach Assistant be provided to the elected body for examina-
tion and discussion at the worksession, inasmuch as some confusion had
been generated by varying from the understanding reached during budget
discussions. Councilmember Douglas asked that the job specs for the
Recycling Coordinator be provided as well. Mr. Wilson suggested that,
in future, such information be attached to the pertinent ordinance for
informational purposes. The ordinance was accepted for First Reading
by unanimous vote. The Mayor noted it would be on the September 6§
worksession agenda for further discussion and consideration.

ORDINANCE #1988-
{attached)

inance thor urcha of Fol Yehic
and Qonvergion to Criminal Investigations Division.
The need to delete the parenthetical phrase in Section 4, as
previously discussed, was noted. With that correction, Councilmember
Sharp moved adoption of the ordinance, duly seconded by Councilmember
Elrich. The ordinance was adopted by roll call vote as follows: AYE:
Councilmembers d’Eustachic, Douglas, Elrich, Hamilton, Leary, Sharp
and Martin; NAY: None; ABSTAINED: None.

ORDINANCE_#1988-31
(attached)
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6. es0 as Ron R r (owner of 820 Hayward Ave

from Contractual Obligations to City,

Councilmember Hamilton moved passage of the resolution, duly seconded
by Councilmember Elrich. Councilmember Sharp moved deletion from the
first resolve clause of the language concerning the owner's access to
his property from Sligo Creek Parkway onto Hayward Avenue, duly se-
conded by Councilmember Douglas, who suggested deletion of the third
"Whereas"” clause, which contained similar language; Mr. Sharp accepted
that amendment to his proposed amendment. The amendment to the amend-
ment, as well as the amendment, passed by unanimous vote. The resolu-
tion, as amended, was passed by unanimous vote.

RESOLUTION #1988-63
{(attached)

[N

7. Resolution in Support of The Church of Jesus Christ of Latter
Day Baints' Purchase of Former Cynthia Warner School.

Councilmember d’'Eustachio mbved\passage of the resolution, duly se-
conded by Councilmember Douglas. Mr. Douglas reminded that in work-
session a decision was made to send a letter to the Montgomery County
Historic Preservation Commission regarding the subject property; he
related he had spoken with staff at that office and would at a later
date be providing a letter as discussed for the Mavor’s signature.

Marjorie Bishop, Kennebec Avenue: asked how . it-could be ensured that
the existingi;building on the property would be preserved and not torn
down. ) o

The Mayor related that a groupr of citizens had appeared before the
elected body during worksession the previous week, and they were
pursuing the questions raised by Ms. Bishop. He said he understood
the property was not on the Historical Register, however, an effort
was being made to have it placed on that register; it was hoped the
City would be able to work with the church in preserving the building
and the property because of its historical significance to the com-
munity. He suggested Ms. Bishop make contact with some of the other
citizens working in the effort; she said she was told, and hoped, that
her appearance before the elected body would reinforce the effort to
preserve the property and structure. Mr. Douglas reminded that while
the City intended to make efforts in support of such preservation, the
property was not physically located within the city’s boundaries, but
was under the county’s jurisdiction. He said the most promising
insurance would be to get the structure listed on the county’s Master
Plan of Historic Structures, which not be a trivial task to accom-
prlish. He encouraged that Ms. Bishop join with other citizens involved
in the effort, and, in addition, contact the County Council and try to
enlist support. The rescolution was passed by unanimous vote.

RESOLUTION #1988-84
{attached)

8. Single Reading Ordinance vi a ncreases_for Managem
Senior Staff.

Councilmember Douglas moved adoption, duly seconded by Councilmember
Hamilton. Councilmember Sharp reminded of the need to complete the
formulation of a guartile payscale for the City Administrator. The
ordinance was adopted by roll call vote as follows: AYE: Councilmem-
bers d’Eustachio, Douglas, Elrich, Hamilton, Leary, Martin and Sharp;
NAY: None; ABSTAINED: None.

ORDINANCE #1988-32
(attached)

9. Resoclution Approving City’'s Participation in Montgomery County

Municipal Drug Task Force,
The Mavor moved passage of the resoclution, duly seconded by Council-

member Hamilton, Chief Fisher referred to previous discussions where-
in a number of questions were raised related directly to the opera-
tional portion of the task force; he introduced the supervisor of the
task force, Sgt. Wayne Cleveland of the Montgomery County Police
Department. Chief Fisher noted that his proposal would entail an
additional appropriation and elaborated thereon, pointing out that the
rroposed appropriation was for salary for the additional person pro-
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viding the department was upr to its full complement of 34 officers,
which he said he did not think was too likely to occur given the
attrition rate. Brief discussion ensued concerning the impact of
being staffed at a level of 1 or 2 officers below the ideal full
complement of 34 officers for the department; Chief Fisher said that
slight shortage did not impact upon overtime in the department, but in
other areas at times. Councilmember Elrich commented he would think
the assignment of 1 officer to the task force would exacerbate the
existing shortage of personnel; Chief Fisher explained that so far it
had been possible to fill all requirements by temporary shifting of
assignments rather than utilizing overtime. Mr., Elrich inquired
whether Chief Fisher would be asking for funding for a 35th officer
during the next budget sessions; Chief Fisher said if that were the
case, 1t would have to be based upon the elected body’s review and
evaluations of the task force and whether they felt its accomplish-
ments justified additional police personnel; otherwise, he said he
anticlpated his personnel base to include 34 sworn officers next year,
not 35. Responding to Councilmember Leary, he said it had not been
settled whether or not the City would share in forfeitures; no agree-
ment had been reached on that subject, and he suggested perhaps that
language should be stricken inasmuch as final negotiations had not yet
taken place. Councilmember d’Eustachio suggested the insertion of
language making the City’s participation contingent upon an egquitable
sharing between the City and the County of money and wvehicles for-
feited in seizures from drug dealers. Consensus was that such
language"be’ pontained in a second resolve clause; the Mayor so moved,
duly seconded by Councilmembér Leary. The amendment was passed by
unanimous wvote.

Councilmember Douglas commented it would be helpful to have some sort
of preliminary evaluation of the effectiveness of the City’'s
participation in the drug task force prior to budget deliberations
next year; Mr. Wilson suggested that Chief Fisher submit that in
conjunction with his proposed departmental budget early next sprinsg.
Councilmember d’FEustachio inquired whether or not the number of sworn
police officers was authorized by ordinance; Ms. Habada responded that
the amount of money te fund the positions was authorized by ordinance,
but not the exact number of positions. KResponding to inguiry from
Councilmember Hamilton, Chief Fisher affirmed that the City’s officer
assigned to the task force would have full jurisdiction both in the
city and anywhere else in Montgomery County. Sgt. Cleveland explained
that the officer’s primary responsibility would be to Takoma Park; he
would bring potential cases to Sgt. Cleveland for review, and the
entire task force would be an adjunct to the county’s narcotics unit,
which currently receives an average of 25 complaints a month regarding
drug dealers in the county. He said, unfortunately, a good number of
those dealers are from Takoma Park, and he did not have adequate
resources without the task force to address all the problems. He
explained that with the task force, when it came to enforcement in a
case, which often involved 10-20 officers, the Takoma Park officer
would have the resources of the entire task force at his disposal.

Councilmember Elrich expressed some confusion about why an additional
officer needed to be dedicated to the task force, given other resour-
ces that had been allocated to address the drug problem. Sgt. Cleve-
land explained that there was currently a good level of cooperation
between the county and city police, however, what the investigator
assigned to the task force would be able to do , with the assistance
of other members of that group, was complete longterm and complex
investigations -- thus supplementing other resources the City has.
Chief Fisher, responding to further inquiry, explained the basic
function of the City’s existing drug team and how it was envisioned
that would tie in with the task force’s Jjob, noting that the task
force would be submitting monthly reports. Concerning the Prince
George’s section of the city, he explained that due to the City’s
involvement in the task force, county and other municipal officers
would have jurisdiction in the City’s Prince George’s portion -- just
as the Takoma Park officer would have jurisdiction in Germantown or
Gaithersburg. Councllmember Elrich commented he felt it unfortunate
that the task force proposal was not raised during deliberations on
the recently-adopted budget inasmuch as it apparently had been in the
planning stages for some time. Sgt. Cleveland said he would take the
blame for that, that it was really poor prlanning on the county’s part;
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he said they had long been considering forming the task force, but had
been waiting to see how the drug problem was going to grow. He said
it was guite frankly escalating, getting out of hand, and they had
wailted too long -- until after their own budget cyvele as well. The
Mayvor pointed out that one real benefit of the program was that drug
dealers and drug problems did not respect jurisdicticonal lines, and
while they were very territorial, they often did not reside in the
area in which they were dealing. He pointed out that the cross-
jurisdiction afforded by participation in the task force could be very
beneficial, despite some cost issues. The resclution was passed with
Councilmember Elrich voting Nay, Councilmember Martin Abstaining,
balance of Council voting Aye.

RESQOLUTION $#1988-65
N D {attached)

ig. Resolutibnxﬁffectiﬁg Aﬁpointmegts to_ Public Works Director
Selection Committee, -

Councilmember Leary moved passage of the resolution, duly seconded by
Councilmember Hamilton. Mr. Wilson noted the committee would be
conducting interviews and making recommendations to the full elected
body, in addition to assisting him in reviewing applications for the
position. The resolution was passed by unanimous vote, appointing
Councilmembers d'EBustachic and Martin, Jonathan Weiss, a city
resident, and Steve Young of Alleghany County:-

AN o .
L

) RESOLUTION #1988-67
, (attached)

11. Resgsoclution Regarding Detailed_Site Flan #SP-88068, Glaizewood

Manor. Prince George’s (a/k/a "Salvation Army Property").,
Director of Economic & Community Development Neal spoke, describing

the location of the property, its size (just over an acre), referring
to his report on the subject. He noted the matter had been received
by his office only the prior week, and said what he had done was
review the site plan submitted by the county. Mr. Neal said it had
been known for some time, however, that development was proposed for
the property, and that he, Councilmember Sharp, and a group of citi-
zens had met with the developer last February to discuss his plans for
the property. He noted the City had approved the necessary resubdivi-
sion contingent upon its approval of the preliminary site plan, land-
scape plan and various other factors. He pointed out that the matter
was scheduled for hearing before the county Planning Board on Septem-—
ber 1. Mr. Neal referred to earlier concerns of the City noted, e.g.,
lighting, landscaping, trash receptacles and dumpsters, fencing, pro-
posed tree removal, signage, ingress and egress from the property,
easements, parking provisions, and structural appearance; he said he
had considered those concerns in his review of the site plan, and
found it lacking in a number of items that had previously been brought
to the attention of the developer, such as, plans for interior light-
ing, particularly considering the grade of the property and the fact
the proposed townhomes were 4-story structures -- also lighting for
the front of the buildings was not addressed. He noted storage of
trash for collection was not addressed, nor were signage plans, and
information regarding elevations. Concerning pedestrian access along
the frontage, he said he would recommend that the developer be re-
guired to put in a sidewalk, including curb and gutter, to which State
Highway would be amenable; he suggested the installation of a stop
sign at the developer’s expense at the entry/exit of the property,

and that the City’s tree removal process be noted on the plans. He
noted white pines were proposed for periphery planting but said there
was a concern those would not provide an adequate buffer between the
development and other existing structures in the area, and commented
there were no details provided regarding interior landscaping. He
said those issues could be discussed with the developer, however. Mr.
Neal said most of the concerns and proposed conditions he had noted
had been discussed with the county planning staff, they were in agree-
ment with them, and were awaiting the City’s position on the proposed
development. He said his recommendation was that the City approve the
site plan contingent upon the various conditions enumerated in the
resolution he had provided. Mr. Neal said concerns about guest park-~
ing had been raised by neighborhood representatives who had reviewed
the site plan over the past weekend; he said provision had not -been
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made for that and, while it was theoretically possible, it would be
difficult and at the expense of a good bit of the landscaping; he
noted 2-car parking was provided for each unit, however -- one in the
driveway and one in the garage. Additionally, he said concerns were
ralsed about construction runoff, e.g., silt and sediment, but said
there was a plan for that which he felt to be adequate and which the
county would also be reviewing. He said it had been suggested that
the City get evidence of insurance coverage from the developer, which
he felt would be entirely appropriate. He said questions had also
been raised about ensuring completion of the development, however,
prointed out there was really no viable way of guaranteeing that one
hundred percent in connection with private development.

Responding to inquiry from Councilmember Sharp concerning stormwater
runoff, Mr. Neal sald the City Engineer had not reviewed the plan,
however, WSGEC would be doing so and they were the technical agency
charged under law with stormwater management. Councilmember Elrich
inguired concerning the amount of money to be paid in lieu of park,
which Mr. Neal saild would be paid to the county, pursuant to the
county law requiring dedication of a certain amount of land for park
or payment of a fee in lieu of such dedication -- he said he would
estimate that the amount of money would be less than $10,000, possibly
less than $5,000. The Mayor asked that Mr. Neal ascertain the amount
that would be paid, inasumch as he felt a strong argument could be
made that the money should be dedicated fpr use for a park in the
city. Respopﬂing'to Councilmember Martin, Mr. Neal explained that the
Homeowner’s Association of the property would be responsible for
maintenance of the common drive and other exterior common areas,
including common area landscape plantings and those designated on the
site plan.

Dennis_Danner, Developer: apologized for not providing plans earlier,
but said there had been numerous changes and he had only picked them
up earlier in the evening. He said he now had an approved storm drain
plan from WSSC, which he hoped was reliable. Concerning financing, he
sald he had always finished what he began, the project would be
financed with at least 50% of his own and his partners’ persocnal
capital, with the remainder bank-financed. Concerning lighting on the
houses, he said standard lighting (no flood-lighting)} was planned,
which should not in any way be disturbing to the surrounding
neighborhood. He said he planned to address provisions for trash on
the architectural drawings, pointed out there was an existing sidewalk
and hoped it would be permissible to improve that and run it the
length of the property, installing and/or improving curb and gutter as
needed. Concerning the stop sign at the entry/exit of the property,
he said there were legal liability questions to clear up but there
would be no problem paying for its installation. He said a number of
interior trees would have to be removed, however, he would save as
many as possible; a tree delineation survey and advice about which
trees could be saved had been requested from Park & Planning. He said
he would ask that the tree matter be made a grading permit condition
rather than a site plan condition. Due to limited space, he said he
had a concern about the pine trees as a landscape buffer planting
along the back of the property.

Mr. Neal pointed out that the existing sidewalk extended only about
1/3 of the way along the front of the property, was asphalt and in
very poor condition. He sald it was likely grades would change, which
would have to be considered, and that something more than upgrading
what existed would be required.

Concerning insurance, Mr. Danner said he carried in the neighborhood
of $1,000,000 worth of liability insurance and was required by state
law to do so, had never had that question raised to him before; the
firm that would be doing site development were also required to carry
liability insurance. He said he did not anticipate any problem with
silt/sediment runoff, his main concerns were with the small limited
space for the development. Responding to Councilmember Douglas, Mr.
Danner said he had advised his engineers that low-level exterior
lighting was to be used unless the county or state required otherwise,
_inasmuch as that was what Mr. Neal had advised would be preferable; he
said no final decision had been made on the name .for the development, .
but he would want to put a sign at- the front of the property with the
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name thereon, lit with low-level lighting, at least until such time as
all the 12 units were sold. HReferring back to the insurance question,
Mr. Danner said he would provide a copy of his policy and, once a firm
was selected to actually do the development, would also get and wmee
provide a copy of their lnsurance documentation.

Councilmember Sharp moved passage of the resolution, duly seconded by
Councilmember Hamilton.

Johanna Potts, Pres., South of Slipo Citizens' Assn.: referred to the

gquestion about guest parking, and noted that had not been addressed.

Mr. Danner said that had been a problem from the beginning, that Park
& Planning had required garages, parking for 2 cars per unit; he said
it was possible spade would be adegquate for one additional car hehind
the car in the individual driveway, however, was not sure without
measuring. The Mayor suggested there might be some possibility of a
small 3-4 space on-street parklng area if a cutaway were provided,
however that would probably affect the greenstrip/sidewalk area. He
said there might be a benefit to examining that approach, however, as
it would help address the ongoing problem of 2 traffic lanes funneling
into 1 on that side of New Hampshire Avenue along Route 410. Mr.
Danner said he felt that would detract aesthetically from the appear-
ance of the site, would not be a good solution, and could be hazardous
to anyone parklng there and exiting their. vghlcle

,!J-
.'\“

The resolutlon, w1th its stated conditions, 'was passed by unanimous
vote. »

(attached)

12. Btatus Update on Pro ed Tenant-Sponsored Conversion at 7611
Maple Avenue,

Daniel Neal related that the conclusion reached by the firm engaged to
perform the feasibility study at 76811 Maple, TAP Case #001, was that
conversion to cooperative ownership of the building by the tenants
would be feasible, given certain circumstances and conditions. He
said the tenants had engaged that same firm, on an hourly basis and up
to an expenditure limit of $5,000, to assist them in followup of
recommendations made in the feasibility study. He referred to a
letter from the tenants’ association dated 21 July, coples of which
had been distributed to the elected body, setting forth a request for
temporary financial assistance in their effort to purchase.

Respronding to questions raised by Councilmember Bharp, the Mayor
related that staff had met with the tenants, had discussed legal
prarameters within which the City might be able to assisat, and that
some of the information to be presented and discussed would postdate
the proposal in the letter.

Julie Matthews, Officer of the tenants’ association: noted she was
accompanied by other members of the association and tenants; she
explained that in order for the tenants to have any chance at purchas-
ing the building, they would have to present a contract by Friday,
July 29, matching term for term that presented by HOC in March. She
said those terms included a $50,000 no risk good faith deposit, and
asked that the City put that amount into an interest-earning, segre-
gated and blocked trust account to be held by the City’s Corporation
Counsel, to be returned to the City either upon settlement or upon the
tenants’ failure to acquire the building. 5She said tenants of the
building had also been asked for refundable good faith deposits,
however, noted the association had only been aware of the need for the
deposit the prior Thursday night, so there had not been much time to
canvass the building, but $2,000 had been raised from tenants so far,
in addition to $100 pledges from 5 additional tenants. She said the
bottom line was if the tenants were unable to put up the $50,000
deposit, they would not be able to acquire the building, and HOC would
be successful in their attempt, thus giving them a toehold on the
Maple Avenue corrideor. Should that occur, she pointed out, the City
-would. not only lose the $10,000 invested from the. Tenants’ Awareness.
Program, but approxlimately $186,000 in annual tax revenues from. the
building. She said tenants in that bullding had the unique opportuni-
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ty to become owners rather than renting, and had gone further in the
process than any other tenant groupr to date, which had not been an
easy accomplishment. Ms, Matthews asked that the elected body help
the tenants in their effort by putting forth the necessary deposit
money.

Councilmember Sharp commented he did not perceive any additional
information to what had been related earlier in Executive Session
discussions, and pointed out that Corporation Counsel had advised
against the City's fulfilling the request as outlined.

Asst. Corporation Counsel Linda Perlman explained that she and Mr.
Neal had been working on an ordinance since the Executive Session
which proposed a way in which the City could grant the tenants’ re-
quest without making it in the form of a loan. Concerning refunda-
bility of any City money, she said the Code provided that any tenants’
deposit would be refundable, should they fail to perform under their
contract, providing they had made good faith efforts. She related
that the HOC contract provided a financing contingency, and said the
tenants’ attorney intended to insert a financing contingency in their
contract for 100% financing, so that the deposit would be fully
refundable in the event financing was not obtainable. She said the
risk, while it did exist, would be minimal. Ms. Perlman said what she
had been working on and would wish to propose would be that the City
purchase an option for 22 units at a price of +$50,000 (or $2,273/unit)
-- the 227 unjts that were currently Section 8 housing -- with certain
conditions attached, i.e., that the tenants’ association could use the
money as.a deposit. She said she proposed that the money be deposited
in an interest-bearing escrow account under the control of Corporation
Counsel, with the money to be fully-refundable at settlement in ex-
change for a release of the option to purchase; alternatively, she
said the City could exercise its option to purchase, or could sell or
assign its option to HCOC. She said if, for any reason, the tenants
failed to perform, the money would be fully refundable.

Mr. Neal remarked on the short amount of time available to evaluate
the tenants’ request, possible options, and legal ramifications. Re-
sponding to inquiry from Councilmember d’'Eustachio, he affirmed that
money was not budgeted for such a purpose, so a two-reading ordinance
would be regquired to appropriate funds unless the situation could be
deemed an emergency. Ms, Perlman opined that could not appropriately
be done, inasmuch as there was no danger to health, safety or welfare
involved; she suggested, however, that the Mayor and/cr 3 members of
the Council, upon written request, could call a special meeting for a
Second Reading, if the ordinance were accepted for First Reading at
the present meeting. Resronding to Councilmember Hamilton, she af-
firmed that the elected body could adjourn the present meeting and
thereafter (after a short interval) convene a second meeting, if they
so chose, for Second Reading of the legislation; she said there was
nothing in the Code that would prohibit that. Councilmember Elrich
inquired whether it could be considered not a good faith commitment
for the City to put forth money for an option to purchase units in
the building when, to his knowledge, there was no majority sentiment
for the City going into the apartment rental or ownership business.
The Mayor commented that, as he understood it, the contract took full
cognizance of the fact that the City might wish to sell its option
rather than exercise it; additionally, he said he was not convinced it
was a foregone conclusion that the City might not consider exercising
its option and forming a housing commission of its own. He said he
felt the contract was realistic, however, in realizing that the City
might wish to sell its option to HOC or back to the tenants. Council-
member Leary commented he would suprort the ordinance only if it were
clearly understood that the money was being provided for the purpose
for which 1t was requested -—- not for any other. In response to
inquiry from Councilmember Elrich, Mr. Neal stated that were funds
transferred from rehab monies or other housing-related monies, a
contract amendment would be reguired, which would take a minimum of 2
months to accomprlish and it was a complete unknown whether or not the
county would approve it. He affirmed, 1n response to Councilmember
Leary, that given the fact that the $50,000 deposit was one of the
material terms the tenants had to meet and having no other likely
source of substantial financial assistance, they:would likely fail ‘in
their effort to purchase the building were the City to ‘decline assist-
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ing them -- in which case, HOC would purchase the building. Ms.
Perlman, for purposes of clarification and responding to Mr. Leary,
said the minimal risk involved for the City in putting up the money
-would -be if the tenants were deemed not to be acting in good faith -=--
not attempting to secure financing or perform any of the other condi-
tions of the contract; otherwise, the money would come back to the
City in a relatively short time. Brief discussion ensued concerning
the delineated time periods under the City’s Right of First Refusal
Law and the time allotment for procuring financing. Mr. Sharp com-
mented that it appeared Friday would not actually be the deadline for
the tenants to meet the deposit requirement. Mr. Wilson remarked he
would think that if it could be shown that the ordinance which would
provide the $50,000 had been accepted for First Reading, that would
suffice at that time. The Mayor commented it would not be safe to
presume Friday was rict the final deadline without conferring with the
other parties to-the contract. Councilmember Elrich inquired whether
the tenants had approached Consumers United Insurance, which does
acquisition and bridge financing; the response was in the negative.
Mr. Elrich said that firm operates in D.C., but he felt sure there
would be no problem with them providing such financing in Maryland,
and they would be a private source for the money. He referred to
money avalilable in the multi-family rehab fund and inquired whether
there was any way the tenants could make use of those funds, however,
it was peointed out that they would have to have clear title to the
property beforg being eligible for those: funds:

Councilmember Hamilton commented that the ténants had not been at all
fairly treated in the process; he said the tenants had learned only
the prior Tuesday that HOC had net given any money at all directly to
Gates-Hudson. He said the only hope the tenants had at present was
for the City to go on record as supporting their effort in their
struggle against the pelitical war HOC and Gates~Hudson were waging.

Councilmember Sharp ingquired whether any idea had been gotten of how
many tenants would not be remaining in the building at the expiration
cf their lease(s) (octher than Section 8 residents). Ms. Matthews said
in canvassing the building the prior weekend, she had encountered only
one tenant who stated definitely he would not remain; she said he was
a recent tenant who had not been informed by Gates-Hudson at the time
he rented that the building was in the process of beilng scld; there
were 3 roommate situations wherein the person with whom she spocke said
they would have to talk the situation over with other occuprants of the
unit. She said the 22 Section 8 units would be guaranteed, there
would be no question that those tenants could remain; she said if the
City chose not to exercise their opticon to purchase and operate those
units, then HOC would do so.

Charles Billand, Morton Billand Company, in association with The Center

for Housing Training: said the proposal of HOC purchasing the 22 units
for Section 8 occupancy had been presented to that agency informally,
and he was assured that he would not be misleading the tenants to make
such a statement in his report -- which did not amount to a formal
commitment.

Ms. Matthews said tenants of the other units would have to make a
decision whether or not they could afford to buy their units; she said
every effort possible would be made to keepr the units affordable, the
terms of GHA's current lease would be honored and an additional 6-12
months would be given them to make a decision about Jjoining the coop-
erative. She said their hope would be not to displace anyone, but
obviocusly some people would make the choice to move. Councilmember
Hamilton pointed ocut that HOC could not guarantee there would be no
displacement either, and anticipated that there would be some dis-
placed tenants if they acquired the building. Councilmember Elrich
commented he had a concern about the structure of the co-op -~ that
while he supported the preservation of affordable housing, he had a
problem with the Councll providing money to assist in the formation of
a market rate cooperative. He said while those units would be ac-
gquired at about $40,000/unit, they could very shortly end up on the
market at $60,000-%$65,000/unit, which amounted to a form of gentrifi-

.cation -- another. specter which he:-said he could envision sweeping : ...
down the Maple Avenue. corridor, and which the City had fought against.

He- said the only way he cculd see the- tenants’ effort being one to
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preserve affordable housing would be if they were willing to work with
HOC and were willing to do the building as a limited equity coopera-
tive. .

Ms. Matthews said that basically she supported what Mr. Elrich was
suggesting, however, the feasibllity study had recommended a market
equity cooperative; she pointed out that limited egquity cooperatives
cost exactly as much as market equity co—-ops; she noted the 22 units
to be purchased by either the City or HOC would be limited equity
cooperatives. She said she truly believed there was a case for limi-
ted equity cooperatives in Takoma Park, but those were traditionally
greatly sponsored by local government, and presently there was little
or no public support available to 7611 Marle Avenue. She concurred
that the initial TAP money the tenants got from the City was on the
premise that the building would be limited equity, but pointed out
that the tenants; knew nothing about the market rate option until they
got the completed feasibility study, which was commissioned on the
advice of the City and City staff. Mr. Elrich opined that if the
tenants were people who could afford to buy a co-op at market rates,
they probably would not be coming to the City for assistance. Ms,
Matthews pointed out that the majority of the tenants wanting to buy
their units were middle-income -- unable to afford to buy a house, but
with incomes exceeding the regquirement for Section 8 assistance. Mr.
Elrich remarked that that was what limited equities were supposed to
provide a bridge to. Councilmember Hamilion- comménted the issues
needed tﬁ?béi%ept separate -- that the initial TAP money was provided
for the purpose of a feasibility study to determine what was feasible
for the tenants. He said the Right of First Refusal Law gave tenants
the right to own, and the right to make their own choice whether to go
limited equity or market equity, regardless of what the Council
thought was best.

Councilmember Sharp commented he felt there was a contradiction in the
way the tenants were approaching the City, i.e., on the cne hand they
were saying there was no reason for them to go limited equity because
there was no contribution the City was making that would warrant a
public policy arrangement in the situation; on the other hand, they
were saying they could not achieve their goal unless the City came up
with the 350,000 deposit money. He said while the tenants might not
consider what the elected body and staff were going through on their
behalf to be very significant, the time involved in meetings, the risk

factor, etc., all amounted to a very real cost and should not be
ignored. Additionally, he pointed cut there was no difference between
condominiums and cooperatives if they were both at market rate -- they

would both sell for the same amount. Mr. Sharp remarked on the fact
that there had been a lot of opposition to no-cause evictions express-
ed in the past and some talk of passing legislation barring those; he
pointed out that those tenants at 7611 who chose not to buy their
units might have to be evicted if they did not move ocut voluntarily,
and, in light of that, asked whether the tenants of that building
would still support prohibiting no-cause evictions. Ms. Matthews
responded that that would be a subject the tenants’ association would
have to consider and discuss in order to give an opinion, and that it
would be unfair to ask them to respond on the question without such
deliberation.

Councilmember d’Eustachic commented that the Council had not yet
viewed the feasibility report, and asked that the elected body be
apprised of why a recommendation was made against limited equity
cooperative, so that they would have more basis for making a decision
on the issue. Mr. Billand pointed out that 30% of the units -- the
Section 8 units -- would be limited equity, and that was decided by
the tenants. He explained that the feasibility study had proposed 3
different types of cooperatives, i1.e., a leasing type of cooperative
wherein HOC would own the entire property and the tenants’ association
(as a cooperative) would lease the property from them, a limited
equity cooperative whereln the tenants would purchase and own the
property but each share would be limited as to its future value by
appreciation, and a market equity cocoperative. He said the tenants’
assocliation evaluated the structures proposed and made the market
equity structure their first priority, with the realization that it
would be a long and arduous process. He said they had no question,
examining the tradeoffs between the various structures, that what they
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wanted was a market equity cooperative.. He briefly explained differ--
ences in financing regquirements for limited and market equity coopera-
tives.

Councilmember Leary commented that when the issue first came before
the Council, the question arose of whether it would be preferable to
have the building under HOC ownership or that of a private developer,
and the fairly unanimous sentiment of the elected body at that time
was a preference for ownership by a private developer, which was
essentially what was being proposed. He said it appeared to him that
the two alternatives remained the same in the situation -- either HOC
ownership or private ownership by the tenants. Responding to inguiry
from Councilmember Douglas, Mr. Billand pointed out that under state
law, 22 of the units in the building could be owned and operated by a
local government entity -- either the City or HOC -- and most likely
HOC, unless the City chose to do-so, would acquire and operate those
units, inasmuch as they apparently had an interest in doing so., Mr.
Douglas inquired where the City would be if HOC declined to purchase
the option on the 22 units; Mr. Billand responded that the City cceculd
sell its option to someone else -- the cooperative could decide to
make the building entirely market rate units. The Mayor inguired
whether Mr. Billand was aware of any legal opinion on whether the
building would be subject to the Montgomery County transfer tax levied
on conde conversions; Ms. Perlman stated that tax would not be applic-
able, that it applied only to condo conversions, not cooperatives, in
the opinton” ¥ DHCD. Councilmember Martin commented she did not have
any serious concern about thé building going market rate equity as
opposed to limited equity because, based on what she had read, one
simply did not make a fortune on cooperatives such as could be made in
speculation on other real estate, such as single-famlily houses. Addi-
tionally, she pointed out, you simply could not buy a single-family
house for $40,000. She noted that if HOC bought the building, the
City would lose the approximate $16,000 a year in tax revenues from
the building. Responding to questions raised by Ms. Martin, the Mayor
affirmed that the City did not penalize or tax any profit an indivi-
dual who had received a rehab lcan or grant from the City might make
on the sale of his/her single-family dwelling.

The Mayor pointed out that in Section 2. of the draft ordinance
provided, there was language that would prohibit use of the $50,000
from the City for anything other than limited equity cooperative
purposes; he inquired whether that was the intent, which Ms. Perlman
affirmed. Mr. Sharp asked why residents of Section & units should not
have the opportunity of owning units; Ms. Matthews responded that they
would be provided the opportunity, and if they could meet downpayment
regquirements, they would certainly be welcome to join the market
equity cooperative,

Jaime Bordnavi, Center for Housing Training: said there were ways,
when a public body had made a major investment in units, that there
could, in effect, be a sharing of equity, so that the assisted coope-
rative members would have a share of the egquity based on the rent they
pay, but since the majority of their equity was covered by the public
body, a majority of the equity would accrue to that public body.

Brief discussion of the language contained in Section 2. ensued, with
the Mayor pointing out that it amounted to a policy declaration on the
part of the City in favor of limited equity cooperatives.

Councilmember Elrich referred to earlier comments by Mr. Leary about
the Council’s lack of enthusiasm for HOC ownership of the building; he
said that was based on HOC’s attempts at that time to skew rents,
which would not be pertinent inasmuch as the City had since passed
legislation making Section 8 rents subject to Rent Btabilization. He
said he feared if the ordinance were adopted it would set a precedent
for tenants of other buildings coming to the City asking for bridge
financing to help them go into market rate cooperatives, and he felt
City money should be used for public purposes, including the public
purpose of preserving affordable housing for those in the low to
moderate income range.

Councilmember Hamilton moved acceptance of the ordinance, as written;
for First Reading, duly seconded by Councilmember Leary. <Councllimem-

iz
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ber d’Eustachio inquired whether the option offer to the City referred
to in the next to last "Whereas"” clause had been voted on by formal
action of the Board of Directors of the tenants’ association; Mr. Neal
responded that the offer had been represented by the association’s
attorney, however, the Board would probably have to meet and take
formal action prior to Second Reading of the ordinance.

Councilmember Leary moved to amend by striking subparagraph (a} of
Section 2., stating it was his understanding that the tenants would
choose not to proceed if they were forced to go into a limited equity
arrangement. Ms. Matthews responded by relating that one Board member
had told her he would refuse to work any further on the project should
that occur; she said she thought the Board would view such a limita-
tion as blackmail, and that it would be contrary to what had been
recommended by the feasibility study which was performéd on the City’s
advice. . The question of the tax writeoff benefit to tenants buying
their unit(s) was raised, with Ms. Matthews pointing. out that under a
limited equity structure, there _would be no tax writeoff. Mr. Billand
commented that a market equity co-op was by far the simplest to struc-
ture, a limited equity arrangement was more complex and increased the
odds of the situation not working out successfully. He said that in a
limited equity situation, private sector share locan market rate finan-
cing could not be used, a tax exempt method of financing would have to
be sought. Councilmember Sharp remarked that was not strictly the
case, that he had viewed literature which:proved otherwise. Council-~
member Elrich® remarked that the Co-op Bank had advised him they would
do share .loans for limited equity cooperatives. Councilmember Hamil-
ton reiterated he felt the elected body was stepping on the tenants’
rights to make their own decision, that the City had set up a mecha-
nism for them to become owners and gave them the right to make a
decision on how to proceed. He said the basic question at hand was
whether to give them the City’s support or not in completing their
process. He called for the question on the proposed amendment. The
motion to amend carried with Councilmembers d’Fustachio, Hamilton,
Leary and Martin voting Aye; Councilmembers Douglas and Elrich voting
Nay; Councilmember Sharp Abstaining.

Councilmember Douglas commented he would be voting against the ordi-
nance inasmuch as it did not fulfill the public policy role of provid-
ing affordable housing, merely provided a subsidy to one group of
people who had an opportunity to buy units that couwld then be sold at
a future time for the market rate. He said he would have supported
the legislation had it called for a limited equity cooperative, which
would fulfill the longterm public policy goal of providing and preser-
ving affordable housing.

Mr. Neal pointed out the need to f£ill in some blanks on the second
page of the ordinance in order for it to be complete; he suggested
insertion of a total maximum price per unit of $45,000, and a total of
$990,000 for the building. He noted under Section 2., the need to
change subparagraph (b) to {a}, with the word that stricken from the
beginning thereof.

Housing Services Director Weiss related that there was one other way
that the Council could enter into an agreement and also maintain some
affordability of the units in the building. ©8he said she and
Councilmember Elrich had visited a co-op in Fairfax County in which
deed requirements had been imposed requiring that the units be sold to
people of low and/or moderate income levels, in accordance with the
federal guidelines. She said that did not put a cap on the eguity,
but obviously placed a limitation on the sale price. The Mayor
suggested that more information about that be provided at or before
Second Reading of the ordinance; he said he would be interested to
know how that program worked.

Councilmember Sharp commented that while he would probably not be
voting in favor of the ordinance, he believed there were good argu-
ments on both sides. He said he did believe there was a benefit to
facilitating individuals in a situation such as that the tenants were
presently in, and who would otherwise not be able to purchase a build-
ing, and perhaps to even eventually make some money off of it. He
said he did feel there was a benefit to governments assisting those

sorts of pecople, as opposed to those it generally helps -- i.e., those
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who can already afford to buy something can get benefits that they-
then make money off of. On the other hand, he said, the overriding
policy he felt the City had to be following was to deal with longterm
affordability, and the situation at hand did not address that issue.’
He said that the contradiction in the situation that he had mentioned
earlier still existed and still bothered him.

The Mayvor commented he, too, would have preferred that the tenants at
7611 Maple had chosen to go limited equity cooperative because it
would serve a longer term interest, i.e., that of maintaining mode-
rate-priced housing. He said he did not think HOC’s purchase of the
building would do anything more for such housing stock preservation,
though, than would the City’s assistance to the tenants. He said
there was substantial fear that if that agency acquired ownership of
the building, all of the units would be converted to low-income hous-
ing, which would. delete .a supply of moderate-income housing in the
City. He said that, by the City going into the venture with the
tenants with the clear understanding that 22 units would be preserved
as low-income housing units, those affordable units could be preser-
ved, which would not happen if the entire building went market rate
cooperative. He said he was not convinced that the City should
abandon the project because it did not meet all of its public policy
interests, and pointed out that it would meet the interest of preserv-
ing low-income housing units.

Respondifig «t&' inquiry from Councilmember Elrich, Mr. Billand stated
that if neither the City nor .HOC purchased the 22 Section 8 units,
they would most likely be converted to market rate units.

The ordinance, as amended, was accepted for First Reading with
Councilmembers d’Eustachio, Hamilton, Leary and Martin voting Aye;
Councilmembers Douglas, Elrich and Sharp voting Nay.

ORDINANCE #1988~
{attached)

For the record, Councilmember Douglas stated he felt it most unfair
that all members of the Council had not been provided 1n advance with
a copy of the feasibility study, which contained a great deal of
pertinent information and which had been available for some time,
prior to being asked to consider, debate and make a serious decision
on the matter. He said he hoped such an omission would not be re-
peated. Councilmember Elrich inquired who had regquested that circula-
tion of the document be restricted; Ms. Matthews stated that it had
been reguested that the first draft be restricted, however, Mr. Neal
had been in possession of the final document for a week and a half to
two weeks, and he was advised it was appropriate for dissemination;
she said 3 Councilmembers who had helped the tenants from the begin-
ning were given coples directly. Mr. Douglas commented that if the
support of the Council was wanted, all members of the body should be
afforded the same treatment.

13. Proposed FY 18988-88 Street Improvement Program.

Mr. Neal referred to his memorandum on the subject dated July 20,
pPointing out that some of the improvements were funded under Block
Grants from the two counties, others could be funded, if so desired,
through City funds set aside for capital improvements, and one project
was proposed for funding through special assessments. He noted the
majority of projects were those recommended by the Citizens’ Advisory
Committee and approved by the elected body the previous fall; the only
new ones were those proposed for funding under the City’s capital
improvement program, with an eye toward continuity in the projects
funded by Block Grant money, and especially considering those areas of
the city that were not eligible for Block Grant funding, such as Boyd
Avenue, First Avenue, 14th Avenue, Kirklynn, etc.

Councilmember Douglas reminded that during budget deliberations, men-
tion was made of having a lengthy and in-depth discussion regarding an
infrastructure program for the city, and $100,000 was set aside for
such a purpese. He pointed out that such a discussion had not occur-
‘red, and the proposal: presently before the elected body defined such a
program for them, essentially made the decision for the Council how.
the monies set aside would be spent. He said he objected strenuously
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to consideration of the proposal occurring at the present meeting:and.
without the aforementioned discussion concerning a longterm infra-
structure improvement program first taking place. Councilmember Mar-
tin referred to her involvement in the CDBG process in her neighbor- -
hood 2 years previously, at which time she said the neighborhood
association agreed upon priority items; however, those had not been
addressed, nor was any money included therefor in the present propo-
sals. In addition, she said she recalled a discussion during the
budget process regarding allocating $22,000 of the money set aside to
fund a street inventory/survey. She said she did not concur with
using neighborhood association requests to make any decisions about
infrastructure improvements in the city, because it did not always
make for an eguitable situation or address the areas iIn most critical
need of attention. Councilmember d’Bustachio commented he felt 1t was
somewhat insulting to City staff for anyone to suggest that their
proposals were based merely. on the request of any community associa-
tion; he said that Mr. Neal and Mr. Guilford, the City Engineer, spent
a considerable amount of time reviewing information and formulating
the proposal that had been presented. He concurred with Mr. Douglas
that there had been mention of discussing an infrastructure program
for the City and the expenditure of the $100,000, however, said he
doubted the outcome of such a discussion would differ greatly from the
proposal Mr. Neal and Mr. Guilford had come up with. He said delaying
a decision for several months, however, would delay accomplishing the
work and could also make it cost more. He said there had also been
mentionfﬁf-é?bohd'issue to finance infrastructure improvements, how-
ever, there was a very substantial cost involved in such an approach,
and he would personally vote against such a move. He said he felt the
proposal alt hand had been presented as a legitimate attempt to move
forward with needed infrastructure repairs, however, should probably
be discussed at some length, so said he would not urge its approval at
the present meeting. He said he was not willing, however, to discuss
the matter for 3 months or to refer it to committees, ad nausean.
Councilmember Leary commented he fully endorsed Mr. d'Bustachio’s
comments and was in full agreement with them; he said he felt the
present discussion bore out the truth of a comment made when the
subject was under discussion previocusly, and that was that it was a
very political process and no one would be entirely satisfied with the
outcome. He said he, too, felt it warranted some further discussion,
but not endlessly, because it was a subject on which there would never
be a consensus and there was need to make a decision. He suggested
the item be placed on the agenda for the first worksession in Septem-
ber, with examination by a committee, if so desired, 1in the interim.
Councilmember Sharp commented he would second that suggestion, and
recommend that any further discussion at the present meeting be aban-
doned. The Mayor pointed out there was a good deal of division on the
Council concerning whether the City should have a pay as you go infra-
structure program or a bonding program, and sald that, despite that
ambivalence, esach year Mr. Neal had come forward with a proposal
package that was both economically and administratively feasible, had
tried to do his job in the best way possible under the difficult
circumstances. He said that until Mr. Neal was given clear directions
to proceed otherwise from the elected body, what he was doing made
sense from an administrative point of wview. Councilmember Douglas
said he felt his point was being missed -- that the budget had been
adopted less than 30 days previously, an explicit decision had been
made by the elected body that they would review policy on infrastruc-
ture work and repairs, and that had not been done. Councilmember
Elrich commented that his sympathies lay with Mr. Douglas’' point of
view; he said he had no gquestion that the the work Mr. Neal had done
was a good faith effort to get work accomplished, however, felt there
was need for a discussion and informational meeting where the Council
could seriously examine bonding and other options for meeting longterm
infrastructure needs.

Mr. Neal stated that his proposal was not intended in any way to
preclude discussions by the elected body about longterm policy and
planning for addressing infrastructure work; he had assumed that would
occur. He said, however, his intent, unless the Council barred so
doing, was to go ahead and bid out the Block Grant projects that had
"been previously approved by the elected body and get- the work done.

He said he was frankly uncertain whose responsibility it was to spend

the $100,000 that had been put aside for infrastructure, but had
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offered a proposal he felt to be viable. He asked that the elected
body so advise him if they wished him to hold up on the Block Grant
projects. The Mayor noted that anything involving City money should .
not be put out to bid; a philosophical and practical discussion of
infrastructure financing and how the City would approach deoing it
would be placed on a worksession agenda sometime in September. A
brief exchange ensued involving Councilmembers d’Eustachio, Douglas
and Sharp.

14. Status Report o© ck Law.

Housing Services Director Weiss referred to her report outlining the
history of the law and the process that had occurred. SGhe related
that while both the county and the City were providing services to the
affected tenants, it was the opinion of DHS, based upon information
they had received from Neighborhoods Together and the ‘Interfaith
Coalition,; that:the county was not living up to the commitments they
had made publicly, e.g., providing assistance in accessible locations,
providing after-hours assistance to affected tenants, and the county
was not making referrals to the City for anything other than land-
lord/tenant questions it felt were specific to Takoma Park -- reloca-
tion requests, people seeking alternatives when a request to vacate
was received were not being referred to the City. She said, however,
the City’s DHS was providing relccation services, information, and
also referring peorle to the county’s Office of Landlord/Tenant Af-
fairs for additional assistance. She said kased on this situation, as
well as-~the fhet that at least 1/2 of the tenants affected by the law
were still located in their units, there appeared to be a necessity
for top level City/county communication regarding fulfilling commit-
ments made, coordination of services, and a commitment of services
that would meet the needs of the affected tenants and reduce their
hardships.

Councilmember Leary commented that the first two sentences in Ms.
Weiss’ letter to Mr. Ferrara sounded contradictory to him, and he
would be confused if receiving it. Ms. Weiss responded that she had
noted omission of a word from the communication, but pointed out that
Mr. Ferrara had not contacted her to inguire about her intent. Mr.
Leary said Mr. Ferrara should certainly be held to the commitment he
had made both in writing and in the meeting held with Mr. Mehnke. In
the course of ensuing discussion, Councilmember d’Eustachic said he
felt property owners/landlords in the City trying to create accessory
apartments in their homes were unable t¢ acquire necessary informa-
tion, were meeting a bureaucratic stone wall in the county created by
inertia and incompetence, and members of the County Council needed to
be brought to task for the incompetence they were permitting to exist
under them. Ms. Weiss concurred, saying that while the county had
made some attempts to provide certain services, anyone trying to deal
with the situation through them was experiencing a great deal of
frustration.

Councilmember Sharp commented it appeared that Ms. Welss’ suggestion
that there be some top level communication with the county was in
order, however, he said he would urge that it be ensured that any
third party information about complaints be verifiable. He said he
would also point out that in the county, it was not the County Council
who was ultimately responsible for the staff, but the County Execu-
tive. Councilmember Elrich inquired concerning the deadline, when
tenants would have to begin vacating units; Ms. Weiss said many had
already started leaving. Responding to inguiry, she affirmed there
had been 2 cases in which vacated units were rerented and the land-
lords were issued Municipal Infractions for the viclation. &he re-
minded that in March the county sent letters to landlords requiring
them to issue 60-day vacate notices to the tenants, and for those who
responded in the most timely fashion, the 60-day preriod toc vacate
would have expired -- for others who responded more slowly to the
county’s mandate, the 60-day period was not yet up.

Councilmember Hamilton referred to & remark by Ms. Weiss that the
phaseback was holding up the issuance of City licenses for rental
units; he said there were 70 licenses for which fees were collect-
ed in December and which had not been issued as of -the end of June,
and ingquired on the status of those. Ms. Weiss said there was a
concern about a number of units that were not on the phaseback list
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but that appeared to be suspicious regarding compliance with the
zoning laws. She said the Code clearly stated it was her responsi-
bility to ensure that units were in compliance with the zoning laws

and other county laws, and that there were no outstanding county fines

levied against them, prior to issuing licenses. For that reason, she
said, a letter had been sent to the county, to Mr. Mehnke, questioning
a number of properties, and a response had been received only earlier
in the day completely clearing 25 of the properties in question -- Ms,
Welss said the llcenses had been 1ssued for those. Mr., Hamilton
related that he had been called earlier by a constituent who advised
him that while their home was not on the phaseback list, gquestion
about their home had been raised with the county; he said that was not
part of the City’'s licensing procedures. Ms. Weiss stated that it was
according to her interpretation of the law. Mr. Hamilton said the
individual who calléd him had paid their license fee in December and
had yet to receive their license.

The Mayvor remarked there appeared be be some question about interpre-
tation of the licensing statute as it related to other housing or
zoning use permits; he said that needed to be clarified and, hopeful-
1y, could be resolved administratively. If not, and if there were
policy issues that needed to be addressed, he said they should be
brought to the elected hody.

The Mayor noted that the county was scheduled- to conduct a review of
the acceSsory’ apartment law, and inquired whether it was known when
that was scheduled to occcur. Ms. Weiss stated that was already under-
way, and was at the time she and several Councilmembers met with Mr,
Mehnke, Mr. Ferrara, and other county personnel. The Mayor said he
understood that, but that the County Council was to review information
provided them, and he wondered when that would occcur. He asked that a
letter to Mr. Mehnke and the Chair of the County Council be sent
asking when that was anticipated and that the City be informed in
advance, as well as asking that a copy of the report be forwarded to
the City. Responding to Councilmember Leary, Ms., Weiss said the
response to her letter to Mr. Mehnke was that he had Zoning Officer
DeLange contact her and advise her to hold up on issuing licenses
until she recelved a letter from the county; she said she had not to
date received such a letter, however, Officer DelLange had contacted
her sarlier in the day, outlining specific properties about which he
had concerns and advising her that she was free to issue licenses on
any other than those so far as the county was concerned.

The Mayor noted Ms. Weiss had expressed that the county had been less
than cooperative in furnishing information, and inquired whether she
felt there was need for the City Administrator or the Mayvor to contact
the county in that regard. Ms. Weiss said she felt it might be
beneficial, inasmuch as it had been the Mayor who had made an agree-
ment with the county regarding phaseback, if he were to contact the
County Executive. Councilmember Douglas reiterated the concern voiced
by Mr. Sharp earlier that any complaints voiced be completely wverifi-
able and backed by solid information. The Mayor agreed that a letter
would be sent under his signature to the County Executive.

Councilmember Hamilton remarked that he had not gotten a direct re-
sponse on why 50 licenses were still being held up; the Mayor respond-
ed that was a matter which should be addressed administratively by Mr.
Hamilton, Mr. Wilson and the Housing Committee, and, hopefully, re-
solved. If there were policy issues, he said they should be brought
before the Mayvor and Council. For the record, Mr. Bamilton said a
homeowner had called him and stated he was going to sue the City
because he had paid his licensing fee, and was demanding his license,
under the City ordinance.

Cary Hoagland, 7117 Willow Avenue: referred to the substantial amount
of money she had lost in wages due to spending time trying to help
reople deal with the Phaseback Law in such a way that they would
receive equitable treatment. She said she was greatly disappointed in
how the political process had worked both in the county and in the
city insofar as corporate entities, noting she had been gratified by

her dealings with individuals, particularly those -on the {ity Council -

and City staff. She said she intended to speak to the County Council
the following day, but was not sure they would allow her to be heard.
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She thanked the elected bedy for their attention to her and her con-
cerns, however, said had a rational process of negotlation been em-
ployed from the beginning, perhaps the ocutcome would have been more
favorable for both landlords and tenants, as well as the county and:
the City. ©She noted she was one of those tenants who had recently
received 80-day notices to vacate and, unless a strong moral position
were taken by the City against the loss of those tenants, she would
probably be leaving the city. The Mayvor inguired concerning the
number of units in Ms. Hoagland’s building; she responded there were 2
units, which could very easily have been legalized. She said while
the property was not presently owner-occupied, the other tenant’s
boyfriend anticipated receiving a substantial amount of money soon and
they would probably be buying the property, however, by the time that
occurred she and her husband would have been forced to vacate. Re-
sponding to Councilmember Elrich, she said that to her knowledge, the
building was not:on the market, that the owner preferred to retain the
property for rental purposes., She said that the one owner she was
aware of who had sold their rental property had done so out of fear
and under duress. Ms. Heoagland related that she was a co-founder of
the Tenant Advocacy Group, and said the other co-founder, David Weiss,
would be speaking next.

Councilmember Sharp commented he would agree with Ms. Hoagland that
perhaps it would be an appropriate time for the City to go back to the
county, in light also of some of the issues.raised by Ms. Weiss. Ms.
Hoagland"remétrked that the sort of assistance being offered to the
affected tenants was simply a tremendous joke, such as people who were
already ‘on Section B assistance being offered that assistance, lists
of apartments being offered -- which was something available even
before enforcement of the rhaseback commenced -- one thing the City
was offering that was helpful was volunteer workers to assist those
having to move. Ms. Hoagland pointed out that those being evicted
were in desparate need of money, particularly those, such as herself,
who were self-emploved, and if there was anything the City could do
about that with the county, some sort of relocation subsidy, it would
be of real beneflt.

David Weiss: said he had tried to get information from the county
about relocation plans, if any, however, that was a nightmare; one was
shuffled arocund endlessly. He confirmed that the county was offering
people Section 8 certificates, however, noted the long waiting list
for that type of housing in the county, and said there was no way they
could put all those displaced in Takoma Park at the top of that list
without leaving the county open to legal suit. He said there was
little sense in pressing the county on the issue of the phaseback
because there was no majority sentiment on the County Council for the
tenants in that issue, and there was a bare majority on the City
Council who empathized with the tenants’ plight. He said justice had
been served only to the property owners who were relishing their
anticipated undue equity gain, and real estate speculators and deal-
ers; he said civilization had not changed in over 700 wyears, since the
dark ages when tenants remained in their homes only at the pleasure of
the lord or the barocn. He said he had counseled tenants to work with
the legislators in a dignified manner and to remain open to compro-
mise, however, the situation had been complicated by some claiming to
represent the tenants, but who preferred making a spectacle of them-
selves and seeing themselves on television and in the newspapers to
doing the work involved in negotiating a practical compromise. Be-
cause of that group, Mr. Weiss said, ordinary citizens were offended
and politicians felt painted into a corner, which only served to
worsen the plight of the tenants. He said the politicians felt called
upon to defend themselves by citing how much they had done for housing
in the county, when in actuality they had done very little. In pri-
vate conversations, Mr. Weiss said he had been told by politicians
that tenants do not generally vote, and that those affected by the
Phaseback Law represented only 10-20% of the tenants in Takeoema Park -—-
apparently the politiclans in Montgomery County thought the tenants
were outside the political process. - He noted there was still no
comprehensive relocation plan, which he said he felt to be a tenant’s
right when facing eviction through no fault of his own, and noted tha
the county law required such a plan when private developers were '
evicting tenants for a condo conversion process. He said the county
should require no less of itself in the phaseback situatien, and in
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his opinion, mass evictions for private economic gain were America’s
method of Apartheid. He said those on both the City and County Coun- .
cils who had voted for mass evictions without examination of the
situation on a case by case basis were guilty of wholesale economic.
Apartheid. Mr. Weiss related having spoken with County Councilwoman
Crenca, who he said believed that the housing crisis in America was
due to families not keeping their grandparents and their children of
majority all under the same rocof, said she did not understand or
realize that the HUD budget had been slashed by over 70% for the last
8 years, that the lack of investment in low and mocderate income hous-
ing by the federal government had precipitated the housing crisis. He
said Ms. Crenca also gave the excuse that because of the disruptive
tactics of some people, it became impossible for the county to nego-
tiate a just settlement in the situation; he said while there might be
some truth in her:claim, the sort of excuse that sought to excuse
gross political injustice to a group of innocent people was terri-
fying. He said the county should be equally concerned with all its
citizens, especially those who could not afford their own legal repre-
sentation, and had to rely on their legislators to represent and
protect them when they were innocent. Mr. Weiss said he had discussed
the lack of a relocation plan for the displaced tenants with Ms.
Crenca, and she had stated she would be willing, though not enthusias-
tically, to introduce legislation that would require landlords to pay
relocation expenses for those tenants being evicted as a result of the
Phaseback Law. He said the County Council should .promote and lobby
for somer Eort\bf legislation of that type at the county level; the
county government and the landlord should cooperatively bear reloca—
tion costs for the affected tenants. In conclusion, Mr. Weiss said he
had spoken with the members of the City’s Housing Committee, had found
them to be highly intelligent, helpful, motivated, and felt they would
work toward finding an egquitable way of helprping the low and moderate
income people find affordable housing.

The Mayor stated that a letter would be drafted to the County Execu-
tive on the topic.

15. Report on Propopsed Changes in Montgomery County MPDU Legislation.
Housing Services Director Weiss explained that the original legisla-

tion and amendments thereto were designed to provide opportunities for
low and moderate-income people any time a developer created housing of
50 or more units. It was required that a specific amount of the
housing be set aside for low and moderate-income people, and was
designed so as to not harm the developer in the process; she said the
original requirement was provision of 15% of the units as MPDU’s for
affordable rental or ownership purposes. She explained that there
were companion programs related to ownership and rental and touched
briefly on those. She explained that the proposed changes would
include a windfall provision, so that after the 10-year period for
which owned units had a capped equity, the windfall on the profit
would be shared, with the county’s portion going into a trust fund for
housing use elsewhere. The proposal would also extend the time period
for which housing rental units had to be maintained affordable to 20
years, rather than 10, She further explained that while the original
requirement for developments of 50 or more units was 15%, that had
subsequently been amended to 12.5%; however, under the current propo-
sal that figure would be on a scale ranging between 12.5-15%, depend-
ing upon the zoning density bonus awarded the developer. Companion
legislation would call for the maximum density bonus cap to be raised
from 20% to 22%. She said the amendments also proposed alternatives
to provision of MPDU’s in the form of funds or land, and created the
housing trust fund, although details of how the fund would be used
were not set forth in regulations. Ms. Weiss noted she had laid out a
number of suggestions, however, one she had not presented but hoped
would be considered additionally was the suggestion that a tax similar
to a condo tax, the 4% levied on the sale price during conversions, be
placed on development units that were not affordable, with the pro-
ceeds going into the housing trust fund. Addressing the issue of
affordable housing, she said she would suggest permanent capping of
the equity on MPDU units, rather than a 10-year period after which
they could then go .to market rate. Similarly, she said she would
suggest . extension of the controls on rates for rental units far beyond
the 20-year period. Responding to guestion from Councilmember Sharp,
she said there were no such units in Takoma Park. Additionally, she
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5:30 p.m. The resclution regarding the summer recess was passed by
unanimous vote.

RESOLUTION #1388-68
{attached)

Upon motion, duly seconded, the meeting adjourned at 1:00 a.m., to
reconvene in Regular Session at 8:00 p.m. on Monday, September 12,
1988.
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said the Council might wish to suggest stipulations to be placed on
the land and monetary proceeds that were in lieu of MPDU'’s in a
development. She pointed out that if the top of the 12.5~15% MFDU
range were 16%, i1t would be more likely that the initial 15% average
would be achieved; also, based on supplementary information received,
it appeared the size of developments in the county was decreasing, so
it would seem sensible to reduce the size of developments that would
be subject to the restrictions. BShe sald while it was the county's
position that the legislation did not concern Takoma Park, it was
Corporation Counsel’s opinion that the City was included under the
legislation, and it would seem appropriate that a provision be in-
cluded that for projects within municipalities, the municlpality share
in the trust fund reserves and have some voice in their use. She
pointed out the leglslation was not only pertinent to new development,
but applied to redevelopment projects as well. Responding to the
Mayvor, Ms. Weiss explained that Councilmembers Hanna and Adams had
introduced the amendments, the County Executlive had expressed support
for the proposed changes.

Councllmember Sharp noted the lateness of the hour (12:45 a.m.), that
the county would be holding a hearing on this subject on July 28, at
which Councilmember Elrich would be testifying. He said 1if a decision
were made that the City would express posltions on the issue, perhaps
the focus should be narrowed somewhat. He said that to his way of
thinking the 10-year limit on MPDU’s would be absoclute folly, that the
limit should be permanent; apparently there was need for recognition
that the affordable housing crisis was not a temporary situation, and
that permanent equity caps needed to be adopted. Ms. Weiss related
having spoken with a county staff member, Bill Shear of DECD, who had
helped draft the legislation; she sald his rationale for not imposing
permanent equity caps on MPDU housing was that that would make it more
difficult for future owners (2nd and 3rd purchasers) to get mortgages
’ on the property if the equity were capped, and occupants of the units
would have difficulty developing sufflicient equity to afford thelr
subsegquent home(s). Mr. Sharp commented he was not sure those were
realistic arguments sgainst a permanent cap on MPDU equity. Mr.
Elrich said he supported Mr. Sharp's comments concerning the owned
MFDU’'s and would suggest a simllar position be taken on the rented
MFDU’s5; if the county were golng to try to provide affordable housing,
it should he a longterm proposition -- not a stopgap measure. He said
Allied Civic would be making an argument in favor of reducing density
bonuses, and he said he felt there was a good argument for doing so;
he said he thought the recuirement should be a flat out 15% of MPDU's
in a development, and no density bonus, otherwise the zoning map was
meaningless, Additlonally, he said he thought there would be a value
in not allowing in-lieu payments, and would alsc support reducing the
development size that would fall under the requirements to 25 units.
Mr. Sharp suggested that the City’s position emphasize the equity
cayv and, perhaps, the 2b-unit level for adhering to the requirements,
and not take a position on the other issues railsed. Councilmember
Douglas so moved, duly seconded by Councilmember Sharp. The motion
carried by unanimous vote. It was noted Housing Services Director
Welss would also be attending the hearing, and the Mayvor suggested she
present the substance of her report and the other ltems discussed,
particularly the equity caps.

16. 1988 Summer Recess for Mayor and Council.

Councilmember Douglas moved passage of the resolution, duly seconded
by Councilmember Hamilton. For the record, Mr. d4d’Eustachioc commented
that not all members of the Councll would be taking vacations during
August, despite the resolution appearing to ec¢laim that would be the
case. Deputy City Clerk Jewell noted the need to correct dates in the
resolution, i.e., in the second llne of the second "Whereas" clause,
Monday, August 7 should read Auguslt 1; in the last resolve clause, the
dates should read August 2 through September 11. The Mayvor noted the
need, in the interim, for a Special Session for Second Reading of the
ordinance regarding 7611 Maple Avenue. He said a written request from
3 of the 4 members of the Council who had voted in the affirmative
would be regquired, including a suggested date for the meeting that
would be agreeable to all 3. Following brief discussion, consensus
was that the Special Session would be convened Wednesday, July 27, at

T o
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Introduced By: Councilmember d'Eustachio
Drafted By: Daniel Neal,
o Single Reading: 25 July 1988
(Budget Ordinance -
. only one reading is
required

ORDINANCE NO. 1988-30

AN ORDINANCE AUTHORIZING THE AWARD OF CERTAIN CONTRACTS FOR THE

IMPROVEMENT OF FOREST PARK.

WHEREAS, ' the City's FY 1988-89 Adopted Budget authorized the
expenditure of up to $75,000.00 for the improvement of
Forest Park, as specified in the applicable plans and
contract documents; AND

WHEREAS, bids for said improvements were solicited from
qualified contractors by advertising in The Washington
Post, the Blue Report and the Dodge Report; AND

WHEREAS, all bids received in connection with these improvements
were opened publicly at 3:00 p.m. on 11 February 1988
in the Takoma Park Municipal Building; AND

WHEREAS, four (4) bids were received for the demolition, grading
and site preparation phase of the work (Phase I), with
Hanlon Construction Company, Inc. of Ashton, Maryland
having submitted the lowest responsive and responsible
bid of FORTY ONE THOUSAND FIVE HUNDRED EIGHTY FIVE
DOLILARS ($41,585.00); AND

WHEREAS, five (5) bids were received for the site furnishing
phase of the work (Phase II, with Hanlon Construction
Company, Inc. of Ashton, Maryland having submitted the
lowest responsive and responsible bid of SEVENTEEN
THOUSAND FORTY DOLLARS ($17,040.00); and

WHEREAS, nine (9) bids were received for the landscaping phase
of the work (Phase III), with Classic Landscaping, Inc.
of Mt. Airy, Maryland having submitted the lowest
responsive and responsible bid of ELEVEN THOUSAND THREE
HUNDRED SIXTY TWO DOLILARS ($11,362.00); AND

WHEREAS, it is in the best interests of the City of Takoma Park
to accept the bids set forth above by Hanlon
Construction Company, Inc. and Classic Landscaping,
Inc.



NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED BY THE MAYOR AND COUNCIL OF THE
CITY OF TAKOMA PARK, MARYLAND

SECTION 1.

SECTICN 2.

SECTION 3.

SECTION 4.

THAT the bid of Hanlon Construction Company, Inc.
for Phase I of the said improvements and specified
in the applicable plans and contract documents is
hereby accepted and a contract award made to said
firm in the -amount of FORTY ONE THOUSAND FIVE
HUNDRED EIGHTY FIVE DOLLARS ($41,585.00).

FURTHER THAT the bid of Hanlon Construction
Company, Inc. for Phase II of the said
improvements and specified in the applicabkle plans
and contract documents is hereby accepted and a
contract award made to said firm in the amount of
SEVENTEEN THOUSAND FORTY DOLIARS ($17,040.00).

FURTHER THAT the bid of Classic Landscaping, Inc.
for Phase III of the said improvements and
specified in the applicable plans and contract
documents is herehy accepted and a contract award
made to said firm in the amount of ELEVEN THOUSAND
THREE HUNDRED SIXTY TWO DOLLARS ($11,362.00}).

FURTHER THAT the City Administrator is hereby
authorized to execute any and all appropriate
contract documents necessary to effect these
awards and to pay expenses related thereto from
appropriate accounts, provided that the City
Administrator shall not obligate funds via
contract execution prior to the execution of a
contract between Prince George's County and the
City of Takoma Park for FY 1988-89% Community
Development Block Grant funds designated for the
said Forest Park Improvements.

ADOPTED THIS 25th DAY OF July, 1988.

AYE:
NAY:

ABSTAINED:
ABSENT:

c: forstpk.ord

Councilmembers Douglas, d'Eustachio, Elrich,
Hamilton, Leary, Martin and Sharp.

None

None

None
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Introduced By: Councilmember Hamilton 1=t Reading: 25 July 1988
Drafted By: MNeal, Perlman, Weiss 2nd Reading:

'.ORDINANCE NO. 1988-__

AN ORDINANCE AUTHORIZING THE CITY ADMINISTRATOR TO NEGOTIATE AND
EXECUTE AN OPTION CONTRACT TO PURCHASE UNITS OR UNIT SHARES OF
THE IMPROVED REAL PROPERTY KNOWHN AS 7611 MAPLE AVENUE, TAKOHA
PARK, MARYLAND WITH THE 7611 MAPLE AVENUE TENANTS ASSOCIATION,

INC.

WHEREAS,-*it is a goal of the City of Takoma Park (the "City") to
maintain and preserve affordahble housing in order to promote an
economically heterogeneous community; AND

WHEREAS, 1t is also a goal of the City to promote the economic
gsecurity of low and moderate income citizens by providing them
wvith the ocpportunity to purchase decent and affordable housing;
AND

WHEREAS, there is an existing contract between GHA Sylvan
Associlates Limited Partnership (the "seller") and the Housing
Opportunities Commission of Montgomery County ("HDC") for the
sale and purchase of property known as 7611 Maple Avenue , Takoma
Park, HMaryland (the "property"™) dated 11 March 1988; AND

WHEREAS, pursuant to Chapter 6, Article 8 of the Takoma Park Code
the tenants of the property have the right to purchase the
property on substantizlly the same terms as the contract and have
formed a tenantes association known as the 7611 Maple Avenue
Tenants Associlation, Inc. (the "association®) 1in order to
exerclse their right to purchase the property; AND

WHEREAS, the association has offered to the City an option to
purchage twenty two (22) unit= {(or shares representing an
equivalent interest) of the property, including a corresponding
interest in the common elements of the property; AND

WHEREAS, the Mayor and Council find that it is in the best
interests of the City to purchase saild option;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED BY THE MAYOR AND COUNCIL OF THE
CITY OF TAKOMA PARK, MARYLAND

SECTION 1. THAT the City Administrator or his designee 1s hereby
authorized to negotiate and execute a contract (the
"option contract®™) with the association for the option
to purchase 22 units (or an equivalent share interest?
of the property, including a corresponding interest in
the common elements of the property; PROVIDED THAT



A}

B)

c)

D)

F)

G)

SECTION 2.

The option price shall not exceed a mean %$2273.00 per
unit or a total of $50, 000. 00;

The total price per unit shall not exceed %47, 000.00
or a total of $990, 000. 00;

The option price =shall be depasited in an
interest-bearing escrow account to be held by the Law
Dffices of Susan Silber, with interest to accrue to
the City;

The association agrees to exerciee good faith efforts
to purchase the property;

The contract 1s assignable and transferrable by the
City;

The City can require the association to refund at or
before the settlement on the purchase of the property
the full contract price in exchange for the City'’'s
release of its option and the contract will then be
declared wvoid; )

The association shall refund the full contract price
paid by the City if, for any reason, the association
falls to purchase the property or 1f the contract is
declared wvoid.

The association may use the contract funds paid by the
Clity as 1ts earnest money deposit for the purchase of
the property pursuant to a contract for the
aggociation te purchase the property from GHA Sylwvan
Associates Limited Partnership, PROVIDED THAT:

A)Y The association shall make good failth efforts to
minimize displacement of the current occupants of
the property.

THIS DRDINANCE IS HEREBY ADOPTED THIS ___ DAY OF ___ , 19a8
AND IS EFFECTIVE ON THE SAME DATE.



INTRODUCED BY: Councilmember Sharp ADQOPTED: 25 July 1988
DRAFTED BY: D. Neal

. RESOLUTION NO. 1988-66

A RESOLUTION STATING THE CITY OF TAKOMA PARK'S OFFICIAL
POSITION ON PRINCE GEORGE'S COUNTY DETAILED SITE PLAN PROPOSAL
NO. SP-88068 RELATING TO LOTS 23-34, BLOCK 108 OF THE GLAIZEWOOD
MANOR SUBDIVISION IN TAKOMA PARK, MARYLAND.

WHEREAS, the owner of certain real property described as lots
23-34, block 108 of the Glaizewood Manor Subdivision,

..Takoma Park, Maryland, Prince George's County

" (hereinafter referred to as "the property") has
submitted to the Prince George's County Planning Board
an application for approval of a detailed site plan for
development of the property, which application is
numbered SP-88068 (hereinafter referred to as "the
application"); AND

WHEREAS, this application has been referred by the Prince
George's County Planning Board to the City of Takoma
Park for review and comment; AND

WHEREAS, the Mayor and Council of Takoma Park received public
testimony on the application at their regular Council
Meeting held at 8:00 p.m. on Monday, 25 July 1988; AND

WHEREAS, the staff of the Takoma Park Department of Economic and
Community Development has prepared a report on the
application, which report has been reviewed and
considered by the Mayor and Council.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED THAT the Mayor and Council of
Takoma Park, Maryland hereby support APPROVAL of the application
PROVIDED THAT,

1. The Applicant submits to the City of Takoma Park an
exterior lighting plan for the property which meets
with the City's approval. Said plan shall include
details of all common and private area lighting,
including lighting fixtures, locations, type and
intensity. Flood lights attached to the rears or sides
of the proposed dwelling units shall be prohibited by
deed restrictions.

2. The Applicant agrees to amend the proposed site plan to
provide for individual interior or screened exterior
trash storage areas for each proposed housing unit that
meet with the approval of the City.



3. The Applicant agrees to amend the proposed site plan to
include the location and details of any proposed common
area signage for the developmebnt. Such signage shall
meet with the full approval of the City.

4, The Applicant agrees to provide the City with
architectural plans, including elevations, for the
proposed development. Said plans shall meet with the
full approval of the City.

5. The Applicant agrees to amend the proposed site plan to
include construction of Maryland State Highway
Administration (MSHA) standard curbs and gutters along
the property's frontage -provided that MSHA approves of

.-the installation - and a 4' wide Prince George's
- County standard concrete sidewalk, including handicap
ramps, at the entrance to the property.

6. The Applicant agrees to amend the proposed site plan to
include a standard stop sign and painted white stop bar .
at the point of egress from the property on to Ethan
Allen Avenue (MD Route #410) in accordance with
directions from MSHA.

7. The Applicant adds a note to the proposed site plan
indicating that it is necessary to obtain permits from
the City of Takoma Park for the removal of trees on the
property.

8. The Applicant agrees to amend the proposed landscape
plan for the property such that it meets with the
approval of the City.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED THAT the City Administrator is hereby

directed to forward a true copy of this Resolution to the Prince
George's County Planning Board and the Applicant.

ADOPTED THIS 25th DAY QF July, 1988.

ATTEST:

ko

Paula S. Jewe Deputy City Clerk

c:glzwd.res



Introduced by: Councilmember Sharp 1st Reading: 7/25/88
2nd Reading:

', ORDINANCE NO. 1988-
An ordinance to amend the Personnel Classification System
BE IT ORDAINED BY THE“CITY COUNCIL OF TAKOMA PARK, MARYLAND
SECTION 1. New Position classes. The grade structure adopted by
Ordinance No. 1986-53, Section 2, as amended, is

amended, to add the following positions: o

GRADE +.JOB CILASSES

.k

GRADE 1

GRADE 2 custodian

GRADE 3

Laborer; Clerk Typist I:

GRADE 4

Account Clerk I; Library Shelver; Communications
Dispatcher; Assistant Driver; Police Records
Clerk;

GRADE 5 : Recreation Aide; Tool Library Attendant; Egquipment
Operator I;

GRADE & Account Clerk II; Secretary; Personnel Clerk:

Library Assistant; Recreation Specialist; Driver

Foreman; Eguipment Operator II; Clerk Typist II;

(1]

GRADE 7

Administrative Clerk I; Playground Coordinator;
Egquipment Operator III; Code Enforcement Officer
I; Police Private; Clerk Typist III;

GRADE 8 Administrative Clerk II; Executive Secretary;
Gym Supervisor; Police Private First Class;
Tree Maintenance Foreman; Building Mechanic;
Mechanic; Community Development Coordinator;

GRADE 9 Account Supervisor; Administrative Supervisor;
Deputy City Clerk; Police Affairs Specialist;
Police Corporal; Parks Foreman; Street Foremanj;
Housing Coordinator; Master Mechanic; Housing
Rehabilitation Construction Coordinator; Code
Enforcement Officer II; Community Planner I; Youth

Outreach Assistant:

Librarian; Police Sergeant; Sanitation Supervisor;
Street Supervisor;

GRADE 10

1



GRADE 11

GRADE 12

Executive

RELY

Executive

Executive

Executive

SECTION 2.

1:

23

Youth Outreach Worker; Recreation Supervisor;
Code Enforcement Supervisor; Recycling
Coordinator;

Assistant Library Director; Police Lieutenant;
Cable TV Coordinator;

Assistant Public Works Director; Director of
Economic & Community Deveélopment;

Library Director; Recreation Director; Housing
Services Director; Police Captain (Deputy Chief);

Assistant City Administrator;

Police Chief; Public Works Director

EFFECTIVE DATE. This Ordinance shall become
effective upon enactment.

NOTE: Underlining indicates new matter to be added to existing

code language.

[] indicates matter to be deleted from existing code
languadge

Adopted this

AYE:

NAY:
ABSTAINED:
ABSENT:

day of , 1988 by Roll Call Vote as follows:
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PROCLAMATION

IVHERERS, Steve Barber, a native resident of Takoma Park for twenty-
two years, is known throughout the state of Maryland
as the first twenty game winner in the Baltimore
Oriole's history; AND

IBHERERS, Steve grew up playing ball with the neighborhood children
at Forest Park, played baseball with the Takoma Park
Boys Club, and while attending Montgomery Blair High
School, played on their parsity team; AND

" WHEREAS, Steve joined the Orioles minor league in 1957, jumped in
1960 to the major leagues, and won ten games as a
rookie; AND

WHERERAS, in 1962 he was honored with Steve Barher Night at D. C.
Stadium and with Steve Barber Day in the City of
Takoma Park, Maryland; AND '

IBHEBREAS, In 1963, Stepe became the Orioles gniy twenty game winner
during the club's first four years in Baltimore, with a 20-
13 record and a 2,75 ERA in 36 starts; AND

IVHERERS, During Steve's career with the Orioles he pitched two one-
hitters and won hoth of them; AN

IHERERAS, In 1986 Stepe was inducted into the Maryland Hall of Fame;

NGLW, THEREFORAE, Be it proclaimed that the Mayor and Council of the
City of Takoma Park, Maryland, on behaif of its
members, the citizens of this community do express our
heartiest congratulations on his being the 16th member
inducted into the Drioles’ Hall of Fame; AND

BE IT FURTHER PROCLAIMED THAT August 6, 1988 be proclaimed as Steve
Barber Day in the City of Takoma Park, Maryjland.

Adopted this 25th day of July, 1980.

ATIEST: /
Stephen .. Del lttfl‘dice

- Mayor

James S. Wilson, Jr.
City Administrator

- —
53




o

f,PROCLAMATION

WHEREAS, the National Town Watch Association is
sponsoring a special, coast-to-coast community crime

prevention project on the evening of August 9, called

~"National Night Out"; AND

WHEREAS, it is essential that all residents in
the City of Takoma Park be aware of the importance
of crime prevention programs and the posit;ve impact
that their participation can have on reducing crime
in our neighborhoods; AND

WHEREAS, "National Night Out" provides an oppor-
tunity for Takoma Park to join with other communities
across the country in support of safer neighborhoods and
to demonstrate the success of cooperative crime prevention
efforts; AND

WHEREAS, neighborhood spirit and cooperation are the
themes of "National Night Out" and the key ingredient in
helping police to fight crime;

‘ NOW, THEREFORE, WE, the Mayor and Council of Takoma
Park, do hereby call upon all the residents of Takoma Park
to support and participate in "National Night Out" on August Sth.

FURTHER, LET BE RESOLVED THAT we do hereby proclaim

Tuesday, August 92, 1988, as "National Night Out" in Takoma Park.

e
- . -

Mayor



1st Reading: 7/25/88
2nd Reading:

Introduced by: Councilmember Martin

‘ORDINANCE #1988~

BE IT ORDAINED BY THE MAYOR AND COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF TAKOMA

PARK, MARYIAND:

SECTION

e

SECTION

SECTION

SECTION

SECTION

Adopted
Vote as

AYE:
NAY:

1.

4.

this

THAT all vehicular traffic on Erskine Avenue shall
come to a complete stop at that street's
intersection with 13th Place, thereby creating a
3-way stop; AND i

THAT pedestrian crosswalks shall be painted across
the Erskine Avenue roadway and the 13th Place
raodway, so as to provide a safe crossing for
pedestrians at the intersection of Erksine Avenue
and 13th Place; AND

THAT the Acting Director of Public Works in
cooperation with the Chief of Police shall survey
the intersection and make a determination as to
the appropriate placement of the stop signs and
the crosswalks; AND

THAT this ordinance shall become effective upon
completion of the signing, which shall include
appropriate warning to motorists approaching the
intersection; AND

THAT the penalty for violation of this ordinance

shall be as prescribed in Sec. 1-17(a) of the Code
of Takoma Park, Md., 1972, as amended.

day of , 1988, by Roll cCall

follows:

ABSTAINED:

ABSENT:



INTRODUCED BY: d'Eustachio First Reading: 7/25/88
Second Reading:

¢ » ORDINANCE #

BE IT ORDAINED BY THE MAYOR AND COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF TAKOMA
PARK, MARYLAND THAT N

SECTION 1. Repeal of Ordinance No. 2639. Ordinance No. 2639,
adopted by the Mayor and cCouncil of the cCity of
Takoma Park, Maryland on 25 October 1982, is
hereby repealed.

SECTION 2- This ordinance shall take effect upon adoption.

ADOPTED BY THE MAYOR AND COUNCIL , 1988,

lss:disk #1,traford



Introduced by: Comcilmember Douglas

‘Ordinance 1988- 32

5

AN ORDINANCE TO AUTHORIZE MERIT INCREASES FOR DEPARTMENT HEADS

AND SENIOR MANA

BE IT ORDAINED
PARK, MARYLAND

Seé%iontl.

Section 2.
Executive Level
4th Quartile

Eiécutive Level
2nd Quartile

Exeéutive Level
" 3rd Quartile

Executive Level
4th Quartile

Executive Level
2nd Quartile

Executive Level
1st Quartile

Executive Level
2nd Quartile

Executive Level
2nd Quartile

Section 3.

Adopted this 2°th

Ayes: d'Eustachio,

Nays: Mone
Abstain: Nane

Bbsent: Nome

GEMENT STAFF

BY THE MAYOR AND COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF TAROQMA

THAT the City Administrator has completed
performance evaluations o©f all Department Heads
and Senior Management staff and has made certain
recommendations for merit increases which were
transmitted to Mayor and Council for review and
approval.

THAT the City Administrator's recommendations are
accepted as feollows:

4: Police Chief $47,052 to $49,405

3: Asst. City Administrator $39,001 to $40,951
: ‘ i S - and a $1,000 bonus

2: Library Director $38,584 to $40,513

2: Police Caﬁtain $42,265 to $44,379
2: Recréation Director $35(623 to $37,404
2: Housing Director 531,205 to $34,403
1: Asst. Public Works Dir. $32,400 to $34,020

$33,759 to $35,447
and a $1,000 bonus

1: Dir. of Econ. & Comn.
Development

THAT these merit increases shall become effective
July 1, 1988.

day of _July  , 1988.

Douglas, Elrich,,Hamilton, lLeary, Martin, Sharp



Single Reading:
July 25, 1988
Introduced By: Councilmember Sharp

ORDINANCE NO. 1988-31
An Ordinance to -Amend Ordinance 1987-69 and

Authorize Purchase of Police Administrative
Vehicle.

BE IT ORDAINED BY THE MAYOR AND COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF TAKCMA
PAREK, MARYIAND:

SECTION 1. WHEREAS, the Fiscal Year 1988-89 City budget sets
aside funds for the purchase of a new vehicle for
police administrative use; AND

SECTION 2. WHEREAS, the current police administrative vehicle
would receive best wuse by conversion to an
{unmarked) Criminal Investigations Division
vehicle; AND

SECTICN 3. WHEREAS, Ordinance 1987-69 passed December 14,
1987, specified conversion to patrol use; AND

SECTION 4. WHEREAS, the low bid accepted by the State of
Maryland for 1988 Plymouth Reliants (acceptable
under the Nuclear-Free Zone Act) amounts to
approximately $8,163; AND

SECTION 5. WHEREAS, the State of Maryland has consented to
allow the City to "piggyback" on its purchase of
police Plymouth Reliants;

SECTION 6. THAT Funds in the amount of Eight Thousand Cne
Hundred Sixty-Three Dollars ($8,163.00) be
appropriated from the City's 1988-89% Capital
Budget for purchase of the aforesaid vehicle, and
further

SECTION 7. THAT Section 7 of Ordinance No. 1987-69 enacted

December 14, 1987, be amended to read the Police
administrative vehicle purchased in FY 1987 will
be converted to |[patrol] unmarked use by the

Criminal Investigations Division July 1, 1988.

Adopted this 25th day of July to take effect upon enactment.

Ayes: Councilmembers d'Eustachie, Douglas, Elrich, Hamillton,

Leary, Martin, Sharp Abstentions: None
Nays: None Absent: None
Note: [brackets] shall denote language to be deleted from

original ordinance; and underlining shall denote
language to be added.



Introduced by: Greg Hamilton Adopted: July 25, 1988

RESOLUTION NO. 198B-63

WHEREAS: Ron Royster, the owner of the property located at 820 Hayward
~. Avenue in the City of Takoma Park, Maryland, entered into an
agreement with the City of Takoma Park on June 12, 1987 to
access his property from Larch Avenue onto Hayward Avenue
following construction of his home; AND

WHEREAS: as part of the agreement, Mr. Royster placed in escrow a
$1,000 security deposit toc cover damages and to prove to the
satisfaction of City that he holds sufficient insurance to
cover any liability; AND

WHEREAS: has gobtained cost estimates of $10,000 to construct the type
: of access to his property as specified in the agreement
between he and the City which he believes is beyond his
financial resources; AND

WHEREAS: wishes to be released from his contractual gbligations to
access his property from Larch Avenue onto Hayward Avenue,
and to have his %1,000 deposit returned: AND

WHEREAS: the Mayor and Council upon hearing all available testimony
and concerns have determined that access to Mr. Royster's
property from Larch Avenue was no longer necessary and not in
the best interest of the community.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Mayor and Council that Mr.
Royster be released from his contractual obligations to the
City, that his $%1,000 escrow deposit be returned to him; AND

BE IT FURTHER RESOQOLVED THAT the City Administrator is instructed to
investigate the assessment process, determine how the the
effected property owners can be assessed for improving
Hayward Avenue, and to make the appropriate recommendations
to the Mayor and Council.

Adopted this 25th day of July , 1988.




Introduced by: Councilmember d'Eustachio

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

RESOLUTION NO. 1988-64

The Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints has
purchased the site of the former Cynthia Warner School
on Carroll Avenue in the greater Takoma Park area; AND

The Church intends to construct on the site a new
meeting place for members of the Church residing in
Takoma Park and surrounding areas; AND

..A farmhouse built in approximately 1855 and apparently

of considerable historical and cultural importance now
stands on the site.

THEREFORE BE IT RESCOLVED THAT THE CITY OF TAKOMA PARK:

1. Welcomes the Church of Jesus ChrlSt of Latter-day
Saints to our community:

2. Wishes the Church success 1in addressing the
spiritual needs of its members in this area in its
new facility;

3. Commends the Church for its stated intention to
preserve the existing farmhouse to the extent
feasible, and to incorporate it into the new
construction scheme in a manner that will be
consistent with its historical importance to our
community;

4. Declares the official policy of the City in favor
of protecting the historic and cultural heritage
of our community by means of encouraging the
preservation and continued use of historic
buildings in the greater Takoma Park community;

5. Offers to cooperate with the Church in the design
and planning of ways to meet to the fullest extent
possible the needs and expectations of both the
Church and the community. :

Dated this 25th day of July, 1988.



Introduced by: Mayor Del Guidice Adopted: 7/25/88

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

RESOLUTION NO. 1988-65

The City of Takoma. Park has been invited to join a
Municipal Drug Task Force, by Montgomery County
Police; AND '

-

Joining the Task Force will allow Takoma Park officers
access to drug purchase funds and sophisticated intelli-
gence equipment belonging to Montgomery County Police;
AND

Joining the Task Force with Gaithersburg Police,
Rockville Police, MNCP Police and Montgomery County
Police will yield increased knowledge and coordination
and result in better working relationships not only
with these jurisdictions but also with Montgomery
County; AND

The City will share in forfeitures and seizures of
money and vehicles from drug dealers; AND

In recent months and weeks, more and more attention
has been brought to bear on the regional overlapping
nature of local drug problems; AND

Police Chief Fisher estimates a total cost of partici-
pation in the Task Force from September 1, 1988 through
June 30, 1989, to amount to $21,500, which includes
$6,500 to purchase the (used)} vehicle required by
Montgomery County, $13,000 in personnel costs and
estimated overtime amounting to $2,000, which seems a
fair cost-benefit ratio;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Mayor and Council support

City participation (one officer)} in the Municipal Drug
Task Force and authorize the City Administrator to
enter into an Agreement with Montgomery County Police
to be effective for the period September 1, 1988
through June 30, 1989, at the end of which time Chief
Fisher will prepare a detailed cost-benefit report
evaluating the merits, before further commitment to
the Task Force is made; AND

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the City's involvement will be

contingent upon an equitable sharing agreement between
the City and County in forfeitures and seizures of
money and wvehicles from drug dealers.

Dated this 25th day of July, 1988.



Introduced by: Mayor Del Giudice

RESOLUTION $#1988-67

A RESOLUTION APPOINTING MEMBERS TO THE
PUBLIC WORKS DIRECTOR SELECTION COMMITTEE

UPON~ MOTION MADE BY COUNCILMEMBER ELRICH AND DULY SECONDED BY
COUNCILMEMBER HAMILTON, RESOLUTION $#1988-67 WAS PASSED,
APPOINTING THE FOLLOWING INDIVIDUALS TO THE PUBLIC WORKS DIRECTOR
SELECTION COMMITTEE. THIS GROUP WILL -ASSIST THE CITY
ADMINISTRATOR WITH THE REVIEW OF APPLICATIONS AND INTERVIEWING OF

CANDIDATES FOR THE PUBLIC WORKS DIRECTOR POSITION:

e Councilmember Paul d'Eustachio
[ Councilmember Janice Martin

° Jonathan Weiss

. Steve Young

DATED THIS 25TH DAY OF JULY, 1988.

ATTEST:

Hdn 5.

Paula S. Jewel
Deputy City C k




Introduced By: Mayor Del Giudice

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS, "

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

D
YRESOLUTION 1988-68

It has been decided that in order to accommodate
vacation schedules of the Mayor and City
Councilmembers, a summer recess shall be called; AND

this recess shall commence after a Special Council
Worksession scheduled for Monday, August 1, 1988; AND

with the first Monday of September, 1988 being the
Labor Day Holiday, the Mayor and Council will reconvene
their meetings on Tuesday, September 6, in Council
Worksession; AND :

further the Mayor and Council will reconvene their
first Reqular Meeting of official business, scheduled
on Mconday, September 12, 1988.

NOW THEREFORE BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED THAT the Mayor and Council

hereby set forth their summer recess from August 2,
1988 through September 11, 1988.

Dated:July 25, 1988



Introduced by: Mayor Del Giudice

RESOLUTION #1988-67

A RESOLUTION APPOINTING MEMBERS TC THE
PUBLIC WORKS DIRECTOR SELECTION COMMITTEE

UPCN MOTION MADE BY COUNCILMEMBER ELRICH AND DULY SECONDED BY
COUNCIILMEMBER HAMILTON, RESOLUTION #1988-67 WAS ©PASSED,
APPOINTING THE FOLLOWING INDIVIDUALS TO THE PUBLIC WORKS DIRECTOR
SELECTICN COMMITTEE. THIS GROUP WILL ASSIST THE CITY
ADMINISTRATCR WITH THE REVIEW OF APPLICATIONS AND INTERVIEWING OF

CANDIDATES FOR THE PUBLIC WORKS DIRECTOR POSITION:

® Councilmember Paul 4'Eustachio
e Councilmember Janice Martin

] Jonathan Weiss

. Steve Young

DATED THIS 25TH DAY OF JULY, 1988.

ATTEST:

Paula S. Jewel
Daeputy City C



Introduced By: Mayor Del Giudice

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

RESOIUTION 1988-68

It has been decided that 1in order +to accommodate
vacation schedules of the Mayor and City
Councilmembers, a summer recess shall be called; AND

this recess shall commence after a Special Council
Worksession scheduled for Monday, August 1, 1988; AND

with the first Monday of September, 1988 being the
Labor Day Holiday, the Mayor and Council will reconvene
their meetings on Tuesday, September 6, in Council
Worksession; AND

further the Mayor and Council will reconvene their
first Regular Meeting of official business, scheduled
on Monday, September 12, 1988.

NOW THEREFORE EE IT FURTHER RESOLVED THAT the Mayor and Council

hereby set forth their summer recess from August 2,
1988 through September 11, 1988.

Dated:July 25, 1988



INTRODUCED BY: Councilmember Sharp ADOPTED: 25 July 1988
DRAFTED BY: D. Neal

RESOLUTION NO, 1988-66

A RESOLUTION STATING THE CITY OF TAKOMA PARK'S OFFICIAL
POSITION ON PRINCE GECRGE'S COUNTY DETAILED SITE PLAN PROPOSAL
NO. SP-88068 RELATING TO LOTS 23-34, BLOCK 108 OF THE GLAIZEWQOD
MANOR SUBDIVISION IN TAKOMA PARK, MARYLAND.

WHEREAS, the owner of certain real property described as lots
23-34, block 108 of the Glaizewood Manor Subdivision,
Takoma Park, Maryland, Prince George's County
(hereinafter referred to as "the property") has
submitted to the Prince George's County Planning Board
an application for approval of a detailed site plan for
development of the property, which application is
numbered SP-88068 (hereinafter referred to as "the
application"); AND

WHEREAS, this application has been referred by the Prince
George's County Planning Board to the City of Takoma
Park for review and comment; AND

WHEREAS, the Mayor and Council of Takoma Park received public
testimony on the application at their regular Council
Meeting held at 8:00 p.m. on Monday, 25 July 1988; AND

WHEREAS, the staff of the Takoma Park Department of Economic and
Community Development has prepared a report on the
application, which report has been reviewed and
considered by the Mayor and Council.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED THAT the Mayor and Council of
Takoma Park, Maryland hereby support APPROVAL of the application
PROVIDED THAT,

1. The Applicant submits to the City of Takoma Park an
exterior lighting plan for the property which meets
with the City's approval. Said plan shall include
details of all common and private area lighting,
including lighting fixtures, locations, type and
intensity. Flood lights attached to the rears or sides
of the proposed dwelling units shall be prohibited by
deed restrictions.

2. The Applicant agrees to amend the proposed site plan to
provide for individual interior or screened exterior
trash storage areas for each proposed housing unit that
meet with the approval of the City.



3. The Applicant agrees to amend the proposed site plan to
include the location and details of any proposed common
area signage for the developmebnt. Such signage shall
meet with the full approval of the City.

4. The Applicant agrees to provide the City with
architectural plans, including elevations, for the
proposed development. Said plans shall meet with the
full approval of the City.

5. The Applicant agrees to amend the proposed site plan to
include construction of Maryland State Highway
Administration (MSHA) standard curbs and gutters along
the property's frontage -provided that MSHA approves of
the installation - and a 4' wide Prince George's
County standard concrete sidewalk, including handicap
ramps, at the entrance to the property.

6. The Applicant agrees to amend the proposed site plan to
include a standard stop sign and painted white stop bar
at the point of egress from the property on to Ethan
Allen Avenue (MD Route #410) in accordance with
directions from MSHA.

7. The Applicant adds a note to the proposed site plan
indicating that it is necessary to obtain permits from
the City of Takoma Park for the removal of trees on the
property.

8. The Applicant agrees to amend the proposed landscape
plan for the property such that it meets with the
approval of the City.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED THAT the City Administrator is hereby

directed to forward a true copy of this Resolution to the Prince
George's County Planning Board and the Applicant.

ADOPTED THIS 25th DAY OF July, 1988.

ATTEST:

fute 5

Paula S. Jewe

Deputy City Clerk

c:glzwd.res



Introduced by: Mayor Del Guidice Adopted: 7/25/88

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

RESOLUTION NO. 1988-65

The City of Takoma Park has been invited to join a
Municipal Drug Task Force, by Hontgomery County
Police; AND

Joining the Task Force will allow Takoma Park officers
access to drug purchase funds and sophisticated intelli-
gence equipment belonging to Montgomery County Police;
AND

Joining the Task Force with Gaithersburg Police,
Rockville Police, MNCP Police and Montgomery County
Police will yield increased knowledge and coordination
and result in better working relationships not only
with these jurisdictions but also with Montgomery
County; AND

The City will share in forfeitures and seizures of
money and vehicles from drug dealers; AND

In recent months and weeks, more and more attention
has been brought to bear on the regional overlapping
nature of local drug problems; AND

Police Chief Fisher estimates a total cost of partici-
pation in the Task Force from September 1, 1988 through
June 30, 1989, to amount to $21,500, which includes
56,500 to purchase the {used) vehicle required by
Montgomery County, $13,000 in personnel costs and
estimated overtime amounting to $2,000, which seems a
fair cost-benefit ratio:

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Mayor and Council support

City participation (one officer) in the Municipal Drug
Task Force and authorize the City Administrator to
enter into an Agreement with Montgomery County Police
to be effective for the period September 1, 1988
through June 30, 1989, at the end of which time Chief
Fisher will prepare a detailed cost-benefit report
evaluating the merits, before further commitment to.
the Task Force is made; AND

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the City's involvement will be

contingent upon an equitable sharing agreement between
the City and County in forfeitures and seizures of
money and vehicles from drug dealers.

Dated this 25th day eof July, 1988.



Introduced by: Councilmember d'Eustachio

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

THEREFORE

RESOLUTION NO. 1988-64

The Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints has
purchased the site of the former Cynthia Warner School
on Carroll Avenue in the greater Takoma Park area; AND

The Church intends to construct on the site a new
meeting place for members of the Church residing in
Takoma Park and surrounding areas; AND

A farmhouse built in approximately 1855 and apparently
of considerable historical and cultural importance now
stands on the site.

BE IT RESOLVED THAT THE CITY OF TAKOMA PARK:

1. Welcomes the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day
Saints to our community;

2. Wishes the Church success 1in addressing the
spiritual needs of its members in this area in its
new facility;

3. Commends the Church for its stated intention to
preserve the existing farmhouse to the extent
feasible, and to incorporate it into the new
construction scheme in a manner that will be
consistent with its historical importance to our
community:

4. Declares the official policy of the City in favor
of protecting the historic and cultural heritage
of our community by means of encouraging the
preservation and continued use of historic
buildings in the greater Takoma Park community;

5. Cffers to cooperate with the Church in the design
and planning of ways to meet to the fullest extent
possible the needs and expectations of both the
Church and the community.

Dated this 25th day of July, 1988.



Introduced by: Greg Hamilton Adopted: July 25, 1988

RESOLUTION NO. 1588B-863

WHEREAS: Ron Royster, the owner of the property located at 820 Hayward
Avenue in the City of Takoma Park, Maryland, entered into an
agreement with the City of Takoma Park on June 12, 1887 to
access his property from Larch Avenue onto Hayward Avenue
following construction of his home; AND

WHEREAS: as part of the agreement, Mr. Royster placed in escrow a
$1,000 security deposit to cover damages and to prove to the
satisfaction of City that he holds sufficient insurance to
cover any liability; AND

WHEREAS : has obtained cost estimates of $10,000 to construct the type
of access to his property as specified in the agreement
between he and the City which he believes is beyond his
financial resources; AND

WHEREAS: wishes to be released from his contractual obligations to
access his property from Larch Avenue onto Hayward Avenue,
and to have his %1,000 deposit returned: AND

WHEREAS: the Mayor and Council upon hearing all available testimony
and concerns have determined that access to Mr. Royster’s
property from Larch Avenue was no longer necessary and not in
the best interest of the community.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Mayor and Council that Mr.
Royster be released from his contractual! obligations to the
City, that his #%$1,000 escrow deposit be returned to him; AND

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED THAT the City Administrator is instructed to
investigate the assessment process, determine how the the
effected property owners can be assessed for improving
Hayward Avenue, and to make the appropriate recommendations
to the Mayor and Coumncil.

Adopted this 25th day of July , 1588.




Single Reading:
July 25, 1988

Introduced By: Councilmember Sharp

ORDINANCE NO. 1988-31

An Ordinance to Amend Ordinance 1987-69 and
Authorize Purchase of Police Administrative

Vehicle.

BE IT ORDAINED BY THE MAYOR AND COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF TAKCMA

SECTION

SECTICN

SECTION

SECTION

SECTION

SECTION

SECTION

1.

PARK, MARYLAND:

WHEREAS, the Fiscal Year 1988-89 City budget sets
aside funds for the purchase of a new vehicle for
police administrative use; AND

WHEREAS, the current police administrative vehicle
would receive best wuse by conversion to an
{unmarked) Criminal Investigations Division
vehicle; AND

WHEREAS, Ordinance 1987-69 passed December 14,
1987, specified conversion to patrol use; AND

WHEREAS, the low bid accepted by the State of
Maryland for 1988 Plymouth Reliants (acceptable
under the Nuclear-Free Zone Act) amounts to
approximately $8,163; AND

WHEREAS, the State of Maryland has consented to
allow the City to "piggyback"™ on its purchase of
pelice Plymouth Reliants;

THAT Funds in the amount of Eight Thousand One
Hundred Sixty-Three Dollars (%58,163.00) be
appropriated from the City's 1988-89 Capital
Budget for purchase of the aforesaid vehicle, and
further

THAT Section 7 of Ordinance No. 1987-69 enacted
December 14, 1987, be amended to read the Police
administrative wvehicle purchased in FY 1987 will
be converted tec [patrol] unmarked use by the
Criminal Investigations Division July 1, 1988.

Adopted this 25th day of July to take effect upon enactment.

Ayes: Councilmembers d'Eustachio, Douglas, Elrich, Hamillton,

Leary, Martin,
Nays: None

Note:

Sharp Abstentions: None
Absent: None

[brackets] shall denote language to be deleted from
original ordinance; and underlining shall denote
language to be added.




FPNFEE: TSRS ¥

Introduced by: Councilmember Douglas

‘Ordinance 1988- 32

AN ORDINANCE TO AUTHORIZE MERIT INCREASES FOR DEPARTMENT HEADS
AND SENIOR MANAGEMENT STAFF

BE IT CRDAINED
PARK, MARYLAND

Section 1.

Section 2.
Executive Level
4th Quartile

Executive Level
2nd Quartile

Executive Level
" 3rd Quartile

Executive level
4th Quartile

Executive Level
2nd Quartile

Executive Level
1st Quartile

Executive Level
2nd Quartile

Executive Level
2nd Quartile

Section 3.

Adopted this 4°th

Nays: None
Abstain: None

Absent: NQne

BY THE MAYOR AND COUNCIIL OF THE CITY OF TAKRCMA

THAT the City Administrator has completed
performance evaluations of all Department Heads
and Senior Management staff and has made certain
recommendations for merit increases which were
transmitted to Mayor and Council for review and
approval.

THAT the City Administrator's recommendations are
accepted as follows:

4: Police Chief $47,052 to $49,405

3: Asst. City Administrator $39,001 to $40,951
) ‘ and a $1,000 bonus

2: Library Director $38,584 to $40,513

2: Police Captain $42,265 to $44,379
2: Recreation Director $35,623 to $37,404
2: Housing Director $31,205 to $34,403
1: Asst. Public Works Dir. $32,400 to $34,020

1: Dir. of Econ. & Comm.
Development

$33,759 to $35,447
and a $1,000 bonus

THAT these merit increases shall become effective
July 1, 1988.

day of July , 1988,

Douglas, Elrich,,Hamilton, lLeary, Martin, Sharp



Introduced By: Councilmember d‘'Eustachio
Drafted By: Daniel Neal

Single Reading: 25 July 1988
(Budget Ordinance -
only one reading is
required

ORDINANCE NO. 1988-30

AN ORDINANCE AUTHORIZING THE AWARD OF CERTAIN CONTRACTS FOR THE
IMPROVEMENT OF FOREST PARK.

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS ,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

the City's FY 1988-8% Adopted Budget authorized the
expenditure of up to $75,000.00 for the improvement of
Forest Park, as specified in the applicable plans and
contract documents; AND

bids for said improvements were solicited from
gqualified contractors by advertising in The Washington
Post, the Blue Report and the Dodge Report; AND

all bids received in connection with these improvements
were opened publicly at 3:00 p.m. on 11 February 1988
in the Takoma Park Municipal Building; AND

four (4) bids were received for the demolition, grading
and site preparation phase of the work (Phase I), with
Hanlon Construction Company, Inc. of Ashton, Maryland
having submitted the lowest responsive and responsible
bid of FORTY ONE THOUSAND FIVE HUNDRED EIGHTY FIVE
DOLLARS ($41,585.00); AND

five (5) bids were received for the site furnishing
phase of the work (Phase II, with Hanlon Construction
Company, Inc. of Ashton, Maryland having submitted the
lowest responsive and responsible bid of SEVENTEEN
THOUSAND FORTY DOLLARS ($17,040.00); and

nine (9) bids were received for the landscaping phase
of the work (Phase III), with Classic Landscaping, Inc.
of Mt. Airy, Maryland having submitted the lowest
responsive and responsible bid of ELEVEN THOUSAND THREE
HUNDRED SIXTY TWO DOLLARS ($11,362.00); AND

it is in the best interests of the City of Takoma Park
to accept the bids set forth above by Hanlon
Construction Company, Inc. and Classic Landscaping,
Inc.



NOW, THEREFORE,
CITY OF TAKOMA

SECTION 1.

SECTION 2.

SECTION 3.

SECTION 4.

BE IT ORDAINED BY THE MAYOR AND COUNCIL OF THE
PARK, MARYLAND

THAT the bid of Hanlon Construction Company, Inc.
for Phase I of the said improvements and specified
in the applicable plans and contract documents is
hereby accepted and a contract award made to said
firm in the amount of FORTY ONE THOUSAND FIVE
HUNDRED EIGHTY FIVE DOLLARS ($41,585.00).

FURTHER THAT the bid of Hanlon Construction
Company, Inc. for Phase II of the said
improvements and specified in the applicable plans
and contract documents is hereby accepted and a
contract award made to said firm in the amount of
SEVENTEEN THOUSAND FORTY DOLLARS ($17,040.00).

FURTHER THAT the bid of Classic Landscaping, Inc.
for Phase III of the said improvements and
specified in the applicable plans and contract
documents is hereby accepted and a contract award
made to said firm in the amount of ELEVEN THOUSAND
THREE HUNDRED SIXTY TWO DOLLARS ($11,362.00).

FURTHER THAT the City Administrator is hereby
authorized to execute any and all appropriate
contract documents necessary to effect these
awards and to pay expenses related thereto from
appropriate accounts, provided that the City
Administrator shall not obligate funds via
contract execution prior to the execution of a
contract between Prince George's County and the
Ccity of Takoma Park for FY 1988-89 Community
Development Block Grant funds designated for the
said Forest Park Improvements.

ADOPTED THIS 25th DAY OF July, 1988.

AYE:
NAY :

ABSTAINED:
ABSENT:

c: forstpk.ord

Councilmembers Douglas, d'Eustachio, Elrich,
Hamilton, Leary, Martin and Sharp.

None

None

None



IPHERERS,

IPHERENS,

IWHERERS,

IVHERERS,

WHERERS,

WHERERS,

WHERERS,

PROCLAMATION

Steve Barber, a native resident of Takoma Park for twenty-
two years, is known throughout the state of Maryland
as the first tweniy game winner in the Baltimore
Oriole's history; AND

Steve grew up playing ball with the neighborhood children
at Forest Park, played baseball with the Takoma Park
Boys Club, and while attending Montgomery Blair High
Schoel, played an their parsity team; AND

Steve joined the Orioles minor league in 1957, jumped in
1960 1o the major leagues, and won ten games as a
rookie; AND

in 1962 he was honored with Steve Barber Night at 0. C.
Stadium and with Steve Barber O0ay in the City of
Takoma Park, Maryland; AND

In 19&3, Steve became the Drioles only twenty game winner
during the club's first four years in Baltimore, with a 20~
13 record and a 2.75 ERA in 36 slarts; AND

During Steve's career with the Orinles he pitched two one-
hitters and won both of them; AND

in 1986 Steve was inducted into the Maryland Hall of Fame;

NOW, THEREFORE, Be it proclaimed that the Mayor and Council of the

Lity of Takoma Park, Maryland, on hehalf of its
members, the citizens of this communily do express our
heartiest congratulations on his being the 1&th member
inducted into the Drioles' Hall of Fame; AND

BE IT FURTHER PRDCLAIMED THAT August 6, 1988 be proclaimed as Steve

Adapted this 25th day of July, 1988.

ATIEST:

Barber Day in the City of Takoma Park, Maryland.

/
Stephen J. Del Gidice
- Mayor

James . Wilson, Jr.
City Administrator

o, —




CITY OF TAKOMA PARK, MARYLAND

Special Session of the Mayor and Council
July 27, 1988

CITY OFFICIALS PRESENT:

Mayor Del Guidice City Administrator Wilson
Councilmember d'Eustachio Asst. City Administrator Habada
Councilmember Douglas Deputy City Clerk Jewell
Councilmember Elrich Ec. & Comm. Dev. Director Neal
Councilmember Hamilton Housing Services Director Weiss
Councilmember Leary Corp Counsel Staff Perlman

Councilmember Martin
Councilmember Sharp

The Mayor and City Council convened at 5:44 P.M., on Wednesday,
July 27, 1988 in the Council Chamber at 7500 Maple Avenue, Takoma
Park, Maryland. Fecllowing the pledge, a request from staff was
taken up that the Mayor and Council meet again in Special Session
Monday, August 1, 1988 to take up the second reading of the
ocrdinance amending the personnel classification plan so that the
jobs created can be filled in the interim, and a single reading
ordinance for awarding a contract for the automation system in
the Finance Office. Councilmember Martin had also requested that
the Council consider the ordinance placing a 3-way stop on
Erskine and 13th place so that installation can proceed prior to
the school year. Councilmember d'Eustachic made a motion to go
into special session on August 1, duly seconded by Councilmember
Martin. Councilmember Douglas stated that although each of these
items had its merits, his own perscnal circumstances were that he
made plans based on the Mayor's guidance that August would be a
recess month for the Council, and he will not be able to attend
the special session. Councilmember Leary stated that he would not
be available as well as on that date, however he had no objection
to Council taking these items up. The question was called and the
motion carried; Councilmember Douglas voted Nay.

ITEM FOR COUNCIL ACTION:

Second Reading of Ordinance Authorizing the _City
Administrator to Negotiate and Execute an Option Contract to

Purchase Unit Shares of the Improved Real Estate Known as 7611
Maple Avenue, Takoma Park, Maryland With the 7611 Maple Avenue
Tenant Association, Inc.

Councilmember Hamilton moved adoption of the ordinance, duly
seconded by Councilmember Leary. Mayor Del Guidice noted that
there were a number of technical amendments before the Council
along with other amendments. A memorandum dated July 26, 1988
from Economic and Community Development Director Daniel Neal also
summarized a number of technical amendments. Councilmember
d'Eustachico moved adoption of all the technical amendments
submitted by Councilmember Douglas and Mr. Neal. The Mayor noted
there was some overlapping of the technical amendments. Mr.
Douglas seconded the motion to adopt all technical amendments and
the motion was unanimously passed; Councilmember Sharp abstained.

Councilmember Douglas moved the adoption of the amendment hereby
known as Amendment #1; duly seconded by Councilmember Leary.
Mr. Doulgas stated that the purpose of the amendment was that
action was bheing taken because the City received a request from
the tenants association asking for a leoan and have been advised by
Corporation Counsel that the City can not in fact give such a
lean. Mr. Douglas stated that the amendment was devised to
clarify this and that the Council should be henest in its purpose
and motivation. Mr. Leary asked Corporation Counsel Linda Perlman
if this created any legal problems. Ms. Perlman responded that
she could see ncne off-hand.



Councilmember Sharp said that everyone recognizes that the Council
is really attempting to make a lcan and as Corporation Counsel
advised, we did not have that authority. He said that he will
propose that in the future, the Council change the Charter to
permit loans if that is the Council's intent. Mayor Del Giudice
commented that while it might be true in the course of events, the
Tenants requested a loan and that Corporation Council advised that
our Charter does not allow for making loans, neither of these
facts negate the next fact which is that the Tenants offered the
City an option. Mr. Del Giudice saild that in the course of
business events, offers are made, rejected and counter-offers are
made. The Mayor stated that he'd disagree less with the amendment
if it didn't strike the existing "Whereas" clauses, and, if in
fact the purpose of the amendment was to simpliy illustrate the
course of events then he'd think it was entirely appropriate to
leave the existing language that the Association offered the City
an option within the ordinance. Mr. Del Guidice further stated
that he took issue with the suggestion that this was nothing more
than a mere effort to circumvent the City's Charter which does
allow the City to purchase property and that there was nothing in
the Charter that prohibits the City from purchasing an option.
The Mayor said that it is his own sense that this Council should
not seriocusly consider enacting legislation to allow it to act on
this option.

Councilmember Douglas stated that at the time the amendment was
drafted, the City did not in fact have an offer, however he noted
that the City did have an offer now. Mr. Douglas said he'd be
willing to accept the Mayor's suggestion that the language being
deleted remain in and that language in the fifth "Whereas" clause
be appropriately amended to indicate that the offer was received
on July 27. Mr. Douglas formally amended his motion to modify the
fifth "Whereas" to include the language that " ... on July 27,
1988, the Association offered to the City an option...". The
motion was duly seconded and the amendments were adopted
(Councilmember Elrich voted Nay).

Councilmember Elrich stated that he would be interested in seeing
a straw vote of how many Councilmembers were willing to go into
business of purchasing apartment units. He said that he
recognized that its an option others have talked about and is
considered favorable, however, previous sentiment had not drifted
in that direction. Councilmember Leary stated that the Amendment
#2 in fact does the same thing and that no straw vote was
necessary.

Councilmember Douglas then moved adoption of Amendment #2, duly
seconded by Councilmember Sharp. Mr. Doulgas pointed out that
the amendment made it clear that while the City is willing to
acguire an option contract, they are not willing to acquire the
properties. The amendment also required that before the
Assocliation went to settlement, the City will assign or transfer
the options at no cost to the City to an organization that can
provide low or moderate income housing, and if such a transfer
did not occur, the City would then exercise its right to pull out

of the contract. Councilmember Hamilton guestioned whether the
option was open to bid requirements and whether Mr. Doulgas had an
organization in mind that he was referring to. Mr. Douglas

responded that he included this language because there seemed to
be considerable sentiment on the part of the Counci that one
rational for doing it was that 22 units in the building would be
reserved under the scheme for low and moderate income regardless
of what the market price happened to be on the other units. He
said that it was important that the City Kkeep that commitment
through the amending 1language. Councilmember d'Eustachio
commented that he opposed the amendment for the same reason he
opposed the first amendment. He stated that the will of the
Council was the will of the Council and putting in this amendment
was not going to alter the Council's will. Mr. d'Eustachio
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further stated that if the will of the Council changed, then the
Council could by further amendment to the ordinance change this.
Mr. d'Eustachio said that it did not lock the City into anything,
nor did it prohibit the City from anything. Mr. d'Eustachio said
that what it did was potentially tie the City's and Tenants' hands
at the time of settlement. He further stated that he saw this
more as nuisance amendment with a potential for causing future
trouble than a serious attempt to set City policy.

Councilmember Leary endorsed Mr. d'Eustachio's comments. He said
he believed very strongly that the City should not be in the
business of buying and operating apartments. However, he agreed
that adding the proposed language in the ordinance merely confused
things, creates potential 1legal problems, and frustrated the
general purpose that the majority of the Council wanted to
accomplish. Mr. Leary said that he would therefore vote against
the amendment. Councilmember Sharp asked Mr. Douglas to speak
further to the intention of the proposed amendment and why it was
crucial to protect the City's interest. Mr. Sharp questioned Dan
Neal how long it had taken him to get to a position where

the City could start offering multi-family rehab programs. Mr.

Neal responded that it had taken about 11 months. Mr. Sharp
continued with his point--he said that he's not sure he is opposed
to the City going into the rental/housing purchase business. He

said it was not something you dive into in 3 months or less; it
was something that took time to consider for proper operation.
Mr. Sharp said he personally thought that this was such a major
change in the orientation of the City, that it ought to bhe
considered by referendum or at least an issue in a political
campaign so citizens could decide if it was the type of major
change they would like to see the City undertaking. Mr. Sharp
said that if the City decided to do this it would have to be done
in 2-3 months and that was not enough time to accomplish it
effectively.

Councilmember Douglas spoke on behalf of the motion. He said that
it was not offered as a "nuisance amendment", but as a serious
amendment to articulate the City's position and that it was unfair
to those who support the amendment to characterize it as trying to
muddy the waters or undo what the majority of the Council is
willing to do. Mr. Douglas said that he was willing to help
people provide low and moderate income housing and there is a
certain way to accomplish this. Mr. Douglas said that he didn't
believe the ity was prepared to undertake the ownership and
management of 22 apartment units at this point. Mr. Sharp said
that if the amendment was not adopted, he presumed the City would
have no choice but to assume that the properties could be acquired
in the next few months. He questioned City Administrator Wilson
what staff he would use in order to plan for the acquisition and
management of the units and what projects and other items in this
year's budget would be used in order to do this. Mr. Wilson
responded that he could not gquantitatively answer the latter half
of the guestion, but the City would undoubtedly have to have an
attorney working on the development of appropriate legislation,
utilize the services of the Housing Director which would reduce
her efforts in the budget objectives already laid out, as well as
possibly obtaining the services of a consultant. Councilmember
Douglas also suggested to the Mayor that the Council is faced with
the second reading of this ordinance which has no fiscal impact
note and that it was clear from the City Administrator's comments
that there is a potential very serious financial impact on the
City and that it was encumbent on this Council to adopt the
amendment.

Councilmember d'Eustachio commented that although procedurally it
was not desirable to adopt the ordinace, it was not prohibited.
He pointed out that this amendment would preclude a similar
arrangement, i.e., where in Takoma Junction, the City purchased a
property and held it Jjust 1long enough to add covenants
controlling the future use of that property and then immediately
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sell it. He said this is frequently done and its something the
City should reserve as an option if the City wished to control the
destiny of these units even though the City may not wish to own
them over a long period of time. Councilmember Martin commented
that she was inclined to add the amendment (adding Section 3 (A)
and (B) because subpart B allowed the City to get out of the
contract at the time of settlement and if HOC or another
organization was not able to buy up the properties, the City could
then figure out what to do with the 22 units and the City's hands
are not tied at the time of settlement. Ms. Martin also said that
the proposed amendment also lets the public know that the Council
wants to help keep the 22 units affordable.

Mayor Del Giudice disagreed with Councilmember Martin. He stated
that the City's intent in safeguarding the property as low income

property was clear througheout the ordinance. Mayor Del Giudice
said that the amendment was more drastic than some of the
suggestions made. He said that this amendment would prohibit the

City from even considering the possibility of owning the
properties for even the slightest bit of time as Councilmember
d'Eustachio suggested, to do something else with. The Mayor said
that while he agreed with Councilmember Sharp that maybe its not
very practical for the City to consider moving into the business
of owning and operating property in the next 60 or 120 days, he is
not sure it would have to be done in that short period of time.
Councilmember Sharp clarified that he stated just the opposite,
to reiterate, he said that he was perfectly willing to look at
setting up some type of public housing authority that could
purchase and operate rental units. He said that he was opposing
it for the other reasons that he stated.

Councilmember Leary asked Corporation Counsel to comment on what
she thought the effect of the passage of the amendment might be
from a legal standpoint. Ms. Perlman said that the City was
basically executing an option contract and stating that it won't
exercise the option. She said the Council would still have to
vote to exercise the option and that it was unwise and may call
into gquestion whether it is a valid contract at all.

Councilmember Elrich said that he found it hard to see
Councilmember d'Eustachio's scenarioco where somehow the property
would be held for a short time and then HOC would step in, because
in the ample time that will occur between the period that the
Council voted this money and settlement, if HOC hadn't come to
the table to buy the units in that period of time, he didn't
believe they were going to come to the table 3 minutes after
settlement. Mr. Elrich stated that he found it extremely unlikely
that HOC would buy the 22 units when the Cilty had already
committed itself to buying the units and may well offer the City
the deal they offered to most landlords--to continue to issue the
Section 8 certificates and the City could own the property like
most traditional landlords. Mr. Elrich alsc said that he had no
problem creating a public housing authority and operating it, but
unless the Council was serious about doing so now, no vote should
be taken on scmething that was almost certainly going to require
the City to do it. Mr. Elrich said that another concern was that
the City had 1little control over whether any of the units were
going to be preserved for affordable housing. The question was
called to adopt Amendment #2. Councilmembers Douglas, Elrich, and
Sharp voted Aye; Councilmembers Leary, d'Eustachio, and Hamilton
voted Nay; Councilmember Martin Abstained. Mayor Del Giudice
broke the tie vote by voting Nay, and the amendment was defeated.



Councilmember Douglas offered Amendment #4 for adoption, duly
seconded by Councilmember Elrich. Mr. Douglas explained that this
amendment pointed out very clearly that the City had not made up
its mind on whether it will exercise the contract or not and puts
the Association on public notice that they should not rely upon
the City's exercising of that option in pursuing financing for the
building. Councilmember Leary strongly endorsed the amendment and
said that he agreed completely with the intention. The question
was called in favor of adding Amendment #4, which added a Section
2(B), and the amendment was unanimously adopted.

The questioned was then called to adopt the Ordinance as amended
by the technical amendments, Amendment #1 and #4 ({(the Mayor noted
there was no Amendment #3). Housing Director Weliss commented that
at first reading of the ordinance, she had presented an
alternative way in which the building could be maintained as
affordable housing. She then distributed an agreement where this
alternative was exemplified in Fairfax (Burke Centre Station). 1In
this project, there were a specific number of Section 8 units set
aside and the remainder of the units may only be sold (through
this agreement) to families whose income did not exceed 95% of
the median income for the statistical Metropolitan area. Mayor
Del Giudice gquestioned whether it would be appropriate to insert
similar requirements into the kind of agreement (an option
contract) the City was executing at this point, although it was a
makedably different situation.

Councilmember Hamilton commented that he appreciated staff
bringing this alternative to the Council's attention but he
personally thought that it did not apply in the City's case. Mr.
Hamilton said in Fairfax, a housing authority was set up for
acquiring property. He said this is not the issue before the
Council now; Councilmembers made it very clear that if they wanted
to look at establishing a housing autority, it would be done at a
future date. Mr. Hamilton said that the issue now was that the
Tenants were getting ready to negotiate a contract for financing,
and it was not the time to speculate on what they were going to
come up with in terms of the low and moderate units to be
maintained--that this could be part of the final contract.

Councilmember Elrich commented that Ms. Weiss' suggestion was in
line with the first "Whereas" clause of the ordinance, "... to
maintain and preserve affordable housing in order to promote an
economically hetercgenecus community..". Mr. Elrich said the city
was looking at an issue where 52 units were going market rate and
unless the City or HOC buys the other 22 units, these others will
probably go market rate as well. Mr. Elrich said that if that was
the situation, the City had done nothing to preserve the
affordable housing stock of the community and had in fact
permitted an action to take place which will remove no less than
52 and as many as 74 from the affordable housing stock of the City
and that this was a contradiction to most of the City's goals.

Councilmember Hamilton referred back to when the 7611 Maple Avenue
purchase 1issue was first brought before the Council and
Councilmember Elrich, along with other Councilmembers, unanimously
passed a resolution that set forth the City's support of Tenants'
efforts to purchase their building. Mr. Hamilton commented that
if HOC was not purchasing this building and if the Tenants did not
want to use the option of first right, then the City had no
control over who purchased the building. He said that the Tenants
have met the City's goals as far as the First Right of Refusal, as
far as home ownership and they listened to the Council in setting
up a Co-op and have met the goals and objectives they strived
for. Mr. Hamilton said that the Tenants want a guarantee that 22
units stay limited equity.

Councilmember Sharp read the third "Whereas" clause of the
Resolution Councilmember Hamilton gquoted from which read that
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",..the Tenants Assocation has expressed its intention to work
with the Mutual Housing Association of the Takoma Park/Silver

Spring area to create a limited equity cooperative...". Mr. Sharp
salid that this was the basis on which he voted on the Resolution
to make it unanimous. He said that on the basis of extensive

conversations with the Tenants and other members of the Council,
he understood that the City was looking for all of the units in
the building to limited equity cooperative. Mr. Sharp re-
emphasized Councilmember Elrich's point that this was not any
different from going "condo" in terms of the cost of the housing.
Cooperatives at market rate can be just as expensive as condomiums
at market rate.

Councilmember d'Esutachio asked if Ms. Weiss had proposed written
language to amend the ordinance before the Council, based on the
six pages of "legalese" (the Fairfax Agreement) that he said he
guessed not a single councilmember had read. Ms. Weiss responded
in the negative but stated that it would simple to change the
language stricken from the original document and come up with an
amendment in a few minutes. Mr. d'Eustachio questioned if the
Council was aware of the ramifications of the restrictions they
would potentially put on the furtherance of this project. He also
asked if the Council were willing to make a policy decision on
language that was not even available, and are they aware they will
be making a substantial policy decision without any basis for
consideration in a special session.

Councilmember Doulgas said that he will vote against the
ordinance for three reasons. Stating these reasons, he said the
first was procedural. Mr. Douglas said that he was not convinced
that the City needed to rush into this. He said that the Tenants
knew in April or before, that the situation was coming up and to
meet the terms of the contract, $50,000 would be needed to meet
these terms. Mr. Douglas said that he did not accept that the
tenants did not know unitl last Thursday evening that they'd have
to come up with the funds. Mr. Douglas also said that this
Council has had two occasions to assure that at least 22 units in
the building remain as moderate or low income and has decided in
both cases not to make that assurance despite a number of comments
by the Mayor and Council that this was the public policy goal for
providing the $50,000. Mr. Douglas further commented that he
thought it was irresponsible on the part of this Council, required
by ordinance or not, to undertake this kind of action without full
information about the fiscal impact.

Councilmember Martin commented that although Ms. Weiss had called
her and explained the Burke Centre Station agreement, but that she
was somewhat troubled about putting any restriction on the rest
of the building. Ms. Martin said the Council should go forward
with the $50,000 because it was a unique situation in that HOC is
the other organization interested in the building and it would be
difficult for HOC to come to the Tenants and sign an agreement
stating they would definitely buy the 22 units since they are
trying to buy the entire building, Ms. Martin also said that if
the Council did not put up the $50,000, the Tenants would not have
the opportunity to go forward to find out whether HOC is willing
to buy the 22 units.

Ms., Weiss stated that she had an amendment written to offer the
Council. However, it was the consensus of the Council that there
was no interest in hearing the proposed amendment, although the
Mayor stated that he would like to see it.

Councilmember Leary commented that he regreted the repeated use of
the word "irresponsible" in these discussions. Mr. Leary said
that the Council was doing the very best they could in a difficult
situation and under very important and persuasive arguments on
both sides of the position. However, he said voting in favor of
the ordinance was not irresponsible for the reasons that
Councilmember Martin mentioned--that allowing the purchase of a
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building which permits the purchase of $40,000 to %60,000 does
preserve affordable housing. Mr. Leary further stated that he
appreciated the efforts that Councilmembers Elrich, Sharp and
Hamilton have made in trying to promote limited equity co-ops with
the tenants association.

Mayor Del Giudice commented that he would encourage the City
Administrator to pursue with the tenants the idea placing a cap on
the income of those who might follow them in purchasing the
property. Referring to the July 25 Council Meeting where the
Mayor said he would vote for this ordinance if he had a vote, he
alsoc indicated that he would have preferred it if the tenants had
chosen to go with a limited equity co-op. Mayor Del Guidice
emphasized that he did have misgivings about the tenants' decision
to go with a market equity co-op and the City's involvement in
supporting that, if in fact it would have consequences of making
the property more difficult for moderate 1income ©people to
purchase. Mayor Del Giudice said he agreed with Councilmember
Martin that affordable homeownership is being created although it
may not be affordable rental property. Mayor Del Giudice further
commented that he would encourage the tenants to seriously
consider the decision they have made to pursue primarily market
co-op. The Mayor said that based on information he received
within the 1last two days, he was not convinced that private
financing for 1limited equity co-ops was not available as the
tenants stated this as their reason. Mayor Del Giudice said that
while this Council may in fact support this ordinance, every
Councilmember on this diaz would feel much better about this if a
limited equity co~op was being pursued.

The question was called and the ordinance as amended was adopted
by roll call vote as follows: AYE: d'Eustachio, Hamilton, Leary,
and Martin, NAY: Douglas, Elrich, Sharp.

ORDINANCE #1988-33
(attached)

Councilmember Elrich asked that staff move forward in doing some
evaluation of what it would take to establish a public housing
authority.

Mayor_Del Giudice said that he anticipated this would be a subject
of brief discusion at the next worksession where the Department of
Housing Services would be presenting their workplan for next year.

Upon motion, duly seconded, the Special Session adjourned at 6:50
P.M., to reconvene in Special Session on Monday, August 1, 1988 at
6:30 P.M.

Minutes were taken and transcribed
by Paula S. Jewell, Deputy City Clerk



Introduced By: Councilmember Hamilton 1st Reading: 25 July 1988
Drafted By: Neal, Perlwman, Weiss 2nd Reading: 27 July 1988

ORDINANCE HNO. 1988-33

AN ORDINANCE AUTHORIZING THE CITY ADMINISTRATOR TOD NEGOTIATE AND
EXECUTE AN OPTION CONTRACT TO PURCHASE UNITS OR UNIT SHARES OF
THE IMPROVED REAL PROPERTY KNOWN AS 7611 MAPLE AVYENUE, TAKOMA
PARK, MARYLAND WITH THE 7611 MAPLE AVENUE TENANTS ASSOCIATION,
INC.

WHEREAS, it is a goal of the City of Takowa Park (the "City") to
maintain and preserve affordable housing in order to promote an
economically heterogeneocus community; AND

WHEREAS, it is aleo a goal of the City to promote the economic
gsecurity of low and moderate income citizens by providing them
vith the opportunity to purchase decent and affordable housing;
AND

WHEREAS, there ie an existing contract between GHA Sylvan
Ageociatee Limited Partnership (the "seller"} and the Housing
Opportunities Commission of Montgomery County ("HDC") for the
gale and purchase of property known ae 7611 Maple Avenue , Takoma
Park, Maryland (the "property") dated 11 March 1988; AND

WHEREAS, pursuant to Chapter 6, Article 8 of the Takoma Park Code
the tenants of the property have the right tao purchase the
property on substantially the same terms as the contract between
the geller and HOC and have formed a tenants association known as
the 7611 Maple Avenue Tenants Association, Inc. (the
*agsoclation®™) in order to exercise their right to purchaese the
property; AND

WHEREAS, on 27 July 1988 the association offered tec the City an
option to purchage twenty two (22) units (or shares representing
an equivalent interest) of the property, including a
corresponding intereat in the common elements of the property;
AND

WHEREAS, the Mayor and Council find that it is in the best
interests of the City to purchase said option;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED BY THE MAYOR AND COUNCIL OF THE
CITY OF TAKOMA PARK, MARYLAND

SECTION 1. THAT the City Administrator or hie designee is hereby
authorized to negotiate and execute a contract (the
Yoption contract®) with the asmsociation for the option



to purchase 22 unita (or an egquivalent share interest)
of the property, including a corresponding interest in
the common elements of the property; PROYIDED THAT

A) The option price shall not exceed a mean $2273.00 per
unit or a total of $50, 000.00;

B) The totael purchase price per unit shall not exceed
458, 500. 00 for 3-bedroom units, 543, 800.00 for
2~-bedroom units or $£34,000.00 for l-bedrcom units.
The total purchase price for all units purchased
through exercise of the option contract by the City
shall not exceed $990, 000. 00;

C) The option contract price shall be deposited in an
interest-bearing escrow account to be held by the Law
Offices of Susan Silber, with interest to accrue to
the City;

D) The association agrees to exerciee good faith efforts
to purchaese the property;

E) The option contract is assignable and transferrable by
the City;

F) The City can require the asgsociation to refund at or
before the settlement on the purchase of the property
the full option contract price in exchange for the
City’s release of its option and the option contract
will then be declared void; AND

G) The association shall refund the full option contract
price paid by the City if, for any reason, the
association falls to purchase the property or 1if the
asgociation’s contract is declared void.

SECTION 2. The asgociation may use the contract fundeg pasid by the
‘ City se its earnest money depoesit for the purchase of
the property pursuant to a contract for the
aa=sociation to purchase the property from GHA Sylvan

Associates Limited Partnership, PROVIDED THAT:

A) The assoclation shall make good faith efforts to
minimize displacement of the current occupants of
the property.

B) The association shall not rely on City purchase of
any of the 22 units in applying for financing for
purchase of the property.

THIS ORDINANCE IS HEREBY ADOPTED THIS 27th DAY OF JULY, 1988 AND
IS EFFECTIVE ON THE SAME DATE.



Aye: d’Eustachio, Hawilton, Leary, Martin
Nay: Douglase, Elrich, Sharp

Abatailned: None
Absent:

Hon7£7
ATTEST: aula d
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Please use this to replace the copy
you have attached to the 6/27/88
Minutes

7/19/88
Introduced by: Councilmember d'Eustachio
1st Reading: 6/13/88
2nd Reading: 6/27/88
Effective: 1/1/88

Khapk YU rpap1a Jewell

ORDINANCE #1988-26
A TECHNICAL AMENDMENT TO ORDINANCE #1988-17
(VACATION LEAVE ROLLOVER POLICY)

BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF TAKCMA PARK, MARYLAND THAT
THE FOLLOWING SECTION OF THE 1972 TAKOMA PARK CITY CODE IS HEREBY
AMENDED AS FOLLOWS:

Section 8B-133

(e) Beginning with the effective date of this Article,
employees are not permitted to accumulate unused annual leave in
an amount ([(not] exceeding thirty (30) days at the end of any
calender vyear, (two hundred forty (240) hours]. However, if
management has denied an _emplovee the opportunity to use accrued
leave that would exceed the maximum allowable accumulation during
that leave vear if not taken, such an _amount may be carried over
-for a period of no more than one vear, even if it is in excess of
the maximum allowable. An_ Employee must make application to
carry over his annual leave in the following manner:

{1} Emplovees must make requests to carry over annual
leave in writing.

{2} Such requests must be accompanied bv written
documentation that annual leave was denied.

{3) Reguests to carry over annual leave into the next
calendar vear must be approved by the (City
Administrator or his designee.

(No change to subsections £, g, h, i, Jj, and k)

Underscoring indicates new language to be added
[brackets]) indicate existing language to be deleted

Effective Date: This Ordinance becomes effective upon enactment,
retroactive to January 1, 1988.

Adopted this 27th date of June, 1988 by Roll Call Vote as
follows:

AYE: d'Eustachio, Douglas, Elrich, Hamilton, Leary, Martin
NAY: Sharp

ABSTAINED: None

ABSENT: None



Introduced By: Councilmember Hamilton 1st Reading: 25 July 1988
Drafted By: Neal, Perlman, Weilss 2nd Reading: 27 July 1988

ORDINANCE NO. 1988-33

AN ORDINANCE AUTHORIZING THE CITY ADMINISTRATOR TO NEGOTIATE AND
EXECUTE AN OPTION CONTRACT TO PURCHASE UNITS OR UNIT SHARES OF
THE IMPROVED REAL PROPERTY KNOWN AS 7611 MAPLE AVENUE, TAKOMA
FARK, MARYLAND WITH THE 7611 MAPLE AVENUE TENANTS ASSOCIATION,
INC.

WHEREAS, it is a goal of the City of Takoma Park (the "City") to
maintain and preserve affordable housing in order to promote an
economically heterogeneous community; AND

WHEREAS, it is also a goal of the City to promote the economic
gecurity of low and moderate income citizens by providing them
with the opportunity to purchase decent and affordable housing;
AND

WHEREAS, there is an existing contract between GHA Sylvan
Associates Limited Partnership (the "=seller”") and the Housing
Opportunities Commission of Montgomery County (®"HOC™) for the
sale and purchase of property known as 7611 Maple Avenue , Takoma
Park, Maryland (the "property”) dated 11 March 1988&; AND

WHEREAS, pursuant to Chapter 6, Article 8 of the Takoma Park Code
the tenants of the property have the right to purchase the
property on substantially the zame terms as the contract between
the seller and HOC and have formed a tenants association known a=s
the 761l Maple Avenue Tenants Association, Inc. (the
"asgociation™) in order to exercise their right to purchase the
property; AND

WHEREAS, on 27 July 1988 the asgociation offered to the City an
option to purchase twenty two (22) unitse (or shares representing
an equivalent interest) of the property, including a
corresponding interest in the common elements of the property;
AND

WHEREAS, the Mayor and Council find that it is in the best
interests of the City to purchase said option;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED BY THE MAYOR AND COUNCIL OF THE
CITY OF TAKOMA PARK, MARYLAND

SECTION 1. THAT the City Administrator or hie designee is hereby
authorized to negotiate and execute a contract (the
"option cantract®) with the association for the option



A)

B)

c)

D)

E)

F)

)

SECTICON 2.

to purchase 22 units {(or an equivalent share interest)
of the property, 1including a corresponding interest in
the common elements of the property; PROVIDED THAT

The option price shall not exceed a mean $2273.00 per
unit or a total of £330, 000.00;

The total purchase price per unit shall not exceed
58, 500.00 for 3-bedroom units, 543, 800.00 for
2-bedroom unite or s34, 000.00 for l-bedroom units.
The total purchase price for all units purchased
through exercise of the option contract by the City
shall not exceed £990, 000. 00;

The option contract price shall be deposited in an
interest-bearing escrow account to be held by the Law
Offices of Susan Stilber, with interest to accrue to
the City;

The as=ociation agrees to exercise good faith efforts
to purchase the property;

The option contract is assignable and transferrable by
the City;

The City can require the association to refund at or
before the settlement on the purchase of the property
the full option contract price in exchange for the
City’s release of its option and the option contract
will then be declared wvoid; AND

The agsociation shall refund the full option contract
price paid by the City if, for any reason, the
association fails to purchase the property or if the
agssoclation’s contract is declared wvoid.

The association may use the contract fundse paid by the
City ag its earnest money deposit for the purchase of
the property pursuant to a contract for the
agsociation to purchase the property from GHA Sylvan
Agsociates Limited Partnership, PROVIDED THAT:

AY The association shall make good faith efforts to
minimize digplacement of the current occupants of
the property.

B) The agsociation =hall not rely on City purchase of
any of the 22 units in applying for financing for
purchagse of the property.

THIS ORDINANCE IS HEREBY ADOPTED THIS 27th DAY OF JULY, 1988 AND
IS EFFECTIVE ON THE SAME DATE.



Aye: d’'Eustachio, Hamilton, Leary, Martin
Nay: Douglas, Elrich, Sharp

Abstained: None
Absent:

Nun;c7
ATTEST: ala \j

Paula S. Jewe
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