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ACTION
Motion | Second

Approval of Commission Agenda (+*) Page 1
Approval of Commission Minutes

a) July 16, 2014 — Open Session (+*) Page 3
b) July 31, 2014 — Special Commission Meeting — Open Session (+*) Page 13

General Announcements

a) Commission-wide Service Awards Luncheon Honoring Employees with
25 or more years of service -- Newton White Mansion, 12:00 p.m.

b) Hispanic Heritage Celebration

Committee/Board Reports (For Information Only):

a) Minutes of the Regular Employees’ Retirement System Board of (+) Page 15
Trustees Meeting, July 1, 2014

b) Minutes of the Regular OPEB Board of Trustees Meeting, April 16,2014 (+) Page 21

¢) Minutes of the Regular OPEB Board of Trustee Meeting, (+) Page 23
February 19, 2014

d) Minutes of the Regular OPEB Board of Trustee Meeting, October 16,2013 (+) Page 25

Action and Presentation Items
a) Acknowledge Jenetha Facey as the Prince George’s County Open Trustee (+¥) Page 27
(A. Rose)

b) Resolution #14-25, Commission Resolution of Adoption for Uniform (+*) Page 29 L
Standards for Mandatory Referral in Prince George’s County (M. Martin)

¢) Open Enrollment and Benefit Plans Proposed Rates for 2015 (+*) Page 47 L
(Spencer/McDonald)

d) ERP Funding (Barney/Zimmerman)

Open Session - Officers’ Reports
a) Executive Director — (For Information Only)
Employee Evaluations Not Completed by Due Date — (July & August 2014) .......... (+) Page 55

b) Secretary-Treasurer — (For Information Only)
1) Investment Report (May 2014)........ouieiii e, (+) Page 59
2) Enterprise Resource Planning (ERP) Briefing

c¢) General Counsel — (For Information Only)
Litigation Report (JULY 2014).....ouinii i (+) Page 65

Closed Session

Pursuant to Maryland State Government Article of the Annotated Code of Maryland, Section 10-508(a) (7)

& (9), a closed session is proposed to consult with counsel for legal advice, conduct collective bargaining discussions,
and consider matters that relate to negotiations.

(+) Attachment (++) Commissioners Only (*) Vote (H) Handout (LD) Late Delivery






ITEM 2a

THE MARYLAND-NATIONAL CAPITAL PARK AND PLANNING COMMISSION
' | 6611 Kenilworth Avenue - Riverdale, Maryland 20737

VIN

Commission Meeting
Open Session Minutes
July 16,2014

The Maryland National Capital Park and Planning Commission met on July 16, 2014, at the
Montgomery Regional Office in Silver Spring, Maryland.

PRESENT
Montgomery County Commissioners Prince George’s County Commissioners
Frangoise M. Carrier, Chair Elizabeth M. Hewlett, Vice-Chair
Norman Dreyfuss Dorothy Bailey
Marye Wells-Harley John Shoaff

ABSENT
Amy Presley A. Shuanise Washington
Casey Anderson Manuel Geraldo

Chair Carrier convened the meeting at 9:48 a.m. The Commission recognized July 16"asa special
day, as today’s meeting is Chair Carrier’s last full Commission meeting. Chair Carrier thanked the
Prince George’s County Planning Board for honoring her with flowers and balloons. She also
thanked everyone for their support during her term.

ITEM 1 APPROVAL OF COMMISSION AGENDA

Corporate Policy and Management Operations Chief Anju Bennett participated in the
meeting as Acting Executive Director in the absence of Executive Director Patricia
Barney. Ms. Bennett requested two changes on the Commission meeting agenda:
Move Item 5d — Maryland Stadium Authority, Study Related to Show Place Arena to
be presented first under Action and Presentation Items, and add Resolution #14-26 —
Appreciation for Frangoise M. Carrier as Item 7a after Rotation of Commission Chair.
ACTION: Motion of Bailey

Seconded by Hewlett

6 approved the motion

ITEM 2 APPROVAL OF COMMISSION MINUTES
a) June 18,2014, Open Session
ACTION: Motion of Hewlett
Seconded by Bailey
6 approved the motion




ITEM 3

ITEM 4

ITEM 5

GENERAL ANNOUNCEMENTS (Carrier/Hewlett)
Not listed on agenda:

e Chair Carrier announced the Montgomery County Council appointed
Commissioner Casey Anderson as the new Chair of the Montgomery
County Planning Board.

e Vice-Chair Hewlett reminded everyone that July is National Parks and
Recreation month as proposed by the National Recreation and Parks
Association. Vice-Chair Hewlett acknowledged Montgomery County
Parks and Prince George’s County Parks and Recreation for their work in
promoting health and wellness throughout the region.

e Chair Carrier announced Mike Riley was appointed as Director of
Montgomery Parks. She thanked Gene Giddens for performing as Interim
Acting Director for the last several weeks.

a) GOVERNMENT FINANCE OFFICERS ASSOCIATION (GFOA)
CERTIFICATE OF ACHIEVEMENT FOR FINANCIAL REPORTING AWARD
FOR THE 2013 COMPREHENSIVE ANNUAL FINANCIAL REPORT
(CAFR) (Zimmerman) — The finance team has again been honored by the
Government Finance Office Association of the United States and Canada for
outstanding financial reporting during the 2013 fiscal year. This is the highest
form of recognition in the area of governmental accounting and financial reporting
and is a significant accomplishment. M-NCPPC has received this distinction 40
times and is tied only with the Chicago Metropolitan Water Reclamation District
for the greatest number of times receiving this prize. The finance team was
photographed with the Commissioners for the Update newsletter.

COMMITTEE/BOARD REPORTS — (For Information Only)

a) Executive Committee Minutes — Open Session — June 4, 2014

b) Executive Committee Minutes — Closed Session — June 4, 2014

¢) Executive Committee Minutes — Open Session — July 2, 2014

d) Minutes of the Regular Employees’ Retirement System Board of Trustees
Meeting, June 3, 2014

ACTION AND PRESENTATION ITEMS

d) MARYLAND STADIUM AUTHORITY, STUDY RELATED TO SHOW
PLACE ARENA (Taken out of order) (Gathers)
Prince George’s County Parks and Recreation Director Ronnie Gathers thanked
Chair Carrier for her accomplishments during her term with the agency and for all
she has done for the Department of Parks and Recreation. Mr. Gathers presented
an overview of the market and operational study done by the Maryland Stadium
Authority on the Show Place Arena, as contained in the meeting packet. The study
was initiated in an attempt to determine whether the facility is utilizing best
practices to accelerate the profitability and use of that center. The study also
addressed findings in earlier Audit Committee recommendations.
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Mr. Gathers introduced Deputy Director of Facility Operations Roslyn Johnson,
and Special Projects Coordinator, Alvin McNeal. Mr. McNeal provided
background on the history of the Show Place Arena Complex. The Show Place
Arena was constructed by M-NCPPC in 1993. In 2011, M-NCPPC engaged the
services of the Maryland Stadium Authority (MSA), to evaluate the operations,
management, structure, governance, staffing levels, and overall performance and
effectiveness of the facility, as well as the economic and market impacts this
complex could provide.

Mr. McNeal introduced M-NCPPC Show Place Arena General Manager Jeanine
Hunter, and Director of Operations Shannon Bethel. He also introduced MSA
Senior Vice-President Gary McGuigan, who provided background on the history
and mission of the MSA; MSA Senior Project Manager Al Tyler, who reviewed
the operational study; and AECOM Technology Corporation Principal David
Stone, who focused on the market, comparable environments, and fiscal impacts,
as contained in the packet.

Mr. Stone reviewed the recommendations from the Market and Economic Study.
Details are in the meeting packet.

e Study Recommendations
* Increase non-equestrian usage, particularly during winter (coincides

with end of equestrian season and typical season for indoor arena
events).
= Renovate:
o Arena: F&B, restrooms, rigging, scoreboard
o Equine facilities: more warm-up areas, more/improved
stables and stalls, better drainage, footing, and power/water

Total estimated cost of all improvements: $13.7 million

o Impacts of renovation: increased usage and revenues.
Specific event types include equestrian, sports/competitions,
concerts, and consumer shows.

o Impacts of no renovation: subsidy could remain stable in
short term but increase over time, as the facility becomes
less competitive.
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Deputy Director Johnson reviewed the progress on recommendations from the
Audit Committee and the Maryland Stadium Authority Study:

OPERATIONAL & PROCEDURAL

Develop and implement formal
written policies and procedures
General Manager — (Completed)

Update and improve overall
security and risk management
(Completed)

Update and improve emergency
action plans (Completed)

Develop a comprehensive
marketing plan (In process)
Implement facility improvements
and update mechanical/electrical
plumbing systems that are at the
end of their service life (In process)

MANAGEMENT, STAFFING AND

IMPROVEMENTS

GOVERNANCE

- Secure experienced personnel to fill
the following positions:
(In process)

Operations Manager with strong
experience in operating equestrian
venues (Completed)

Hiring Event Services Manager -
(new position)

Continue to audit food service
operations (In process)

Capture and measure user and
patron services (In process)
Create an Advisory Committee to
engage members with a vested
interest in the facility (In process)
Consider the merits of using a
private third-party to manage the
facility (In process)

- Develop a comprehensive

master plan for the facility (Completed)

Perform a facility condition
assessment every five years
to assist with long-term
capital expense planning
(In process)

- Perform targeted
improvements to the box
office (In process)

- Improve traffic and parking
conditions (Completed)

Ms. Johnson thanked staff from Prince George's County Parks and Recreation:
Shannon Bethel of Natural & Historic Resources; Leslie Long, Southern Region
Manager, and Darlene Watkins, Acting Chief of Arts and Cultural Heritage Division,
who were instrumental in making changes necessary to bring Show Place Arena to

where it is today.

The Commissioners stated they would support the renovations to the arena because
of the site’s impact and importance to the community. They added that the
decision could not solely be based on the economic impact. Chair Hewlett shared
that the Show Place Arena has challenges because it is primarily an equestrian
venue, and the County and town want to preserve this use, which poses certain
limitations. She thanked Jeanine, Shannon, Leslie, and Darlene for their efforts
and for getting the Show Place Arena back on track. Chair Carrier thanked the
presenters and wished them well on the project.

b) PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO THE MERIT SYTEM RULES AND

REGULATIONS ON OVERTIME COMPENSATION PROGRAM - (Taken out

of order) (Bennett/Thom-Grate/Dupree)

Corporate Policy and Management Operations Chief Anju Bennett introduced two
members of the policy team who assisted on this item: newly appointed Policy and
Corporate Records Manager Janis Thom-Grate, and Senior Management Analyst
Lisa Dupree. Ms. Bennett asked the Commission to consider proposed
amendments to the Commission’s overtime compensation program as codified in
the Merit System Rules and Regulations (MSR&R), Chapters 1200 (Employee
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Compensation) and 1400 (Employee Leave: Personal, Annual, Sick, and
Compensatory Leave).

Ms. Bennett explained that the policy team undertook a comprehensive review of
the overtime program following an earlier inquiry from Commissioners on one
element of the program. She shared highlights of the extensive research and
analysis that was conducted in formulating recommendations that were presented in
the meeting packet. Ms. Bennett explained that total overtime made up less than
1% of total payroll hours, thus the amendments were not due to overuse of
overtime, but were proposed to address operational concerns raised by management
or identified by the policy team during its review. Ms. Bennett thanked Directors,
the Commission Chair and Vice-Chair, for input on operational needs. Ms. Bennett
shared that the Merit System Board, which reviews all policy changes affecting
Merit employees, fully supported the proposed amendments.

Policy and Corporate Records Manager Janis Thom-Grate thanked Ms. Bennett for
the opportunity to return to M-NCPPC, and wished Chair Carrier well in her new
endeavors. Ms. Thom-Grate gave a brief overview of the Overtime Program and
reviewed the requirements of the Fair Labor Standards Act (FLSA), the law that
establishes requirements for overtime. Ms. Thom-Grate explained the agency is in
compliance with applicable laws. Ms. Thom-Grate walked Commissioners through
the specific proposals explaining that amendments improve consistent application of
overtime policies, promote the use of flextime, recognize full payout of all earned
compressed leave balances in the case of an employee’s death, and amend the amount
of compressed leave balances that may be accrued by staff in positions that are
exempt from the FLSA mandates for overtime. She shared that while changes were
made to improve internal application of policies, the changes also provide greater
parity with programs adopted by Montgomery and Prince George’s Counties.

Proposed Policy Amendments: ,

e Modify Overtime Eligibility for “Exempt” Positions at Grade J
Modify existing overtime policies to permit Grade J positions to receive
straight time Compensatory Leave without the current “exceptional
situation” restriction.

e Modify Required Number of Hours to be Worked before Overtime Can
Occur for “Exempt” Positions
For positions that are exempt from FLSA, modify number of hours that
must be worked from 40 to 80 hours before overtime compensation may be
granted. Amendments support the use of “flexing” out of overtime hours
for exempt employees by extending the period during which overtime
hours can be “flexed” out for time off. Amendments also require
employees/supervisors to first consider flexing out extra hours before
overtime compensation is considered.

e Modify Limitations on the Transfer (Carry-over) of Earned Compensatory
Leave by Exempt Employees
For exempt employees, reduce current year end rollover of Compensatory
Leave from 160 to 120 hours (effective December 31, 2014).
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o Establish Policy that Specifically Addresses Payout of Compensatory
Leave Balances Upon Death
Permit the full payout of all accrued Compensatory Leave in the event of
death regardless of exempt or non-exempt status.

Other Proposed Amendments that Clarify Existing Policies and Federal Overtime
Laws

e Section 1260: Amendments emphasize the requirement that employees
receive prior authorization for overtime work.

e Section 1261: Amendments clarify the application of the federal overtime law
(FLSA) on employer mandates for overtime.

e Section 1262: Amendments explain that non-exempt employees may request
the form of overtime compensation (pay or Compensation Leave). However,
the option is subject to Department approval, and based on the availability of
funding and work program considerations.

ACTION: Motion of Hewlett
Seconded by Wells-Harley
6 approved the motion

a) RESOLUTION #14-24 — FUND BALANCE POLICY (Zimmerman)

Secretary-Treasurer Zimmerman presented Resolution #14-24, Fund Balance
Policy for approval. The Resolution increased the reserve balance for the group
insurance fund, from 7.0% to 7.5% of expenditures. Mr. Zimmerman explained
the change would be implemented in financial statements this year. General
Counsel Gardner added that there was an inquiry by the Office of State Legislative
Audits regarding M-NCPPC’s health insurance fund. According to General
Counsel Gardner, this change developed from that level of focus. The audit results
were satisfactory and the agency is following up implementing the desire that was
negotiated with our labor partners.
ACTION: Motion of Hewlett

Second by Wells-Harley

6 approved the motion

c) HEALTH BENEFIT CHANGES FOR CALENDAR YEAR 2015 (Spencer/McDonald)
Human Resources Director William Spencer introduced Health and Benefits
Manager Jennifer McDonald, who presented recommended changes to the health
benefits program for Calendar Year 2015. Ms. McDonald reviewed the packet
materials titled, Summary of Plan Changes and the Cost Impact. Ms. McDonald
explained that changes were being recommended to help enhance plans and/or
contain costs. She shared the Executive Committee supported all
recommendations with the exception of a change which would have added prior
authorization for compounded drugs that cost $300 or greater. Based on a prior
request of the Executive Committee, Ms. McDonald provided additional
information about this design change during the presentation. Ms. McDonald also
responded to the Executive Committee’s earlier request on the duration of a rate
guarantee for the recommended Vision Plan change. Ms. McDonald reported that
the rate would be guaranteed for four years. A summary of recommended changes
and the cost impact to the Health Benefits is highlighted in the chart:
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Plan Design Change

Cost Impact

Implement Step Therapy for specialty drugs.

3 year savings of $127k.

Add the Pharmacy Advisor program to the
prescription plan.

$17k in annual fees, with an estimated $150k
in medical plan savings.

Add Prior Authorization for compounded drugs
with a $300 or greater ingredient cost.

May have some savings, but not able to
quantify until the program goes live.

Extend dental and vision coverage for children up
to age 26.

No immediate impact, but premiums may
increase in the future if we experience much
higher utilization. However, reductions in the
administrative costs/burden for administering
the current program may help offset costs.

Change the Vision Service Plan type from
Signature (premier) to Choice.

Current utilization indicates that premiums
will increase significantly at the next renewal
for 1/1/2016. Changing to Choice will reduce
claims costs, mitigating the expected increase
in rates and bring the plan up to industry
standards.

Waive the 8/4 hours contributions for Sick Leave
Bank in 2015 for current members.

Reduce the growing bank balance.

Increase Supplemental Life Insurance by adding
an additional 2 levels that will allow employees
to elect up to 5 times their annual salary with a

Current option is 1 to 3 times salary up to a
maximum of $300,000. Increased cost to
employee if additional coverage is elected,

maximum of $750,000. none to the agency.
Increase dependent life insurance coverage, Increased cost to employee if elected, none to
offering three options. the agency.

Commissioners supported all changes as recommended with the exception of the
recommended requirement for prior authorization for compound drugs.
Commissioners were concerned about the insurer Caremark having the final
decision about dispensing a drug rather than the employee’s medical provider.
Commissioners modified the recommendation stating that the prior authorization
should only be used to verify that the drug is being recommended for a covered
condition, thus the prescription could be denied only if it is not written for a
condition that would not normally be covered by the prescription plan. Chair
Carrier recommended providing education to employees about obtaining
preauthorization before purchasing compounded drugs, including when drugs are
dispensed through apothecaries as used in the example by Commissioner Wells-
Harley. Mr. Spencer offered that the program can be piloted for one year allowing
the agency to revisit the plan and to obtain the results next year. If the results are
not satisfactory to the agency, there would be an option to discontinue the
program.
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ITEM 6

Commissioners agreed to a one-year trial of the prior authorization for compounded
drugs, limited to determining whether the prescription is for covered conditions. The
Commissioners voted on this item apart from the other benefits.
ACTION: Motion of Shoaff

Seconded by Wells-Harley

6 approved the motion

The second vote covered the following items:

o Extend Dental and Vision Coverage for Young Adults to Age 26 —
Commissioners agreed to extend coverage.

e Change in Benefits of Vision Plan — Commissioners supported Option 3:
Change to the Choice Plan with changes recommended as contained in the
meeting packet.

e Waive Contributions to Sick Leave Bank — Commissioners supported the
recommendation to waive contribution to the Sick Leave Bank for current
members.

e Increase Dependent and Supplemental Life Insurance — Commissioners
supported the recommendation to increase current coverage for dependent
coverage. They also supported offering supplemental life insurance, which
permits employees to be insured up to five times their base salary.
Supplemental coverage is fully paid by the employee.

ACTION: Motion of Hewlett to approve the recommendations for Health Benefits
changes for Calendar Year 2015
Seconded by Dreyfuss
6 approved the motion

e) PERSONNEL MANAGEMENT REVIEW —FY 13 (Spencer/Glover)
The Personnel Management Review (PMR) provides a comprehensive overview of
the demographics of the Commission’s workforce for each department. Human
Resources Director William Spencer shared things have remained the same for the
past four to five years because of the economy. Principal Administrative
Specialist Jeannette Glover provided an overview of the PMR, and reported that
between FY14 and FY18, 70.6% of Officials/Administrators will reach normal
retirement eligibility. This continues to be a major succession planning issue.

OPEN SESSION — OFFICERS’ REPORTS
The Commissioners accepted reports for information without presentation except for
item 3b.
a) Executive Director — (For Information only)
Employee Evaluations Not Completed by Due Date — (June 2014)
b) Secretary-Treasurer
1) Investment Report (April 2014) — (for information only)
2) MFD Purchasing Statistics — 3" Quarter — (for information only)
3) Enterprise Resource Planning (ERP) Briefing — Mr. Zimmerman reported that
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Finance department is in the process of closing and rolling over the budgets for
the financial system. The April cash reconciliation was completed successfully.
The Sympro System that helps with cash management, debt issue, and
investment management is working well. The Finance department is working
on process improvements, and listening sessions are scheduled for this month.

He is aware that some processes, such as Supply Chain Management will require
further refinement to be more functional for managers. The point-of-purchase
document archival add-on will help make information more readily available.
Human Capital Management is being reviewed to determine the best way to bring
it live with the least amount of risk and the greatest amount of service to users and
employees. Chair Carrier congratulated Mr. Zimmerman on a successful launch.

c¢) GENERAL COUNSEL

Litigation Report (June 2014) — (for information only)

ITEM 7 ROTATION OF COMMISSION CHAIR — At the end of the meeting, Chair Carrier

passed the gavel to Vice-Chair Hewlett symbolizing the rotation of the Chair’s
position to Ms. Hewlett.
ACTION: Motion of Carrier to nominate Vice-Chair Hewlett to Chair of M-NCPPC

Seconded by Bailey
6 approved the motion

a) RESOLUTION 14-26 — RESOLUTION OF APPRECIATION FOR FRANCOISE

M

. CARRIER
On behalf of the Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning Commission, Chair
Hewlett presented Chair Carrier with a Resolution of Appreciation and thanked her
for her outstanding leadership.

Chair Hewlett opened the floor for sentiments to Chair Carrier. A farewell celebration will be held at
the Silver Spring Civic Center on July 24,

There being no further business to discuss, the meeting adjourned at 12:21 p.m.

Gaylél W1111

Commission Meeting
July 16,2014

n10r Management Analyst Patritda Colihan Barney, Executive Director
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THE MARYLAND-NATIONAL CAPITAL PARK AND PLANNING COMMISSION
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Special Commission Meeting
Open Session Minutes
July 31, 2014

The Maryland National Capital Park and Planning Commission met via teleconference on July 31,
2014, from the Montgomery Regional Office in Silver Spring, Maryland, the County Administration
Building in Upper Marlboro, Maryland and the Executive Office Building in Riverdale, Maryland.

PRESENT
Prince George’s County Commissioners Montgomery County Commissioners
Elizabeth M. Hewlett, Chair Frangoise M. Carrier, Vice-Chair
Dorothy Bailey Norman Dreyfuss
John Shoaff Marye Wells-Harley
A. Shuanise Washington Amy Presley

ABSENT
Manuel Geraldo Casey Anderson

The purpose of the special meeting of the Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning Commission
(M-NCPPC) was for the Commissioners to vote on Resolution 14-28, White Oak Science Gateway
Master Plan, and Resolution #14-27, 10 Mile Creek Area Limited Amendment, Clarksburg Master
Plan and Hyattstown Special Study Area. Prior to the start of the meeting, the Commission technical
writer emailed a copy of Resolution #14-28 and the Updated Version Planning Board Draft White
Oak Science Gateway Master Plan to the planning boards.

Chair Carrier convened the meeting at 9:16 a.m.

ITEM 1 APPROVAL RESOLUTION #14-28 WHITE OAK SCIENCE GATEWAY

MASTER PLAN
Vice-Chair Carrier reported that the Montgomery County Planning Board has
recommended that the Maryland National Capital Park and Planning Commission
adopt this plan.
ACTION: Motion of Washington

Seconded by Dreyfuss

8 approved the motion

13
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ITEM 2 APPROVAL OF RESOLUTION #14-27, 10 MILE CREEK AREA LIMITED
AMENDMENT, CLARKSBURG MASTER PLAN AND HYATTSTOWN
SPECIAL STUDY AREA
Chair Hewlett stated that Resolution #14-27 is a correction to Commission Resolution
#14-13, 10 Mile Creek Area Limited Amendment, Clarksburg Master Plan and
Hyattstown Special Study Area. Vice-Chair Carrier reported that this morning, the
Montgomery County Planning Board recommended that the Maryland-National
Capital Park and Planning Commission adopt the revised Resolution. This
recommendation was made because the Montgomery County Council discovered an
error in their Resolution, and therefore, adopted a new Resolution. In order to have
the final master plan be correct, M-NCPPC needed to adopt the revised Resolution.

ACTION: Motion of Dreyfuss
Seconded by Bailey
8 approved the motion

On behalf of M-NCPPC, Chair Hewlett congratulated Vice-Chair Carrier on a fabulous term and
wished her well. Vice-Chair Carrier thanked everyone for their gifts and farewell wishes.

There being no further business to discuss, the meeting adjourned at 9:22 a.m.

L bt (e

Gaylﬂ./ Wiltiams, Senior Management Analyst Patricia Colihan Bame}gﬁcutive Director
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ITEM 4a 1

EMPLOYEES' RETIREMENT SYSTEM
The Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning Commission

REGULAR BOARD OF TRUSTEES MEETING
MINUTES
Tuesday, July 1, 2014; 10:00 A.M.
ERS/Merit Board Conference Room

The regular meeting of the Board of Trustees convened in the ERS/Merit Board Conference Room on
Tuesday, July 1, 2014 at 10:00 a.m. Voting members present were: Khalid Afzal, Patricia Colihan
Barney, CPA, Pamela F. Gogol, Elizabeth M. Hewlett, Barbara Walsh and Joseph C. Zimmerman, CPA.
Josh Ardison, Richard H. Bucher, Ph.D., Tracy Lieberman and Mary Wells-Harley were not present.
Lakisha Giles, Prince George’s County Open Trustee, resigned from the Commission leaving the seat
vacant until filled as a result of an election.

ERS staff included: Andrea L. Rose, Administrator; Heather D. Brown, Senior Administrative Specialist;
and, Sheila S. Joynes, Accounting Manager.

ERS legal counsel included: M-NCPPC Legal Department - LaTonya Reynolds, Associate General
Counsel.

Presentations by Wilshire Associates - Mike Dudkowski, Managing Director; AllianceBernstein - Alison
Martier, CFA, Senior Portfolio Manager - Fixed Income and Scott Howe, Regional Director —
Institutional Investments; Guggenheim Investments - Suzanne Schechter, Managing Director and
Alastair McKeever, Research Team Leader in the Corporate Credit Group; and, Oaktree Capital
Management - Dave DeMilt, Vice President, Marketing and Client Services and Bill Sacher, Managing
Director and Portfolio.

CHAIRMAN HEWLETT welcomed Pamela Gogol to the Board.

1. CONSENT AGENDA
The following items are to be approved or accepted by vote on one motion unless a Board
member requests separate consideration:

A. Approval of the July 1, 2014 Board of Trustees Meeting Agenda
B. Minutes of Regular Meeting, June 3, 2014
C. Disbursements Granted Report - May 2014

MS. BARNEY made a motion, seconded by MS. WALSH to approve the Consent Agenda, as submitted.
The motion PASSED unanimously (6-0). (Motion #14-20)

2. CHAIRMAN'S ITEMS
A. Board of Trustees Conference Summary

B. Trustee Appointments

i. Appointment of Marye Wells-Harley as the Montgomery County Commissioner for the
term ending June 30, 2017

ii. Appointment of Pamela F. Gogol as the Montgomery County Public Member for the term
ending June 30, 2017

iii. Reappointment of Richard H. Bucher, Ph.D. as the Prince George's County Public Member
for the term ending June 30, 2017
MINUTES, AS APPROVED, AT THE SEPTEMBER 2, 2014 BOARD OF TRUSTEES MEETING
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At its June 18, 2014 meeting, the Commission appointed Marye Wells-Harley as the Montgomery
County Commissioner for the term ending June 30, 2017; approved Pamela F. Gogol as the new
Montgomery County Public Member for the term ending June 30, 2017; and, approved Richard H.
Bucher, Ph.D. as the Prince George’s County Public Member for the term ending June 30, 2017.

C. Approval of Vice Chairman for the remaining term ending June 30, 2015

MS. BARNEY made a motion, seconded by MR. AFZAL to approve Marye Wells-Harley as the new Vice
Chairman of the ERS Board of Trustees for the remaining term ending June 30, 2015. The motion
PASSED unanimously (6-0). (Motion #14-21)

3. MISCELLANEOUS
No miscellaneous reported.

4. REPORT OF THE ADMINISTRATOR
Presentation by Administrator, Andrea L. Rose
A. Administrator’s Report dated June 20, 2014
i. Recommendation to approve compensation adjustments for all eligible staff for FY2015
as follows:
o Effective the first full pay period after July 1, 2014, a 3.5% annual
adjustment for eligible employees not at top-of-grade;
o Effective the first full pay period after July 1, 2014, a one-time lump sum
payment, not to be added to base pay, in the amount of:
o One-half of one percent (5%) of base pay at July 1, 2014 for
employees that receive an annual adjustment in FY2015; or
o One percent (1%) of base pay at July 1, 2014 for employees that do
not receive an annual adjustment due to reasons other than
performance (i.e. top of grade).
e Effective the first day of the first pay period after September 1, 2014,
employees (including the Administrator) shall receive a COLA equal to 2%
of base pay.

Andrea Rose presented the Administrator's Report dated June 20, 2014.

Ms. Rose recommended compensation adjustments for all eligible staff for FY2015 which are similar
to the Commission’s FY2015 approved compensation adjustments for non-represented employees.
All wage adjustments were included in the approved FY2015 Operating Budget.

MS. BARNEY made a motion, seconded by MS. WALSH to approve FY2015 compensation adjustments
as recommended: effective the first full pay period after July 1, 2014, a 3.5% annual adjustment for
eligible employees not at top-of-grade; effective the first full pay period after July 1, 2014, a one-time
lump sum payment, not to be added to base pay, in the amount of: One-half of one percent (.5%) of
base pay at July 1, 2014 for employees that receive an annual adjustment in FY2015; or one percent
(1%) of base pay at July 1, 2014 for employees that do not receive an annual adjustment due to
reasons other than performance (i.e. top of grade); and, effective the first day of the first pay period
after September 1, 2014, employees (including the Administrator) shall receive a COLA equal to 2% of
base pay. The motion PASSED unanimously (6-0). (Motion #14-22)

MINUTES, AS APPROVED, AT THE SEPTEMBER 2, 2014 BOARD OF TRUSTEES MEETING
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Ms. Rose briefed on an issue that may require Board and/or Investment Monitoring Group action
during the summer break. Earnest Partners manages a $101 million international equity portfolio for
the ERS and requested the Taiwan market be opened for trading. Opening markets is a common
practice for separately managed international accounts and Northern Trust usually assists with the
varying requirements for each country. In order to open the Taiwan market, there are two new
requirements. First, an Addendum to the Custody Agreement is required. Second, the ERS must
appoint a local CPA firm as a tax agent to guarantee payment of all income taxes prior to repatriation
of the investments. Northern provided a list of agents, but is unable to assist; the ERS must contract
directly with the local CPA firm in Taiwan. Ms. Rose explained additional research is required, but
action may be required prior to the September Board meeting and recommended the issue be
referred to the Investment Monitoring Group. CHAIRMAN HEWLETT requested the Investment
Monitoring Group review and make a recommendation to the Board and authorized a Special Meeting
of the Board, if necessary, prior to the September Board meeting.

MS. BARNEY made a motion, seconded by MR. AFZAL to delegate review of the Taiwan market
requirements to the Investment Monitoring Group; to request the IMG make a recommendation to
the Board; and to authorize a Special Meeting of the Board and/or IMG, if necessary. The motion
PASSED unanimously (6-0). (Motion #14-23)

Ms. Rose reported the Commission approved amendments to Plans C and D of the Employees’
Retirement System to increase employee contributions by .5% of base pay effective the first pay
period after March 1, 2015 and by another .5% effective the first pay period after January 1, 2016.
These changes require amendments to the Plan Document and will be included with other
amendments that must be made prior to December 31, 2014.

The ERS received the employer contribution of $28,149,976 from the Commission on July 1, 2014.
The funds were transferred as follows: a) $13.2 million to State Street Global Advisors; b) $10 million
to Western Asset Global Multi-Sector Fund; c) $2 million to VOYA Investment Management; d) $1
million to Neuberger Berman; and, $1.9 million to cash to fund benefit payments, expenses, and
capital calls.

5. COMMITTEE REPORTS/RECOMMENDATIONS
A. Investment Monitoring Group
Presentation by Committee Chairman, Patricia Barney, CPA
i. Regular Report of June 17, 2014
a. Recommendation to Approve the Investment Manager Guidelines for Northern Trust
Global Investors
b. Recommendation to Approve the Revised Investment Manager Guidelines for Loomis
Sayles & Company
c. Recommendation to Approve Extension of the Investment Consulting Services
Agreement with Wilshire Associates for two additional years through June 30, 2016
ii. Confidential Report of June 17, 2014 - Confidential Trustees Only

MS. BARNEY presented the regular report for the Investment Monitoring Group's (IMG) meeting of
June 17, 2014.

The IMG conducted a performance review of Western Asset’s Global Multi-Sector fund and noted
while early performance was a challenge, returns were starting to gain on the benchmark. Wilshire's
Organizational Score remains low at 2.0 which reflects a cautionary stance following turnover and
settlement issues. Wilshire has no concerns based on the portfolio’s short track record with the ERS.

MINUTES, AS APPROVED, AT THE SEPTEMBER 2, 2014 BOARD OF TRUSTEES MEETING
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The personnel changes are a concern, but not completely unexpected in the context of a large firm.
Key team members appear to be firmly in place going forward. Wilshire believes Western is well
positioned with Ken Leech back in charge.

The IMG reviewed Wilshire Associates’ Manager Review of Eaton Vance's core fixed income strategy.
Since inception, March 31, 2010, the strategy outperformed the Index by .20%, and ranked in the 53"
percentile versus Wilshire’s core fixed income universe. Eaton Vance's performance was at or above
the benchmark for all periods and within Wilshire's expectations. Eaton Vance does not take a lot of
risk but continues to generate returns.

The IMG reviewed Wilshire Associates’ Manager Review of C.S. McKee's core fixed income strategy.
Since inception, March 31, 2010, the strategy outperformed the Index by .05%, and ranked in the 62™
percentile versus Wilshire's core fixed income universe. C.S. McKee's performance was at or above the
benchmark for all periods and within Wilshire’s expectations. C.S. McKee does not take a lot of risk
but continues to outperform by small margins.

The IMG reviewed the Investment Manager Guidelines for the Northern Trust Global Investors’ Russell
2000 Growth Index Fund (“Fund"”) which is a strategic allocation to the small capitalization segment of
the U.S. equity market. While the Fund's guidelines prevail, the Investment Manager Guidelines are
intended to be representative of the ERS' expectations.

MR. AFZAL made a motion, seconded by MS. BARNEY to approve the Investment Manager Guidelines
for the Northern Trust Global Investors’ Russell 2000 Growth Index Fund. The motion PASSED
unanimously (6-0). (Motion #14-24)

The IMG reviewed the Revised Investment Manager Guidelines for Loomis Sayles & Co. The ERS is
transitioning from a high yield separate account to the Loomis Sayles High Yield Full Discretion
Collective Investment Trust ("Collective Trust”). The strategic allocation continues to be the high yield
segment of the fixed income market. While the Collective Trust's guidelines prevail, the Investment
Manager Guidelines are intended to be representative of the ERS' expectations.

MR. AFZAL made a motion, seconded by MS. BARNEY to approve the Revised Investment Manager
Guidelines for Loomis Sayles High Yield Full Discretion Collective Investment Trust. The motion
PASSED unanimously (6-0). (Motion #14-25)

Wilshire Associates’ Mike Dudkowski temporarily left the meeting.

The IMG conducted the annual review of Wilshire's Associates performance. Staff prepared a report
which details the Scope of Services outlined in the Agreement and the actual services provided by
Wilshire for the period July 1, 2013-June 30, 2014. MS. BARNEY reported Wilshire has fully met the
Scope of Services. The Investment Consulting Services Agreement (“Agreement”) with Wilshire
Associates was effective July 1, 2011 - June 30, 2014 with a possible extension for two additional
years. The IMG recommends the extension of the Agreement for two additional years through June
30, 2016.

MR. AFZAL made a motion, seconded by MS. WALSH to approve extending the Investment Consulting

Services Agreement with Wilshire Associates for two additional years through June 30, 2016. The
motion PASSED unanimously (6-0). (Motion #14-26)
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6. CLOSED SESSION
The Board will meet in closed session, pursuant to State Government Article of the Annotated
Code of Maryland Section 10-508(a)(5) and 10-508(a)(7) to discuss investment of public funds
and consult with legal counsel

MS. BARNEY made a motion, seconded by MR. AFZAL to go in to Closed Session under authority of
State Government Articles 10-508(a)(5) to discuss personnel issues and 10-508(a)(7) to discuss
investment of public funds and consult with legal counsel. The motion PASSED unanimously (6-0).
(Motion #14-27)

MS. BARNEY made a motion, seconded by MR. AFZAL to ratify the actions taken in Closed Session.
The motion PASSED unanimously (6-0). (Motion #14-30)

Mr. Dudkowski rejoined the meeting.
7. TRAINING

Three investment managers were invited to provide an educational overview of the fixed income
markets, to identify where they see opportunities, and to highlight the sub-asset classes and strategies
within fixed income that can be used to exploit current market conditions.

A. AllianceBernstein
Presentations by Alison Martier, CFA, Senior Portfolio Manager — Fixed Income and Scott
Howe, Regional Director — Institutional Investments

B. Guggenheim Investments
Presentations by Suzanne Schechter, Managing Director and Alastair McKeever, Research
Team Leader in the Corporate Credit Group

C. Oaktree Capital Management
Presentations by Dave DeMilt, Vice President, Marketing and Client Services and Bill Sacher,
Managing Director and Portfolio Manager

D. Wilshire Associates
Presentation by Mike Dudkowski, Managing Director
i. Discussion

Mike Dudkowski said the ERS' investment portfolio covers many of the opportunities presented except
for private debt. Mr. Dudkowski recommends the Board review private debt opportunities further.
Wilshire will prepare an analysis of private debt managers and compile a list of approximately 7-9
managers for the Investment Monitoring Group to review.

The Board of Trustees meeting of July 1, 2014 adjourned at 1:48 p.m.

Respectfully,

JEaDBooe (A e

Heather D. Brown Andrea L. Rose
Senior Administrative Specialist Administrator
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ITEM 4b

115 Trust (OPEB)
Meeting Minutes
PRA 3" Floor Conference Room

Wednesday, April 16, 2014

Attending: Commissioner Manuel Geraldo, Trustee;
Patricia Colihan Barney, Commission Executive Director, Trustee
Joseph Zimmerman, Commission Secretary-Treasurer, Trustee;
William Spencer, Commission Human Resources Director, Trustee;
Abbey Rodman, Commission Investment Manager, Administrator;
Claudia Stalker, Commission Accountant, Staff;
Barry Bryant, Investment Consultant, DAHAB Assoc.

Absent: Commissioner Marye Wells-Harley, Vice-Chairman, Trustee
Barbara Walsh, Commission Accounting Manager, Staff

The meeting was called to order at 8:30 a.m.

Minutes from the February 19, 2014 meeting were motioned by Commissioner Geraldo to
be approved, seconded by Patti Barney, and then unanimously accepted.

Mr. Bryant of Dahab Associates, the Plan's Consuitant, presented investment results for
the first quarter ended March 31, 2014.

Mr. Bryant said economic growth slowed in the first quarter due to cold weather in the
Northeast which probably depressed retail sales. He said that, while economic growth
appeared anemic relative to similar points in other recoveries, growth at a 2%-3% pace
was likely to resume in the second quarter.

Returns for various asset classes worldwide were tightly clustered. Domestic large cap
stocks and investment grade bonds were both up 1.8%. The best asset subclass was
midcap domestic stocks, up 3.4%, while the worst was emerging market stocks at -0.4%.
As a result of this narrow range for asset returns, most portfolio returns fell in the 2%-3%
range.

The portfolio return was 1.9% which ranked in the 34" percentile of the universe
maintained by Dahab’s consultant’s cooperative. This means that the portfolio
outperformed 66% of the other portfolios within this universe. Mr. Bryant noted that most,
but not all, of the strategies employed by the portfolio to outperform a standard institutional
portfolio were successful in the first quarter.

The main contributor to the outperformance was the 20% allocation to the Pimco All Asset
Fund, which rose 2.5% and beat most other asset types. Two of the three Schwab/Rafi
fundamental index strategies exceeded their benchmarks, but the Schwab/Rafi emerging
market fund lagged. Finally, the Pimco Total Return Fund also lagged behind the
Barclay's aggregate, hurting performance somewhat. This was due to Pimco’s
concentration in the short end of the yield curve when longer duration assets performed
better. Mr. Bryant noted that this positioning would be beneficial in a rising rate
environment.
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Abbey Rodman noted that the fund would be getting significant cash inflow in July. The
committee agreed that any repositioning of the fund could be accomplished with the
additional money at that time.

Mr. Bryant noted the following about private institutional real estate:

1) It can be classified into core, value-added, and opportunistic depending on leverage
and the amount and type of risks.

2) The portfolio is usually diversified by property type (apartment, office, industrial,
retail, self-storage, other) and geography.

3) Most core funds concentrate holdings in six major markets: New York, Boston,
Washington DC, Los Angeles, San Francisco and Chicago.

4) All funds are leveraged, with core leverage being 20%-35%.

5) Each fund is appraised independently, with the entire portfolio appraised at least
once a year.

6) Returns are divided between property appreciation from these appraisals and
income received in rents, with normal markets providing about 3%-5% in rental
income and 1%-3% in appreciation on an annual basis.

7) Core property managers are the best bond substitutes, and are contained in an
index maintained by NACREIF called the ODCE. The ODCE has about 24
members of which about a dozen are investible.

Mr. Bryant gave a real estate presentation regarding the benefits of a private real estate
allocation that included the following points:
1) Real estate has some of the same attributes as fixed income, stability of principle in
most markets, and regular cash flow;
2) Real estate, unlike fixed income, can appreciate in a rising rate environment and
responds positively to inflation;
3) Private real estate has a low correlation to the stock market relative to publicly
traded REITs;
4) Real estate has had positive returns with only two exceptions over the last 20
years.

Mr. Bryant then noted the following negative points:
1) Real estate can decline sharply in certain environments such as in 2008 when
housing values declined;
2) Real estate can become illiquid, usually for no more than a year, as has happened
twice, in 1994 and 2008;
3) Private real estate involves an investment contract and fees well in excess of what
the Fund is now paying for most of its asset management.

At the end of the presentation, the committee agreed to hear additional presentations from
three core/core+ real estate managers at a special meeting at noon on June 18, 2014,

The next meeting was scheduled for June 18, 2014 at PRA, 12:00 noon. The meeting
adjourned at 9:30 a.m.

Respectfully Submitted,
O vecdry AL ke
Claudia Stalker



ITEM 4¢

115 Trust (OPEB)
Meeting Minutes
PRA 3" Floor Conference Room

Wednesday, February 19, 2014

Attending: Commissioner Manuel Geraldo, Trustee;
Patricia Colihan Barney, Commission Executive Director, Trustee
Joseph Zimmerman, Commission Secretary-Treasurer, Trustee;
Abbey Rodman, Commission Investment Manager, Administrator;
Claudia Stalker, Commission Accountant, Staff;
Barry Bryant, Investment Consultant, DAHAB Assoc.

Absent: Commissioner Marye Wells-Harley, Vice-Chairman, Trustee
William Spencer, Commission Human Resources Director, Trustee;
Barbara Walsh, Commission Accounting Manager, Staff

The meeting was called to order at 8:30 a.m.

Minutes from the October 16, 2013 meeting were motioned by Commissioner Geraldo to
be approved, seconded by Joe Zimmerman, and then unanimously accepted.

Barry Bryant of Dahab Associates, the Plan’s Consultant, presented investment results for
the fourth quarter ended December 31, 2013.

Mr. Bryant said the economy grew at a reasonable rate, +3.2%, and fast enough to drive
unemployment down slightly while maintaining low inflation. Against this backdrop the
equity market soared, up 10% domestically and 5% abroad. Private real estate increased
3% while domestic bonds were flat.

The portfolio performed poorly in this environment relative to other portfolios, Mr. Bryant
explained, because its diversity did not capture the returns of the US market as well as
asset allocations with greater focus there. In particular, Mr. Bryant pointed to seven
aspects of asset allocation that influenced return in the quarter.

The portfolio increased 2.7% in the fourth quarter with a rank of 96" and had a shadow
index of 4.1%. Mr. Bryant said seven factors affected relative return in the quarter. In
general, the best performing portfolios were focused more on the American domestic
market which had the best returns. Diversity away from domestic market risk generally
hurt returns in the fourth quarter.

Mr. Bryant analyzed each of the seven factors contributing to relative return as follows:

1. Equity vs. fixed income. The portfolio had only 40% in pure stock allocations.

2. Domestic vs. foreign equity. The portfolio was evenly split between the two, while
other portfolios had a domestic bias.

3. Domestic large cap vs. small cap. The portfolio has no small cap allocation and
thus benefited from the relatively higher returns of large cap.
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4. Foreign EAFE vs. emerging market equity. The portfolio is evenly split between the
two and did not do as well as portfolios with a developed (EAFE) country emphasis,
which had higher returns than emerging markets.

5. Real estate substitutes. Portfolios using real estate as a substitute for fixed income
performed better. The portfolio only recently became large enough to employ
private real estate and currently has none.

6. Short duration fixed income. The portfolio does employ a short duration strategy
which helped a little.

7. Inflation hedges. Inflation hedges such as TIPS and commodities did poorly in the
quarter which showed little inflation. The portfolio has inflation hedges in its two
Pimco strategies, and in each case it hurt the performance of these strategies.

Mr. Bryant recommended increasing the risk of the portfolio modestly by moving 10% of
the allocation from the Pimco tactical asset allocation fund, and 10% from the
unconstrained bond fund, to the domestic equity fund. This would leave the portfolio with
a basic 60/40 allocation, with the 40% portion divided between bonds and the tactical
strategy. This, he felt, would walk the best line between capturing upside in what most
believe will be a positive year for the market, while protecting against downside in the
event of a market collapse.

Joe Zimmerman expressed some skepticism at this approach and Patti Barney also
questioned adding to risk at this portion of the cycle. Mr. Bryant responded that he
considered Patti Barney's motion to support Mr. Bryant's recommendation to follow the
advice given, which is a middle alternative between where we are and totally re-risking the
portfolio. Ultimately the committee unanimously adopted the new asset allocation as
follows:

Pimco All-Asset All-Authority Fund 20%

Large Cap Domestic Core 40%
Foreign EAFE Equity 10%
Foreign EM Equity 10%
Pimco Bond Fund 20%

Chairman Geraldo questioned why there was no real estate allocation. Mr. Bryant
explained that his firm preferred private real estate to public REITs, and that until recently
the fund had not been large enough to invest in private real estate. Patti Barney
supported exploring options for the July 2014 contribution. Commissioner Geraldo
requested exploring real estate as a consideration. The committee asked that Mr. Bryant
return with an educational piece on real estate at the next meeting.

The next meeting was scheduled for April 16, 2014 at PRA, 8:30 a.m.
Meeting adjourned at 9:30 a.m.

Respectfully Submitted,
é'fj,oufu,,m o

Claudia Stalker
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115 Trust (OPEB)
Meeting Minutes
PRA 3" Floor Conference Room

Wednesday, October 16, 2013

Attending: Commissioner Manuel Geraldo, Trustee;
Patricia Colihan Barney, Commission Executive Director, Trustee
Joseph Zimmerman, Commission Secretary-Treasurer, Trustee;
William Spencer, Commission Human Resources Director, Trustee;
Barbara Walsh, Commission Accounting Manager, Staff;
Abbey Rodman, Commission Investment Manager, Administrator,;
Claudia Stalker, Commission Accountant, Staff;
Barry Bryant, Investment Consultant, DAHAB Assoc.

Absent: Commissioner Marye Wells-Harley, Vice-Chairman, Trustee

The meeting was called to order at 8:30 a.m.

Minutes from the July 17, 2013 meeting were motioned by Patti Colihan-Barney to be
approved, seconded by William Spencer, and then unanimously accepted.

Barry Bryant of Dahab Associates, the Plan’s Consultant, presented investment results for
the second quarter ended June 30, 2013, and preliminary results for the third quarter
ended September 30, 2013.

Mr. Bryant said that all of the return in the second quarter came from domestic equity and
domestic real estate. Foreign developed stocks were down slightly, emerging market
stocks were down 8%, domestic bonds were down 2.3%, foreign bonds slightly more.

The Section 115 Trust asset allocation did not do well given this pattern. It has no real
estate, and the equity allocation is equally divided between domestic and foreign stocks.
In addition, the PIMCO All-Asset fund, a tactical allocation fund, had no position in the
domestic market and performed worse than both stocks and bonds. This last asset
accounted for 30% of the asset allocation. As a result, the return for the quarter was
-2.2% and the rank was in the 99" percentile.

Mr. Bryant contrasted this with the third quarter. Domestic stocks and foreign emerging
market stocks were up about 5%, foreign developed market stocks about twice that while
bonds were a little better than flat. The PIMCO All-Asset Fund managed a return of a little
more than 2% which, while not spectacular, at least fell between stock and bond returns.
Although it was too early in the quarter to provide rankings, Mr. Bryant noted that a 60/40
S&P 500/Barclays Aggregate portfolio, as a benchmark, would have returned about 3.4%
while the Section 115 Trust portfolio returned 3.9%, which probably placed it above the
median return for the quarter.
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Mr. Bryant indicated that he was comfortable with the portfolio’s slightly defensive posture
due to the many uncertainties facing the economy and the government’s problems raising
the debt ceiling and passing a budget. He added that he wanted to increase the risk at
some point because of the fund’s underfunded status and positive cash flow. Patti Barney
suggested that a good time to consider a risk increase might be when the next significant
contribution is received in July. Commissioner Geraldo inquired as to whether we were
“wedded” to the PIMCO All-Asset Fund. Mr. Bryant stated that we were not and that we
can sell in twenty-four hours’ notice.

Mr. Bryant also raised the issue of Pension Obligation Bonds, saying the key was
borrowing money at a sufficiently low rate. Ms. Barney suggested that this might be a
good time to look into POBs as a funding mechanism, but that she and her peers at a
recent conference had no experience with them. Joe Zimmerman raised the issue of
whether the legal authority existed to borrow money in this manner, but agreed it was
something the Board might investigate. Patti Barney suggested consulting with Legal to
see if we have the legal authority to sell POB’s and if we have capacity.

Abbey Rodman, Administrator, mentioned that the 115 Trust annual contribution was
made on July 1, 2013 in the amount of $7,819,000. Claudia Stalker was introduced as
new staff.

The next meeting was scheduled for February 19, 2014 at PRA, 8:30 a.m.

Meeting adjourned at 9:30 a.m.

Respectfully Submitted,
&I/’).M/ac>/{/</k"\,
Claudia Stalker
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ITEM 5a

MEMORANDUM

The Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning Commission (301) 454-1413 - Facsimile
6611 Kenilworth Avenue, Suite 100 http://ers.mncppc.org
Riverdale, Maryland 20737

u EMPLOYEES' RETIREMENT SYSTEM (301) 454-1415 - Telephone

BOARD OF TRUSTEES
. Chairman Elizabeth M. Hewlett
Andrea L. Rose Vice Chairman Marye Wells-Harley
Administrator
Khalid Afzal Josh Ardison
Patricia Colihan Barney, CPA Richard H. Bucher, Ph.D.
Jenetha Facey Pamela F. Gogol
Tracy Lieberman Barbara Walsh
Joseph C. Zimmerman, CPA
To: The Commission Date: September 2, 2014
Via: Elizabeth M. Hewlett, Chairm
From: Andrea L. Rose, Administrat
Subject: Acknowledge Jenetha Facey as the Prince George’s County Open Trustee
RECOMMENDATION

On behalf of the Board of Trustees (“Board”) of the Maryland-National Capital Park and
Planning Commission Employees’ Retirement System (ERS), | respectfully request the
Commission acknowledge Jenetha Facey as the Prince George’s County Open Trustee for the
remainder of the term ending June 30, 2015.

BACKGROUND
Lakisha Giles’ resignation from the Commission in July 2014 created a vacancy on the Board. In

accordance with election procedures, a Notice of Election was placed in Update and on the ERS’
and Commission’s websites in August 2014. Applications were due by close-of-business on
August 15, 2014. The ERS received one eligible application from Jenetha Facey who is
determined to have won by acclamation.

Ms. Facey is the Budget Coordinator for Prince George’s Park & Recreation’s Northern Area and
Special Program divisions. She has a BBA degree from Howard University in Financial
Management with a concentration in Banking. Ms. Facey has held positions both in the private
and public sector as Probate Auditor, Senior Auditor for a national public accounting firm, as a
Financial Specialist for national and international non-profits, and as Financial Manager for a
local construction company. Ms. Facey’s knowledge and experience will be a valuable asset to
the Board.
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Upper Marlboro, Maryland 20772

TTY: (301) 952-4366
www.mncppc.org/pgco

301-952-3650

Prince George’s County Planning Department
Countywide Planning Division
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July 29, 2014

MEMORANDUM
TO: The Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning Commission
VIA: Fern Piret, Planning Directorig
Derick Berlage, Elhief, Countywide Planning Di\ﬁ%ig
FROM: I]\)'Iarla Ann Martih, Planning Supervisor, Special Projects Section, Countywide Planning
ivision

SUBJECT: Commission Resolution of Adoption for Uniform Standards for Mandatory Referral in
Prince George’s County

Attached for your review and approval is the Full Commission Resolution Number 14-25 to adopt the
revision to the Uniform Standards for Mandatory Referral for Prince George’s County.

The revisions to the Adopted Uniform Standards for Prince George’s County were drafted to clarify
who makes the decisions in the mandatory referral process, what types of projects would be exempt from
mandatory referral, and to update the legislative references. Those changes are highlighted in the attached

version.

Also attached for your information is the draft newspaper notice of adoption of the Uniform
Standards for Mandatory Referral for Prince George’s County.

RECOMMENDATION
Staff recommends that the Full Commission approve the resolution of adoption.
Attachments:

Attachment 1 — Full Commission Resolution Number 14-25
Attachment 2 — Draft newspaper notice of adoption

MARYLAND-NATIONAL CAPITAL PARK AND PLANNING COMMISSION

14741 Governor Oden Bowie Drive
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ATTACHMENT 1
M-NCPPC No. 14-25
RESOLUTION

WHEREAS, The Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning Commission (the “Commission”) is a
body politic and corporate agency of the State of Maryland established pursuant to the Annotated Code of
Maryland, Land Use Article, at Section 15-101; and

WHEREAS, the Commission is empowered under the Land Use Article at Section 20-305 to adopt
Uniform Standards For Mandatory Referral pertaining to the review and approval of the location and
construction of certain public facilities situated within the Maryland-Washington Regional District (the “Regional
District”) under certain circumstances as specified therein; and

WHEREAS, upon the duly advertised public hearing held on July 17, 2014, the Commission’s Prince
George’s County Planning Board has approved and adopted the Uniform Standards for Mandatory Referral
Review (the “Prince George’s County Standards™) to be given effect as of the date of this Resolution, for that
portion of the Regional District situated within Prince George’s County only; and

WHEREAS, a true and correct copy of the Prince George’s County Standards are annexed to this
Resolution as Exhibit A; and

WHEREAS, the Commission desires to ratify and adopt the Prince George’s County Standards, as
provided by this Resolution; and

WHEREAS, the Commission desires for the Planning Board to implement the standards within its county
jurisdiction to ensure the orderly administration of the law.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that The Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning
Commission does hereby ratify and adopt Uniform Standards for Mandatory Referral Review for Prince George’s
County as annexed hereto as Exhibit A; and

BE IT FURTHER, RESOLVED, that, within Prince George’s County, the Prince George’s County
Planning Board shall effectuate the said Prince George’s County Standards in accordance with its terms; and

BE IT FURTHER, RESOLVED, that, as soon as practicable, the appropriate Commission officials are
hereby authorized, and shall cause, the publication of a notice of the action so taken by this Resolution, as
required under Section 20-305(b) of the Land Use Article of the Annotated Code of Maryland.

Reviewed and Attested To
For Legal Sufficiency

Dy Zog 1

Debra Bordénl/George Johnson/Matthew Mills




Exhibit A

PROPOSED REVISIONS
TO

PRINCE GEORGE’S COUNTY
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

ADOPTED
UNIFORM STANDARDS FOR
MANDATORY REFERRAL REVIEW

| MANDATOR
»z REPERRALE

Adopted: July 18, 2012
Effective: September 1, 2012
Updated: September 17, 2014

Prince George’s County Department of Planning
The Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning Commission
14741 Governor Oden Bowie Drive, Upper Marlboro, MD 20772
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Section |: Introduction

Sections 20-301 through 305’ of the Land Use Atticle of the Maryland Annotated
Code require all federal, state, and local governments, and public and private
utilities to submit proposed projects for a Mandatory Referral review and approval
by the Commission. In Prince George’s County the Planning Board is the
statutorily created body under the Land Use Article, and performs the duties of
“the Commission.” This document will use the term “Planning Board,” instead of
“the Commission.”

The law is briefly stated, but has a very broad application. It requires that the
Planning Board review and approve the proposed location, character, grade and
extent of any road, park, public way or ground, public (including federal) building
or structure, or public utility (whether publicly or privately owned) prior to the
project being located, constructed, or authorized.

The Planning Board must also review the widening, extension, relocation,
narrowing, vacation, abandonment, or change of use of any road, park or public
way or ground, and the acquisition or sale of any land by any public board, body,
or official.

The Planning Board must conduct its review within 60 days of the submission of
a complete application, unless a longer period is granted by the applicant. The
Planning Board'’s failure to act within 60 days is deemed an approval, unless the
applicant agrees to extend the review period. In case of disapproval, the law
requires the Planning Board to communicate its reasons to the applicant agency.
In practice, the Planning Board will communicate its approval, approval with
conditions, and disapproval, with the reasons for its actions, to the applicant
agency. Mandatory Referral review and comments by the Planning Board are
advisory in that the statute allows the applicant to overrule the Planning Board’s
disapproval, or any conditions attached to approval, and proceed.

See Attachment 1 for the full text of the law.
Section ll: Pre-submission Coordination

Pre-application meetings between Planning Department staff and the application
agency are encouraged. These meetings provide an opportunity for the
appropriate agency and the Planning Department staff to discuss public projects
prior to finalizing the design and provide an opportunity to determine if the
Mandatory Referral process or the entitlement process is the appropriate venue.
During the pre-application period, opportunities for coordination with private
development can occur. The Planning Department will provide staff from each
Division to identify issues from a wide range of functional perspectives, to

! Formerly Section 7-112 of the Regional District Act, Mandatory Referrals and approval procedures
after adoption of master plan of highways

2 Adopted Uniform Standards for Mandatory Referral Review



consider solutions, to resolve any conflicting comments between staff, and to
finalize the application requirements during the pre-application meetings. The
chief or supervisor will resolve any conflicting issues. The pre-application
meetings provide a significant opportunity for agencies to produce public facilities
and buildings that are on time and cost efficient. The pre-application meetings
should consider the following:
e Review of zoning and development standards
e Determine whether the project will be required to go through the
entitlement review process instead of the Mandatory Referral review
process
e If the Mandatory Referral process is appropriate, determine whether
the project should be reviewed under the administrative or full review
process
e Outreach method
e Final Mandatory Referral submittal requirements

1. The Department of Planning staff (the staff) will advise the applicant to
work with the staff in the early stages of a project’s program and design
development. The staff will advise the applicant about potential impacts
and concerns in terms of proposed land use, consistency with the area
master plan, other related projects, and community issues.

2. The staff will advise the applicant to seek community input before formally
submitting the project for Mandatory Referral. This may include requesting
the applicant to send appropriate, adequate, and timely public notice to
adjacent and adjoining property owners. The staff will help in the process
as needed, including establishing review benchmarks.

3. The staff will work with the applicant to determine the information needed
to review any proposal based on its nature and scope. A suggested list of
possible plans and other items is included in this package (see Section lll:
Submission Requirements).

4. The staff will, after analysis of the project and consultation with the
applicant and the community, determine and advise the applicant of the
type of review needed, consistent with Section IV: Types of Review.

Section lll: Submission Requirements

A list of suggested materials, including any narrative description, plans, sketches,
photographs, and other material that may be needed for the Mandatory Referral
review, is included here as a guide. Some of these items may be needed before
others in the review process (e.g., Natural Resource Inventory, Tree
Conservation Plan). Some may be needed only as preliminary concepts.
Therefore, applicants are advised to consult the staff to determine which
materials will be needed, and in what sequence, since not all proposals will

3 Adopted Uniform Standards for Mandatory Referral Review

33



34

need everything on the following list. The plans and documents submitted for
the Mandatory Referral should be at a scale sufficient to determine the
compatibility, character, scope, quality, and scale of a project. All formal requests
and applications must be from the head of the applicant agency, or a
representative public official of the agency, and addressed to the Planning
Director of the Department of Planning. A complete application (number of copies
to be determined by the staff) should be submitted to the Prince George’s County
Planning Department, Countywide Planning Division, Special Projects Section,
14741 Governor Oden Bowie Drive, Upper Marlboro, Maryland 20772.

1. Wiritten narrative of the proposal generally describing the project location,

access, surrounding land uses and other existing conditions, proposed
uses, scale and size of proposed structures, and other significant features
of the proposal including, but not limited to the following:

a.

The hours of operation and the types of use(s) proposed within the
structure(s), or on the property under consideration;

Whether the proposed project is consistent with the county’s
General Plan, functional plans such as the Countywide Master Plan
of Transportation, Green Infrastructure Plan, the approved and
adopted area master plan(s) or sector plan(s), and other public
plans, policies, or programs for the area. Any deviation or lack of
consistency should be fully explained;

A Pedestrian and Bicycle Safety Impact Statement that includes an
analysis of the effect of the project on pedestrian and bicyclist
access and safety, and the identification of any capital and/or
operating modifications, including road re-construction plans and
road re-striping plans, that may be required to promote and
maximize safe pedestrian and bicyclist access on the project site,
and in the surrounding area,;

Whether the proposed typical roadway and pathway section meets
the applicable state and county standard(s). If not, the necessary
waivers requested, or to be requested, from any applicable agency
or municipality, and the reasons for those waivers should be
described;

The status of a Historic Area Work Permit (HAWP) application, if
the project would affect county-designated historic resources, sites,
or districts. For state or federally funded projects, indicate the
status of comments by the Maryland Historical Trust. If any
historical resources, sites, or districts would be impacted, state the
proposed measures to be undertaken to limit impacts, and any
remedial measures to mitigate, the identified impacts;
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f. Phasing schedule or plan, if applicable;

g. A description of the manner in which any land intended for common
or quasi-public use, but not proposed to be in public ownership, will
be held, owned, and maintained in perpetuity for the indicated
purposes;

h. Funding source(s) for the project: county, state, federal, and/or
private;

i. A description of the potential impacts to public parkland or land
owned by M-NCPPC, if applicable, and an explanation of what
efforts have been made to minimize these impacts and what
mitigation will be undertaken; and

- For all projects involving buildings or other structures, a statement
on whether or not the proposed project will seek United States
Green Building Council Leadership in Energy and Environmental
Design (LEED), or equivalent green building certification. If the
project is not going to seek LEED or equivalent certification, provide
a LEED scorecard indicating the degree to which the project would
be eligible for such certification;

General location map showing the relationship of the subject property to
existing and proposed surrounding development, land uses and zoning,
park property, traffic network, public amenities, community facilities, and
historic properties (County and National Register).

Site Plan describing the location of all new and existing uses and
structures, size of the subject property, existing land uses of the subject
and surrounding property, park property lines, proposed limits of
disturbance and quantitative assessment of the disturbed area, location
and areas of all existing and proposed public and private open spaces,
number of existing and proposed parking spaces, calculations of building
coverage, the number and type of dwelling units, and square footage,
height, and number of stories of all buildings, and proposed signage.

Utilities and Rights-of-Way map reflecting the location of tract boundaries,
any utility or pipelines traversing the site, easements, and rights-of-way.
All proposed permanent easements and right-of-way takings on park
property must be quantified.

Pedestrian and vehicular circulation plan identifying existing roadway, site
ingress and egress, sidewalks, trails (including equestrian), bikeways,
transit facilities, and all on- and off-site connections to those facilities.

& | Adopted Uniform Standards for Mandatory Referral Review

35



36

10.

Indicate paving widths and the location of any anticipated median breaks.
Show existing and proposed signage, all striped crosswalks, and provision
of pedestrian push buttons and signal heads. If striped crosswalks are not
provided on all legs of a signalized intersection, indicate where and
explain why not. Movement barriers need to be identified and include:

Long crossing distances,

Short signal timing,

Medians and islands without ramps or cut-throughs,

Curbs without curb ramps,

Curb ramps without level landings,

Pedestrian actuated signal devices that are difficult to activate or in
hard-to-reach locations, and

g. Lack of information during pedestrian signal phase;

000 Tw

Natural Resource Inventory (NRI) plan that has been reviewed and
approved by M-NCPPC staff, depicting existing wooded areas, streams,
stream buffers, major drainage courses, wetlands, wetland buffers,
100-year-flood-plain, environmentally sensitive areas, and existing
improvements, as well as the identification of any rare, threatened, or
endangered species (see Section [V: Types of Review, Full Planning
Board Review, paragraph 3). An approved NRI is valid for five years
only. If it is more than five years old, or there are substantial changes
to the site within five years, it must be updated and submitted for
staff’s review and approval.

Tree Conservation plan based upon a correct and complete forest-stand
delineation. If a prior Mandatory Referral action on a project did not have
an approved TCP, if required, then any subsequent Mandatory Referral
review must have an approved TCP at the time of the Planning Board
review and action.

Topographic map depicting the general physical characteristics of the site
or sites with contours at an interval no greater than five feet, and slopes of
15 percent and greater.

Stormwater Management Concept plan(s) approved by the Prince
George’s County Department of Public Works and Transportation or other
agency authorized to approve stormwater management concept plans.

Landscape plan that shows all improvements as indicated on the site plan,
and the exact location and description of all plants and other landscaping
materials, including size (at time of planting), spacing, botanical and
common names, planting method, and all other details and schedules
required by the 2010 Prince George’s County Landscape Manual. Show
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existing trees that are proposed to be removed, and protection for those
trees that are to remain within the limits of disturbance.

11.  Tree Canopy Coverage schedule shown on the landscape plan in
accordance with Subtitle 25, Division 3 of the Prince George’s County
Code.

12.  Lighting plan that provides details and specifications of all lighting fixtures,
including pole heights, designs, and locations. A photometric plan should
be provided. Full cut-off optics are encouraged.

13.  OQverall concept development plan if the proposed project or phase is a
portion of a larger development plan.

14. Statement of compliance with the Prince George’'s County Code Noise
Control Ordinance, Section 19, subsections 120 through 126.

15.  Architectural elevations of all buildings shown in color.

16.  Traffic impact statement or traffic study conducted in substantial
accordance with the Department’s Guidelines for the Analysis of the
Traffic Impact of Development Proposals, describing the effect, if any, on
the local transportation system and the proposed means of addressing
any unmitigated impacts on affected facilities.

Section IV: Types of Review

After analysis of the project and consultation with the applicant and the
community, the Legal Department will determine if a project is eligible for the
Mandatory Referral process. If the Mandatory Referral process is the appropriate
venue, then the Planning Director and/or the Countywide Planning Division Chief
will determine which of the following types of Mandatory Referral review will be
conducted:

e Administrative review by the staff for minor projects; or
e Full Planning Board review,;

The Prince George’s County Zoning Ordinance, Division 11, Sections 27-292
through 295, addresses the approval of public buildings and uses, and buildings
and uses on county-owned land. According to the Zoning Ordinance, the District
Council shall approve all public buildings, structures, and uses, except those of
municipal, state, or federal agencies. Section 27-294(b) recognizes the
Mandatory Referral process. Section 27-294(e) delegates to the Planning Board
the responsibility to grant minor changes to the site plan approved by the District
Council, pursuant to Section 27-293(b) for buildings and uses serving public
health purposes on land owned by Prince George's County, upon which hospitals
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or health centers are located. The criterion to determine what is a modification is
set forth in this section of the Zoning Ordinance.

Public projects, such as interior renovations, minor modifications as part of
routine maintenance, minor utility projects, minor sidewalk improvements, or
minor stream restoration projects, should be exempt from review as part of the
Mandatory Referral process.

Administrative Review by the Staff for Minor Projects

This type of review will normally be conducted for small additions, alterations, or
renovations to existing facilities that do not create any significant impact on the
surrounding community, parkland, or natural resources, and are completely in
compliance with applicable laws and regulations. Examples of projects that may
qualify for administrative review are minor modifications conducted as part of
routine maintenance, placement of a small equipment shed on a site, interior
improvements that do not alter or increase the programming capacity of the
facility, a bridge replacement in-kind, sidewalk construction that does not affect
the roadway, minor roadway construction, and other such improvements that do
not change the land use, character, intensity, scale, or nature of the program, or
the facility under review. ‘

No Mandatory Referral hearing or notification will be required for projects
approved through administrative review procedures. A letter from the Planning
Director will notify the applicant that no further Mandatory Referral review is
required for the project. This does not exempt any project from the need to meet
the requirements of any other entitlement process.

Full Planning Board Review

This type of review will be conducted for projects that do not fall into the first
category and, therefore, will go through a full Planning Board review with a
Mandatory Referral hearing and notification as described in this package. The
applicant should consult with the Planning Department staff early in project
development to determine when a project should be submitted for review.
Projects should be submitted for Planning Board review as soon as all the
necessary information is complete and there is still enough time to make
changes, if needed, to address the Planning Board’s recommendations.
Generally, a project is to be submitted at 30-35 percent completion during the
design development stage (also referred to as the facility planning, schematic
design, or concept design phase). All site selections and acquisitions, even if
they are consistent with the relevant master plans, must be submitted for
Mandatory Referral before they are finalized.

Some projects may need to be reviewed at more than one stage as a Mandatory
Referral depending upon the nature and type of development proposed. For
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example, a property may be initially reviewed by the Planning Board at site
selection, and later for approval of the proposed design of buildings and site
improvements. For large or particularly sensitive projects, the Planning Board
may require a second review when a more detailed design is available. Where
appropriate, two or more actions by the Planning Board may be combined into
one review, e.g., land associated with rights-of-way acquisition in CIP projects
which may be part of the full project review and not a separate Mandatory
Referral.

A staff report will be produced summarizing comments received from all sections
from which comments were requested. The staff report will include a
recommendation from staff concerning whether the Planning Board should
approve the project, disapprove it, or approve it with suggested modifications.
This does not exempt any project from the need to meet the requirements of any
other entitlement process.

If there may be a need for additional information, or the project could potentially
be modified as it continues through the final design stages before construction, a
follow up review by the staff may be needed. The staff will determine if the
project needs to be brought back to the Planning Board for a full review, unless a
follow up review is requested by the Planning Board.

Forest Conservation: Under the Maryland Forest Conservation Act, approval
authority for forest conservation plans was delegated to the Prince George’s
County Planning Board, or its designee. In some cases, the state may choose to
review cases, particularly state and federal sites, which are subject to the Clean
Water Act. While the Planning Board’s review of Mandatory Referrals is advisory,
its authority to approve tree conservation plans (TCP) is final and can have an
impact on whether such projects can proceed. Section 25-119(b)(1)(A) of the
Woodland and Wildlife Conservation Ordinance provides that “all development
applications shall submit either a TCP, or a Letter of Exemption,” prior to
issuance of a grading permit.

Schools: Closed school properties reviewed in accordance with the Prince
George’s County Board of Education’s Board Policy 2570-Closing of School
Buildings, and the corresponding Administrative Procedure 2571, are to be
reviewed initially when the properties are transferred to the county and the
county prepares a reuse proposal. They may be reviewed a second time when a
specific use is selected and a detailed program of development and schematic
design is prepared. These two steps may be combined into a single review if a
specific use is proposed and schematic plans and other information needed to
process the application are submitted for staff review in a timely manner.

(Note: Reuse of closed school properties differs from disposition in that
properties designated for reuse remain the property of the county and are
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subject to long-term leases, whereas disposition entails selling the closed
schools after—among other conditions as cited in Sec. 2-111.01, such as sale,
lease, or other disposition of county property of the County Code—the Planning
Board determines the site is not needed for park or recreation use.)

Sections 27-443, 27-463, and 27-475.06.01 of the Zoning Ordinance do not
require a detailed site plan review of a private educational institution when using
an existing public school, which has been conveyed by the Prince George’s
County Board of Education to Prince George’s County, if the county maintains
ownership of the facility and operates the school in it, or leases the facility for use
as a private school of any type. Such projects would not be reviewed as
Mandatory Referrals.

Closed Sessions: If an applicant agency is involved in sensitive negotiations
(from a monetary aspect) for site selections or acquisition, and a full Mandatory
Referral with public review and disclosure at that point may put the applicant
agency at a disadvantage in its negotiations with the property owners, or if there
is not enough time to conduct a full review as the available site may be sold to a
private party before the review is complete, the staff may decide that a closed
session consultation with the Planning Board is warranted. However, such a
consultation would only be to provide the Planning Board’s informal comments
for the applicant’s information and consideration. A full review with a public
hearing and notification will be required before the proposed acquisition or sale is
finalized. The comments provided in a closed session will be the Planning
Board’s initial response based on the information provided, and may not be the
Planning Board'’s final recommendation.

(Note: Maryland Law permits the Planning Board to meet in closed session to
“consider the acquisition of real property for a public purpose.” See Md. Code
Ann., State Gov't Art., §10-508.)

Projects Exempt from Mandatory Referral Review

When an application is received, a determination must be made by the Legal
Department as to which review process will be applied. The following projects will
be considered exempt from the Mandatory Referral review process:
e Any county or municipal project that must go through the entitlement
process.
e Any county project that goes through an extensive Capital Improvements
Program/Projects (CIP) Review and a referral to the Planning Board.
e Emergency repairs to roadways, public buildings or structures, or existing
publicly and privately owned utilities.
e Any telecommunication tower that is proposed by and used by a private
entity on public property is not considered a public use and must go
through the entitlement process.
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These exemptions take into consideration that any county or municipal project
that must go through the entitlement process will be reviewed in a detailed
manner to insure that it is in conformance with the Zoning Ordinance, Subdivision
Ordinance and other regulatory regulations, which are considered binding, since
they were adopted by the governing body.

Second, any county project that was reviewed through an extensive CIP review
process and received approval by the Planning Board and the County Council is
exempt from Mandatory Referral review.

Third, any emergency repairs to existing infrastructure or buildings are exempt
from Mandatory Referral review, since the Mandatory Referral review process
would cause an unnecessary delay to deliver critically needed repairs.

Finally, any telecommunication tower/facility that is paid, constructed and
maintained by a private entity and that private entity will retain ownership interest
and operational control of the tower/facility on public land is not considered a
public structure and is subject to the requirements of the entitlement process.

Section V: Mandatory Referral Hearing and Notification

The Planning Board will conduct a hearing to receive community comments
during its regularly scheduled sessions for all projects requiring a full review. The
staff will notify the area civic associations registered with the Planning
Department for notice of development activity in the location of the proposed
project when the project is accepted as a complete application and the 60-day
clock starts. The notice will include, but not be limited to, project name, applicant,
location, a brief description, staff contact, and a tentative date of the Planning
Board meeting at which public testimony will be taken. A final notice of the
hearing will be published in the Planning Board’s weekly agenda, which is
available on the Internet at www.pgplanning.org. It is strongly recommended that
applicants’ representatives attend the public hearing and be available to discuss
the project and answer any questions from the Planning Board.

The Planning Board encourages applicants to conduct adequate and timely
community outreach and notification, including noticing adjacent, abutting, and
confronting property owners. The staff will work with the applicant to determine
appropriate outreach in each case. Interagency coordination and public
notification conducted pursuant to other laws and regulations are encouraged,
but would not be accepted in lieu of appropriate community outreach for the
Mandatory Referral processes.
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Section VI: Planning Board Consideration

During the Mandatory Referral hearing at the Planning Board’s regularly
scheduled meeting, the Planning Board will review the proposal and may seek
clarifications from the staff, the applicant, or the community, if necessary. The
Planning Board will consider all relevant land use and planning aspects of the
proposal including, but not limited to the following:

1.

Whether the proposal is consistent with the County’s General Plan,
functional plans such as the Countywide Master Plan of Transportation,
Green Infrastructure Plan, the approved and adopted area master plan(s)
or sector plan(s), and other public plans, policies, or programs for the
area,
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