
Meeting of Baltimore Local Development Council (LDC) -- Economic and Community Development Committee 
Thursday, May 12, 2016, 6:00 PM 

Baltimore City Department of Planning 
417 E. Fayette Street, Baltimore, MD 21230 

 

 

Minutes 

Attending: Committee – Del. Luke Clippinger (Chair), Len Bush, Alvin Lee, Wayne Vance; LDC (Other) --  
Del. Antonio Hayes, Richard Parker; Public -- Ben Hyman, Bill Marker;  Consultants -- Joe Cronyn; City 
Staff -- Ethan Cohen, Brent Flickinger  

1. Meeting called to order at 6:05PM 

2. Minutes of March 23, 2016 meeting were approved (motioned by Vance, seconded by Lee) 

3. Joe Cronyn of the Valbridge consulting team provided an overview of Progress Report 4 on the South 
Baltimore Gateway Community Impact District (CID) referring to, among other items, the preliminary 
results from the Sector Meetings. 

4. The Chair directed participants to the draft version of the City Enabling Ordinance (Fifth Draft, April 26, 
2016) included as Attachment 4 in Progress Report 4 as the focus for the remainder of the meeting.  

5. The list of “FAQ’s” submitted by committee members (see attached) was discussed.  

a. Generally the answers provided by the consultants were found to be sufficient. A few edits 
were recommended to the document: 

i. FAQ list should reference the ordinance and provide context that questions were posed 
in writing by LDC or community members and answers provided by the consultants; 

ii. Item 4 be revised to read, “What is the anticipated borrowing base for the CID?” 

b. Questions/discussion arose on the following topics, although definitive answers were not 
known: 

i. Whether it is a legal requirement that mayoral appointments expire with the term of 
that mayor, or if it is a matter of policy; 

ii. Whether the same would apply to appointments by other elected officials.  

6. Review of comments/recommendations provided by LDC or community members (see attached):  
a. Alvin Lee introduced his comment by stating that the CID is an opportunity for marketing and 

promoting the benefits of Impact Grant funding and the work to date; however it is important 
that the public trust and understand the process and find it to be fair and transparent.  

i. Toward that end he recommends a two-prong approach in spending: 1) provide support  
to all neighborhoods; and 2) address long-standing challenges of the city, at least to the 
extent possible within the South Baltimore Gateway area.  

ii. In discussion, Len Bush asked if these themes might be addressed in the Strategic Plan. 
iii. Ethan Cohen offered that some goal-oriented language could be inserted in the 

ordinance regarding public information and the importance of transparency.  

b. Bill Marker, Richard Parker and Wayne Vance present their recommendations on composition 
of the CID Board.  

i. Ethan asked for clarification from Bill Marker on two points: 1) that it be the City Council 
as a body, not the President, who makes the appointment; and 2) that the process of 
introducing and adopting the Enabling Ordinance be postponed until after the new 
mayor and council are in place. Marker confirmed that this is what was intended.  
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ii. Brent Flickinger suggested that a short-term ordinance could establish the CID with 
provision that it be revisited in 2017.  

iii. Alvin Lee stated he has a general concern about creating permanent seats for any group 
or neighborhood.  

iv. Richard Parker responded that his proposal requires that members must represent 
specific neighborhoods, not specific organizations.  

v. Ethan stated the Mayor’s priority that there be some degree of public oversight and 
authority on the board membership, because the gaming law establishes that each 
municipality where a casino exists receives Impact Grants from the state and thus has 
fiduciary responsibility for their proper administration and oversight.  

c. Ethan presented the Mayor’s proposal for Board Composition (see memo dated May 9, 2016) 

i. Ben Hyman asked how the geographic distribution requirements would be met with 
multiple parties making appointments and with the 12 non-elected members of the LDC 
transferring to the CID Board as the “Additional Members.” Ethan responded that the 
appointing parties would need to confer on meeting those requirements 

ii. Richard Parker voiced his concern that the entire board is appointed by elected officials, 
rather than selected or elected by residents or businesses within the district.  

iii. Delegate Clippinger asked how those representatives would be elected. Richard replied 
that the CID bylaws would establish a process for nominations and elections. 

d. Delegate Clippinger presented a modification to the Mayor’s proposal: After an initial 
appointment of the 12 non-elected LDC members to the Board as the Additional Members for 
a term or terms lasting through December 31, 2018, the CID Board could determine, through 
its bylaws, a process whereby alternate means will be used for selecting the those members.  

i. Discussion: Richard Parker and Bill Marker expressed concern that, at the March 
committee meeting, several participants had expressed the view that the CID Board 
composition should not include a VLT (i.e. casino) representative as an automatically 
appointed voting member. 

ii. Wayne asked what the conflict is over having the VLT represented. Richard responded 
that it would be inappropriate for the entity required by law to provide funding for 
community purposes to have a say in its allocation.  

iii. Len Bush asked what the intent was of having the VLT represented on the LDC Board. 
Del. Clippinger responded that he didn’t know. 

iv. At Len Bush’s request, Alex Dixon advocated for the VLT seat on the Board, stating that 
the casino, as a large employer, represents over 2000 employees’ interests within the 
district; also because being “at the table” would enable and encourage the Casino to 
collaborate more fully, be more “engaged” in the process, and thereby be better 
positioned to bring other resources to the initiatives of the CID.  

v. Ethan asked if there would be opposition to the VLT being represented on the Board if 
appointed by someone else (i.e., not automatically on the Board). Richard and others 
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answered they would not oppose this—if the Mayor or other elected officials wished to 
appoint a representative from the casino.  

7. Next a series of proposed amendments was voted on by the Committee: 

a. The 11 members of the LDC who are not elected officials and do not represent the VLT facility 
shall serve on the CID Board until January 1, 2019. 

i. Motioned by Lee, seconded by Bush; Lee, Bush, Vance -- yes. Chair, Dixon -- abstained. 

b. A representative from the VLT facility should have a seat on the CID Board. Discussion:  

i. Delegate Clippinger asked for a motion pro or con regarding the VLT representative 
having a seat on the Board. Motioned by Bush, no second. 

c. Add a provision that the Board may determine an alternate means for appointing the 
Additional Members to 11 seats initially held by the non-elected, non-VLT members of the LDC 
starting January 1, 2019.  

i. Motioned by Clippinger, seconded by Vance; Bush -- no; Vance, Dixon and Lee -- yes. 
Clippinger abstained.  

d. Revise the number of appointments to be selected by the City Council President from two (2) 
to one (1). Motioned by Bush; seconded by Vance; Vance, Bush, Lee and Dixon -- yes. 
Clippinger abstained.  

e. Add a provision that two (2) additional members shall be appointed by the other members of 
the Board. Motioned by Vance; seconded by Bush; Vance, Bush, Lee and Dixon -- yes. 
Clippinger abstained. 

f. Recommendation to accept the Mayor’s Office proposal on Board Composition, with the 
modifications proposed above. Motioned by Clippinger. All in favor.  

8. Wayne Vance raised the issue of section 17.5(B)(8), noted in the briefing documents attached to these 
minutes, regarding a requirement that employees of the CID be Baltimore City residents. 

a. After discussion, Alvin Lee introduced a motion by that the residency requirement be struck, 
replaced with a “preference” for hiring city residents; seconded by Vance; all in favor.  

9. Schedule of meetings:  

a. The Chair determined that the next regular meeting of the Community and Economic 
Development Committee, scheduled for Thursday, May 26, 2016, be CANCELED. 

b. The next meeting of the CED Committee will be June 23, 2016.  

c. The next full LDC Meeting is Thursday, July 28, 2016.  

10. Meeting Adjourned 8:30 PM 

 

(See briefing documents attached) 

Prepared by Ethan Cohen, Senior Project Coordinator, Mayor’s Office of Economic & Neighborhood Development; 

Comments and questions may be directed to (410)545-3107 or ethan.cohen@baltimorecity.gov 

mailto:ethan.cohen@baltimorecity.gov
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FAQ’s 
The following questions were submitted by LDC members and reviewed at the meeting of the LDC Economic and Community 
Development Committee on May 12, 2016.  Questions refer to the Fifth Draft of a City Enabling Ordinance creating a South 
Baltimore Gateway Community Improvement District, included as Attachment 4 in Progress Report 4 by Valbridge Property Advisers, 
dated April 26, 2016. Answers were provided by Valbridge; text of questions and answers were paraphrased by Ethan Cohen, Senior 
Project Coordinator in the Mayor’s Office of Economic and Neighborhood Development.  

1) Q: 17.3 (C). What other funding source may be available for the CID?   
A: No other sources are known or anticipated; however, the language leaves open the possibility that other 
sources (grants, contract fees, e.g.) might be available after the ordinance is in effect. 

2) Q: 17.4(B) 7. Wouldn't this be considered part of the baseline services? 
A: As an illustration, baseline service for policing in the District is X person-hours/week. If the Authority wanted 
to improve public safety, it could hire its own private security guards; or, under this clause, it could pay the 
Baltimore Police Department to provide X+ person-hours/week. Contracting with City agencies for enhanced 
services (police, trash, etc.) may be more efficient in some cases than procuring them. The text allows the 
Authority this option. 

3) Q: 17.4(B) 8. For what reasons would a subsidiary entity be created?  Initial startup? 
A: There are many reasons why organizations form affiliated entities, such as to acquire land for redevelopment 
and shield assets from liability by owning the land under a different legal entity, or apply for grant funding that is 
only available to nonprofit, tax-exempt organizations. Some local districts have affiliates (Downtown/Waterfront 
Partnerships), while others do not (Charles Village, Midtown). This clause provides the flexibility those 
authorities have to create affiliates. 

4) Q: 17.4(B) 15. What is the anticipated borrowing base for the CID?   
A: Many well-run organizations use credit to accomplish their goals, such as having a line of credit to ensure that 
they can cover short-term cash flow needs like payroll. The Authority may want to develop a new job training 
center, or new park, or undertake other capital-intensive projects. The Board might want to use its funds to 
leverage larger projects that accomplish a greater good. Staff may need a credit card for routine purchases, etc.  

5) Q: Meanwhile, 17.5(B) says that Authority may not pledge the full faith and credit of the city; and 17.4(B) 22 -- 
Doesn't this catch-all eliminate the need for line items 17.4 (B) 1-21? 
A: That is certainly true for all the “may” items, but there are also “shall” items which would not be precisely 
replaced by a catch-all “may do anything.” This section eliminates uncertainty. The text is based on the 
Waterfront Management District ordinance. 

6) Q: 17.6 (D) 3 -- Representative Board. How will the Mayor and City Council reflect the full diversity of the 
neighborhoods without the Board slots being neighborhood specific? 
A: Under this draft, there is no specific answer to that question. Adding a geographic distribution element to the 
board selection process has been discussed as an option. 

7) Q: 17.6 (E) 2. Why does the term of Mayor's appointees expire with the Mayor's tenure, which will lead to loss 
of board continuity? 
A: This language was added by the City’s Legislative Affairs and Legal Departments. Mayoral appointments on 
any board by law expire upon the completion of the term of the mayor who appointed them. This does not 
prevent them from being reappointed by the next mayor. 

8) Q: What is the purpose of the various "Reserved" sections?  
A: This text is modelled on the Waterfront Management District ordinance. There are sections in that bill dealing 
with the special tax levied on property owners, which do not apply here, but were “reserved” to ease 
comparison between the two bills. They can disappear in the final bill. 

9) Q: Item 18. Why is Authority exempt from City requirements regarding wages scale?  
A: This requirement is specified in the state law authorizing the creation of the authority.  
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Comments / Recommendations: 

The following comments and recommendations were submitted by LDC and/or community members and reviewed at the meeting 
of the LDC Economic and Community Development Committee on May 12, 2016. These refer to the Fifth Draft of a City Enabling 
Ordinance creating a South Baltimore Gateway Community Improvement District, included as Attachment 4 in Progress Report 4 by 
Valbridge Property Advisers, dated April 26, 2016..  

I. From Alvin Lee 

My major concern for the LDC is that the process be viewed as transparent, reasonable and equitable. Although it is 
premature to define fund allocation guidelines, it is imperative that we incorporate some socioeconomic index that 
values average neighborhood income, health disparities, and population count.  We want everyone to share, 
especially those in most need. 

RESPONSE: Is this recommended for the ordinance or the Bylaws? Is there an amendment proposed? 

II. From Bill Marker  

A. Board Composition: 

1. 46th District Senator appoints 2 [both (2) are residents by law] 

2. House Speaker appoints 4 [2 must be residents by law] 

3. Residents: 3 per Sector (9 total)  

a. Initially appointed by the 7 community members of the LDC. 

b. Starting in 2017, by special election within each sector.  

c. Requirement of at least 1 male and 1 female from each sector.   

4. Businesses: 1 per sector (3 total)  

a. Initially appointed by the business members of the LDC 

b. Starting in 2017, by special election within business/institution community.  

5. Mayor's appointee: 1 

6. City Council appointee: 1 

7. Last spot: 1 appointment open for discussion.  

a. Possibly appointed jointly by the union representative of Orioles and Ravens; 

b. Possibly appointed by Baltimore Central Labor Council (must be a  Resident) 

8. Totals: 13 to 14 Residents, 3 businesses, 4 to 5 not specified 

9. No staggering of terms. 

10. Delay adoption of the CID ordinance until 2017 when the new Mayor and majority-new City Council 
members are in office; 2016 LDC acts as a “temporary agent.”  

III. From Richard Parker  

A. Board Composition 

1. 1 representative for each community in immediate proximity: Westport, Pigtown, Carroll-Camden, & 
Sharp-Leadenhall  (3 Residents; 1 Business) 

2. 1 business or organization representative per sector (3 Businesses) 

3. 2 at large representatives per sector  (6 Residents) 
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4. 8 political appointments: 

i. 2 by Senator (2 residents, by law) 

ii. 4 from House Speaker (2 residents, by law) 

iii. 2 other appointments not specified [Mayor and City Council – 1 each] 

5. Totals: 14 Residents; 3 Businesses; 4 not specified 

IV. From Wayne Vance 

A. Section 1 (B) (2) last sentence, recommended to read: “It also seeks to create an environment that will attract 
new residents, new businesses, and other quality of life and economic development.” 

Response: (1)(B)(2) quotes from the South Baltimore Gateway Master Plan.  

B. Section 1 (B) (3) typo: LEVERAGING  

C. 17.5(B) 8 – Prohibition against employing individuals who live outside of the City… may eliminate the ability to 
hire the best and the brightest [candidates]. 

Response: This requirement was originally in the state legislation based on other CBD Authorities. It was removed 
from the final version, but is left here as a point of discussion. 

D. 17.6(B) 2 (ii) recommend remove "charitable" change to just non-profit organizations.  

E. Administration: Finances should include separate, unique CID bank account and monthly financial reporting 
requirements. 

RESPONSE: Is this for the ordinance or the bylaws? To whom should financial reports be given? 

F. Board composition:  

1. 21 voting members, 1 ex officio member (Mayor’s Office Rep.) non-voting member included in the 21 

2. House Speaker’s appointees: 4 (2 Businesses, 2 Residents) 

3. Senator’s appointees: 2 Residents [this is by law; Senators and Delegates may not serve] 

4. Community representatives: 8 Residents and 1 Business; 1 each from Cherry Hill, Westport, Carroll 
Camden  Industrial  Area, Otterbein, Federal Hill, Riverside, Pigtown, Barre Circle, Ridgely's Delight. 

5. VLT representative: 1 

6. Council President appointee: 1 Resident 

7. Mayor’s appointee: 1 Resident 

8. Mayor’s appointees: 3 Businesses  

9. Totals: 14 residents, 6 businesses, 1-VLT  

G. Selection Process: Community representatives to be recommended by their respective associations; failure of 
the association to timely provide a recommendation will default the seat to the pleasure of the Mayor. 
Community buy-in is critical… Everyone must feel they are fairly represented and part of the process. 

 


