
 
 

8200 BAYSIDE ROAD, P.O. BOX 400 CHESAPEAKE BEACH, MARYLAND 20732 

(410) 257-2230 (301) 855-8398 

-    

   

                         TOWN COUNCIL INFORMATIONAL              

       WORK SESSION AGENDA 

January 11, 2022 
 

          This meeting is being conducted virtually to limit health risks of COVID-19.  

          To join the meeting via web join via https://us02web.zoom.us/j/8697557180.  

          To join by phone please call (301) 715-8592 and enter Meeting ID 869 755 7180.  

 
 

I. Call to Order and Roll Call 

 

II. Pledge of Allegiance 

 

III. Informational discussion on the following: 

 

1.  Richfield Station Water Tower Change Order. 

2. Snowplow Emergency Expenditure. 

3. Town Council to consider cancelling the August 18 Town Meeting for summer 

break. 

4. Town Council to consider moving the June 16th Town Meeting to June 9th due to 

a conflict with the Maryland Municipal League Conference.  

5.  Ethics Ordinance Amendments proposed by Ethics Commission. 

 
IV. Council Lightning Round: 
 

V. Adjournment 
 

 

https://us02web.zoom.us/j/8697557180


            
 

To: The Honorable Mayor and Town Council                           From: Holly Wahl, Town Administrator 

Subject: Richfield Station Water Tower Change Order 

Date: January 7, 2022  

 

 

I. BACKGROUND: 

 

The Town Council authorized a contract to K&K Painting to make repairs to the Richfield Station water tower 

in the amount of $320,000, not to exceed $328,625.  

 

A recap of the proposals received in May of 2021 can be found below:  

 

 
 

The Town Council budgeted $420,000 for this capital expenditure. 

 

II. ADDITIONAL WORK REQUESTED:  

 

During repairs, it was recognized that the interior of the tank needs to be addressed. Having the contractor 

address the interior of the tank will save the Town further mobilization fees of bringing a contractor back on site 

to make these repairs. 

 

For this reason, staff requested a change order from the contractor to complete interior cleaning and patching.  

 

It is recommended that the change order be granted in order to give the interior wet area a total wash out with a 

low-pressure power wash. Once this work is completed, we will be able to survey the tank walls and floor for 

any more corrosion.  

 

III. FISCAL IMPACT:  

 

Town staff is requesting that Town Council authorize a change in the amount of $15,000 to perform the clean 

out. This cost is within the budgeted amount for FY22 and does not require an y additional allocation of funds.  



            
 

To: The Honorable Mayor and Town Council                           From: Holly Wahl, Town Administrator 

Subject: Emergency  Snow Removal Expenditure 

Date: January 7, 2022  

 

 

I. BACKGROUND: 

 

The Town Council budgeted $40,000 in funds for snow & ice removal in FY22. To date, less than $500 has 

been spent from this fund in FY22. On January 3rd, 2022 the Town encountered a snow event that resulted in 

approximately a foot of snow. 

 

The Town utilized Windmill Farms to augment Town of Chesapeake Beach Public Work crew members and  

equipment under a set hourly and equipment rate in the same manner that the Town has operated in the past   

during snow events.  

 

II. FISCAL IMPACT:  

 

Town staff is requesting authorization of Town Council to pay a bill for January 3rd, 2022 that totals $11,602.50 

for 112.50-man hours clearing roadways and sidewalks. These funds would come from the FY22 Snow and Ice 

Removal line item of the General Fund budget, are within budget, and do not require any further allocation of 
funds. 

 

 

  



Invoice
Date

1/6/2022

Invoice #

1788

Bill To

Town of Chesapeake Beach
P.O. Box 400
Chesapeake Beach, MD 20732

Windmill Farms

1025 E CHESAPEAKE BEACH RD
P.O. BOX 549
OWINGS, MD 20736
410-257-9343

P.O. No. Terms Project

Total

DescriptionQuantity Rate Amount

ATTN: JAY BERRY
REF: SNOW REMOVAL - 1/3/2022 - Day 1
The following is an invoice to supply all labor, equipment and supervision necessary to
assist the Town of Chesapeake Beach Public Works Department in efforts to remove
snow from streets and sidewalks.

0.00 0.00

Lee K. - Operator - 4 am - 5 am stand by mode1 65.00 65.00
Lee K. - Operator - 5am - 6 pm - active13 65.00 845.00
Ronald C. - Operator - 4am - 5am stand by mode1 65.00 65.00
Ronald C. - Operator - 5am - 6pm - active13 65.00 845.00
Chris M. - Operator - 4am - 5am - stand by mode1 65.00 65.00
Chris M. - Operator - 5am - 6pm - active13 65.00 845.00
Les K. - Operator 4am - 5am - stand by mode1 65.00 65.00
Les K. - Operator 5am - 8pm - active15 65.00 975.00
Mike W. - 3/4 ton plow w/spreader - 4am - 5am -stand by mode1 145.00 145.00
Mike W. - 3/4 ton plow w/spreader - 5am - 9pm - active16 145.00 2,320.00
Ben G. - 3/4 ton plow w/spreader - 4am - 5am - stand by mode1 145.00 145.00
Ben G. - 3/4 ton plow w/spreader - 5am - 8:30pm - active15.5 145.00 2,247.50
Chris P. - 1 1/2 ton plow  7am - 6pm - active11 145.00 1,595.00
Victor R. - sidewalk labor - 7am - 6:30pm - active11.5 60.00 690.00
Anibal F. - sidewalk labor - 7am - 6:30pm - active11.5 60.00 690.00

$11,602.50

Exhibit "A"



            
 

To: The Honorable Mayor and Town Council                           From: Holly Wahl, Town Administrator 

Subject: Ethics Commission Proposed Amendments to the Ethics Ordinance 

Date: January 7, 2022  

 

 

I. BACKGROUND: 

Attached is a set of amendments the Ethics Commission recommends be made to the Town of Chesapeake 

Beach Ethics Ordinance. The following summarizes the changes and provides the reasons for them, as stated by 

the Ethics Commission.  

II. SUMMARY OF AMENDMENTS:  

Because the required disclosures go beyond purely financial matters, the Ethics Commission suggests changing 

the phrase “financial disclosures” to “public disclosures” throughout the ordinance. The specific sections where 

this would happen are: 

§ 25-12.A(1) 

§ 25-12.b 

Article IV title 

§ 25-32.A(1) 

§ 25-32.A(2) 

§ 25-32.B(1) 

§ 25-34 

§ 25-36 

§ 25-38 

Section 25-16 addresses advisory opinions. In Section 25-16.B. the Ethics Commission recommends expanding 

the situations where a person may request an advisory opinion to situations where conduct “might present” a 

conflict of interest as opposed to the current situation where conduct “presents” a conflict of interest. 

The ethics commission suggests two amendments to § 25-23.B., which currently states employment and 

financial interest restrictions. First, in the lead sentence of B., the Ethics Commission would extend the 

coverage from just being employed or having financial interest in particular entities, by adding “or serve as an 

officer or director” of such an entity. It seems clear that an official should not be in the position of benefiting an 

entity he or she is responsible for operating. Second, the Ethics Commission would add to the list of entities any 

“that requests or receives a grant or other funding from the Town.” The inherent conflict is as clear here as 

when an official is employed by an entity that has a contract with the 



            
Town. Consistent with these changes, the ethics commission recommends changing the heading of §25-23 to 

“Employment, service and financial restrictions.” 

Section 25-26 currently bars certain persons from intentionally using the prestige of office for certain reasons. 

The Ethics Commission would change the wording to “knowingly or intentionally.” We think the bar should be 

enforced even if conscious intent to violate it cannot be proven. 

Section 26-27.B. currently bars the receipt of a gift from certain people. The Ethics Commission would change 

that to “a person or entity.” That makes explicit what is currently implicit. The Ethics Commission would add a 

§ 25-27.B.(4) to bar the receipt of gifts from an entity that “has or is likely to request or receive a grant or other 

funding from the town.” The Ethics Commission thinks it clear that potential grant recipients should not give, or 

be expected to give, gifts to officials who have a say in whether the grant would be provided. 

In § 25-32.B. the Ethics Commission would change the disclosure requirements for candidates to cover both the 

preceding calendar year and the current calendar year through July 31. In § 25-32.B.(1) the Ethics Commission 

would remove the sentence barring the Board of Elections from issuing a certificate of candidacy in certain 

cases. That is covered by the election code. Current § 25-32.B.(2) should be removed because its subject is also 

covered by the election code. Finally, current § 25-32.B.(3) should be eliminated because it incorrectly implies 

that either the Ethics Commission or the Board of Elections can bar an otherwise qualified candidate from the 

ballot based on deficiencies in his or her public disclosures. 

In § 25-33.A. and B. we suggest making explicit that the content of the disclosure statement to be filed by 

candidates is the same as that of the statements filed by elected officials. 

The Ethics Commission suggests several changes in § 25-34. First refer to the person filing the statement as 

“the filer.” Second, the Ethics Commission makes clear that a disclosure statement is deficient if it is unsigned 

or there is a failure to complete each form. Third, the Ethics Commission would eliminate the no-longer 

necessary special deadline for candidates to remedy deficiencies. Fourth, the Ethics Commission would suggest 

expressly requiring that the Commission investigate any violations of the ethics ordinance that appear to be 

revealed in a person’s disclosures. 

The current § 25-35 authorizes imposing a late fee for failures to timely file disclosures. The Ethics 

Commission suggest making that one of the remedies provided for in the enforcement section. 

The Ethics Commission suggest clarifying the current § 25-36 (future § 25-35) to require the Commission to 

investigate possible violations of the ethics ordinance, based on any information available, including 

information provided in public disclosure statements. 

The current § 25-37 says that when the commission refers a possible criminal offense to a prosecuting authority 

we must “stay its own investigation.” The Ethics Commission are suggesting too changes. One, makes clear that 

the stay ends if the prosecuting authority says a stay is no longer necessary. The other recognizes that the 

commission has nothing to stay if it has already reached a decision. 

§ 25-37. Potential criminal offense. 

If the commission finds at any time that there are reasonable grounds to believe that a covered person may have 

committed a criminal offense, such as bribery, perjury, corrupt behavior, or other misconduct in office, it shall 

promptly refer the matter to an appropriate prosecuting authority. and stay its own investigation. If the referral 



            
occurs before the commission has reached a decision under § 25-39, the commission shall immediately stay its 

proceedings until informed by the prosecuting authority that the stay is no longer necessary. 

The current § 25-38, which the Ethics Commission would leave unchanged, provides that if the commission 

finds a reasonable basis for believing there has been a violation, if shall make an effort to resolved the matter 

informally. The current § 25-39 then provides that if the efforts to revolve the matter are unsuccessful, the 

commission may petition the circuit court “to enforce compliance and punish violations.” What is missing is 

any actual finding by the commission that the respondent is actually guilty of the alleged offense. The reason 

for the omission was our belief that if guilt or innocence depends on contested facts, we don’t have the 

competence to hold a fair and credible hearing. 

The first proposed change is to say that if there are no material facts in dispute (which means there is no need to 

hold an evidentiary hearing), the Ethics Commission can issue a decision after hearing arguments from the 

parties and other interested people. 

Second, the Ethics Commission would provide that if a hearing is necessary, the Ethics Commission would ask 

the town to pay for a qualified person to hold the hearing and recommend findings of fact. If that happens, the 

Ethics Commission would hear arguments and then decide the case. 

Third, the Ethics Commission allows for the possibility that the town will refuse to pay for an independent 

hearing examiner. The commission would have the option of closing the case without a decision or determine 

that the nature of the factual dispute is such that one of its members could competently preside over a hearing. 

In the latter case, the hearing would be held, arguments heard, and a decision rendered. 

Subsections D. and E. identify the remedies and punishments that can be provided by the Commission and the 

courts, respectively. In D.(1), a late fee of $5 per day can be assessed for delays in filing disclosures or in 

remedying deficiencies, up to a total of $500. Subsection D.(2) authorizes the Commission to issue cease and 

desist orders, and D.(3) authorizes the Commission to issue reprimands. Subsections D.(4) and (5) authorize the 

Commission to recommend certain punishments, recognizing that the Commission should not have the authority 

to impose those punishments itself. 

Subsection E. begins by recognizing that the Town, not the Commission, can seek remedies from a court. Those 

remedies include, subsection E.(1), issuance of a judicial cease and desist order. Subsections E.(2) and E.(3) 

authorize the court to suspend payments of compensation and order removal of the respondent from his or her 

position. Subsection E.(4) is the same as the current § 25-39B.(2) provision for voiding official action, but 

changing the deadline for seeking that relief from 90 days to 180 days. Subsection B.(5) carries over the current 

§ 25-39B.(3), authorizing imposition of a $5,000 fine. 

Enclosures:  Exhibit “A” the current adopted Ethics Ordinance 

  Exhibit “B” the proposed amendments to the Ethics Ordinance 

  



Exhibit "A" Current Town of Chesapeake Beach Ethics Ordinance
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ORDINANCE O-21-8 

 

AN ORDINANCE 

OF THE TOWN COUNCIL OF CHESAPEAKE BEACH, MARYLAND, TO  

ADOPT THE PROPOSED CHANGES TO THE TOWN OF CHESAPEAKE BEACH ETHICS 

CODE-CHAPTER 25. 

 

WHEREAS, Chesapeake Beach, Maryland (the “Town”) is a municipal corporation of the State 

of Maryland, organized and operating under a Charter adopted in 1963, in accordance with Article XI-E 

of the Constitution of Maryland and the Local Government Article of the Annotated Code of Maryland; 

and 

WHEREAS, pursuant to Md. Code Ann., Local Gov’t Article, § 5-202, Chesapeake Beach (“The 

Town”) has the authority to pass such ordinances as it deems necessary to preserve peace and good order, 

to secure persons from danger and destruction and to protect the health, comfort, and convenience of the 

citizens of the municipality; and 

WHEREAS, the Maryland Public Ethics Law (“the State Public Ethics Law”), Md. Code Ann., 

Gen. Provs. Art., Title 5, Subtitle 8, Part II, “Public Ethics Laws for Counties and Municipal 

Corporations,” states that the express powers contained in the Local Gov’t. Article are intended and shall 

be deemed to incorporate and include the power and authority contained in the State Public Ethics Law;” 

and 

WHEREAS, the State Public Ethics Law requires that Town elected officials, Town employees 

and certain persons appointed to Town Boards and Commissions be subject to conflict-of-interest 

prohibitions and certain financial disclosure requirements; and 

WHEREAS, the Maryland Public Ethics Law requires that the Town adopt an ethics ordinance 

with conflict-of-interest and public disclosure provisions that are at least equivalent to or exceed the 

requirements of the State law for State officials and employees; and  

WHEREAS, the Town previously enacted and amended a public ethics ordinance for 

Chesapeake Beach by Ordinance Nos. O-16-11, O-17-15, and O-20-5; and 



                                                                                                                                              Passed: ___________ 

                                                                                                                                    Effective: ___________ 
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WHEREAS, the Town wishes to exercise its discretion to adopt provisions of its public ethics 

ordinance which exceed the requirements of State law for State officials and employees to make other 

revisions to the Town’s public ethics ordinance.  

NOW THEREFORE BE IT ORDAINED AND ENACTED by the Town Council of 

Chesapeake Beach, that Chapter 25, “Ethics, Public,” of the Chesapeake Beach Code is changed and 

modified to read as follows: 

SECTION 1: That the Town Council retains and adopts all of Section 25 of the Town of 

Chesapeake Beach unless specifically changed and modified pursuant to Exhibit B attached and 

incorporated herein by reference. 

 

       CHESAPEAKE BEACH, MARYLAND 

       

____________________________________ 

      Patrick J. Mahoney, Mayor 

 

      ____________________________________ 

      Valerie L. Beaudin, Councilwoman 

 

 

      ____________________________________ 

      Gregory J. Morris, Councilman 

 

 

      ____________________________________ 

      Lawrence P. Jaworski, Councilman 

 

 

      ____________________________________ 

      Keith L. Pardieck, Councilman 

 

 

      ____________________________________ 

      L. Charles Fink, Councilman 

 

 

      ____________________________________ 

      Margaret P. Hartman, Councilwoman 
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